
Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Hengst - 2008/02/07 11:14
_____________________________________

Ok, so I know this isn't a political forum, but I wanted to pick the brains of some of you conservatives out there because
I'm not one, and I'm curious to see how the Republican race is going to turn out for all of you now that Romney has just
dropped out, so I have a couple of questions . . . 



Just out of curiosity, would you be willing to support Huckabee if he some how magically overtook McCain, despite some
of the blatantly anti-mormon type attacks he used against Romney?





How do you feel about McCain?  (I know a lot of conservatives don't like him, though, he seems plenty conservative to
me).



Would you support a McCain Huckabee ticket?





What about McCain Lieberman (I actually think this is a very likely combination)?







I'm mostly just curious.  I've been, and will continue to be an Obama supporter.  I know some of you seem to get mad
when politics gets brought up, but hey, it's important, and I know there are a lot of smart good conservative brains to pick
on this board that will have good well thought out answers to my questionst :)

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by snoscythe - 2008/02/07 11:25
_____________________________________

Ron Paul is still running, and that's enough for me.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Hengst - 2008/02/07 11:29
_____________________________________

snoscythe wrote:

Ron Paul is still running, and that's enough for me.



hypothetically speaking, what if he drops out, or does not run in the general election?  just curious.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Hawkwing - 2008/02/07 11:37
_____________________________________

I'm a reformed democrat, but thats another story. I think it's a terrible tragedy for the country that the only people left
running are completely crazy.



I will never support any ticket that includes Huckabee. It could be Bronco and Huckabee and I wouldn't vote for it.



I would support McCain and Lieberman, I have a lot of respect for Lieberman, as a man who is willing to be thrown out of
a corrupt party because he still has values and ethics.



I'm intrigued by Obama. He's certainly a better choice than Hillary. But he's completely unproven in every sense of the
word, has very little experience in politics, business, international affairs, anything. And I have a hard time supporting
anyone who calls for an immediate withdrawal of the troops now that we're actually doing some good. 



This will be a very interesting election.

============================================================================
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Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by MizzouCoug - 2008/02/07 11:39
_____________________________________

OK, with no animosity towards you or anyone else whatsoever, I think McCain is a stout liberal (RINO) and it would be
better to have Obama or Clinton in office if only to cleanse the GOP after 4 years of Democrat leadership. 



So, no I would not support a McAmnesty/Huckabee ticket no matter what at this point. They are the greater of the 2 evils
in this election and I would rather vote for Billary. Lieberman is a class act IMO. I'd like to see him as president.



Which makes me curious, why Obama over Cackle? All I ever hear him say is "change" this "change" that. (Granted I
haven't followed the Dem side as closely, although I did watch a couple of the earlier, larger debates)

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by StatCougar - 2008/02/07 11:45
_____________________________________

I think alot of true conservatives will be voting third party this year, I happen to be on of them.  I hate throwing my vote
away, but I figure it is the best way to tell the national parties I didn't care for either canidate.  If McCain get the repub.
nom., which is a small if, the Dems will win this year for sure.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Metallicat - 2008/02/07 11:51
_____________________________________

To be honest, I'm officially undecided at this point.  Part of me might still vote for McCain because he did push for the
surge and is stronger in that aspect.  However, the amnesty bill really got under my skin.  Don't know if I can look past
that.  I too might vote for the cough dems cough.  If it's going to be a lib in office, may as well make it a democrat.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Hengst - 2008/02/07 11:51
_____________________________________

MizzouCoug wrote:

OK, with no animosity towards you or anyone else whatsoever, I think McCain is a stout liberal (RINO) and it would be
better to have Obama or Clinton in office if only to cleanse the GOP after 4 years of Democrat leadership. 



So, no I would not support a McAmnesty/Huckabee ticket no matter what at this point. They are the greater of the 2 evils
in this election and I would rather vote for Billary. Lieberman is a class act IMO. I'd like to see him as president.



Which makes me curious, why Obama over Cackle? All I ever hear him say is "change" this "change" that. (Granted I
haven't followed the Dem side as closely, although I did watch a couple of the earlier, larger debates)



I assume by  "Cackle" you mean hillary (although I've never heard of that before).  I wrote a brief paragraph about it on
my blog http://katzscommentary.blogspot.com if your curious.  It's not really in depth, but it gets the gist across.  If you
want to read something that really irritates you you can read my proceeding articles on the health care system :-).

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Metallicat - 2008/02/07 11:55
_____________________________________

Hengst wrote:

MizzouCoug wrote:

OK, with no animosity towards you or anyone else whatsoever, I think McCain is a stout liberal (RINO) and it would be

Forum - Cougarblue FireBoard Forum Component version: 1.0.4 Generated: 8 January, 2009, 21:08



better to have Obama or Clinton in office if only to cleanse the GOP after 4 years of Democrat leadership. 



So, no I would not support a McAmnesty/Huckabee ticket no matter what at this point. They are the greater of the 2 evils
in this election and I would rather vote for Billary. Lieberman is a class act IMO. I'd like to see him as president.



Which makes me curious, why Obama over Cackle? All I ever hear him say is "change" this "change" that. (Granted I
haven't followed the Dem side as closely, although I did watch a couple of the earlier, larger debates)



I assume by  "Cackle" you mean hillary (although I've never heard of that before).  I wrote a brief paragraph about it on
my blog http://katzscommentary.blogspot.com if your curious.  It's not really in depth, but it gets the gist across.  If you
want to read something that really irritates you you can read my proceeding articles on the health care system :-).



Ironically, your blog talks about why I WOULD consider voting for Hillary over McCain.  She's devisive and the
conservatives would fight her harder.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by CougarPeasant - 2008/02/07 11:58
_____________________________________

McCain is not a conservative, contrary to your opinion.  Campaign finance reform is anything but a conservative principle.
 He said Justice Alito is too conservative, without even reading his opinions.  



As for Huckabee, his slurs against the LDS Church are enough to reject him even for dog catcher.  It must be something
in the water in Arkansas as he's not the only former governor there I would never vote in as dog catcher (though Clinton
certainly has caught a few dogs in his day). 



If Liebermann was a man of principle, he never would have accepted the VP slot with Gore in 2000.  I respect
Liebermann more than any current senator on the left, but I would not vote for a McCain/Liebermann ticket.



I haven't decided on a candidate yet, but there is no chance I would vote for McCain or for Clinton and very, very little
chance I'd vote for Obama as he's a blank sheet with no discernable differences in vision for the country than what Gore,
Kerry or Clinton offer(ed).

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Knucklehead - 2008/02/07 12:03
_____________________________________

I have been I life-long republican.  It comes down to my upbringing as a military brat and it always seemed like the
republicans cared about the military more than democrats.



I have become disillusioned with the coalition that makes up the republican party, ever since the Reagan years, however.
 The way I see it, the Reagan majority used to be comprised of the social conservatives (pro-life, pro-family, tough on
crime), the fiscal conservatives (pro-business, deregulation, smaller government), and the foreign policy hawks (pro-
military, active democratization).



The social conservatives morphed into the "Christian Right" (people who would never vote for a Mormon) during Bush II's
presidential campaign, the fiscal conservatives were outflanked by Bill Clinton when he adopted fiscal policy positions
that improved the economy and decreased the growth of our national debt, and the foreign policy hawks are embroiled in
military action in Iraq that is currently stable but promises nothing positive in the near future without our continued
presence.



In the end, I find myself asking why I should continue to support a party that would never allow someone like me or my
sons (not a slide on women, I only have boys in my family) to be their candidate for president because of our religious
convictions.



If Ron Paul is out (he would only be a protest vote anyway because he isn't a serious contender), I sure hope I can vote
for Barak Obama.  I might just start a write-in campaign for a Mendenhall/Edwards ticket.

============================================================================
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Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by cougarfan144 - 2008/02/07 12:05
_____________________________________

Here's an interesting concept that may just come to pass. We have McCain vs. Dem. Do those who hate both go with the
independent and waste our vote (not because we don't like him, but because he won't win anyway) or do we vote for rep
or dem even though we hate them? 

I'm very ticked at my bleak voting future.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Metallicat - 2008/02/07 12:07
_____________________________________

Knucklehead, I assume you mean Lavell, not John ;)

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Knucklehead - 2008/02/07 12:10
_____________________________________

Metallicat wrote:

Knucklehead, I assume you mean Lavell, not John ;)



Good catch, Bronco/Lavell ticket.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by bennyhaha - 2008/02/07 12:10
_____________________________________

As a conservative I think Bush has done a terrible job in many respects in upholding what I believe in.  The border issue,
spending is out of control, etc.  John McCain is more liberal than Bush, but yet people are still voting for him.  I will vote
for Obama if he wins, if hillary wins i vote third party.  I figure let the Dems get in and the republicans might be forced to
listen to their conservative base.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by cougarfan144 - 2008/02/07 12:14
_____________________________________

I would love to see Romney/Paul for a nominee, just because they seem like the best out there.

It ticks me off that people would rather vote for McCain (dem in sheep's clothing) so as to keep a Mormon from being
their candidate.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by BoiseBYU - 2008/02/07 12:17
_____________________________________

You heard it here first:  McCain will invite Romney to be VP:  Romney brings his conservativism and economic
knowhow...things McCain is in somewhat short supply....I would never vote for Hucakbee...He views me as unworthy
because of my religious convictions. He is willing to slander my religious convictions for personal political gain....

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by nuk13 - 2008/02/07 12:20
_____________________________________
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If a person is to vote their conscience then I will write someone in.  



McCain and his supporters saying he's conservative does not make him such.  Being for open borders (wherein terrorists
may come in) and being willing to spend untold billion$ of our money on fighting greenhouse gasses (which has been
going on for 100,000s of thousands of years) disqualifies him as a conservative.



I am not good at arguing/debating but what I would like to know from you Hengst is how is socialized medicine going to
be paid for?  Hillery says she will get it from the wealthy.  What if they leave?



What about our energy situation?  Those left in the campaign have bought into the global warming/greenhouse gas
theories, therefor we will continue to be dependent on those who don't like us.  In the meantime, the energy companies
may well be among those who leave because the taxers will probably target their "record profits".  See above.



I am not trying to attack you but I am concerned about many points of freedom a few of which I've tried to enumerate.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by CougarPeasant - 2008/02/07 12:21
_____________________________________

Actually, Romney said last month that he would not accept the VP nod from McCain.  SO unless you know something
Romney doesn't, I don't see it happening.



BoiseBYU wrote:

You heard it here first:  McCain will invite Romney to be VP:  Romney brings his conservativism and economic
knowhow...things McCain is in somewhat short supply....I would never vote for Hucakbee...He views me as unworthy
because of my religious convictions. He is willing to slander my religious convictions for personal political gain....

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by cougarfan144 - 2008/02/07 12:26
_____________________________________

Speaking of freedom, I heard on the news in my car, that California is trying to pass legislation that new homes be built
with a radio control device that allows the government to regulate the heat in your home, to avoid power outages and
brown outs. I heard that and about drove off the road. Who is leading this mess and what party do they belong to?

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Knucklehead - 2008/02/07 12:30
_____________________________________

cougarfan144 wrote:

Speaking of freedom, I heard on the news in my car, that California is trying to pass legislation that new homes be built
with a radio control device that allows the government to regulate the heat in your home, to avoid power outages and
brown outs. I heard that and about drove off the road. Who is leading this mess and what party do they belong to?



Utah already has this, but on a volunteer basis, not through government regulation.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Slugger - 2008/02/07 12:32
_____________________________________

In my mind, Romney was the only candidate from either party with real world credentials and experience. Here is my
breakdown of each candidate...



Romney - Outstanding academic credentials, ridiculous business success, evidence of sacrifice and organizational skills
(Olympics), and political experience (Mass). Romney actually plans and ways to solve the country's problems, not just
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talk. Unfortunately, he was cornered by two rival candidates that together were a force, but apart are nothing. 



McCain - Admittedly, I used to live Senator McCain. However, after learning more about him I've discovered he is nothing
more than a POW that is riding the "hero" thing as long as he can. After three decades in Washington he has done very
little for the country. McCain may be a "war hero" but how does that translate to being able to address economics, health
care, immigration, the housing slump, employment rates, foreign policy and liberal agendas? It's like walking into a
hospital screaming "I'm a cancer surviver! Let me run your facility!". The fact that you survived cancer is great, but does
not make you capable or experienced in everything. 



Huckabee - This guy is a joke. I don't know much about him other than he is a Mormon hater. I can't see him in the White
House, or addressing the country in the State of the Union telecasts. He, too is riding the momentum of reputation of
being "Christian" but has little to offer us Americans. 



Obama - This guy makes me nervous because we don't really know his loyalties. Is he a devout American? Or is he a
devout Humanitarian? Will he defend the country, or will he defend the human? He seems to have sincere interest in
human needs but I don't get the feeling he understands what national defense and patriotism mean. 



Clinton - Wow, a woman in the oval office. I know we've all heard the jokes about women running the country, but those
are serious questions. I know, because I work with a bunch of women and it's DRAMA all the time! How will Hillary do
with international relations and foreign policy? Many cultures view women as a societal secondary to men so will they
take her serious when it comes time for peace talks or trade negotiations? Will they blow her off and ask for the next-
highest in command that is a male? Will she pander to women and the poor out of natural womanly sympathies? Does
she understand economics well enough to draft a plan that really works? What role will "Billary" play in her decisions? He
will certainly be involved somehow.



Bottom line...with Romney out of the race I have no desire to vote. I don't trust or believe in any of the candidates and
can't place one higher than the other. I would vote for McCain by default but I highly protest his amnesty plans for
illegals, and I am still very offended by his jabs at Romney, while smiling and repeating "I'm a war hero!". He has gotten
alot of mileage out of that, possibly enough to get him from Arizona to Washington. God bless the United States...we're
gonna need it.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by nuk13 - 2008/02/07 12:32
_____________________________________

cougarfan144 wrote:

Speaking of freedom, I heard on the news in my car, that California is trying to pass legislation that new homes be built
with a radio control device that allows the government to regulate the heat in your home, to avoid power outages and
brown outs. I heard that and about drove off the road. Who is leading this mess and what party do they belong to?



Yes, I heard this a day or 2 ago.  It appears that the candidates left in may support this.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Ygridiron4ever - 2008/02/07 12:32
_____________________________________

I am truly sad today.  I'm going to vent and say nothing sensible right now.

I think Huckabee's hatemongering is a tool of the devil!  I think he has personal designs that are not in the best interests
of me or my country as a whole.



I am a life-long republican who is ashamed of my party.  I have very little respect for my President, and for the candidates
who are asking to be my new leader!



I can't understand why people would vote for a man who would turn 80 in the Whitehouse.  This not a knock on seniors,
and I don't know about Mr. McCain's health, but the fact is undeniable that the older we get the more susceptible we are
to.....death (duh).  No one should run for President for one term only.  If McCain were elected the odds are 50/50 or
better that the VP will have a huge influence....



I cant connect with any sense that Hillary gives a rat's a** about anything other than showing her husband has nothing
over her (a life-long struggle) and to be the second Clinton to replace the second Bush.  I think she wants to make history
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for history's (herstory's) sake.



Mr. Obama seems to be motivating the youth to be more involved in politics.  He's making promises for change that I
can't confirm he has the ability fulfill.  I do believe that for him to do it if elected, he will require the general population to
really support his plans through congressional pressure.



I'm 45; Do I think one leader can motivate enough Americans to take a personal role in changing the DC PAC machine? 
Do I trust you college kids with my country's, and my young boy's future?  I gotta say yes!!

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Slugger - 2008/02/07 12:38
_____________________________________

cougarfan144 wrote:

Speaking of freedom, I heard on the news in my car, that California is trying to pass legislation that new homes be built
with a radio control device that allows the government to regulate the heat in your home, to avoid power outages and
brown outs. I heard that and about drove off the road. Who is leading this mess and what party do they belong to?





A little off topic but in response to the radio ad...my father used to be a controller at one of Utah's largest coal-fired power
plants. That facility supplies a large amount of electricity to California. Anyway, about five years ago when California was
having rolling blackouts all summer it was repeatedly reported that "there was not enough electricity". Actually, the facility
was only running at about 50% capacity, with plenty of available electricity. The California government just wouldn't
spend the money, or there were other political agendas involved. I've seen the control room there and it is immense.
About the size of a large class room, with nothing but computer monitors, gadgets, buttons and lights everywhere. It
clealry indicates the power output in kilowats and calculates the capacity and available electricity. Just thought I'd share
that. To have the government control the climate in private homes is ridiculous, they just need to allocate taxpayer money
differently.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by lovelldog - 2008/02/07 12:39
_____________________________________

I think the vice president will be Huckabee.  The only reason he has stayed in a battle he knows he can't win is to siphon
conservative votes from Romney so that McCain would win.  I am sure this agreement has already been made.  McCain
can't get religious voters but Huckabee can.  I dislike both of them but if that is what is happening it was a great strategic
move on their part.  



If Obama runs against McCain I vote McCain, if Hillary runs against McCain I will probably stay home unless McCain
picks up a good vice president (not Huckabee) that could be groomed into the next president.  I don't know who that
would be but someone like Jeb Bush comes to mind.  I am not sure Mitt Romney would be the best choice as I think
being Mormon will make it hard for him to win the presidency even down the road.  Besides McCain doesn't like him.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by lovelldog - 2008/02/07 12:43
_____________________________________

CougarPeasant wrote:

Actually, Romney said last month that he would not accept the VP nod from McCain.  SO unless you know something
Romney doesn't, I don't see it happening.



BoiseBYU wrote:

You heard it here first:  McCain will invite Romney to be VP:  Romney brings his conservativism and economic
knowhow...things McCain is in somewhat short supply....I would never vote for Hucakbee...He views me as unworthy
because of my religious convictions. He is willing to slander my religious convictions for personal political gain....



Of course stating you would take the VP to another candidate during the heat of the battle would pretty much knock you
out of the running.  He was probably just playing with his cards close to his chest.
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============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by aegis47 - 2008/02/07 13:01
_____________________________________

lovelldog wrote:

Of course stating you would take the VP to another candidate during the heat of the battle would pretty much knock you
out of the running.  He was probably just playing with his cards close to his chest.



It's hard for me to imagine McCain working closely with Romney, or Romney working closely with McCain, after the
vicious campaign they've been running against each other.  I know that similar stuff has happened in the past--George
H.W. Bush called Reagan's 1980 economics platform "voodoo economics," and then had to eat those words when he
became the V.P. candidate, but I don't know (I wasn't around for it) if their barbs were as personal or as vicious as
Romney's and McCain's.  



The suspicious cooperation between Huckabee and McCain is certainly interesting (McCain ordered his delegates in the
W.V. caucus to throw the nomination to Huckabee, after Romney won Round 1 in that state).  However, I don't see what
McCain would have to gain by bringing Huckabee on board--certainly Huckabee wouldn't assuage the fiscal
conservatives who don't like McCain's voting record or his views on illegal immigration, while Huckabee would certainly
turn off some independent voters who might otherwise vote for McCain.  And McCain already has a strong pro-life
record, so he doesn't need Huckabee to shore him up there.



I think the Republicans (and especially the evangelical Christians) deserve what they're going to get--either a fiercely
liberal Obama, or a moderately liberal Hillary or John McCain.  Either way, the Supreme Court is going to look a lot
different in 4 years (can you say "civil unions?"), while issues like illegal immigration and federal spending go on like
crazy.  They had their chance at a strong conservative candidate, and they blew it because of their stupid prejudices. 
Good riddance to them.  I hope Ron Paul stays in 'til the election.  I don't want to have to stay home.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by BoiseBYU - 2008/02/07 13:12
_____________________________________

CougarPeasant wrote:

Actually, Romney said last month that he would not accept the VP nod from McCain.  SO unless you know something
Romney doesn't, I don't see it happening.



BoiseBYU wrote:

You heard it here first:  McCain will invite Romney to be VP:  Romney brings his conservativism and economic
knowhow...things McCain is in somewhat short supply....I would never vote for Hucakbee...He views me as unworthy
because of my religious convictions. He is willing to slander my religious convictions for personal political gain....





That was then...wait a while yet and see....Reagan did the same thing with Bush Senior who, if I recall, said during the
campaign time that he would never be VP....The two "complement" each other in a sort of political way

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by imuakahuku - 2008/02/07 13:13
_____________________________________

Romney would not be on the McCain ticket. 



I have a question.  Name ONE accomplishment by EITHER Obama or Clinton since they were elected to the Senate. 
Don't work too hard because you can't. Neither one has done diddly.

  They are both socialist (Obama even more than Hillary).  

  They both support abortion with Barak being very supportive of partial birth abortion.  

  They are both anti-military.  

  They both want to socialize our healthcare system (equal to one third of the US GDP!  Imagine the power that would
give them.)  
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  They both support liberal supreme court justices like Ruth the ACLU clown.  

  They want to start taxing the rich again since the top 50% only pay over 70% of the taxes and the bottom 25% pay
about 3.5% of federal taxes.    

  They both support global warming which is now climate change because the globe no longer has a fever but a cold.  

  They both will prevent ANY drilling for oil or mining the largest deposit of the cleanest burning coal every found.  You
can thank Bill for that one and those in Utah are taking the brunt of that one since those fields were in Utah.  

  They are both pro-amnesty because they believe it will give the dems another 20 million voters and cement their power
base.   

  So the real question is, how can anyone vote for Obama or Clinton?



The main problem I see is that that McCain is all the above as well except for the anti-military and pro-abortion.  



Famous quotes from our future leaders:

Hillary "I will take the oil companies profits and fund a program to develop alternative energy sources".



Barak "We should invade Pakistan".



The real question is how can you vote for either Obama or Hillary?  How can you vote in good concience when you know
that a vote for either leads to continued partial birth abortion?  That alone should be enough for you to change.  You
cannot say, well they do a lot of other things well, and have good intentions.  



The only good thing I see so far is that Huckster and McPain have cut perhaps the largest voting group out of the picture.
 The backlash may very well lead to an american conservative party.  

Come November, the rest of us conservatives need to go and get back the Senate and the House.  If we get those back
then they can control whatever evil inhabits the oval office.  Luckily, a good number of RINO's have been removed from
Congress in the last year so it is looking very promising that we may be getting some real conservatives back in office.



This may not answer your question as to whom I will vote for but at least you know who I won't be voting for.  I may not
vote for a President, but I will be there to vote for Congressmen.  We can at least try to get real conservatives back in
charge of the legistlative branch.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by imuakahuku - 2008/02/07 13:21
_____________________________________

cougarfan144 wrote:

Speaking of freedom, I heard on the news in my car, that California is trying to pass legislation that new homes be built
with a radio control device that allows the government to regulate the heat in your home, to avoid power outages and
brown outs. I heard that and about drove off the road. Who is leading this mess and what party do they belong to?



Luckily this became common knowledge so the program has been suspended.  You want a better one?  In Miss there is
a bill being drafted to fine restaurant owners who serve fat people.  They say it is for the good of the fat people!  :laugh:



The real sad part is that it is being drafted by two rep's and one dem! Stinking rino's!:angry:

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by blue42 - 2008/02/07 13:39
_____________________________________

McCain will never ask Romney to be VP because McCain doesn

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by imuakahuku - 2008/02/07 13:43
_____________________________________

blue42 wrote:

McCain will never ask Romney to be VP because McCain doesn
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You have to leave out all the ' and " or it will stop at that part of the post.  You need to add them in after the cut and
paste. :angry:

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by NC-Puma - 2008/02/07 13:57
_____________________________________

This was an interesting post.. I've been wondering how LDS republicans will reconcile themselves with a party that has
basically rejected a candidate because of his LDS faith.  It's somewhat ironic considering most LDS consider it "God's
party".  



   



Knucklehead wrote:

I have been I life-long republican.  It comes down to my upbringing as a military brat and it always seemed like the
republicans cared about the military more than democrats.



I have become disillusioned with the coalition that makes up the republican party, ever since the Reagan years, however.
 The way I see it, the Reagan majority used to be comprised of the social conservatives (pro-life, pro-family, tough on
crime), the fiscal conservatives (pro-business, deregulation, smaller government), and the foreign policy hawks (pro-
military, active democratization).



The social conservatives morphed into the "Christian Right" (people who would never vote for a Mormon) during Bush II's
presidential campaign, the fiscal conservatives were outflanked by Bill Clinton when he adopted fiscal policy positions
that improved the economy and decreased the growth of our national debt, and the foreign policy hawks are embroiled in
military action in Iraq that is currently stable but promises nothing positive in the near future without our continued
presence.



In the end, I find myself asking why I should continue to support a party that would never allow someone like me or my
sons (not a slide on women, I only have boys in my family) to be their candidate for president because of our religious
convictions.



If Ron Paul is out (he would only be a protest vote anyway because he isn't a serious contender), I sure hope I can vote
for Barak Obama.  I might just start a write-in campaign for a Mendenhall/Edwards ticket.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Mars - 2008/02/07 13:57
_____________________________________



  I think the Republican ticket will be McCain/Huckabee, with a possibility of McCain/Guliani.



  I will NOT vote for McCain, as he is not a conservative, and that is the wrong direction for the Republican party to go.



  I would NOT vote for Huckabee, as he is clearly a bigoted anti-Mormon.  I wouldn't vote for Guliani for the same
reasons I wouldn't vote for McCain.  And though I would vote for Ron Paul, he is also clearly outside the mainstream
Republican spectrum due to his anti-war pro-terror policies (and has NO chance at the nomination).





  The final Democrat candidate will be interesting.  I think Obama (despite having absolutely NO experience and
questionable motives/loyalties) will win the majority of states and votes, only to see Clinton get the nomination due to
back-room political deals to gain most of the "super delegates" that come from individual democrats in power.  I think that
is anti-American (just like the West Virginia primary), and that there will be Democratic voter backlash after seeing "their"
choice for candidate still lose the nomination.  Also, blacks will be so outraged that "their" candidate is shot down that
they will not vote for Billary.  And many Democrats in general don't want another dirty Clinton in the White House.



  Neither side will support their candidate, and the independents will choose McCain, but Billary will still get the nod due
to anti-Bush votes.
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  If so, I think you will see Romney run again in 2012, and this time he will WIN the Republican nomination.  His religion
will be old news, and he will have four more years of no "flip-flopping" under his belt (even though he did waaay less of
that than McCain in the first place).  At least that's my hope after such a lame general election so far..... :(  :angry:

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by imuakahuku - 2008/02/07 14:08
_____________________________________

NC-Puma wrote:

This was an interesting post.. I've been wondering how LDS republicans will reconcile themselves with a party that has
basically rejected a candidate because of his LDS faith.  It's somewhat ironic considering most LDS consider it "God's
party".  





No not God's party.  Just the lesser of two evils!  ;)

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by scott715 - 2008/02/07 14:27
_____________________________________

I am not voting for McCain. I might go democratic this time unless it is Hilary. 3rd party vote then. Maybe I will write in Mitt
R. I hope that Mitt runs again next time and uses what he learned and develops a greater following. I wonder what he
plans to do now?

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by detmer4prez - 2008/02/07 14:28
_____________________________________

If you read my screen name you will see who I am voting for... I hate anything politics, especially this year. They are all a
bunch of butt-munches.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by nuk13 - 2008/02/07 14:41
_____________________________________

NC-Puma wrote:

This was an interesting post.. I've been wondering how LDS republicans will reconcile themselves with a party that has
basically rejected a candidate because of his LDS faith.  It's somewhat ironic considering most LDS consider it "God's
party".  



Just how many LDS did you interview to come to that conclusion?  I know of no Latter Day Saint that has referred to the
Republican party as God's.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by cougarfan144 - 2008/02/07 14:45
_____________________________________

detmer4prez wrote:

If you read my screen name you will see who I am voting for... I hate anything politics, especially this year. They are all a
bunch of butt-munches.

Thanks for the smile amidst this very gloomy thread. I'm kind of glad when the government hangs by a thread (if it isn't
already) that they won't be pinning it on a Mormon president.

============================================================================
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Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Hengst - 2008/02/07 15:28
_____________________________________

nuk13 wrote:

If a person is to vote their conscience then I will write someone in.  



McCain and his supporters saying he's conservative does not make him such.  Being for open borders (wherein terrorists
may come in) and being willing to spend untold billion$ of our money on fighting greenhouse gasses (which has been
going on for 100,000s of thousands of years) disqualifies him as a conservative.



I am not good at arguing/debating but what I would like to know from you Hengst is how is socialized medicine going to
be paid for?  Hillery says she will get it from the wealthy.  What if they leave?



What about our energy situation?  Those left in the campaign have bought into the global warming/greenhouse gas
theories, therefor we will continue to be dependent on those who don't like us.  In the meantime, the energy companies
may well be among those who leave because the taxers will probably target their "record profits".  See above.



I am not trying to attack you but I am concerned about many points of freedom a few of which I've tried to enumerate.



If you're interested in how we could pay for it, please see my blog http://katzscommentary.blogspot.com , I cover it in
parts 1 and 2 of my attack on the health care system (just scroll down :-).  



Also, Thank you all for you input, I really appreciate hearing your perspectives.  It's definitely been an interesting read,
and I might add, possibly the most civil political discussion we've had on this board so far.  Thanks again :-).

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by sjcougfan - 2008/02/07 15:55
_____________________________________

I'm really depressed over Romney dropping out of the race, maybe I'll just write in Mitt.



I would never vote for Hank or Obama for the same reasons Imua so eloquently wrote, among others.



It's a sad day for conservatives, we now have a candidate for our party, who has consistently been anything but
conservative on many of the positions he's taken.



One other thing, I just listened to McCain's speech at the CPAC convention, he is the most uninspiring speaker, Mitt
made me want to be a better American, McCain makes me want to throw up, he sounds so fake, "my friends". :dry:

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by gordito - 2008/02/07 16:00
_____________________________________

CougarPeasant wrote:

McCain is not a conservative, contrary to your opinion.  Campaign finance reform is anything but a conservative principle.
 He said Justice Alito is too conservative, without even reading his opinions.  



As for Huckabee, his slurs against the LDS Church are enough to reject him even for dog catcher.  It must be something
in the water in Arkansas as he's not the only former governor there I would never vote in as dog catcher (though Clinton
certainly has caught a few dogs in his day). 



If Liebermann was a man of principle, he never would have accepted the VP slot with Gore in 2000.  I respect
Liebermann more than any current senator on the left, but I would not vote for a McCain/Liebermann ticket.



I haven't decided on a candidate yet, but there is no chance I would vote for McCain or for Clinton and very, very little
chance I'd vote for Obama as he's a blank sheet with no discernable differences in vision for the country than what Gore,
Kerry or Clinton offer(ed).
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What exactly has Huckabee said?



(don't worry, I am NOT a Huckabee supporter)

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by cougarfan144 - 2008/02/07 16:06
_____________________________________

gordito wrote:

CougarPeasant wrote:

McCain is not a conservative, contrary to your opinion.  Campaign finance reform is anything but a conservative principle.
 He said Justice Alito is too conservative, without even reading his opinions.  



As for Huckabee, his slurs against the LDS Church are enough to reject him even for dog catcher.  It must be something
in the water in Arkansas as he's not the only former governor there I would never vote in as dog catcher (though Clinton
certainly has caught a few dogs in his day). 



If Liebermann was a man of principle, he never would have accepted the VP slot with Gore in 2000.  I respect
Liebermann more than any current senator on the left, but I would not vote for a McCain/Liebermann ticket.



I haven't decided on a candidate yet, but there is no chance I would vote for McCain or for Clinton and very, very little
chance I'd vote for Obama as he's a blank sheet with no discernable differences in vision for the country than what Gore,
Kerry or Clinton offer(ed).



What exactly has Huckabee said?



(don't worry, I am NOT a Huckabee supporter)

For one, he asked Romney in a debate, if he believes Jesus Christ and the devil are brothers. In a POLITICAL debate. I
didn't listen to another word he ever said.

Speaking of McPain being uninspiring (from another post), did anybody else listen to Romney's going away speech? I
was pained, knowing our best candidate and option was walking away. I was also quite inspired by it. I wish people could
see him for WHO he is and not WHAT he is.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by gordito - 2008/02/07 16:24
_____________________________________

cougarfan144 wrote:

gordito wrote:

CougarPeasant wrote:

McCain is not a conservative, contrary to your opinion.  Campaign finance reform is anything but a conservative principle.
 He said Justice Alito is too conservative, without even reading his opinions.  



As for Huckabee, his slurs against the LDS Church are enough to reject him even for dog catcher.  It must be something
in the water in Arkansas as he's not the only former governor there I would never vote in as dog catcher (though Clinton
certainly has caught a few dogs in his day). 



If Liebermann was a man of principle, he never would have accepted the VP slot with Gore in 2000.  I respect
Liebermann more than any current senator on the left, but I would not vote for a McCain/Liebermann ticket.



I haven't decided on a candidate yet, but there is no chance I would vote for McCain or for Clinton and very, very little
chance I'd vote for Obama as he's a blank sheet with no discernable differences in vision for the country than what Gore,
Kerry or Clinton offer(ed).



What exactly has Huckabee said?



(don't worry, I am NOT a Huckabee supporter)

For one, he asked Romney in a debate, if he believes Jesus Christ and the devil are brothers. In a POLITICAL debate. I
didn't listen to another word he ever said.

Speaking of McPain being uninspiring (from another post), did anybody else listen to Romney's going away speech? I
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was pained, knowing our best candidate and option was walking away. I was also quite inspired by it. I wish people could
see him for WHO he is and not WHAT he is.



I heard Huckabee say that but I believe that was his response in an interview when asked what he knew about the
Mormon church. Romney then responded asking for an apology. 

I was just wondering if he had ever said anything directly negative toward the church (I guarantee he feels animosity
toward the church, just wonder if he's voiced it). Huckabee is like McCain, a liberal-leaning politician who is pretending to
be conservative and asking us to ignore their record. 

It would be difficult to vote for McCain/anybody let alone McCain/Huckabee, but I don't think you all quite understand the
danger of Obama or Clinton in terms of destroying an already unsteady economy, igniting Iraq into a terrorist power-
struggle, destroying the few morals this country still upholds, and removing freedom after freedom as the government
grows and grows. They believe that government can make better decisions for individuals than individuals can for
themselves. Does that sound somewhat antithetical to free agency? They believe we need to keep our homes at a
certain temperature, use a certain type of light bulb, drive a certain type of car, have a set level of health care to the point
of garnishing wages if we don't comply. 

I will vote for anybody who doesn't reach Hilary's level of greed. Obama is even farther left. Let's pray McCain can be a
good enough politician/liar to generate the kind of enthusiasm that Bush-hating liberals across the country have shown
during this primary season. The top two popular vote getters? Hillary and Obama--almost equal. These democrats are
foaming at the mouth to destroy what conservatives stand for and they are thrilled at the kind of divisiveness that I've
read on this board (I won't vote for McCain, or Let's give them 4 years and then take back the White House). 



No, I for one will put up a fight and will vote for what I see as the vastly lesser of two evils.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by CougarPeasant - 2008/02/07 16:47
_____________________________________

He was a keynote speaker for a Baptist convention held in SLC where he reminded the followers that Mormons are not
Christians.  He's a Baptist preacher and is very much aware of Mormon teachings, so when he casually throws out
comments like.....'don't the Mormons believe that Jesus and Satan are brothers' is disingenuous.  He knew full well what
he was saying and did it with glee.  When taken out of context and compared to the evangelicals' belief, that is a heresy
to them and is just short of blood libel in their view.  



Further, during the debates, he wanted Romney to explain his beliefs, which served no purpose other than to hold his
faith against him.  Romney's beliefs have no bearing on his fitness for office.  



gordito wrote:

I heard Huckabee say that but I believe that was his response in an interview when asked what he knew about the
Mormon church. Romney then responded asking for an apology. 

I was just wondering if he had ever said anything directly negative toward the church (I guarantee he feels animosity
toward the church, just wonder if he's voiced it). Huckabee is like McCain, a liberal-leaning politician who is pretending to
be conservative and asking us to ignore their record. 

It would be difficult to vote for McCain/anybody let alone McCain/Huckabee, but I don't think you all quite understand the
danger of Obama or Clinton in terms of destroying an already unsteady economy, igniting Iraq into a terrorist power-
struggle, destroying the few morals this country still upholds, and removing freedom after freedom as the government
grows and grows. They believe that government can make better decisions for individuals than individuals can for
themselves. Does that sound somewhat antithetical to free agency? They believe we need to keep our homes at a
certain temperature, use a certain type of light bulb, drive a certain type of car, have a set level of health care to the point
of garnishing wages if we don't comply. 

I will vote for anybody who doesn't reach Hilary's level of greed. Obama is even farther left. Let's pray McCain can be a
good enough politician/liar to generate the kind of enthusiasm that Bush-hating liberals across the country have shown
during this primary season. The top two popular vote getters? Hillary and Obama--almost equal. These democrats are
foaming at the mouth to destroy what conservatives stand for and they are thrilled at the kind of divisiveness that I've
read on this board (I won't vote for McCain, or Let's give them 4 years and then take back the White House). 



No, I for one will put up a fight and will vote for what I see as the vastly lesser of two evils.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by UliUli79 - 2008/02/07 17:27
_____________________________________
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After spending a lot of time in meditation and discussion with my wife... the outlook just seems so bleek. That being the
case I'm taking a different approach to the whole thing. If we vote in Billary, she'll demilitarize the U.S. open up the
borders and chaos will insue. This will spawn a global war which will trigger general anarchy. This is all in line with
prophecy and the natural chain of events will lead to the second coming. Let's just get it over with quick. I'm scared for
my children.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by sjcougfan - 2008/02/07 17:41
_____________________________________

My wife said to me today, "I figured out why Mitt dropped out of the race, he's going to be the next GA called." Yes she
her tongue was firmly planted in her cheek. It did give me a good chuckle and momentarily cheer me up.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Mars - 2008/02/07 18:03
_____________________________________



  I too think I will write in Mitt.



  It will be interesting to see how Rush Limbaugh, Ann Coulter, and Glenn Beck take the latest news. 

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by BlueBlood75 - 2008/02/07 18:11
_____________________________________

I'm considering voting for Obama. He's the weakest presidential candidate I've seen in a long time. He'll get pushed
around by those with true political acumen, which could turn out to be good for the country. The country will quickly get
sick of Democratic ridiculousness and Romney will be easily voted in as the Commander-in-Chief in 2012. Hopefully by
then we'll still have private health care and hopefully by then there will be some children under the age of 3 outside the
state of Utah. Oh, and hopefully we can make it to 2012 without WWIII on our hands. 



I think Romney ran a poor campaign. He should have stayed the successful technocrat he was in MA and he would have
won over everybody. I hope he has dropped out merely to save his money for a better campaign in 4 yours.



Romney for president 2012!!!

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by CrimsonCoug - 2008/02/07 18:12
_____________________________________

No way McCain asks Romney to be his veep. McC's too much of a politico to ever say it directly, but you get the feeling
he's no Mormon lover, even though his home state has a huge LDS pop. His mom had no problem whipping the Mormon
mule, but of course she "gets a pass" because she's old. (Which begs the question, when McCain's old in the white
house...like next year...will he get a free pass, too?) Beyond that, McC thought he was the anointed one for the GOP and
saw Mitt as a usurper; he bears no love or respect at all for any of Romney's many accomplishments.



But the biggest reason that McCain won't ask Romney is that McCain needs to carry the south. Romney can't do that as
well as others--especially Schmuckabee. To be honest, I liked Huck well enough in the beginning. He did well at debates.
Not that Romney didn't make tactical mistakes, but as things have played out, I've become absolutely LIVID with
Huckabee and his myopic, bigoted supporters.



McCain only because he's a lesser evil. Abortion trumps all other issues for me.

============================================================================
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Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by CougarPeasant - 2008/02/07 18:22
_____________________________________

Agreed.  He'll pick Guiliani long before he considers Romney.  He only needs to promise a place in his cabinet for
Huckabee to keep his support.    If he really cares about the southern vote, he'll invite Thompson over anyone else. 
Romney is not on his short list for VP and I still think that Romney would turn it down if asked.



CrimsonCoug wrote:

No way McCain asks Romney to be his veep. McC's too much of a politico to ever say it directly, but you get the feeling
he's no Mormon lover, even though his home state has a huge LDS pop. His mom had no problem whipping the Mormon
mule, but of course she "gets a pass" because she's old. (Which begs the question, when McCain's old in the white
house...like next year...will he get a free pass, too?) Beyond that, McC thought he was the anointed one for the GOP and
saw Mitt as a usurper; he bears no love or respect at all for any of Romney's many accomplishments.



But the biggest reason that McCain won't ask Romney is that McCain needs to carry the south. Romney can't do that as
well as others--especially Schmuckabee. To be honest, I liked Huck well enough in the beginning. He did well at debates.
Not that Romney didn't make tactical mistakes, but as things have played out, I've become absolutely LIVID with
Huckabee and his myopic, bigoted supporters.



McCain only because he's a lesser evil. Abortion trumps all other issues for me.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by gordito - 2008/02/07 18:25
_____________________________________

CougarPeasant wrote:

He was a keynote speaker for a Baptist convention held in SLC where he reminded the followers that Mormons are not
Christians.  He's a Baptist preacher and is very much aware of Mormon teachings, so when he casually throws out
comments like.....'don't the Mormons believe that Jesus and Satan are brothers' is disingenuous.  He knew full well what
he was saying and did it with glee.  When taken out of context and compared to the evangelicals' belief, that is a heresy
to them and is just short of blood libel in their view.  



Further, during the debates, he wanted Romney to explain his beliefs, which served no purpose other than to hold his
faith against him.  Romney's beliefs have no bearing on his fitness for office.  



gordito wrote:

I heard Huckabee say that but I believe that was his response in an interview when asked what he knew about the
Mormon church. Romney then responded asking for an apology. 

I was just wondering if he had ever said anything directly negative toward the church (I guarantee he feels animosity
toward the church, just wonder if he's voiced it). Huckabee is like McCain, a liberal-leaning politician who is pretending to
be conservative and asking us to ignore their record. 

It would be difficult to vote for McCain/anybody let alone McCain/Huckabee, but I don't think you all quite understand the
danger of Obama or Clinton in terms of destroying an already unsteady economy, igniting Iraq into a terrorist power-
struggle, destroying the few morals this country still upholds, and removing freedom after freedom as the government
grows and grows. They believe that government can make better decisions for individuals than individuals can for
themselves. Does that sound somewhat antithetical to free agency? They believe we need to keep our homes at a
certain temperature, use a certain type of light bulb, drive a certain type of car, have a set level of health care to the point
of garnishing wages if we don't comply. 

I will vote for anybody who doesn't reach Hilary's level of greed. Obama is even farther left. Let's pray McCain can be a
good enough politician/liar to generate the kind of enthusiasm that Bush-hating liberals across the country have shown
during this primary season. The top two popular vote getters? Hillary and Obama--almost equal. These democrats are
foaming at the mouth to destroy what conservatives stand for and they are thrilled at the kind of divisiveness that I've
read on this board (I won't vote for McCain, or Let's give them 4 years and then take back the White House). 



No, I for one will put up a fight and will vote for what I see as the vastly lesser of two evils.



Thanks for the answer.

============================================================================
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Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by stuckinbig10country - 2008/02/07 18:28
_____________________________________

Hengst wrote:

nuk13 wrote:

If a person is to vote their conscience then I will write someone in.  



McCain and his supporters saying he's conservative does not make him such.  Being for open borders (wherein terrorists
may come in) and being willing to spend untold billion$ of our money on fighting greenhouse gasses (which has been
going on for 100,000s of thousands of years) disqualifies him as a conservative.



I am not good at arguing/debating but what I would like to know from you Hengst is how is socialized medicine going to
be paid for?  Hillery says she will get it from the wealthy.  What if they leave?



What about our energy situation?  Those left in the campaign have bought into the global warming/greenhouse gas
theories, therefor we will continue to be dependent on those who don't like us.  In the meantime, the energy companies
may well be among those who leave because the taxers will probably target their "record profits".  See above.



I am not trying to attack you but I am concerned about many points of freedom a few of which I've tried to enumerate.



If you're interested in how we could pay for it, please see my blog http://katzscommentary.blogspot.com , I cover it in
parts 1 and 2 of my attack on the health care system (just scroll down :-).  



Also, Thank you all for you input, I really appreciate hearing your perspectives.  It's definitely been an interesting read,
and I might add, possibly the most civil political discussion we've had on this board so far.  Thanks again :-).



Hengst, I agree with you that something needs to be done for health insurance for this country.  Sadly, the one candidate
that has successfully implemented a universal healthcare program just left the race today.  Romney did this in
Massachussettes without raising taxes and without having the government control it.  People aren't against health care
for all, they are against getting taxed at over 40% by the federal government for it.  One other thing that you overlook in
your very well thought out blog is that other countries are able to offer this type of medical care because we in America
are willing (forced) to pay for the research success.  Some people will invest in things just for the warm fuzzies they get
from helping out humanity.  Most investors need a large ROI for them to get involved in funding.



Hengst, I am going to support your candidate now that Romney is gone.  I know Obama is for this socialized medicine
crap, but once people find out how much it will cost, there will be a such a large outcry against it that it will never pass.  I
think Mr. Obama's political inexperience is one of his greatest strengths.  He is not beholden to the political interest
groups that bind the other candidates, and will probably actually make up his own mind.



Generally, I think Senator's are a bad choice for president just because they have made so many friends in that chamber
that they are going to have their own special interests.  Obama is a 2 year senator.  He hasn't made as many friends (or
enemies for that matter).



I am a moderate conservative, but I really wanted Romney, not because of his religion, but because of his business
sense, past executive experience (both in public and private endeavors), and most importantly his his lack of insider
status in Washington DC.



I could see Romney as a VP candidate.  Four years ago, Edwards said that he wouldn't be Kerry's VP candidate.  Four
years before that Lieberman wasn't going to be Gore's VP.  Four years before that Dole and Kemp hated each other. 
There was a Dole/Kemp ticket.  Its pretty obvious that Clinton and Gore really didn't like each other (you could tell
because of how much Gore tried to distance himself from Clinton during his own race in 2000, until the very end when he
figured he was going to lose unless he used Bill).  



The VP choice is less about liking each other, and more about shoring up political soft spots.  Romney is a better choice
than Huckabee simply because the conservative right has to vote republican because they have no other real option. 
Romney brings the economic background that will keep the fiscal conservatives happy if McCain adopts the stance of
Romney (a la Dole accepting Kemp's flat tax).  One thing that I never understand is why both parties spend so much time
pandering to their extremes.  You already have those votes, you need to work on the moderates to win.  I guess it might
be because the extreme ends are the only ones that vote in the primaries.  That is the only reason I can think of.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by craigoscarson - 2008/02/07 18:33
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_____________________________________

BlueBlood75 wrote:

I'm considering voting for Obama. He's the weakest presidential candidate I've seen in a long time. He'll get pushed
around by those with true political acumen, which could turn out to be good for the country. The country will quickly get
sick of Democratic ridiculousness and Romney will be easily voted in as the Commander-in-Chief in 2012. Hopefully by
then we'll still have private health care and hopefully by then there will be some children under the age of 3 outside the
state of Utah. Oh, and hopefully we can make it to 2012 without WWIII on our hands. 



I think Romney ran a poor campaign. He should have stayed the successful technocrat he was in MA and he would have
won over everybody. I hope he has dropped out merely to save his money for a better campaign in 4 yours.



Romney for president 2012!!!



Romney ran a fine campaign, Huckabee ran a dirty one and McCain profited. McCain and Huck both did their share of
Mormon bashing. Had Huck not taken Iowa by barnstorming every southern baptist pulpit for three months, he may have
dropped out before his campaign ever started and Romney would have been the front runner from day 1. Remember, the
McCain campaign was considered as flailing 6 months ago and Romney and Guliani were the guys to beat.

You want to talk about running a bad campaign, talk about Guliani---there will be doctoral theses and books written about
Rudy's campaign. 



It certainly didn't help that Romney sided a little too liberally on issues of gay rights and abortion when he ran for offices
in Mass. He ate quite a bot of crow from that. Personally I could care less about those two issues. Not because they're
not important- they're very very important. But because no presidential candidate will make a difference on those issues.
We shouldn't be picking our presidents based on static issues when our economy is in ruins, our dollar is at a near
alltime low and we're hated in half the world. All issues that Romney would work to solve... he's more businessman than
politician and businessmen care less about politics and more about results. 



Mitt is young, I hope he has a chance to grasp onto something important for the next 4 or 8 years and run again. 



However I disagree with anyone that thinks that we should want a president to fail and flop miserably in order to get Mitt
in the white house. I never want any president to fail when they get in office, because that means failure for the country. I
could care less who the president is, if they balance our budget, keep taxes reasonable, reduce our debt, cut ties to
foreign oil, close the mexican border, throw some money at states to spend on education, and hopefully stay out of wars
that we start unilaterally. I support the surge and the troops now, only because they're there, but we had no business
going in under false pretense; our whole effort should have been in going after Bin Laden-Saddam would have done
something eventually wherre the rest of the world would have supported us in knocking him off, the way we did it, will
have lasting effects the rest of this century. Bush senior should have finished the job 16 years ago and we wouldn't be in
this mess.



Mitt has plenty of time to make a run in the future.



While I understand the distaste for Hillary, there are many many, that believe Obama is much further left than Hillary (or
her hubby). If the issues you do care about are stem cells, abortion, and gay marriage, etc. then you can in no good
conscience vote for Obama.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Hengst - 2008/02/07 19:42
_____________________________________

stuckinbig10country wrote:

Hengst wrote:

nuk13 wrote:

If a person is to vote their conscience then I will write someone in.  



McCain and his supporters saying he's conservative does not make him such.  Being for open borders (wherein terrorists
may come in) and being willing to spend untold billion$ of our money on fighting greenhouse gasses (which has been
going on for 100,000s of thousands of years) disqualifies him as a conservative.



I am not good at arguing/debating but what I would like to know from you Hengst is how is socialized medicine going to
be paid for?  Hillery says she will get it from the wealthy.  What if they leave?



What about our energy situation?  Those left in the campaign have bought into the global warming/greenhouse gas
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theories, therefor we will continue to be dependent on those who don't like us.  In the meantime, the energy companies
may well be among those who leave because the taxers will probably target their "record profits".  See above.



I am not trying to attack you but I am concerned about many points of freedom a few of which I've tried to enumerate.



If you're interested in how we could pay for it, please see my blog http://katzscommentary.blogspot.com , I cover it in
parts 1 and 2 of my attack on the health care system (just scroll down :-).  



Also, Thank you all for you input, I really appreciate hearing your perspectives.  It's definitely been an interesting read,
and I might add, possibly the most civil political discussion we've had on this board so far.  Thanks again :-).



Hengst, I agree with you that something needs to be done for health insurance for this country.  Sadly, the one candidate
that has successfully implemented a universal healthcare program just left the race today.  Romney did this in
Massachussettes without raising taxes and without having the government control it.  People aren't against health care
for all, they are against getting taxed at over 40% by the federal government for it.  One other thing that you overlook in
your very well thought out blog is that other countries are able to offer this type of medical care because we in America
are willing (forced) to pay for the research success.  Some people will invest in things just for the warm fuzzies they get
from helping out humanity.  Most investors need a large ROI for them to get involved in funding.



Hengst, I am going to support your candidate now that Romney is gone.  I know Obama is for this socialized medicine
crap, but once people find out how much it will cost, there will be a such a large outcry against it that it will never pass.  I
think Mr. Obama's political inexperience is one of his greatest strengths.  He is not beholden to the political interest
groups that bind the other candidates, and will probably actually make up his own mind.



Generally, I think Senator's are a bad choice for president just because they have made so many friends in that chamber
that they are going to have their own special interests.  Obama is a 2 year senator.  He hasn't made as many friends (or
enemies for that matter).



I am a moderate conservative, but I really wanted Romney, not because of his religion, but because of his business
sense, past executive experience (both in public and private endeavors), and most importantly his his lack of insider
status in Washington DC.



I could see Romney as a VP candidate.  Four years ago, Edwards said that he wouldn't be Kerry's VP candidate.  Four
years before that Lieberman wasn't going to be Gore's VP.  Four years before that Dole and Kemp hated each other. 
There was a Dole/Kemp ticket.  Its pretty obvious that Clinton and Gore really didn't like each other (you could tell
because of how much Gore tried to distance himself from Clinton during his own race in 2000, until the very end when he
figured he was going to lose unless he used Bill).  



The VP choice is less about liking each other, and more about shoring up political soft spots.  Romney is a better choice
than Huckabee simply because the conservative right has to vote republican because they have no other real option. 
Romney brings the economic background that will keep the fiscal conservatives happy if McCain adopts the stance of
Romney (a la Dole accepting Kemp's flat tax).  One thing that I never understand is why both parties spend so much time
pandering to their extremes.  You already have those votes, you need to work on the moderates to win.  I guess it might
be because the extreme ends are the only ones that vote in the primaries.  That is the only reason I can think of.



First off, thanks for reading my blog.  Your comments are more than welcome in the comments section, I always think it's
cool to have representation from different perspectives.



Second of all, I should point out Obama's health care plan is no where near as extreme as what I'm advocating.  His plan
keeps private health care, but requires the health care companies to provide insurance that is more affordable based on
SES.  Personally, I think it's more of a patch for the existing system than a fix, but then, no candidate supports the kind of
system I would want.  What can I say . . . I'm just really liberal . .  progressive :-).



Thirdly, your point about research is well taken, but what about my point regarding the corruption in research that such
private funding creates?

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by imuakahuku - 2008/02/07 20:37
_____________________________________

Hengst wrote:

nuk13 wrote:

If a person is to vote their conscience then I will write someone in.  
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McCain and his supporters saying he's conservative does not make him such.  Being for open borders (wherein terrorists
may come in) and being willing to spend untold billion$ of our money on fighting greenhouse gasses (which has been
going on for 100,000s of thousands of years) disqualifies him as a conservative.



I am not good at arguing/debating but what I would like to know from you Hengst is how is socialized medicine going to
be paid for?  Hillery says she will get it from the wealthy.  What if they leave?



What about our energy situation?  Those left in the campaign have bought into the global warming/greenhouse gas
theories, therefor we will continue to be dependent on those who don't like us.  In the meantime, the energy companies
may well be among those who leave because the taxers will probably target their "record profits".  See above.



I am not trying to attack you but I am concerned about many points of freedom a few of which I've tried to enumerate.



If you're interested in how we could pay for it, please see my blog http://katzscommentary.blogspot.com , I cover it in
parts 1 and 2 of my attack on the health care system (just scroll down :-).  



Also, Thank you all for you input, I really appreciate hearing your perspectives.  It's definitely been an interesting read,
and I might add, possibly the most civil political discussion we've had on this board so far.  Thanks again :-).



Couple of problems with your healthcare ideas.  

Adding more beauracracy to the process will not help health care providers improve their care for patients.  If you think
your checkins are long now just think how long they would become when you have to fill out even more forms.  



Next, it would lead to less doctors.  Who wants to go to school for 12 years, come out with hundreds of thousands in debt
only to make 80 to 90k starting (which just happens to be the starting salary for most professors with a ph.d).  



As for the FDA and prozak arguement I give a reverse example.  About 8 years ago, a man noticed that when holding a
silicon bag he could feel things better.  He tested it with women and they found that it drastically improved their touch
when doing a self exam for lumps in their breasts.  He tried to sell it but the FDA would not approve it without several
years of study which would have led to hundreds of thousands of dollars.  He had to stop producing them until he coud
get them approved which delayed them getting to the women they could help.  They were used externally!  You can't say
the red tape would lesson with more government.



One question on the "bad research".  When has the government ever done research in a fiscally responsible manner? 
And when you take out accountablility, you get people that come up with nothing after millions of dollars of investment. 
But it would probably lead to huge raises for those professors.  If you think defense spending on r&d is bad, just imagine
what it will be like when you give the government another 4 trillion dollars to budget.  



You are right that private medicine is in it for the money, but so are the professors doing all the studies.  We are ALL in it
for the money.  The problem with healthcare and expenses is that we have three parts of the system that cannot exist
together without causing the overinflation of healthcare costs.  If one of them is changed then it will greatly reduce these
costs and lead to a much more manageble system.  If one of these three occur then the crisis will be brought under
control:  1.  Limit what doctors can charge (this is completely unconstitutional but socialist would think it appropriate), 2.
Limit peoples choice in where they want to go for healthcare (which is what is happening now with ppo's and hmo's), or
3.  Limit damages in healthcare lawsuits (which has been discussed and debated but will probably never be implemented
since most politicians are lawyers - you want to talk about conflict of interest).  



One thing that would be a big positive for libs with universal healthcare is that all abortions would finally be paid for with
public money (your tax dollars at work!).



The answer to the human condition is not more government.  It is liberty.  People must be responsible for themselves. 
Look at welfare, all we have to show for over two trillion dollars of "help" is more people on welfare.  It wasn't until the
recent welfare reform programs instituted by Bush that those numbers have finally begun to drop.



I think I will stop there.  I won't even start on the failures in Canada, Great Britton and other socialized medicine
countries. Just the thought of giving all that control and power to the government makes my skin crawl.  A quote that I
have heard many times comes to mind "if you think you have seen abuse of power, just wait until you run into the lowliest
of bureacrats, weilding the power of the state".

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by imuakahuku - 2008/02/07 20:55
_____________________________________
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craigoscarson wrote:

BlueBlood75 wrote:

I'm considering voting for Obama. He's the weakest presidential candidate I've seen in a long time. He'll get pushed
around by those with true political acumen, which could turn out to be good for the country. The country will quickly get
sick of Democratic ridiculousness and Romney will be easily voted in as the Commander-in-Chief in 2012. Hopefully by
then we'll still have private health care and hopefully by then there will be some children under the age of 3 outside the
state of Utah. Oh, and hopefully we can make it to 2012 without WWIII on our hands. 



I think Romney ran a poor campaign. He should have stayed the successful technocrat he was in MA and he would have
won over everybody. I hope he has dropped out merely to save his money for a better campaign in 4 yours.



Romney for president 2012!!!



Romney ran a fine campaign, Huckabee ran a dirty one and McCain profited. McCain and Huck both did their share of
Mormon bashing. Had Huck not taken Iowa by barnstorming every southern baptist pulpit for three months, he may have
dropped out before his campaign ever started and Romney would have been the front runner from day 1. Remember, the
McCain campaign was considered as flailing 6 months ago and Romney and Guliani were the guys to beat.

You want to talk about running a bad campaign, talk about Guliani---there will be doctoral theses and books written about
Rudy's campaign. 



It certainly didn't help that Romney sided a little too liberally on issues of gay rights and abortion when he ran for offices
in Mass. He ate quite a bot of crow from that. Personally I could care less about those two issues. Not because they're
not important- they're very very important. But because no presidential candidate will make a difference on those issues.
We shouldn't be picking our presidents based on static issues when our economy is in ruins, our dollar is at a near
alltime low and we're hated in half the world. All issues that Romney would work to solve... he's more businessman than
politician and businessmen care less about politics and more about results. 



Mitt is young, I hope he has a chance to grasp onto something important for the next 4 or 8 years and run again. 



However I disagree with anyone that thinks that we should want a president to fail and flop miserably in order to get Mitt
in the white house. I never want any president to fail when they get in office, because that means failure for the country. I
could care less who the president is, if they balance our budget, keep taxes reasonable, reduce our debt, cut ties to
foreign oil, close the mexican border, throw some money at states to spend on education, and hopefully stay out of wars
that we start unilaterally. I support the surge and the troops now, only because they're there, but we had no business
going in under false pretense; our whole effort should have been in going after Bin Laden-Saddam would have done
something eventually wherre the rest of the world would have supported us in knocking him off, the way we did it, will
have lasting effects the rest of this century. Bush senior should have finished the job 16 years ago and we wouldn't be in
this mess.



Mitt has plenty of time to make a run in the future.



While I understand the distaste for Hillary, there are many many, that believe Obama is much further left than Hillary (or
her hubby). If the issues you do care about are stem cells, abortion, and gay marriage, etc. then you can in no good
conscience vote for Obama.



Couple of thoughts.  First concerning gay marriage, abbortion, etc. The president will make the biggest impact on those
issues.  Not with his pen but with his supreme court nominations/appointments.  I have seen predicted up to four will be
appointed by the next president.  I hope they all live and continue to work at least another four years (except for ms
ACLU - please retire!).



Another thought was that the failure of a president may not be too bad a thing.  It took a Jimmy Carter to get us a Ronald
Reagan!

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Hawkwing - 2008/02/07 21:35
_____________________________________

Just a few thoughts on socialized medicine. I served 2 years in Canada among the poorest, most needy Canadians, and
their free health-care for all lead to the deaths or mutilation of dozens of people I personally knew.



There were towns just across the US border of only a few thousand people that hand half a dozen MRI machines and
they made millions because it was easier for the canuks to cross the border and get diagnosed (at a cost) than it was to
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wait the 2 year wait time to get in.



Missionaries needing medical treatment were often times transferred to the the state side cities where medical treatment
could be obtained, rather than wait for the terribly inefficient Canadian system. 



Plus, you think calling tech support for your computer is bad and getting people from India? Imagine going to the doctor
and there not being a single doctor who speaks English as a first language. 



Those are just a few first hand accounts of a failed system.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by nuk13 - 2008/02/07 22:13
_____________________________________

Imuakuhuku, you gave a very good analysis, very good!  Without incentive ($) we wouldn't be any better off than any
other country in the world.  Sorry Hengst, but to think government people would do a better job of research is very pie in
the sky.  Our founding fathers wanted freedom beyound what they had left in Europe, why should we go back to socalism
that kills incentive and liberty.



Hawkwing, (neat name by the way, it reminds me of some of those guys who helped Custer see the light.) I have heard
rumers of this kind of thing, I think this is one of the first times I've heard from an eyewitness.



I could support Paul, Tancrado, Hunter, Thompson or Romney.  Yes they are different but all of them were leaning in the
right direction as far as I'm concerned.  Now all of them are gone.  I just wish they could have made a deal to trump
Mccain's deal with Huckabee.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Hengst - 2008/02/07 22:15
_____________________________________

Hawkwing wrote:

Just a few thoughts on socialized medicine. I served 2 years in Canada among the poorest, most needy Canadians, and
their free health-care for all lead to the deaths or mutilation of dozens of people I personally knew.



There were towns just across the US border of only a few thousand people that hand half a dozen MRI machines and
they made millions because it was easier for the canuks to cross the border and get diagnosed (at a cost) than it was to
wait the 2 year wait time to get in.



Missionaries needing medical treatment were often times transferred to the the state side cities where medical treatment
could be obtained, rather than wait for the terribly inefficient Canadian system. 



Plus, you think calling tech support for your computer is bad and getting people from India? Imagine going to the doctor
and there not being a single doctor who speaks English as a first language. 



Those are just a few first hand accounts of a failed system.



First off do you personally know any of these Canadians, because if you don't, this is all here-say.  I have quite a few
canadian friends, and they all love their health care system (it's one of the reasons they would never consider moving to
the US).  I can say the same for all of the brits I know, and the many many dutch and belgians that I know.



Second of all, doctors in other 1st world countries with socialized medicine don't make any less.  Look at the numbers,
it's just not true.



You're just buying into the PR machine funded by the health care companies.



The whole waiting thing is false too.  When I had to be seen for health care in a country with socialized medicine I had no
wait at all.  In fact the doctor spent more time with me than has ever happened with me before.  You here a lot about
waiting in canada on our news media, but have you ever thought to actually ask a canadian?  Try it, they'll tell you it isn't
true.
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And not everyone is in it for the money.  If can sweat through medical school and residency and have your only
motivation be money, that's impressive.  



I'm certainly not in the field I'm going into because of the money, and I'll spend about the same amount of time in school
as someone who goes to med school.  by the way imaukahuku (sorry if that's misspelled) you grossly over-exaggerate
the starting wage of most ph.D. professors.  It's more around 40 thousand a year until they get tenure (which is typically a
long process).



And my research argument has less to do with the FDA and more to do with researchers artificially inflating the results of
their research so they can continue to receive additional grant money.  Something that wouldn't happen if funding for
research was contingent on good research rather than research that always leads to profits.  If I had to guess, I would be
willing to bet you haven't really done much academic research or really been in that world to see how it works, but I could
be wrong.



All that said, I respect your opinions, and I can see where you're coming from (I just wish you'd post it as a comment on
the blog as well as here, so that people who run into my blog can read your side as well and decide for themselves,
which probably sounds funny, but I really believe that) I just respectfully disagree.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by snoscythe - 2008/02/07 22:28
_____________________________________

Hengst wrote:

Hawkwing wrote:

Just a few thoughts on socialized medicine. I served 2 years in Canada among the poorest, most needy Canadians, and
their free health-care for all lead to the deaths or mutilation of dozens of people I personally knew.



There were towns just across the US border of only a few thousand people that hand half a dozen MRI machines and
they made millions because it was easier for the canuks to cross the border and get diagnosed (at a cost) than it was to
wait the 2 year wait time to get in.



Missionaries needing medical treatment were often times transferred to the the state side cities where medical treatment
could be obtained, rather than wait for the terribly inefficient Canadian system. 



Plus, you think calling tech support for your computer is bad and getting people from India? Imagine going to the doctor
and there not being a single doctor who speaks English as a first language. 



Those are just a few first hand accounts of a failed system.



First off do you personally know any of these Canadians, because if you don't, this is all here-say.  I have quite a few
canadian friends, and they all love their health care system (it's one of the reasons they would never consider moving to
the US).  I can say the same for all of the brits I know, and the many many dutch and belgians that I know.



Second of all, doctors in other 1st world countries with socialized medicine don't make any less.  Look at the numbers,
it's just not true.



You're just buying into the PR machine funded by the health care companies.



So Hengst, did you bother to read his post before you took to debunking it as hear-say and myth?

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Hengst - 2008/02/07 22:29
_____________________________________

snoscythe wrote:

Hengst wrote:

Hawkwing wrote:

Just a few thoughts on socialized medicine. I served 2 years in Canada among the poorest, most needy Canadians, and
their free health-care for all lead to the deaths or mutilation of dozens of people I personally knew.




Forum - Cougarblue FireBoard Forum Component version: 1.0.4 Generated: 8 January, 2009, 21:08



There were towns just across the US border of only a few thousand people that hand half a dozen MRI machines and
they made millions because it was easier for the canuks to cross the border and get diagnosed (at a cost) than it was to
wait the 2 year wait time to get in.



Missionaries needing medical treatment were often times transferred to the the state side cities where medical treatment
could be obtained, rather than wait for the terribly inefficient Canadian system. 



Plus, you think calling tech support for your computer is bad and getting people from India? Imagine going to the doctor
and there not being a single doctor who speaks English as a first language. 



Those are just a few first hand accounts of a failed system.



First off do you personally know any of these Canadians, because if you don't, this is all here-say.  I have quite a few
canadian friends, and they all love their health care system (it's one of the reasons they would never consider moving to
the US).  I can say the same for all of the brits I know, and the many many dutch and belgians that I know.



Second of all, doctors in other 1st world countries with socialized medicine don't make any less.  Look at the numbers,
it's just not true.



You're just buying into the PR machine funded by the health care companies.



So Hengst, did you bother to read his post before you took to debunking it as hear-say and myth?



guess I missed that part.  Still doesn't explain the discrepancy . . .

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by cougarfan144 - 2008/02/07 23:11
_____________________________________

For those voting for McCain, here's a question. IF he were to win the White House, would he go for 8 years? I can't see
him only being a one term president without attempting to make it two. If that's the case the party would seem to want to
support him for a second term and there goes another 4 years before Romney could be our guy.

If a dem wins the WH, it would be far more likely that Romney's the rep front runner in 2012. So while voting for McCain
seems to be the lesser of 2 evils, is it really?



Here's another question: Now that Romney's out, how do Huck and Cain go at each other? Will this show the rest of the
nation just where we're going? Will Romney pop back in and save the day after people see what is out there now?

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Mars - 2008/02/07 23:50
_____________________________________



  I will agree, that even for a cost-minded Republican, Universal HealthCare and Political Election Spending Caps make a
whole lot of sense to me.  The question with the first is "How can we as a country afford it?", and for the second it's "How
much personal spending is too much, and how can advertising be equalized fairly?" 

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Hengst - 2008/02/08 08:10
_____________________________________

Mars wrote:



  I will agree, that even for a cost-minded Republican, Universal HealthCare and Political Election Spending Caps make a
whole lot of sense to me.  The question with the first is "How can we as a country afford it?", and for the second it's "How
much personal spending is too much, and how can advertising be equalized fairly?" 



That's a good question.  I don't really know that there is a good solution for election spending.  Seems like the only fair
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way would be to ensure that everyone had the same amount to begin with, but that doesn't really seem doable unless it's
paid for with tax dollars, and I don't even really like that idea much (shocking I know).



Seems like the way to do "universal" health care from a "conservative" perspective would be to provide tax incentives to
companies who provide policies which are purchasable by people of low SES, and allow for people with "pre-existing
conditions".  Still a costly endeavor that you might have to raise taxes for . .  .  or at least, quit spending 6 trillion dollars
on a war for . . . 



sorry, couldn't resist ;)

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by gordito - 2008/02/08 08:42
_____________________________________

Hengst wrote:

Hawkwing wrote:

Just a few thoughts on socialized medicine. I served 2 years in Canada among the poorest, most needy Canadians, and
their free health-care for all lead to the deaths or mutilation of dozens of people I personally knew.



There were towns just across the US border of only a few thousand people that hand half a dozen MRI machines and
they made millions because it was easier for the canuks to cross the border and get diagnosed (at a cost) than it was to
wait the 2 year wait time to get in.



Missionaries needing medical treatment were often times transferred to the the state side cities where medical treatment
could be obtained, rather than wait for the terribly inefficient Canadian system. 



Plus, you think calling tech support for your computer is bad and getting people from India? Imagine going to the doctor
and there not being a single doctor who speaks English as a first language. 



Those are just a few first hand accounts of a failed system.



First off do you personally know any of these Canadians, because if you don't, this is all here-say.  I have quite a few
canadian friends, and they all love their health care system (it's one of the reasons they would never consider moving to
the US).  I can say the same for all of the brits I know, and the many many dutch and belgians that I know.



Second of all, doctors in other 1st world countries with socialized medicine don't make any less.  Look at the numbers,
it's just not true.



You're just buying into the PR machine funded by the health care companies.



The whole waiting thing is false too.  When I had to be seen for health care in a country with socialized medicine I had no
wait at all.  In fact the doctor spent more time with me than has ever happened with me before.  You here a lot about
waiting in canada on our news media, but have you ever thought to actually ask a canadian?  Try it, they'll tell you it isn't
true.



And not everyone is in it for the money.  If can sweat through medical school and residency and have your only
motivation be money, that's impressive.  



I'm certainly not in the field I'm going into because of the money, and I'll spend about the same amount of time in school
as someone who goes to med school.  by the way imaukahuku (sorry if that's misspelled) you grossly over-exaggerate
the starting wage of most ph.D. professors.  It's more around 40 thousand a year until they get tenure (which is typically a
long process).



And my research argument has less to do with the FDA and more to do with researchers artificially inflating the results of
their research so they can continue to receive additional grant money.  Something that wouldn't happen if funding for
research was contingent on good research rather than research that always leads to profits.  If I had to guess, I would be
willing to bet you haven't really done much academic research or really been in that world to see how it works, but I could
be wrong.



All that said, I respect your opinions, and I can see where you're coming from (I just wish you'd post it as a comment on
the blog as well as here, so that people who run into my blog can read your side as well and decide for themselves,
which probably sounds funny, but I really believe that) I just respectfully disagree.
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Imuakahuku: Thank you for expressing my very reactions after I read Hengst' blog. Bigger means less efficient, period. 

Hengst: I simply disagree. It's a little naive to claim that one side of the argument is getting their facts from a "PR
machine" while the other side is pure and unbiased. Don't believe that both sides aren't heavily invested in spinning the
facts. 

I don't know how all of the Canadians and British that you know love their health care system!?! I ask every Canadian I
know what they think about health care and almost always they complain about long waits (years sometimes), foreign
doctors (no incentive to practice at less that market value), and frustrating red tape. The US makes socialized health care
possible for other countries as the R&D happens right here. If you haven't noticed, America is different from the rest of
the world. It was founded on different principles. I don't disagree that public health and health care has been poorly
planned and implemented in this country, but I strongly disagree that the government is the best organization to take on
such a huge endeavor. Look at everything else the government organizes and implements at it's terribly inefficient and of
poor quality (schools, military contracts--why is it cheaper to pay mercenaries $200,000 a year to do the same job our
soldiers are doing?, government mental health). 



Hengst: I really respect your class and belief in your politics. It's easy for these things to get personal. I stronly disagree
in principle and application with what you've proposed. (Also, I believe starting salary for a psychologist is in the 55k
range) http://research.apa.org/t1salaries07.pdf 



Imuakahuku: Keep up the good work. I like the way you think.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by snoscythe - 2008/02/08 09:03
_____________________________________

Hengst wrote:

snoscythe wrote:

Hengst wrote:

Hawkwing wrote:

Just a few thoughts on socialized medicine. I served 2 years in Canada among the poorest, most needy Canadians, and
their free health-care for all lead to the deaths or mutilation of dozens of people I personally knew.



There were towns just across the US border of only a few thousand people that hand half a dozen MRI machines and
they made millions because it was easier for the canuks to cross the border and get diagnosed (at a cost) than it was to
wait the 2 year wait time to get in.



Missionaries needing medical treatment were often times transferred to the the state side cities where medical treatment
could be obtained, rather than wait for the terribly inefficient Canadian system. 



Plus, you think calling tech support for your computer is bad and getting people from India? Imagine going to the doctor
and there not being a single doctor who speaks English as a first language. 



Those are just a few first hand accounts of a failed system.



First off do you personally know any of these Canadians, because if you don't, this is all here-say.  I have quite a few
canadian friends, and they all love their health care system (it's one of the reasons they would never consider moving to
the US).  I can say the same for all of the brits I know, and the many many dutch and belgians that I know.



Second of all, doctors in other 1st world countries with socialized medicine don't make any less.  Look at the numbers,
it's just not true.



You're just buying into the PR machine funded by the health care companies.



So Hengst, did you bother to read his post before you took to debunking it as hear-say and myth?



guess I missed that part.  Still doesn't explain the discrepancy . . .



I think the discrepancy lies in this:  Our little sample here consists of only two cases of persons with experience in the
world of universal healthcare.  Anyone with half a mind will tell you that two cases are not going to be representative of
the whole.  My best guess is that the truths of universal healthcare lie somewhere in-between.



My personal ( :) ) experiences with universal healthcare in Slovenia, Italy and Austria lie somewhere within that middle-
ground.  Most systems have a front-end "triage" system to prioritize cases and make sure that the most urgent cases are
seen immediately.  Our friend in Slovenia had knee problems, and had to wait a few weeks to see the doctor because
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the pain was not debilitating and was not worsening.  However, when she developed headaches and began lactating (not
pregnant, no kids) she was immediately scheduled to see a neurologist that afternoon, and her brain tumor was
diagnosed that same day.  



It should be noted that most universal healthcare plans focus on preventative medicine rather than heroic medicine,
which keeps costs down in the long run.  American doctors have a conflict of interest because their practice is a
business, and their customers are also clients.  If they rub their patients the wrong way, they can simply shop for another
doctor.  This is a good thing as it encourages the doctor to have good bedside manner, etc., but many doctors are afraid
to tell their patients the hard facts for fear of losing a customer.  Doctors have to dance around their patients' weight
issues for fear of offending them.  A doctor in the American system might approach the issue by saying, "You should try
going for walks" or "let's try and eat more fiber and drink less soda."  Doctors in the universal healthcare systems do not
have that conflict.  The doctor in Slovenia told my overweight companion "You are too fat, and your size is causing your
health problems.  If you have not lost weight the next time we see you, we will not be able to treat you further."  Rather
than treating symptoms and trying not to offend, the doctor was forthright, honest, and his prescription was a lifestyle
change.



Many of the procedures that universal healthcare systems do not cover or decline are optional or quality of life
procedures.  In Austria a friends grandfather was denied hip replacement surgery because of his age.  He was 86 and
had not walked for years.  However, he was able to have the procedure done as he had a supplemental insurance policy
that covered quality of life procedures that the universal plan did not cover.  I am sure that such supplemental insurance
systems would thrive in the US.  Universal healthcare is not about ensuring the best care for every instance.  Instead, it is
about providing basic care for every person, and generally the market takes care of the rest.  



Personally, I think universal healthcare is a great idea, but the insurance, pharmaceutical and medical lobbies are very
potent, and have very deep pockets, and that is the sad reality of the nation that ranks second to last in rankings of
newborn mortality rate among developed nations.  The only country that ranks worse than the US is Latvia.   We are also
 the worst of the 19 leading industrialized nations in preventable deaths.  The system we have is not working, and all the
countries that outperform us in statistics like quality of life, life expectancy, heart disease and cancer rates have one thing
in common:



They all have universal healthcare plans that focus on economical disease prevention (ie don't get fat) rather than heroic
healthcare at great expense (gastric bypass)



http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/en/thumb/c/c5/WORLDHEALTH2.png/800px-WORLDHEALTH2.png



*it is worth noting that our tax dollars are already funding universal healthcare in Afghanistan and Iraq.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Hengst - 2008/02/08 09:05
_____________________________________

gordito wrote:

Hengst wrote:

Hawkwing wrote:

Just a few thoughts on socialized medicine. I served 2 years in Canada among the poorest, most needy Canadians, and
their free health-care for all lead to the deaths or mutilation of dozens of people I personally knew.



There were towns just across the US border of only a few thousand people that hand half a dozen MRI machines and
they made millions because it was easier for the canuks to cross the border and get diagnosed (at a cost) than it was to
wait the 2 year wait time to get in.



Missionaries needing medical treatment were often times transferred to the the state side cities where medical treatment
could be obtained, rather than wait for the terribly inefficient Canadian system. 



Plus, you think calling tech support for your computer is bad and getting people from India? Imagine going to the doctor
and there not being a single doctor who speaks English as a first language. 



Those are just a few first hand accounts of a failed system.



First off do you personally know any of these Canadians, because if you don't, this is all here-say.  I have quite a few
canadian friends, and they all love their health care system (it's one of the reasons they would never consider moving to
the US).  I can say the same for all of the brits I know, and the many many dutch and belgians that I know.



Forum - Cougarblue FireBoard Forum Component version: 1.0.4 Generated: 8 January, 2009, 21:08



Second of all, doctors in other 1st world countries with socialized medicine don't make any less.  Look at the numbers,
it's just not true.



You're just buying into the PR machine funded by the health care companies.



The whole waiting thing is false too.  When I had to be seen for health care in a country with socialized medicine I had no
wait at all.  In fact the doctor spent more time with me than has ever happened with me before.  You here a lot about
waiting in canada on our news media, but have you ever thought to actually ask a canadian?  Try it, they'll tell you it isn't
true.



And not everyone is in it for the money.  If can sweat through medical school and residency and have your only
motivation be money, that's impressive.  



I'm certainly not in the field I'm going into because of the money, and I'll spend about the same amount of time in school
as someone who goes to med school.  by the way imaukahuku (sorry if that's misspelled) you grossly over-exaggerate
the starting wage of most ph.D. professors.  It's more around 40 thousand a year until they get tenure (which is typically a
long process).



And my research argument has less to do with the FDA and more to do with researchers artificially inflating the results of
their research so they can continue to receive additional grant money.  Something that wouldn't happen if funding for
research was contingent on good research rather than research that always leads to profits.  If I had to guess, I would be
willing to bet you haven't really done much academic research or really been in that world to see how it works, but I could
be wrong.



All that said, I respect your opinions, and I can see where you're coming from (I just wish you'd post it as a comment on
the blog as well as here, so that people who run into my blog can read your side as well and decide for themselves,
which probably sounds funny, but I really believe that) I just respectfully disagree.



Imuakahuku: Thank you for expressing my very reactions after I read Hengst' blog. Bigger means less efficient, period. 

Hengst: I simply disagree. It's a little naive to claim that one side of the argument is getting their facts from a "PR
machine" while the other side is pure and unbiased. Don't believe that both sides aren't heavily invested in spinning the
facts. 

I don't know how all of the Canadians and British that you know love their health care system!?! I ask every Canadian I
know what they think about health care and almost always they complain about long waits (years sometimes), foreign
doctors (no incentive to practice at less that market value), and frustrating red tape. The US makes socialized health care
possible for other countries as the R&D happens right here. If you haven't noticed, America is different from the rest of
the world. It was founded on different principles. I don't disagree that public health and health care has been poorly
planned and implemented in this country, but I strongly disagree that the government is the best organization to take on
such a huge endeavor. Look at everything else the government organizes and implements at it's terribly inefficient and of
poor quality (schools, military contracts--why is it cheaper to pay mercenaries $200,000 a year to do the same job our
soldiers are doing?, government mental health). 



Hengst: I really respect your class and belief in your politics. It's easy for these things to get personal. I stronly disagree
in principle and application with what you've proposed. (Also, I believe starting salary for a psychologist is in the 55k
range) http://research.apa.org/t1salaries07.pdf 



Imuakahuku: Keep up the good work. I like the way you think.



Hey, like i've always said, I appreciate your perspective.  Mostly what I appreciate is that you've thought things through
more than most people.  The two things that irritate me most about politics in this country (and you'll probably agree with
me on this first one) are 1 people that just vote without reading about and thinking through the issues, and 2 people that
refuse to have a political discussion with people that disagree with them (personally I think we all have blind spots and
the only way to move the country forward in a good way is to have disagreement and compromise)



Psychologists yes (although, not in utah) but not ph.d. professors of say english or history.  It's that high for
clinical/counseling psychologists because we can do private practice on the side so that raises it a touch.  I wasn't
necessarily talking about my own profession, but rather just ph.d. professors as a whole (since I think that's what
imaukahuku (again, sorry for the spelling) was referring to.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Hengst - 2008/02/08 09:09
_____________________________________
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snoscythe wrote:

Hengst wrote:

snoscythe wrote:

Hengst wrote:

Hawkwing wrote:

Just a few thoughts on socialized medicine. I served 2 years in Canada among the poorest, most needy Canadians, and
their free health-care for all lead to the deaths or mutilation of dozens of people I personally knew.



There were towns just across the US border of only a few thousand people that hand half a dozen MRI machines and
they made millions because it was easier for the canuks to cross the border and get diagnosed (at a cost) than it was to
wait the 2 year wait time to get in.



Missionaries needing medical treatment were often times transferred to the the state side cities where medical treatment
could be obtained, rather than wait for the terribly inefficient Canadian system. 



Plus, you think calling tech support for your computer is bad and getting people from India? Imagine going to the doctor
and there not being a single doctor who speaks English as a first language. 



Those are just a few first hand accounts of a failed system.



First off do you personally know any of these Canadians, because if you don't, this is all here-say.  I have quite a few
canadian friends, and they all love their health care system (it's one of the reasons they would never consider moving to
the US).  I can say the same for all of the brits I know, and the many many dutch and belgians that I know.



Second of all, doctors in other 1st world countries with socialized medicine don't make any less.  Look at the numbers,
it's just not true.



You're just buying into the PR machine funded by the health care companies.



So Hengst, did you bother to read his post before you took to debunking it as hear-say and myth?



guess I missed that part.  Still doesn't explain the discrepancy . . .



I think the discrepancy lies in this:  Our little sample here consists of only two cases of persons with experience in the
world of universal healthcare.  Anyone with half a mind will tell you that two cases are not going to be representative of
the whole.  My best guess is that the truths of universal healthcare lie somewhere in-between.



My personal ( :) ) experiences with universal healthcare in Slovenia, Italy and Austria lie somewhere within that middle-
ground.  Most systems have a front-end "triage" system to prioritize cases and make sure that the most urgent cases are
seen immediately.  Our friend in Slovenia had knee problems, and had to wait a few weeks to see the doctor because
the pain was not debilitating and was not worsening.  However, when she developed headaches and began lactating (not
pregnant, no kids) she was immediately scheduled to see a neurologist that afternoon, and her brain tumor was
diagnosed that same day.  



It should be noted that most universal healthcare plans focus on preventative medicine rather than heroic medicine,
which keeps costs down in the long run.  American doctors have a conflict of interest because their practice is a
business, and their customers are also clients.  If they rub their patients the wrong way, they can simply shop for another
doctor.  This is a good thing as it encourages the doctor to have good bedside manner, etc., but many doctors are afraid
to tell their patients the hard facts for fear of losing a customer.  Doctors have to dance around their patients' weight
issues for fear of offending them.  A doctor in the American system might approach the issue by saying, "You should try
going for walks" or "let's try and eat more fiber and drink less soda."  Doctors in the universal healthcare systems do not
have that conflict.  The doctor in Slovenia told my overweight companion "You are too fat, and your size is causing your
health problems.  If you have not lost weight the next time we see you, we will not be able to treat you further."  Rather
than treating symptoms and trying not to offend, the doctor was forthright, honest, and his prescription was a lifestyle
change.



Many of the procedures that universal healthcare systems do not cover or decline are optional or quality of life
procedures.  In Austria a friends grandfather was denied hip replacement surgery because of his age.  He was 86 and
had not walked for years.  However, he was able to have the procedure done as he had a supplemental insurance policy
that covered quality of life procedures that the universal plan did not cover.  I am sure that such supplemental insurance
systems would thrive in the US.  Universal healthcare is not about ensuring the best care for every instance.  Instead, it is
about providing basic care for every person, and generally the market takes care of the rest.  



Personally, I think universal healthcare is a great idea, but the insurance, pharmaceutical and medical lobbies are very
potent, and have very deep pockets, and that is the sad reality of the nation that ranks second to last in rankings of
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newborn mortality rate among developed nations.  The only country that ranks worse than the US is Latvia.   We are also
 the worst of the 19 leading industrialized nations in preventable deaths.  The system we have is not working, and all the
countries that outperform us in statistics like quality of life, life expectancy, heart disease and cancer rates have one thing
in common:



They all have universal healthcare plans that focus on economical disease prevention (ie don't get fat) rather than heroic
healthcare at great expense (gastric bypass)



http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/en/thumb/c/c5/WORLDHEALTH2.png/800px-WORLDHEALTH2.png



*it is worth noting that our tax dollars are already funding universal healthcare in Afghanistan and Iraq.



I'll agree with you on the middle ground thing for sure.



One other comment because your post made me think of something that made me laugh really hard.  When you were
talking about about doctors in the US not being blunt enough it made me think "yup, we just need a bunch more Doctor
House's in the world :-) )  (if you don't watch house you won't think that's funny . . . )

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by craigoscarson - 2008/02/08 09:15
_____________________________________

Personally, I think universal healthcare is a great idea, but the insurance, pharmaceutical and medical lobbies are very
potent, and have very deep pockets, and that is the sad reality of the nation that ranks second to last in rankings of
newborn mortality rate among developed nations. The only country that ranks worse than the US is Latvia. We are also
the worst of the 19 leading industrialized nations in preventable deaths. The system we have is not working, and all the
countries that outperform us in statistics like quality of life, life expectancy, heart disease and cancer rates have one thing
in common:



They all have universal healthcare plans that focus on economical disease prevention (ie don't get fat) rather than heroic
healthcare at great expense (gastric bypass)



I'm not disagreeing with your post, however, one other reason we're so bad at preventable deaths, is because our "land
of freedom" is also a land of irresponsibility. 



Don't get fat, don't smoke, dont' use drugs, don't have unprotected sex with multiple partners, dont' share needles, try
walking once in a while, don't drink or smoke during pregnancy, etc. etc. etc. 



I've said all of things things to my patients. Having the government paying for those patients to come to me so I can say
the same things to them, isn't going to change one thing. 



You could say the same thing about the problem in the U.S. with bad debt. Do the creditors have to take some
blame...yes.....But the onus falls on the debters, it's a matter of responsibility which this country has all out of whack.



Now the issue you've completely avoided in the utopian thought of universal healthcare based on government control, is
taxes.



Not only are you now subsidizing the lazy and irresponsible with a broken welfare system, you're asking hard working tax
payers that already make sure they have insurance to pay much much higher taxes to subsidize those same parasites.
Check the amount of tax a citizen of Sweden pays (often the flag bearer for government healthcare), etc. It's not just the
lobbyist groups, it's the voters on this country that will not stand for 60%+ of their income to go to taxes so our
government can decide how to spend it for us.



Mitt Romney was really on to something in his state.....too bad no one paid attention.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by lovelldog - 2008/02/08 09:30
_____________________________________

Choose which two of the following you want with healthcare:
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Timely Service

Cheap Care

Good Care



If you want good care and timely service as I do, then it will be expensive.  If you want cheap care and good care it will
take a long time to get it, if you want timely service and cheap care it will be crappy.  Take your pick.  There is nothing
magical about socialized health care.  I have spent 5 years of my life in countries that had it and I am grateful I never had
to use it.  



Fixes need to be made but socializing medicine is not the way to do it.  I think the first thing that should go is $10 copays
as they cause overcrowding of doctor's facilities since parents will bring their child in for anything because it only costs
them $10.  I think the high deductible plans where you can fund pre tax a health savings account are great starts.  I have
one and even after funding my out of pocket limit per year and paying the premiums the cost is still less than the
premiums for a standard copay system.  



I don't have problem with well baby care systems being expanded for children up to a certain age and having those
provided by government and being mandatory because prevention is good.  You might even be able to convince me that
annual exams for adults should be covered for all because once again prevention is good.  But that is as far as I think it
should ever go.  People need to take responsibilty for themselves at some point and not just expect handouts.  Good
healthcare is not a right it is a luxury or a privilege.  I would love to live right on the beach here in So Cal but I don't make
enough money and so my quality of life is less that what it could be but that doesn't mean I have as much right to a
beach house as someone capable of making more money than me.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by lovelldog - 2008/02/08 09:34
_____________________________________

Hengst wrote:

Mars wrote:



  I will agree, that even for a cost-minded Republican, Universal HealthCare and Political Election Spending Caps make a
whole lot of sense to me.  The question with the first is "How can we as a country afford it?", and for the second it's "How
much personal spending is too much, and how can advertising be equalized fairly?" 



That's a good question.  I don't really know that there is a good solution for election spending.  Seems like the only fair
way would be to ensure that everyone had the same amount to begin with, but that doesn't really seem doable unless it's
paid for with tax dollars, and I don't even really like that idea much (shocking I know).



Seems like the way to do "universal" health care from a "conservative" perspective would be to provide tax incentives to
companies who provide policies which are purchasable by people of low SES, and allow for people with "pre-existing
conditions".  Still a costly endeavor that you might have to raise taxes for . .  .  or at least, quit spending 6 trillion dollars
on a war for . . . 



sorry, couldn't resist ;)



What war is costing us $6 trillion?  Even if you include the entire cost of the military, most of which you would still be
paying even if we weren't in Iraq, I don't see where a $6 trillion number comes from.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by snoscythe - 2008/02/08 09:41
_____________________________________

craigocarson wrote:

I'm not disagreeing with your post, however, one other reason we're so bad at preventable deaths, is because our "land
of freedom" is also a land of irresponsibility.



Absolutely agree on this point, but I do not think that this outweighs our need to provide basic healthcare for those who
cannot afford it.  I strongly believe in what King Benjamin taught in Mosiah Chapter 4:16-19, where he teaches that we
are to care for the needy without judging why they are needy: 
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And also, ye yourselves will succor those that stand in need of your succor; ye will administer of your substance unto him
that standeth in need; and ye will not suffer that the beggar putteth up his petition to you in vain, and turn him out to
perish.

  17 Perhaps thou shalt asay: The man has brought upon himself his misery; therefore I will stay my hand, and will not
give unto him of my food, nor impart unto him of my substance that he may not suffer, for his punishments are just

  18 But I say unto you, O man, whosoever doeth this the same hath great cause to repent; and except he repenteth of
that which he hath done he perisheth forever, and hath no interest in the kingdom of God.

  19 For behold, are we not all beggars? Do we not all depend upon the same Being, even God, for all the substance
which we have, for both food and raiment, and for gold, and for silver, and for all the riches which we have of every kind? 



craigocarson wrote:

Now the issue you've completely avoided in the utopian thought of universal healthcare _base_d on government control,
is taxes.



Ah, yes.  What you have forgotten craigo, is that I am a Ron Pauler.



If we reduce our obligations overseas (S. Korea, Afghanistan, Indonesia, Iraq), eliminate the IRS, and disentangle
ourselves from the financial/freedom drain that is the UN, the federal government would find itself with over a trillion
dollars to use on life-improving services like universal healthcare, and this even after the proposed tax-cuts.



We as taxpayers could have lower taxes, and the current healthcare system could adapt to coexist alongside the
government plan, either as a competitor or offering supplemental plans to those conditions and procedures not covered
by the governmental offering.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Hengst - 2008/02/08 09:48
_____________________________________

lovelldog wrote:

Hengst wrote:

Mars wrote:



  I will agree, that even for a cost-minded Republican, Universal HealthCare and Political Election Spending Caps make a
whole lot of sense to me.  The question with the first is "How can we as a country afford it?", and for the second it's "How
much personal spending is too much, and how can advertising be equalized fairly?" 



That's a good question.  I don't really know that there is a good solution for election spending.  Seems like the only fair
way would be to ensure that everyone had the same amount to begin with, but that doesn't really seem doable unless it's
paid for with tax dollars, and I don't even really like that idea much (shocking I know).



Seems like the way to do "universal" health care from a "conservative" perspective would be to provide tax incentives to
companies who provide policies which are purchasable by people of low SES, and allow for people with "pre-existing
conditions".  Still a costly endeavor that you might have to raise taxes for . .  .  or at least, quit spending 6 trillion dollars
on a war for . . . 



sorry, couldn't resist ;)



What war is costing us $6 trillion?  Even if you include the entire cost of the military, most of which you would still be
paying even if we weren't in Iraq, I don't see where a $6 trillion number comes from.



It appears I overestimated a smidge, sorry.  I just knew it was a lot, so I just threw a number out there.  I guess the war is
cheaper than I thought  :huh: 



http://www.nationalpriorities.org/costofwar_home



of course, this estimate is a little closer to mine, but again I'm off, sorry.



http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/11/16/AR2007111600865.html

============================================================================
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Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by BoiseBYU - 2008/02/08 10:17
_____________________________________

I wish I knew the answer to our health care woes.  I believe that too much demagougery goes on on both sides of the
aisle on this one.  We spend more for health care than most countries and yet our health, as measured in a number of
categories, puts us below many other industrialized countries.  In my humble view, our present health care system
threatens our economic vitality, should be designed so all of our citizens are covered, and help improve the state of our
health.  People often point to lines in Canada or Great Britain as emblematic of problems in those countries for providing
health care.  Our "long lines" in American may not be in the form of people waiting outside a doctor's office, but rather
take the form of tens of millions of Americans who have no such insurance and simply fall out of the health care system. 
We just ration health care a different way--by excluding millions of Americans.  People do not want "government" medical
care.  The fact is that it is already here in the form of Medicaid and Medicare.  I beleive I have seen statistics indicating
that 1/3 of all American are covered by one of these two programs.  If you do have insurance, I suppose that America's
health care system is pretty good, but I am troubled by the millions of working families and their children who are not
covered.  But even if you do not look at our health care system from a "moral" perspective, I believe most of us would
agree that the health care costs we see in our country damage our economic well being and vitality.  Major US
companies have recently started talking about the competitive disadvantage they find themselves in as a result of the
higher insurance and health care costs they face compared to competitors overseas.  We are losing jobs due to our
health care system.  The problem is vexing and it will not be solved unless and until people of all stripes put their war
words down, roll up their sleeves and address this issue.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by craigoscarson - 2008/02/08 10:22
_____________________________________

craigocarson wrote:



Now the issue you've completely avoided in the utopian thought of universal healthcare __base__d on government
control, is taxes.





Ah, yes. What you have forgotten craigo, is that I am a Ron Pauler.



If we reduce our obligations overseas (S. Korea, Afghanistan, Indonesia, Iraq), eliminate the IRS, and disentangle
ourselves from the financial/freedom drain that is the UN, the federal government would find itself with over a trillion
dollars to use on life-improving services like universal healthcare, and this even after the proposed tax-cuts.



We as taxpayers could have lower taxes, and the current healthcare system could adapt to coexist alongside the
government plan, either as a competitor or offering supplemental plans to those conditions and procedures not covered
by the governmental offering.



That's a really really big IF

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by snoscythe - 2008/02/08 10:27
_____________________________________

craigoscarson wrote:

craigocarson wrote:



Now the issue you've completely avoided in the utopian thought of universal healthcare __base__d on government
control, is taxes.





Ah, yes. What you have forgotten craigo, is that I am a Ron Pauler.



If we reduce our obligations overseas (S. Korea, Afghanistan, Indonesia, Iraq), eliminate the IRS, and disentangle
ourselves from the financial/freedom drain that is the UN, the federal government would find itself with over a trillion
dollars to use on life-improving services like universal healthcare, and this even after the proposed tax-cuts.
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We as taxpayers could have lower taxes, and the current healthcare system could adapt to coexist alongside the
government plan, either as a competitor or offering supplemental plans to those conditions and procedures not covered
by the governmental offering.



That's a really really big IF



Agreed.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by penncougar - 2008/02/08 10:31
_____________________________________

snoscythe wrote:

craigoscarson wrote:

craigocarson wrote:



Now the issue you've completely avoided in the utopian thought of universal healthcare __base__d on government
control, is taxes.





Ah, yes. What you have forgotten craigo, is that I am a Ron Pauler.



If we reduce our obligations overseas (S. Korea, Afghanistan, Indonesia, Iraq), eliminate the IRS, and disentangle
ourselves from the financial/freedom drain that is the UN, the federal government would find itself with over a trillion
dollars to use on life-improving services like universal healthcare, and this even after the proposed tax-cuts.



We as taxpayers could have lower taxes, and the current healthcare system could adapt to coexist alongside the
government plan, either as a competitor or offering supplemental plans to those conditions and procedures not covered
by the governmental offering.



That's a really really big IF



Agreed.



Thats a really big IF, and I would agree with it.....if we were still living in the 16th century.  In today's world though with
global travel, long range weapons, and terroism, I am a firm beleiver that if we pull out and stop taking the fight to them,
they will only bring the fight to us.  That is my main disagreement with Ron Paul.  I agree that reduced military would go a
long way to paying for the needs of our country, but we have now spent approx 100 years pissing off other countries that
would love to give us some payback.  His vision and views are short sighted in this respect

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by craigoscarson - 2008/02/08 10:31
_____________________________________

craigocarson wrote:



I'm not disagreeing with your post, however, one other reason we're so bad at preventable deaths, is because our "land
of freedom" is also a land of irresponsibility.





Absolutely agree on this point, but I do not think that this outweighs our need to provide basic healthcare for those who
cannot afford it. I strongly believe in what King Benjamin taught in Mosiah Chapter 4:16-19, where he teaches that we
are to care for the needy without judging why they are needy: 



My argument with that point was not that people deserve healthcare or not; but rather the statistics that show we're
mediocre with preventable deaths has much less to do with who has healthcare provisions than you'd think and more
than you'd think are due to terrible lifestyle decisions. I've seen it all in clinic.



I once saw a guy with a grapefruit sized family jewel that was injured 6 months prior (his gf kicked him) and didn't say a
thing for 6 months until (I swear to all that is holy, that this is verbatim) "I'm not fitting in my underwear anymore." (I  "s - - -
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" you not)



Having healthcare does not preclude stupidity or irresponsibility. (especially stupidity)





Note - another reason americans die of preventable deaths is because our healthcare system is so good at treating
acute injury. 

Go ahead and fall off the 5th floor of a building in Bulgaria and see if you're here tommorrow.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Mars - 2008/02/08 11:56
_____________________________________

penncougar wrote:

 In today's world though with global travel, long range weapons, and terroism, I am a firm beleiver that if we pull out and
stop taking the fight to them, they will only bring the fight to us. That is my main disagreement with Ron Paul. 

  Agree 100%.  Ron Paul believes, FALSELY, that we are the bad guy.  That's liberal propaganda.  9/11 didn't occur
because we are warmongers.  The Terrorists will seek to destroy America, whether we defend ourself our not. 

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by MizzouCoug - 2008/02/08 12:19
_____________________________________

Not that too many people (or none for that matter) here care about Charles Barkley's political commentary, but to lighten
the mood I thought this would be a good read. (NBA on TNT just happens to be my favorite show on TV, so whenever I
get to hear Chaz mutilate the English language and be part of funny things, I jump on board).:lol: 



http://msn.foxsports.com/nba/story/7773422?MSNHPHMA

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by imuakahuku - 2008/02/08 12:21
_____________________________________

Mars wrote:

penncougar wrote:

 In today's world though with global travel, long range weapons, and terroism, I am a firm beleiver that if we pull out and
stop taking the fight to them, they will only bring the fight to us. That is my main disagreement with Ron Paul. 

  Agree 100%.  Ron Paul believes, FALSELY, that we are the bad guy.  That's liberal propaganda.  9/11 didn't occur
because we are warmongers.  The Terrorists will seek to destroy America, whether we defend ourself our not. 



I have to agree.  Right now they are all flocking to Iraq to fight there.  We bring them home and we will have to setup the
patrol in our own neighborhoods and at our malls.  I know it would be a very bad day for mosques if one of my kids were
to be blown up at a mall or pizza joint by one of those wackoes!

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by CougarPeasant - 2008/02/08 12:51
_____________________________________

MizzouCoug wrote:

Not that too many people (or none for that matter) here care about Charles Barkley's political commentary, but to lighten
the mood I thought this would be a good read. (NBA on TNT just happens to be my favorite show on TV, so whenever I
get to hear Chaz mutilate the English language and be part of funny things, I jump on board).:lol: 



http://msn.foxsports.com/nba/story/7773422?MSNHPHMA



I love it when Frank Caliendo does his Barkley impersonations.  OF course, his Bush is spot on.  Good times, good times.
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============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by imuakahuku - 2008/02/08 14:35
_____________________________________

Something else to bear in mind.  You are comparing our country with countries that rediculously smaller.  Let me show
some interesting comparisons.  Below are the population in millions, infant mortality and birth rates per 1000, ave. life
expectancy, and black population.  Blacks are prone to much higher death rate (lower life expectancy) due to genetic
issues such as high blood pressure etc.  You will notice that most of these have a ngegligible meaning it is a very small
percentage maybe 2% or less.



Country  Pop in mil.   infant mort/birth  life expct  black pop

USA        300mil         6.37/14.6           78          12.9%

Canada      33mil         4.63/10.75          80          negligible

UK          60mil         5.01/10.67          78.7        2%

Denmark      5mil         4.45/10.91          77.96       negligible

Sweden       9mil         2.76/10.2           80.6        negligible

France      63mil         3.41/12.91          80.59       negligible

Germany     82mil         4.08/8.2            78.95       negligible

Spain       40mil         4.31/9.98           79.78       negligible

Brazil     190mil         6.19/16.3           77.87       6.2%





Notice the size of our population and compare their infant death and birth rates and life expectancy they are not so great.
 And we have a black community making up 12.9% of our population.  Our three largest cities NY, LA, and CHi are
14.5million people.  Larger than Denmark and Sweden combined.  And that is just three cities!  

So before we start talking how great the healthcare is in canada, bear in mind that we have states with more people than
their entire country and you still hear horror stories about them.  I listened to a woman talk about her two year old
daughter that died waiting for testing.  She was ill and waited seven months for tests.  The cancer spread in the
meanwhile and it was too late when they finally got the tests.  Yep that's great healthcare!  See I have experiences too.  

One last thing to bare in mind is that the healthcare that the people get and that their great leaders get will be entirely
different also.  But I guess since they are our betters they would deserve the best treatment possible.  I would love to
have the healthcare that our current Congressmen get right now.  Too bad that won't happen unless I become one of
them.  But that is a good arguement to show that maybe companies should pay for all our healthcare needs.  Oh wait, we
are their company!



Sorry that the chart is hard to read but it looks good until i submit.  It removes all the spaces and the columns get messed
up.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by stuckinbig10country - 2008/02/08 17:10
_____________________________________

Here's the real fix for all funding problems within the government.  Federal Tax is a flat 15% on all income after $50,000 if
single, $75,000 if married or head of household.  The next step is to give tax breaks to companies that increase their
work force by a fixed percentage based on the size of the company.  Partially or completely privatize all government
subsidy programs.  I work for a company that is a government contractor that provides technical training.  The
government saves over a billion dollars a year on these programs because they let private companies run most of these
job training centers.  That might not sound like a lot, until you look and see that the budget is just over 1 billion dollars.



The deficits that we run at would be decreased and even eliminated as we move towards that economic concept of full
employment.  That is the key.  Then you return any and all budget surplusses to the people in either rebate checks or
services.



I think even your expensive plan, Hengst, could be paid for if we went to my ideas above.  Of course it would have to be
privatized at least partially for a majority of people to buy into it.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Forum - Cougarblue FireBoard Forum Component version: 1.0.4 Generated: 8 January, 2009, 21:08



Posted by imuakahuku - 2008/02/08 22:19
_____________________________________

stuckinbig10country wrote:

Here's the real fix for all funding problems within the government.  Federal Tax is a flat 15% on all income after $50,000 if
single, $75,000 if married or head of household.  The next step is to give tax breaks to companies that increase their
work force by a fixed percentage based on the size of the company.  Partially or completely privatize all government
subsidy programs.  I work for a company that is a government contractor that provides technical training.  The
government saves over a billion dollars a year on these programs because they let private companies run most of these
job training centers.  That might not sound like a lot, until you look and see that the budget is just over 1 billion dollars.



The deficits that we run at would be decreased and even eliminated as we move towards that economic concept of full
employment.  That is the key.  Then you return any and all budget surplusses to the people in either rebate checks or
services.



I think even your expensive plan, Hengst, could be paid for if we went to my ideas above.  Of course it would have to be
privatized at least partially for a majority of people to buy into it.



I think you mean as we move towards the level of natural employment which consists of everyone but those that don't
work by choice, which IIRC is estimated to be at 3%.  I think the fair tax is a good start (and maybe even a good end). 
Remove all corp taxes so they become even more competitve worldwide.  I know the church is against the fair tax, but I
think it has a sound economic basis.  



As for healthcare, I think it should stay in the private sector.  Tort reform is a vital and fair change that would allow the
current system to improve.  Government would only cloud it and turn it into the largest bureacratic monster in the world. 
It's budget would surpass the GDP of every other country in the world!



Interesting fact

Conservative give more of their own money per capita to charities than Liberals.  

Liberals on the otherhand give more of other people's money to charities.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by stuckinbig10country - 2008/02/09 09:26
_____________________________________

imuakahuku wrote:

stuckinbig10country wrote:

Here's the real fix for all funding problems within the government.  Federal Tax is a flat 15% on all income after $50,000 if
single, $75,000 if married or head of household.  The next step is to give tax breaks to companies that increase their
work force by a fixed percentage based on the size of the company.  Partially or completely privatize all government
subsidy programs.  I work for a company that is a government contractor that provides technical training.  The
government saves over a billion dollars a year on these programs because they let private companies run most of these
job training centers.  That might not sound like a lot, until you look and see that the budget is just over 1 billion dollars.



The deficits that we run at would be decreased and even eliminated as we move towards that economic concept of full
employment.  That is the key.  Then you return any and all budget surplusses to the people in either rebate checks or
services.



I think even your expensive plan, Hengst, could be paid for if we went to my ideas above.  Of course it would have to be
privatized at least partially for a majority of people to buy into it.



I think you mean as we move towards the level of natural employment which consists of everyone but those that don't
work by choice, which IIRC is estimated to be at 3%.  I think the fair tax is a good start (and maybe even a good end). 
Remove all corp taxes so they become even more competitve worldwide.  I know the church is against the fair tax, but I
think it has a sound economic basis.  



As for healthcare, I think it should stay in the private sector.  Tort reform is a vital and fair change that would allow the
current system to improve.  Government would only cloud it and turn it into the largest bureacratic monster in the world. 
It's budget would surpass the GDP of every other country in the world!



Interesting fact

Conservative give more of their own money per capita to charities than Liberals.  

Liberals on the otherhand give more of other people's money to charities.
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Thanks for the correction.  I hated my econ classes in school, so I mixed up the term for natural employment.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by craigoscarson - 2008/02/09 09:30
_____________________________________

stuckinbig10country wrote:

Here's the real fix for all funding problems within the government.  Federal Tax is a flat 15% on all income after $50,000 if
single, $75,000 if married or head of household.  The next step is to give tax breaks to companies that increase their
work force by a fixed percentage based on the size of the company.  Partially or completely privatize all government
subsidy programs.  I work for a company that is a government contractor that provides technical training.  The
government saves over a billion dollars a year on these programs because they let private companies run most of these
job training centers.  That might not sound like a lot, until you look and see that the budget is just over 1 billion dollars.



The deficits that we run at would be decreased and even eliminated as we move towards that economic concept of full
employment.  That is the key.  Then you return any and all budget surplusses to the people in either rebate checks or
services.



I think even your expensive plan, Hengst, could be paid for if we went to my ideas above.  Of course it would have to be
privatized at least partially for a majority of people to buy into it.



Wouldn't a flat tax basically cripple every foundation and non for profit organization in the country? Why donate if you
don't get a deduction etc?



Just curious

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by CougarPeasant - 2008/02/09 11:38
_____________________________________

craigoscarson wrote:

stuckinbig10country wrote:

Here's the real fix for all funding problems within the government.  Federal Tax is a flat 15% on all income after $50,000 if
single, $75,000 if married or head of household.  The next step is to give tax breaks to companies that increase their
work force by a fixed percentage based on the size of the company.  Partially or completely privatize all government
subsidy programs.  I work for a company that is a government contractor that provides technical training.  The
government saves over a billion dollars a year on these programs because they let private companies run most of these
job training centers.  That might not sound like a lot, until you look and see that the budget is just over 1 billion dollars.



The deficits that we run at would be decreased and even eliminated as we move towards that economic concept of full
employment.  That is the key.  Then you return any and all budget surplusses to the people in either rebate checks or
services.



I think even your expensive plan, Hengst, could be paid for if we went to my ideas above.  Of course it would have to be
privatized at least partially for a majority of people to buy into it.



Wouldn't a flat tax basically cripple every foundation and non for profit organization in the country? Why donate if you
don't get a deduction etc?



Just curious



The theory is with a flat tax at much lower rates, you are keeping more of your income to begin with so you can afford to
keep giving at the same tax equivalent rate as with much higher graduated rates, but with charitable deductions.  Another
reason for redoing the tax system is everyone should pay some taxes on their income so that they contribute something
to society.  The flat tax proposals I've seen usually have graduated rates of zero, 10%, 15%, and 20%.  Some have
included flat deductions for the first $50,000, then no deductions afterwards.  Their goal is to be revenue neutral, to
eliminate a consumption tax, which hits the lower income groups the worst, and to simplify the tax code.  Simplifying the
tax code would eliminate a few professions like tax law and accounting, but then they could do things that would actually
benefit society rather than just protect people from the government. ;)  It would even make health insurance affordable.
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:lol: 



That's the simplified version, but there is a lot of merit to it.



ON the corporate side, eliminating the double taxation on earnings that only the US does would be a big first step.  The
double tax is taxing corporate earnings at the corporate level then again when they are distributed as dividends to the
stock holders.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by OLB - 2008/02/09 12:32
_____________________________________

I need to preface my comments by explaining the following:



I voted for Romney in Colorado's Caucus earlier this week.



I only voted for delegates at my precinct that would pledge support to Romney.



Romney is the only person I have given money to (ever) for a polticial campaign.



Almost every day I listen to Laura Ingraham, Dennis Prager, Michael Medved, Hugh Hewitt.  I will also occasionally listen
to Rush and Sean Hannity.



In the 2006 election I voted for every Republican for every office, except for County Commissioner.  That included a
Governor, a House of Rep, a state House of Rep, County Clerk, County Record, etc.



In 2004 I voted for Bush.



It seems to me that people are going to throw away the good because they couldn't have the best.  And that is a shame.



Hugh Hewitt, probably the biggest conservative apologist for Mitt Romney, came out and said the following:



There are 7 good reasons to vote for McCain:



1 -- The War on Terrorism

2-7 -- There are 6 Supreme Court Justices that are over 68 years old.



Now who would you rather have appoint these justices -- McCain or Clinton/Obama?  If you care even one iota about
overturning Roe v. Wade, then that is an easy answer.  



I know that many conservative talk show hosts have been savaging McCain for the past several weeks.  They have
twisted his record so that the average primary voter would not vote for McCain, but instead go with Romney.  Look, the
Romney supporters lost.  Sometimes you lose on the football field, and more than not your political candidate loses in a
presidential primary.



Now I want to respond to some things that CougarPeasent wrote about McCain.  Some are true, others are not.



CougarPeasant wrote:

McCain is not a conservative, contrary to your opinion.  Campaign finance reform is anything but a conservative principle.
   





I will agree with you that campaign finance is not a "conservative principle.  I understand the arguements that some
make, such as it doesn't allow the average joe (like you and I) to run for office, but instead only allows the super wealthy
or the long tenured political leader.  This is a compelling argument.  But I'm not so sure that it has been a bad thing. 
Does anyone feel like their first amendment rights have been taken away?  Additionally, do you hear one credible
national-level Republican calling for McCain-Feingold to be abolished or done away with?  No.  This is a rather minor
disagreement.



CougarPeasant wrote:

He  said Justice Alito is too conservative, without even reading his opinions.  
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Show me the quote.  I'll save you the trouble, you can't.  This unsubstantiated statement has been played and replayed
ad nausim by many talk radio hosts.  This came from a Slate article and a Robert Novak article, where the author found
an anonymous source that said the following:



"My sources cannot remember exactly what McCain said next, but their recollection is that he described Alito as too
conservative." 



Why use an anonymous source?  It isn't like this is Watergate or anything.  This is a disingenous attack, which cannot be
substantiated (because of the anonymous source) and is therefore only made to maim a political opponent and make it
difficult for the political opponent to respond.



The fact is McCain voted for both Alito and Roberts.  I don't base my votes on what people say, but rather their record. 
McCain's record on conservative judges is pretty good.



CougarPeasant wrote:

As for Huckabee, his slurs against the LDS Church are enough to reject him even for dog catcher.  It must be something
in the water in Arkansas as he's not the only former governor there I would never vote in as dog catcher (though Clinton
certainly has caught a few dogs in his day). 





Okay, so Huckabee is a total dick.  So what?  He isn't going to get the nomination.  And even if he is picked as VP (which
would be a long shot in my opinion), so what?  If the guy brings southern states with him, and consequently another
Republican presidency and thus a shifting of the Supreme Court -- so what?  I care about overturning Roe v. Wade.  And
if that means having to have a jack ass vice president, that is fine with me.



CougarPeasant wrote:



If Liebermann was a man of principle, he never would have accepted the VP slot with Gore in 2000.  I respect
Liebermann more than any current senator on the left, but I would not vote for a McCain/Liebermann ticket.





Why is Liebermann not a man of principle.  That is the art of compromise in America.  When people from different wings
of a party join together.  Would you call Orrin Hatch "unprincipled" because he happens to work with Teddy Kennedy on
legislation.  Get off your high horse man.  



Additionally, if Liebermann is not a man of principle, as you discribe in your first sentence, why do you respect him?



Don't worry, Liebermann won't be the VP.  Here is a list of probable VP candidates with McCain:



Florida Gov. Crist

South Carolina Gov. Sanford

Mississippi Gov. Barbour

Louisiana Gov. Jindal (the Republican's answer to Barak Obama)

Minnesota Gov. Pawlenty



I don't think Romney, Guiliani, or even Huckabee have a shot at the VP position.  



CougarPeasant wrote:



I haven't decided on a candidate yet, but there is no chance I would vote for McCain or for Clinton and very, very little
chance I'd vote for Obama as he's a blank sheet with no discernable differences in vision for the country than what Gore,
Kerry or Clinton offer(ed).



It is disappointing to see that there is "no chance" you'd vote for McCain.  But if throwing away everything that
conservatives have built over the past 28 years is no big deal, I guess you can feel okay about letting Obama win the
presidency and completely reshape the Supreme Court.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by byuinva - 2008/02/09 12:45
_____________________________________

Since Romney dropped out, I considered voting for a democrat, hoping that a democratic president would keep the
Republican party conservative and united.  But I've decided that I will vote for McCain for 3 reasons:
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1. Iraq.  If a democrat is elected, we will pull out of Iraq and it will have been a failure.  McCain at least knows what he's
doing militarily and would keep the troops in.



2. Health Care.  If a democrat is elected, then I will be paying for everyone else's healthcare, and the gov't will be
controlling all of it.  That's even worse than the current system.



3. Supreme Court Justices.  McCain would appoint pro-life, conservative justices that would be there for a long time.  A
democrat would appoint liberal justices that would ruin our country for years to come.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Hengst - 2008/02/09 12:48
_____________________________________

OLB wrote:

I need to preface my comments by explaining the following:



I voted for Romney in Colorado's Caucus earlier this week.



I only voted for delegates at my precinct that would pledge support to Romney.



Romney is the only person I have given money to (ever) for a polticial campaign.



Almost every day I listen to Laura Ingraham, Dennis Prager, Michael Medved, Hugh Hewitt.  I will also occasionally listen
to Rush and Sean Hannity.



In the 2006 election I voted for every Republican for every office, except for County Commissioner.  That included a
Governor, a House of Rep, a state House of Rep, County Clerk, County Record, etc.



In 2004 I voted for Bush.



It seems to me that people are going to throw away the good because they couldn't have the best.  And that is a shame.



Hugh Hewitt, probably the biggest conservative apologist for Mitt Romney, came out and said the following:



There are 7 good reasons to vote for McCain:



1 -- The War on Terrorism

2-7 -- There are 6 Supreme Court Justices that are over 68 years old.



Now who would you rather have appoint these justices -- McCain or Clinton/Obama?  If you care even one iota about
overturning Roe v. Wade, then that is an easy answer.  



I know that many conservative talk show hosts have been savaging McCain for the past several weeks.  They have
twisted his record so that the average primary voter would not vote for McCain, but instead go with Romney.  Look, the
Romney supporters lost.  Sometimes you lose on the football field, and more than not your political candidate loses in a
presidential primary.



Now I want to respond to some things that CougarPeasent wrote about McCain.  Some are true, others are not.



CougarPeasant wrote:

McCain is not a conservative, contrary to your opinion.  Campaign finance reform is anything but a conservative principle.
   





I will agree with you that campaign finance is not a "conservative principle.  I understand the arguements that some
make, such as it doesn't allow the average joe (like you and I) to run for office, but instead only allows the super wealthy
or the long tenured political leader.  This is a compelling argument.  But I'm not so sure that it has been a bad thing. 
Does anyone feel like their first amendment rights have been taken away?  Additionally, do you hear one credible
national-level Republican calling for McCain-Feingold to be abolished or done away with?  No.  This is a rather minor
disagreement.



CougarPeasant wrote:
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He  said Justice Alito is too conservative, without even reading his opinions.  





Show me the quote.  I'll save you the trouble, you can't.  This unsubstantiated statement has been played and replayed
ad nausim by many talk radio hosts.  This came from a Slate article and a Robert Novak article, where the author found
an anonymous source that said the following:



"My sources cannot remember exactly what McCain said next, but their recollection is that he described Alito as too
conservative." 



Why use an anonymous source?  It isn't like this is Watergate or anything.  This is a disingenous attack, which cannot be
substantiated (because of the anonymous source) and is therefore only made to maim a political opponent and make it
difficult for the political opponent to respond.



The fact is McCain voted for both Alito and Roberts.  I don't base my votes on what people say, but rather their record. 
McCain's record on conservative judges is pretty good.



CougarPeasant wrote:

As for Huckabee, his slurs against the LDS Church are enough to reject him even for dog catcher.  It must be something
in the water in Arkansas as he's not the only former governor there I would never vote in as dog catcher (though Clinton
certainly has caught a few dogs in his day). 





Okay, so Huckabee is a total dick.  So what?  He isn't going to get the nomination.  And even if he is picked as VP (which
would be a long shot in my opinion), so what?  If the guy brings southern states with him, and consequently another
Republican presidency and thus a shifting of the Supreme Court -- so what?  I care about overturning Roe v. Wade.  And
if that means having to have a jack ass vice president, that is fine with me.



CougarPeasant wrote:



If Liebermann was a man of principle, he never would have accepted the VP slot with Gore in 2000.  I respect
Liebermann more than any current senator on the left, but I would not vote for a McCain/Liebermann ticket.





Why is Liebermann not a man of principle.  That is the art of compromise in America.  When people from different wings
of a party join together.  Would you call Orrin Hatch "unprincipled" because he happens to work with Teddy Kennedy on
legislation.  Get off your high horse man.  



Additionally, if Liebermann is not a man of principle, as you discribe in your first sentence, why do you respect him?



Don't worry, Liebermann won't be the VP.  Here is a list of probable VP candidates with McCain:



Florida Gov. Crist

South Carolina Gov. Sanford

Mississippi Gov. Barbour

Louisiana Gov. Jindal (the Republican's answer to Barak Obama)

Minnesota Gov. Pawlenty



I don't think Romney, Guiliani, or even Huckabee have a shot at the VP position.  



CougarPeasant wrote:



I haven't decided on a candidate yet, but there is no chance I would vote for McCain or for Clinton and very, very little
chance I'd vote for Obama as he's a blank sheet with no discernable differences in vision for the country than what Gore,
Kerry or Clinton offer(ed).



It is disappoint to see that there is "no chance" you'd vote for McCain.  But if throwing away everything that conservatives
have built over the past 28 years is no big deal, I guess you can feel okay about letting Obama win the presidency and
completely reshape the Supreme Court.



Does it bother you at all that those radio personalities you mentioned didn't come out  to support Romney sooner?



It seems like that would frustrate me a little if I were you.  They seemed like they were too little too late . . .

============================================================================
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Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by OLB - 2008/02/09 12:49
_____________________________________

Knucklehead wrote:



In the end, I find myself asking why I should continue to support a party that would never allow someone like me or my
sons (not a slide on women, I only have boys in my family) to be their candidate for president because of our religious
convictions.





I understand your frustration.  Let me address your concern in the following manner:



Romney was not defeated because of anti-Mormon elements.  He was defeated because 1) some Republican voters
believe that McCain has a better chance of defeating Clinton or Obama in November than Romney; 2) some Republicans
thought that Huckabee was more of a conservative than Romney; 3) the "flip-flop" job that the media, his Republican
opponents, and others threw out there was tough to combate.  



Just because Romney didn't get the nomination doesn't mean that people voted against him because of his religious
beliefs and heritage.  The fact is, Romney garnered more than 4 million votes compared to McCain's 4.7 million.  It just
came down to the fact that McCain won key states and seemed to be able to win tight races.  How is that indicitive of
religious bias?



So where are you going to turn?  To the Democrats, whose social values are completely opposite to your values?  To the
Constitution party, which has zero political traction and not one (not one!) member in any seat on any state or national
level.



This isn't a time to take your ball and go home.  Damn it, it is a time to stay, to fight, and to keep fighting until you win. 
That may take years and many elections.  But you don't abandon a party or a candidate that you agree with 75 or 80
percent of the time so that another candidate that you agree with 10-20 percent of the time can take power.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by OLB - 2008/02/09 12:56
_____________________________________

Hengst wrote:



Does it bother you at all that those radio personalities you mentioned didn't come out  to support Romney sooner?



It seems like that would frustrate me a little if I were you.  They seemed like they were too little too late . . .



First, Hewitt has always been there for Romney.  Some of the talk show hosts like Prager and Hannity were Guiliani
supporters who moved to Romney after Guiliani pulled out.  Medved was always a McCain supporter.  Others, like
Ingraham and Rush were waiting to see if anyone had a major gaff (i.e. George Allen's "macaca" moment) before
throwing their support around someone.   



But no, it doesn't bother me in the least bit.  Running for President in this day in age requires that a person be on their
"A" game the entire time.  I think these talk show hosts were waiting to see if something from the past would come out
about any of the 8 or 9 Republican candidates.  Also, I think they wanted to see what type of candidate they were - on
the trail, in debates, raising money, etc.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Hengst - 2008/02/09 13:05
_____________________________________

OLB wrote:

Hengst wrote:



Does it bother you at all that those radio personalities you mentioned didn't come out  to support Romney sooner?
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It seems like that would frustrate me a little if I were you.  They seemed like they were too little too late . . .



First, Hewitt has always been there for Romney.  Some of the talk show hosts like Prager and Hannity were Guiliani
supporters who moved to Romney after Guiliani pulled out.  Medved was always a McCain supporter.  Others, like
Ingraham and Rush were waiting to see if anyone had a major gaff (i.e. George Allen's "macaca" moment) before
throwing their support around someone.   



But no, it doesn't bother me in the least bit.  Running for President in this day in age requires that a person be on their
"A" game the entire time.  I think these talk show hosts were waiting to see if something from the past would come out
about any of the 8 or 9 Republican candidates.  Also, I think they wanted to see what type of candidate they were - on
the trail, in debates, raising money, etc.



That's an interesting way to look at it.  I mostly just saw some of them (mostly hannity and limbaugh) as sort of spineless
for waiting for the frontrunner to support someone.  (Hannity in the debate against rocky a few months ago when asked
who he would support for president said "whoever the republican front runner is".  Seems like that since their job is to
analyze politics they ought to be able to study the candidates well enough to be able to decide who best represents their
values.



But then, I listen to NPR and sports radio so I don't really know all that much about what goes on, on their shows (at least
not lately, I did actually listen to a lot of limbaugh when I was in junior high and high school . . . )

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by nuk13 - 2008/02/09 13:43
_____________________________________

In my opinion wanting open borders and buying into the greenhouse gas theory disqualifies anyone from being
"conservative".  Both of those will cost a tremendous amount.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by imuakahuku - 2008/02/09 14:43
_____________________________________

Hengst wrote:





Does it bother you at all that those radio personalities you mentioned didn't come out  to support Romney sooner?



It seems like that would frustrate me a little if I were you.  They seemed like they were too little too late . . .



Unlike air america types, the conservative hosts did not pick anyone from the start.  After Guilani and Thompson left the
decided the had to stop McCain and Huckabee.  It was not because they decided to wait.  The would have stayed mostly
neutral if either Guliani or Thompson had still been in it.  But, since they consider themselves Reagan conservatives and
not republicans, they waited until there was only one viable true conservative and tried to back him.  They could also see
that the liberal media was pushing McCain (as they do every four years), and that Huckabee was doing his best to run
interference for McCain.  What is funny is that now Huckabee actually appears to believe that he is now a viable
candidate.  

As for McCain, he has no chance to win the genearal election. He has way too many skeletons in his closet.  He thinks
the media will continue to support him.  He is in for a rude awakening once the general election campagning begins.  You
should learn the names of at least four of his indescretions as well as a boatload of things he's done.  He is going to look
like a shrimp on the barbi in very short order.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by imuakahuku - 2008/02/09 14:49
_____________________________________

craigoscarson wrote:

stuckinbig10country wrote:
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Here's the real fix for all funding problems within the government.  Federal Tax is a flat 15% on all income after $50,000 if
single, $75,000 if married or head of household.  The next step is to give tax breaks to companies that increase their
work force by a fixed percentage based on the size of the company.  Partially or completely privatize all government
subsidy programs.  I work for a company that is a government contractor that provides technical training.  The
government saves over a billion dollars a year on these programs because they let private companies run most of these
job training centers.  That might not sound like a lot, until you look and see that the budget is just over 1 billion dollars.



The deficits that we run at would be decreased and even eliminated as we move towards that economic concept of full
employment.  That is the key.  Then you return any and all budget surplusses to the people in either rebate checks or
services.



I think even your expensive plan, Hengst, could be paid for if we went to my ideas above.  Of course it would have to be
privatized at least partially for a majority of people to buy into it.



Wouldn't a flat tax basically cripple every foundation and non for profit organization in the country? Why donate if you
don't get a deduction etc?



Just curious



People donate even when there is no deduction.  People are generally good and care for others.  They don't need a tax
break as an incentive.  

As for the flat tax.  It is different than the fair tax.  The fair tax does not tax your income.  It taxes everything you buy.  So
if you buy something you pay a tax.  It will remove the IRS as well as federal tax filing.  It will vastly simplify the
responsibilies of businesses.  They will just collect the sales tax and pay what they collect.  The tax will also fund
medicare/medicaid and social security.  So you would keep those in your paycheck as well.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Hengst - 2008/02/09 15:23
_____________________________________

imuakahuku wrote:

craigoscarson wrote:

stuckinbig10country wrote:

Here's the real fix for all funding problems within the government.  Federal Tax is a flat 15% on all income after $50,000 if
single, $75,000 if married or head of household.  The next step is to give tax breaks to companies that increase their
work force by a fixed percentage based on the size of the company.  Partially or completely privatize all government
subsidy programs.  I work for a company that is a government contractor that provides technical training.  The
government saves over a billion dollars a year on these programs because they let private companies run most of these
job training centers.  That might not sound like a lot, until you look and see that the budget is just over 1 billion dollars.



The deficits that we run at would be decreased and even eliminated as we move towards that economic concept of full
employment.  That is the key.  Then you return any and all budget surplusses to the people in either rebate checks or
services.



I think even your expensive plan, Hengst, could be paid for if we went to my ideas above.  Of course it would have to be
privatized at least partially for a majority of people to buy into it.



Wouldn't a flat tax basically cripple every foundation and non for profit organization in the country? Why donate if you
don't get a deduction etc?



Just curious



People donate even when there is no deduction.  People are generally good and care for others.  They don't need a tax
break as an incentive.  

As for the flat tax.  It is different than the fair tax.  The fair tax does not tax your income.  It taxes everything you buy.  So
if you buy something you pay a tax.  It will remove the IRS as well as federal tax filing.  It will vastly simplify the
responsibilies of businesses.  They will just collect the sales tax and pay what they collect.  The tax will also fund
medicare/medicaid and social security.  So you would keep those in your paycheck as well.



interesting, that's pretty debatable.  I see people more in the middle.  People can be altruistic, but generally act in self-
serving ways.  But that's just how I see it.  There are certainly a lot of arguments for both ends of the hedonism altruism
argument.
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There are 2 things that scare me about the fair (I'm assuming that is a buzz word for sales tax only) tax.  I agree, it does
sound like a really good idea, but it fails if people are not spending.  So the things that worry me are #1 it will make things
seem more expensive and inadvertently discourage consumption.  #2 if we are plunging towards a recession people tend
to spend less which again, would collapse the system.



Now, if people were smart, and would spend in those situations it would work.  Unfortunately, I don't think most people
are that smart.  



Aliviate those concerns and I might be willing to jump on the "fair" tax bandwagon.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by CougarPeasant - 2008/02/09 16:39
_____________________________________

OLB wrote:

I need to preface my comments by explaining the following:



I voted for Romney in Colorado's Caucus earlier this week.



I only voted for delegates at my precinct that would pledge support to Romney.



Romney is the only person I have given money to (ever) for a polticial campaign.



Almost every day I listen to Laura Ingraham, Dennis Prager, Michael Medved, Hugh Hewitt.  I will also occasionally listen
to Rush and Sean Hannity.



In the 2006 election I voted for every Republican for every office, except for County Commissioner.  That included a
Governor, a House of Rep, a state House of Rep, County Clerk, County Record, etc.



In 2004 I voted for Bush.



It seems to me that people are going to throw away the good because they couldn't have the best.  And that is a shame.



Hugh Hewitt, probably the biggest conservative apologist for Mitt Romney, came out and said the following:



There are 7 good reasons to vote for McCain:



1 -- The War on Terrorism

2-7 -- There are 6 Supreme Court Justices that are over 68 years old.



Now who would you rather have appoint these justices -- McCain or Clinton/Obama?  If you care even one iota about
overturning Roe v. Wade, then that is an easy answer.  



I know that many conservative talk show hosts have been savaging McCain for the past several weeks.  They have
twisted his record so that the average primary voter would not vote for McCain, but instead go with Romney.  Look, the
Romney supporters lost.  Sometimes you lose on the football field, and more than not your political candidate loses in a
presidential primary.



Now I want to respond to some things that CougarPeasent wrote about McCain.  Some are true, others are not.



I will agree with you that campaign finance is not a "conservative principle.  I understand the arguements that some
make, such as it doesn't allow the average joe (like you and I) to run for office, but instead only allows the super wealthy
or the long tenured political leader.  This is a compelling argument.  But I'm not so sure that it has been a bad thing. 
Does anyone feel like their first amendment rights have been taken away?  Additionally, do you hear one credible
national-level Republican calling for McCain-Feingold to be abolished or done away with?  No.  This is a rather minor
disagreement.



Show me the quote.  I'll save you the trouble, you can't.  This unsubstantiated statement has been played and replayed
ad nausim by many talk radio hosts.  This came from a Slate article and a Robert Novak article, where the author found
an anonymous source that said the following:



"My sources cannot remember exactly what McCain said next, but their recollection is that he described Alito as too
conservative." 
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Why use an anonymous source?  It isn't like this is Watergate or anything.  This is a disingenous attack, which cannot be
substantiated (because of the anonymous source) and is therefore only made to maim a political opponent and make it
difficult for the political opponent to respond.



The fact is McCain voted for both Alito and Roberts.  I don't base my votes on what people say, but rather their record. 
McCain's record on conservative judges is pretty good.



Okay, so Huckabee is a total dick.  So what?  He isn't going to get the nomination.  And even if he is picked as VP (which
would be a long shot in my opinion), so what?  If the guy brings southern states with him, and consequently another
Republican presidency and thus a shifting of the Supreme Court -- so what?  I care about overturning Roe v. Wade.  And
if that means having to have a jack ass vice president, that is fine with me.



Why is Liebermann not a man of principle.  That is the art of compromise in America.  When people from different wings
of a party join together.  Would you call Orrin Hatch "unprincipled" because he happens to work with Teddy Kennedy on
legislation.  Get off your high horse man.  



Additionally, if Liebermann is not a man of principle, as you discribe in your first sentence, why do you respect him?



Don't worry, Liebermann won't be the VP.  Here is a list of probable VP candidates with McCain:



Florida Gov. Crist

South Carolina Gov. Sanford

Mississippi Gov. Barbour

Louisiana Gov. Jindal (the Republican's answer to Barak Obama)

Minnesota Gov. Pawlenty



I don't think Romney, Guiliani, or even Huckabee have a shot at the VP position.  



It is disappoint to see that there is "no chance" you'd vote for McCain.  But if throwing away everything that conservatives
have built over the past 28 years is no big deal, I guess you can feel okay about letting Obama win the presidency and
completely reshape the Supreme Court.



Thank you for sharing your track record and likes and dislikes.  I was on the fence about Romney before the primaries
started.  I was more a Thompson supporter.  I began reading more about Romney and how he was getting more and
more support from what I consider legitimate conservative voices and came to support Romney because of such.  



You raised many points and forgive me if I don't address them all.  Also, please don't take the order as being important.  I
will address them as I think of them.  



First off, I will address your comments on Lieberman.  It does seem at odds that I can respect him, but don't think he's a
man of principle.  I will back track a bit.  I don't think he is a man of high principle to the degree the press holds him to. 
He is considered the conscience of the Senate on the democrats side.  At least he was when he called out Clinton over
the Lewinsky affair.  Had he really been a man of high principle, he would have asked or even demanded that Clinton
resign over lying to a grand jury and for having an illicit affair with an underling as president. If he had really taken a
stand and went that far, Al Gore would have become president and most likely, would have beaten Bush in 2000.  When
he stepped up to the plate and could have made a real difference, he whiffed.  Fortunately, he's been much more
principled than the rest of his democratic cohorts, but that is almost a backhanded compliment when you consider he is
in the party of Ted Kennedy, Harry Reid, and Bill Clinton.



Ingraham, Prager, Hewitt, and Medved are pundits I enjoy and prefer over Hannity (who is way overrated, but he strikes
a cord for some reason).  I still like Rush, though I prefer others.  To answer Hengst's question about whether their
support for Romney or any candidate was too late and let McCain become the defacto nominee, it wasn't their
responsibility to shill for a particular candidate.  I actually liked what most of them did.  They highlighted the pros and
cons of each candidate and didn't take sides.  They felt the candidates needed to sell themselves in the primaries and
not rely on talk radio to do their bidding.  If you listened, however, you could tell that McCain and Huckabee was not the
preferred candidate of any of the popular talk show hosts on the right.  



As for not voting for McCain.  I still am against him, but I have retracted a bit about never voting for him.  He has time to
make his case as to why his record really is conservative, which will be a very hard sell.  I do feel McCain could have
been more vocal against Huckabee when Huckabee was slurring Mormons.  Of course, McCain's own mother slurred
Romney for being a Mormon and though McCain apologized, he should have known his mother's views better.  



I will disagree with you that Romney's LDS membership wasn't a factor.  I've been to a few boards where Mormon hate
by evangelical republicans reaches blinding rage.  Romney's Mormonism was a deciding factor in places like Iowa, West
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Virginia, and several southern states that Huckabee carried.  Romney didn't help himself with the flipflopper label he was
tagged with and you are right that there were other factors that were more important, but that was only in some states,
not in all.  



I agree that McCain has been a good supporter of the war in Iraq, but he's also done some harm and all Republican
presidential candidates but for Paul support the war and seeing it through.  Now that we are on the verge of succeeding,
it is important that we stay and finish the job.



The most lasting legacy of any president is the judicial appointments they make.  In spite of all of Bush's faults, both
Roberts and Alito were two of the best things he did for the country.  Yet, your defense of McCain, or at least giving him
cover on his Alito comment flies against what I've read.



Here's the Novak version I've read, and it doesn't help McCain at all:



"I talked to two lawyers who were present whom I have known for years and who have never misled me," the columnist
writes. "One is neutral in the presidential race, and the other recently endorsed Mitt Romney. Both said they were not
Fund's source, and neither knew I was talking to the other. They gave me nearly identical accounts."



Novak summarized the sources accounts:



    "Wouldn't it be great if you get a chance to name somebody like Roberts and Alito?" one lawyer commented. McCain
replied, "Well, certainly Roberts." Jaws were described as dropping. My sources cannot remember exactly what McCain
said next, but their recollection is that he described Alito as too conservative.



Novak emphasizes the issue is important because members of the Republican Party's base who are skeptical of
McCain's conservative credentials want the assurance "he would not emulate Gerald R. Ford and George H.W. Bush in
naming liberal Supreme Court justices such as John Paul Stevens and David Souter." 



Source 



Here are more reasons why I am against McCain.



He excoriated Samuel Alito as too "conservative." (see above)



He promoted amnesty for 20 million illegal immigrants.



He abridged citizens' free speech (in favor of the media) with McCain-Feingold.  



He opposes waterboarding terrorists and wants to shut down Guantanamo.



He denounced the Swift Boat Veterans for Truth.  He tells a different version of what he meant, but given how he evades
the truth, it's difficult to accept his version of the story.



He opposes ANWR and supports the global warming cult, even posturing with fellow RINO Arnold Schwarzenegger in
front of solar panels.



Although McCain has the minimum pro-life record demanded by the voters of Arizona, in 2006, McCain voted in favor of
using taxpayer funds to harvest stem cells from human embryos. He opposes a constitutional amendment to protect
human life. And he frets that if Roe v. Wade were overruled, women's lives would be "endangered." This is the same
John McCain who chides Mitt Romney today for "flip-flopping" on abortion. At least Romney flips and stays there.



We ended up with David Hackett Souter when a Republican president was actually looking for an Alito. Imagine how bad
it will be when the "Republican" president isn't even trying.



McCain uses the boilerplate language of all Republicans in saying he will appoint "strict constructionists." This is
supposed to end all discussion of the courts. But if he's picking strict constructionists, he will have to appoint judges who
will commit to overturning McCain-Feingold.



In 2004, McCain criticized the federal marriage amendment, saying it was "antithetical in every way to the core
philosophy of Republicans." 



In 2004, McCain was considering running on a presidential ticket with John Kerry. Realizing that this would not help his
chances to run as a Republican in 2008, McCain quickly withdrew his interest in being on Kerry's ticket.



As part of the "Gang of 14," McCain opposed allowing the vice president to break a tie on judicial nominations. Following
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the Constitution with regard to the role of the vice president, McCain said, "would be a terrible precedent." 



Typically, SC justices step down when the party that appointed them has control of the White House.  I doubt if the
democrats get the presidency that 6 justices will resign over the next 3 years.  Ginsberg would as most likely would
Stevens, even though he's a Ford appointee.  Breyer just might step down as well.  Yet, the remaining justices will keep
their appointment for life, at least until the next republican is president.  Who knows about Souter.



I like your list of possible VP candidates and would keep Thompson and Guilani on the list since they are nationally
known and find support in conservative circles.  I might even add Condie Rice, though she's never ran for office before.



One thing I will do is work for good conservative candidates to go to Congress since I don't think McCain can be
completely trusted if he were to become president.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by OLB - 2008/02/09 18:39
_____________________________________

CougarPeasant, 



I respect your views (while we differ) and appreciate your civil discourse.  We'll have to agree to disagree about the issue
of Alito being too "conservative."  I think if he truly said that, why would no one be willing to come forward and say "I
heard him say it."  The fact that Novak, Slate, and a host of radio show hosts are relying on "anonymous" sources just
stinks.



However, I think you are patently wrong on two things you mentioned in your previous post.  



CougarPeasant wrote:



In 2004, McCain was considering running on a presidential ticket with John Kerry. Realizing that this would not help his
chances to run as a Republican in 2008, McCain quickly withdrew his interest in being on Kerry's ticket.



It is true that Kerry approached McCain about this.  And McCain considered it -- for a day.  There isn't any McCain hater
out there that can show that McCain considered it for more than one day.  Additionally, not only did McCain rebute Kerry,
McCain actually went out and campaigned for Bush.  It isn't like McCain and Bush are actually buddies.  They hate each
other, with McCain holding a particular (and perhaps justified) hatred for Bush over the 2000 primary.  



It would be like being a high school football player.  You want to go to BYU, but the only school that is offering a
scholarship is Utah.  Hell yes you are going to consider it -- for probably a day.  But then you'll realize that it is the wrong
decision.  Instead, you'll go to BYU, try to walk on, and probably not be a star.  But you'll have made the right decision.



Don't fault McCain for considering it.  Just acknowledge that he made the right choice when tempted to betray his
values/party.



CougarPeasant wrote:



As part of the "Gang of 14," McCain opposed allowing the vice president to break a tie on judicial nominations. Following
the Constitution with regard to the role of the vice president, McCain said, "would be a terrible precedent." 





Having read your post on the Gang of 14, I think it is pretty obvious that you don't know what the Gang of 14 was.  



Honestly, I have never understood why people get so pissed off about the Gang of 14.  The Gang of 14 was a brilliant
politicial move that helped conservatives in three ways.  Just to recap, during 2005 and 2006 the Republicans had a 55
to 45 advantage in the Senate.  However, as outlined in Senate rules, 60 Senators have to agree to have "debate" cut
off, and to have an up and down vote on a bill, nomination, resolution, etc.



The Senate has operated under these rules (with some sessions operating under 2/3 and others operating under 3/5) for
more than 90 years.



Well, President Bush was having trouble getting some of his more conservative judges appointed.  Senate Republicans
were becoming frustrated because Democrats were not voting for cloture, and were thus filibustering (in an indirect
manner) all of Bush's more conservative nominees.  Sen. Bill Frist (the Republican Majority Leader) was thinking about
changing Senate rules so that only a simple majority would be needed to cut off debate.  In order to change a chamber
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rule, you just need to have a simple majority.  This was referred to as the "nuclear option" because it would have radically
changed the way things were done in the Senate.  



McCain saw that this was a short sided policy, because as soon as Republicans became the minority party, a Democrat
controlled Senate and a Democrat controlled White House would be able to slam through any flaming liberal judge they
wanted.



Therefore, McCain found 6 other Republicans from purple states, and 7 Democrats from states with huge Republican
voters.  They came to a compromise.  The compromise was as follows -- The 7 Democrats would vote for cloture on
judicial nominees (except in "extraordinary circumstances).  This in effect allowed most of the judicial nominees to get up
and down votes.



As mentioned earlier, this helped conservatives in three ways.



1) It helped Bush and conservatives push through conservative judges without filibustering by Democrats.



2) It helped get Alito and Roberts onto the Supreme Court



3) It kept the 3/5 majority active for cloture votes.  



The Gang of 14 really had nothing to do with the VP.  I don't know where you get that idea.



So in conclusion, the Gang of 14 helped the Republicans avoid going with the nuclear option.  So if Clinton/Obama wins
in November, and Democrats keep their razor thin majority next fall, the Democrats will be more willing to up-hold the 3/5
majority as sacrosanct.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Ball4 - 2008/02/09 19:53
_____________________________________

WOW...I have learned more in the hour reading this post than I did in 2 semesters of Political Science classes.



Thanks for all the arguments.  Very enlightening.



I still wish Romney was in the race, but it'll have to wait.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by imuakahuku - 2008/02/09 20:41
_____________________________________

Hengst wrote:



interesting, that's pretty debatable.  I see people more in the middle.  People can be altruistic, but generally act in self-
serving ways.  But that's just how I see it.  There are certainly a lot of arguments for both ends of the hedonism altruism
argument.



There are 2 things that scare me about the fair (I'm assuming that is a buzz word for sales tax only) tax.  I agree, it does
sound like a really good idea, but it fails if people are not spending.  So the things that worry me are #1 it will make things
seem more expensive and inadvertently discourage consumption.  #2 if we are plunging towards a recession people tend
to spend less which again, would collapse the system.



Now, if people were smart, and would spend in those situations it would work.  Unfortunately, I don't think most people
are that smart.  



Aliviate those concerns and I might be willing to jump on the "fair" tax bandwagon.  



So instead of people I will say Americans in general are good people.  And Americans do not need a tax incentive to be
altruistic.  I lived through two huricanes and two floods and people from the unaffected areas donated more time, money,
and supplies than was needed.  When inike hit hawaii it virtually destroyed Kauai and damaged a lot of areas on the
surrounding islands.  I and several from my ward volunteered to go help on Kauai but were told that so many for all the
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islands had decended on the island that they didn't need the help at that time.  The airlines were flying everyone over for
free.  Hotels were allowing people (both victims and volunteers) to stay for free.  None of this was done with any thought
as to what would be tax deductible.  This is a severe occurance but I have seen the same occur when it was just a tree
knocked down in their neighbors yard or a woman with a flat tire on the side of the freeway.  



As for the fair tax.  First it is called the fair tax because it taxes consumers on what they spend.  You spend more you are
taxed accordingly (thus making it more fair than a tax that is higher based soley on the fact that you make more money
than someone else.  

To answer your first concern about prices.  Remember that I said it would lead to the removal of all federal taxes to
businesses making them more world competitive.  They would be able to lower prices so there will not be this huge price
increase for all products.

Concern number two may seem logical but statistics do not support it.  It is like when you were in college.  You thought at
the time that if you made 40k a year you would have all kinds of disposible income.  Then you get to it and it is still not
enough.  Americans will not stop spending because of the fear of a recession.  American's stop spending when they
don't have money (and many don't stop then because of the ease of getting credit).

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by Hengst - 2008/02/09 21:01
_____________________________________

imuakahuku wrote:

Hengst wrote:



interesting, that's pretty debatable.  I see people more in the middle.  People can be altruistic, but generally act in self-
serving ways.  But that's just how I see it.  There are certainly a lot of arguments for both ends of the hedonism altruism
argument.



There are 2 things that scare me about the fair (I'm assuming that is a buzz word for sales tax only) tax.  I agree, it does
sound like a really good idea, but it fails if people are not spending.  So the things that worry me are #1 it will make things
seem more expensive and inadvertently discourage consumption.  #2 if we are plunging towards a recession people tend
to spend less which again, would collapse the system.



Now, if people were smart, and would spend in those situations it would work.  Unfortunately, I don't think most people
are that smart.  



Aliviate those concerns and I might be willing to jump on the "fair" tax bandwagon.  



So instead of people I will say Americans in general are good people.  And Americans do not need at tax incentive to be
altruistic.  I lived through two huricanes and two floods and people from the unaffected areas donated more time, money,
and supplies than was needed.  When inike hit hawaii it virtually destroyed Kauai and damaged a lot of areas on the
surrounding islands.  I and several from my ward volunteered to go help on Kauai but were told that so many for all the
islands had decended on the island that they didn't need the help at that time.  The airlines were flying everyone over for
free.  Hotels were allowing people (both victims and volunteers) to stay for free.  None of this was done with any thought
as to what would be tax deductible.  This is a severe occurance but I have seen the same occur when it was just a tree
knocked down in their neighbors yard or a woman with a flat tire on the side of the freeway.  



As for the fair tax.  First it is called the fair tax because it taxes consumers on what they spend.  You spend more you are
taxed accordingly (thus making it more fair than a tax that is higher based soley on the fact that you make more money
than someone else.  

To answer your first concern about prices.  Remember that I said it would lead to the removal of all federal taxes to
businesses making them more world competitive.  They would be able to lower prices so there will not be this huge price
increase for all products.

Concern number two may seem logical but statistics do not support it.  It is like when you were in college.  You thought at
the time that if you made 40k a year you would have all kinds of disposible income.  Then you get to it and it is still not
enough.  Americans will not stop spending because of the fear of a recession.  American's stop spending when they
don't have money (and many don't stop then because of the ease of getting credit).



The percentage you would have to tax on sales would have to make up for the drop in federal income lost by dropping
the taxes on the business, so prices would still go up quite a lot.  This would also make it difficult for those of lower SES
because they would be unable to afford the inflated costs of necessary things like food.  People on minimum wage
struggle to get buy right now as it is . . .

============================================================================
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Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by lovelldog - 2008/02/09 21:24
_____________________________________

Hengst wrote:There are 2 things that scare me about the fair (I'm assuming that is a buzz word for sales tax only) tax.  I
agree, it does sound like a really good idea, but it fails if people are not spending.  So the things that worry me are #1 it
will make things seem more expensive and inadvertently discourage consumption.  #2 if we are plunging towards a
recession people tend to spend less which again, would collapse the system.





Dead on, the fair tax scares me to death.  We could end up like the Japanese spending nothing and having a flat stock
market for 20 years.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by lovelldog - 2008/02/09 21:33
_____________________________________

OLB:



You make some great arguments to still vote for McCain over Hillary or Obama and almost inspire me to do so.  My only
problem is I almost am more comfortable voting for a liberal that admits it than one that doesn't.  



However in the end I will probably have calmed down and still will vote for McCain.  I will certainly do so if Obama is
running against him.

============================================================================

Re:Picking your brains because I\'m interested
Posted by CougarPeasant - 2008/02/09 22:58
_____________________________________

OLB wrote:

CougarPeasant, 



I respect your views (while we differ) and appreciate your civil discourse.  We'll have to agree to disagree about the issue
of Alito being too "conservative."  I think if he truly said that, why would no one be willing to come forward and say "I
heard him say it."  The fact that Novak, Slate, and a host of radio show hosts are relying on "anonymous" sources just
stinks.



However, I think you are patently wrong on two things you mentioned in your previous post.  



It is true that Kerry approached McCain about this.  And McCain considered it -- for a day.  There isn't any McCain hater
out there that can show that McCain considered it for more than one day.  Additionally, not only did McCain rebute Kerry,
McCain actually went out and campaigned for Bush.  It isn't like McCain and Bush are actually buddies.  They hate each
other, with McCain holding a particular (and perhaps justified) hatred for Bush over the 2000 primary.  



It would be like being a high school football player.  You want to go to BYU, but the only school that is offering a
scholarship is Utah.  Hell yes you are going to consider it -- for probably a day.  But then you'll realize that it is the wrong
decision.  Instead, you'll go to BYU, try to walk on, and probably not be a star.  But you'll have made the right decision.



Don't fault McCain for considering it.  Just acknowledge that he made the right choice when tempted to betray his
values/party.



Having read your post on the Gang of 14, I think it is pretty obvious that you don't know what the Gang of 14 was.  



Honestly, I have never understood why people get so pissed off about the Gang of 14.  The Gang of 14 was a brilliant
politicial move that helped conservatives in three ways.  Just to recap, during 2005 and 2006 the Republicans had a 55
to 45 advantage in the Senate.  However, as outlined in Senate rules, 60 Senators have to agree to have "debate" cut
off, and to have an up and down vote on a bill, nomination, resolution, etc.



The Senate has operated under these rules (with some sessions operating under 2/3 and others operating under 3/5) for
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