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The Dallas Morning News devised this special section to tackle an element of the gun
control debate we weren't seeing elsewhere — namely, the philosophical sleight-ofhand that has over a decade transformed the gun control debate: Today, the Second
Amendment is increasingly being treated with an absolutism that not only was rare a
decade ago but which is in direct contradiction of the landmark Heller Supreme Court
decision, written by Antonin Scalia, that so many gun-rights proponents acclaim. Our
motivation: With more and more people reflexively retreating to their pro- or anti-gun
corners, debate is stymied on even the most sensible gun laws. In order to change
that, we wanted people to see what a recent phenomenon this is — and to feel more
comfortable discussing changes that could save lives. We spent a lot of time tailoring
this message to a Texas audience, aiming our commentary to be persuasive to
moderate conservatives who carry the most potential for change here. And we
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devoted considerable time to researching and artfully presenting data and statistics to
help make our case. Online, this project included an interactive graphic on the millions
spent in gun lobbying each year, exploring how different sides spin the same data. It
also included a video offering a closer look at America's gun statistics.
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OK, Now Can We Talk
About Gun Violence?
It’s time for this impasse over
the Second Amendment to end
“Like most rights, the right secured
by the Second Amendment is not unlimited.”
Supreme Court Justice Antonin Scalia, Heller vs. D.C. (2008)

T

he election of Donald Trump has given this
country an unexpected opportunity — some
breathing room to talk about gun violence
without anyone fearing that Congress might delete the
Second Amendment or the White House could send
troops to the door to confiscate our rifles.
That was never really in the cards, but with Republicans calling the shots in every corner of Washington, all
of America can be assured that it’s simply not going to
happen.
That’s great news, because, America, we have our
work cut out for us.
Every 15 minutes in the United States a new grave is readied for a
fresh victim of gun violence. Between brushing our teeth before
bed and brushing them after breakfast, roughly two dozen more
people have died of gunshots.
Seven days a week. Young, old, middle-aged. Healthy and sick
and rich and poor. Criminals. Police. Suspects. Toddlers. Siblings
playing. Men, women and teens committing suicide.
That averages to 92 people each day, felled by bullets or shells, or
more than 33,000 per year. No other developed nation has numbers like this, and across the globe only in the most chaotic and violent places on earth do more people die of gun wounds each year.
Even adjusted for population size, guns are astoundingly more
likely to be the cause of death here than elsewhere.
Six out of 10 times, a gun is behind a given homicide. When it
comes to suicide, attempts made with guns were far more likely to
succeed. As a result, more people in the U.S. shoot themselves to
death — 21,175 in 2013 — than anywhere else on the planet.
America, isn’t it time, finally, to talk about those numbers?
This dialogue about death is long overdue. And yet it’s no secret
why we’ve been unable to have it.
Every time a new headline shouts the awful news of another massacre, or introduces one more grim litany of annual stats, liberals
shout for new controls on guns, sometimes acting as if the Second
Amendment doesn’t exist.
And conservatives? They tend to wave the same amendment like
a battle flag, digging in their heels around an absolutist view of
gun rights in this country that is dangerous, disingenuous and
relatively recent.
See GUNS Page 6P
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The 92 bullet holes on this
page represent the
average number of gun
deaths in the U.S., per day.
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Where to Begin

William "Bubba" Flint/Special Contributor

LETTERS

Reduce deaths while respecting 2nd Amendment

I

f this nation can summon the strength to talk, really talk, about how to reduce
America’s tragic tally of gun deaths, to have the conversation this newspaper believes is so desperately needed, it’s only fair that we suggest where the discussion
can begin.
These suggestions aren’t meant as policy prescriptions. We’re inviting gun rights
enthusiasts and gun control advocates into a dialogue about what can be done to reduce the number of Americans who die by gunshot each year. And to do it in a way that
respects, rather than threatens, Second Amendment rights.
Let’s talk about:

Mental health

Military-style weapons

Before he walked into Sandy Hook Elementary School and slaughtered 20 children and
six school workers, Adam Lanza had long
struggled with mental illness and had a fascination with mass murder. And yet he lived in a
house full of guns. Might tougher laws on access to guns by the mentally ill have put those
guns out of reach? Perhaps by encouraging his
mother to keep them under lock and key?
What about Omar Mateen (pictured), the
Orlando nightclub
shooter? Despite a
history of domestic
violence, he walked
into a gun shop a few
days before the massacre and bought all
the weapons and
he
ammunition
needed to earn his
grisly place in history as one of this nation’s
most lethal mass murderers. Might a longer
waiting period, or a more thorough background check, have raised sufficient red flags
to slow or prevent his purchases?
It’s easy to focus on the mass shootings,
whose perpetrators so often have such troubled histories. But longer waiting periods and
closer scrutiny of gun buyers’ backgrounds will
do more than possibly block mass shooters.
Two out of 3 gun-related deaths in America
are suicides. Most people who survive a suicide
attempt never try again. But when the method
is by gun, the death rate soars; most people
never have a chance to rethink the decision.
Mental illness is a challenge that goes far
beyond gun violence. Jails, prisons and police
all report rising numbers of untreated mental
illness.
Gun laws won’t solve that problem. But they
could help, couldn’t they? After all, mentally ill
Americans, whether treated or not, live in a nation where guns are more available than just
about anywhere else in the world. That makes
for a combustible mix.
We’d start by testing the idea of imposing
longer waiting times on the purchase of handguns and, perhaps, high-capacity long guns,
too. Beyond serving as a built-in cooling-off
period, the longer waiting times would enable
more detailed background checks. Those
checks could be trained at revealing a history
of mental illness or domestic abuse.
What impact would a history of domestic
abuse, say, have on the right to buy a gun? That
should definitely be part of this discussion.
Clearly, factors such as how long ago the incident occurred and whether there was a conviction would be important. As for mental illness,
perhaps a letter from a psychiatrist currently
treating the patient would be required.
The important point is that we begin this
conversation to see how we might put reasonable and targeted roadblocks between shooters with a troubled or violent past and buying
the guns they need to harm themselves or others.

The idea that the Second Amendment permits Americans to buy any weapon we choose
has never been supported by fact or law. Restrictions on purchasing fully automatic
weapons, for example, have been in place
since the 1930s.

Amendment needs an update
The Second Amendment should not be exempt from being updated. It was initiated at a
time when a crazy person could not commit
mass murder. Weapons have changed and so
should the laws.
As far as current legislation, guns should
be controlled the same way as automobiles.
The following is my analogy based on the fact
that both cars and guns can kill. Here are the
controls we have in place with cars that should
also be applied to guns:
■ There are minimum age restrictions on
driving a car; guns should have them, too. I
would suggest a minimum of 30 years old unless you are a veteran or can justify to law enforcement the need to have anything other
then a handgun or hunting weapon. Most all
mass killings are by those under 30.
■ Driving an auto requires insurance; so
should guns. Insurance agencies would help
control the use.
■ Auto safety features are required. All
sales of guns should also have this. Computer
tracking and child safety would result.
■ We are subjected to much monitoring of
driving (speeding, etc.). Similarly, law enforcement should monitor gun use.
Raymond Zernick, Garland

Feds have a responsibility

Gun safety
Accidental deaths by firearms are, blissfully, down from the grisly highs of a decade ago.
That’s a rare bright spot in the discussion of
gun violence. But at 505 accidental deaths
last year, with close to 40 percent involving
young adults or children, we can’t leave these
out of our discussion.
Should training be required to own a gun?
What rules ought to be in place regarding the
storage of weapons in a house where children
live or frequent? When a child is killed in an
accidental shooting, should the gun owner
ever be responsible?
■
These ideas are starting points, invitations
to consider what we can do to reduce the
number of gun-related deaths in this country.
For years, any suggestion of reform or restrictions has been met by an immediate cry that
an assault is underway on the Second
Amendment.
That’s madness. The Second Amendment
has always, and explicitly, been held to permit
restrictions on gun ownership, just as virtually all of the rights enshrined in our Constitution are subject to reasonable regulations.
The challenge for gun enthusiasts and Second Amendment loyalists alike is to test the
ideas for efficacy and to seek a reasonable
balance between access to guns and safety.

The Second Amendment should not be
limited; however, our government has a responsibility to protect the citizens, and I do
not have a problem with: (1) gun registration
and harsh penalties for those who fail to do so;
(2) severe published federal penalties without
the availability of probation for those found
guilty of any crime committed with a gun; and
(3) the sale of guns only through registered
owners, preferably dealers, that would be required to report the details of the sale to local
authorities.
Finally, I also think “open-carry” is a mistake. Fortunately, common sense prevailed
and most licensed owners don’t openly carry.
The problem with all of the foregoing is
that the devil is in the details and would require common sense from our leaders to implement. In other words, it won’t happen.
Rod Constant, Cedar Hill

Don’t mess with Bill of Rights
Read the first 10 amendments to the Constitution, known as the Bill of Rights. Do we
really want to set a precedent for chipping
away at these by marginalizing the right to
keep and bear arms? What’s next? We could
start working on the First Amendment with
sedition laws. Or maybe that pesky Fourth
Amendment — having to get search warrants
is a real pain to law enforcement. And the
Fifth Amendment! It’s so inconvenient to not
be able to force people to talk.
The fact is that all of them are inconvenient and disagreeable to someone, and they
are there as limits and deterrents, mostly to
our own government. Leave them alone; they
are our best hope for passing a viable society
on to our children.
Cartier Snyder, Plano

Protection from unstable people
Any constitutional amendment, specifically the Second Amendment, should not be
considered to be absolute.
Stricter gun regulations should not be considered a violation the Second Amendment,
which states “the right of the people to keep
and bear arms shall not be infringed.” Those
advocating for tighter gun regulations do not
wish to eliminate the Second Amendment but
want to make it more difficult for unstable individuals to purchase a gun.

Partisan views of gun proposals
Percentage who favor:

Republican

Background checks for gun
shows and private sales

79%

Laws to prevent mentally ill
from buying guns

79

Federal database to track
gun sales

We asked for readers’ views on guns centered around two questions: Should the Second Amendment be absolute? What is the
most important thing to reduce gun violence
in the U.S.? Here and on Page 3P are responses:

Democrat
88%

81

55

Because the safety of the general population must be considered, the amendments in
the Constitution should not be interpreted literally or absolutely. Threats to incite violence
warrant an arrest and cannot be supported by
the freedom of speech clause of the First
Amendment.
With the Second Amendment, a greater
risk exists because it deals with weapons ownership for the purpose of self-defense. If this
was taken absolutely, it would be unconstitutional to deny ownership even to individuals
with a criminal background or a history of
mental illness. It is widely agreed, however,
that placing guns in the hands of said individuals would be dangerous for the public. In order to prevent future tragedies, a looser constitutional interpretation should be adopted for
the betterment of society.
Varsha Menon, Plano

Guns have one purpose: killing
The Constitution was written for the times.
It is no longer 100 percent valid. People needed guns to survive. We had enemies and we
hunted for our food. Guns were created for
one purpose only: to kill. Precedent should
play no role in abolishing what is definitely not
our God-given right. That being said, nothing
worthwhile is accomplished overnight. It
takes a small step to start with before change
of any kind will occur.
Police officers, the armed forces and our
protectors, like guards and the FBI or the CIA,
should be the only people allowed to have
guns. If hunters want to hunt, they can rent
their guns for a day after they have been
deemed safe to use them.
All guns should be seized and destroyed
when they are found — every single one of
them. We absolutely need to start this now and
continue this until every gun is off the street.
The government sticks its nose into many
things that it shouldn’t. It is time for them to
stick their noses into something crucially important. Second Amendment be damned!
Amanda Holt, Wylie

The right to defend my own life
As to your first question: The Second
Amendment must be absolute, or it means
nothing. Who has the right to tell me what I
may not do in protecting my life and the lives
of those I love and care for? No one. I have an
absolute right to defend myself.
Any limitations will be incrementally expanded to limit my access to ammunition, or
require that my gun be accessible only through
a government-supplied lock. A true militia
means the citizens. The National Guard is a
body controlled by the government, and that is
the biggest threat the Second Amendment
was designed for.
Question 2: Break up the urban ghettos
and gangs, and do whatever is necessary to
prevent those areas and the people who live
there from perpetuating their culture of drugs
and violence. Offer free birth control — government-paid is the correct term; nothing is
free. And offer a couple of quick trials so people can see the connection between the crime
and the punishment. Do away with the death
penalty and institute life absolutely without
parole. Institute the verdict of guilty but insane instead of not guilty by reason of insanity.
Arthur Roberts, Richardson

Keep the right to form a militia
The Second Amendment should be absolute for it to fulfill its original intention. Its
purpose was and is to ensure that the people
can form a militia to defend this country
against a military-type threat from other
countries or an oppressive faction within our
country. The types of arms are also important
because for any militia to successfully defend
itself, the members must have arms equal to
the forces they are fighting. Muskets were
used by our forefathers to defeat the British,
who also had muskets. Today, modern guns
replace muskets.
Carl Adams, Carrollton
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48
40%
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70
60%

80%

100%
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EDITORIAL

Australia Shows Large-Scale Change Is Possible
0

Gun deaths in
Australia

Bipartisan gun control
measures in 1996 have
brought lasting change

700

T

he shaggy-haired 28year-old calmly finishes
his big lunch at the tourist-filled cafe. He pushes away
from the table and slides a semiautomatic rifle from his bag. Indiscriminately, he guns down
everyone around him.
Video captures rapid fire and
chaos. Parents wrap themselves
around their mortally wounded
children. Others, trapped and
terrified, play dead in hopes of
escaping the gunman’s next
barrage.
Dazed survivors talk about
seeing bodies everywhere. Political leaders express their condolences and convey the federal
government’s full concerns. Authorities are baffled by what
they describe as Martin Bryant’s
mission of death.
But folks throughout the
country do know this much: 35
people are dead, 23 wounded.
And they don’t want it to happen again.
This sounds like a gutwrenchingly familiar chapter in
America’s story. Only this time

Rate of firearm suicides
in Australia

Buyback program
begins

600

Firearm suicides per 100,000
residents
4

3

500
400

Buyback
program
begins

2

300

1

200
File Photo/Agence France-Presse

More than 650,000 firearms were handed in at a cost of
$350 million as part of Australia’s weapons buyback program in 1996 after a mass shooting killed 35 people.
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the narrative doesn’t fade out into a resumption of the status
quo. This massacre — 20 years
ago, in April 1996 — led to real
change.
You see, Bryant inflicted his
horror not in the U.S. but on the
island of Tasmania, off the
southern coast of Australia. The
country’s criminal justice system
quickly held Bryant responsible
— he remains in prison on a life
sentence.
Beyond that, just-elected
Prime Minister John Howard, a

conservative, led the country in
doing something remarkable.
Those in charge forged a bipartisan deal with state and local governments to enact far-reaching
gun laws. Polls showed overwhelming public support for the
measures.
The specific strategies Howard’s government put into place
aren’t the right ones for America,
in this newspaper’s opinion. But
what makes the Australia model
worthy of attention is that it
stands in sharp defiance of hope-

lessness. A conservative-led government’s constructive actions
contradict those who maintain
that the gun problem is unconquerable, that smart laws can’t
make a difference.
Australia put its National
Firearms Agreement into action
within two months of Bryant’s
rampage.
The law prohibits automatic
and semiautomatic assault rifles
andpump-action weapons; it also required residents who already owned high-powered long

gunstosellthembackto the government. More than 650,000
firearms were handed in at a cost
of $350 million, funded by a
temporary federal tax.
The law also made buying
other guns more difficult. People
must pass a safety test, show
goodmoral character and wait at
least 28 days to make their purchase.Andthey must qualify under carefully defined “genuine
needs” to own a gun. Private
sales are prohibited, and all
weapons must be individually

registered to their owners.
The result? In the two decades prior to the reforms, Australia saw 13 fatal mass shootings, defined as those with five or
more victims. In the two decades
after, not another mass killing
has occurred. The law also appeared to accelerate a reduction
in firearm-related homicide and
suicides, without prompting a
rise in alternative means of
death.
That’s two wins: An intervention designed to stop mass
shootings also has limited other
gun-related deaths.
Daniel Webster, a Johns
Hopkins University researcher
specializing in gun violence,
agrees that the Australian model
isn’t the right solution for the
U.S.But that doesn’t diminish its
power in America’s own conversations.
The significance, he notes, is
that the Australia experience
“provides a useful example of
how a nation can come together
to forge lifesaving policies despite political and cultural divides.”
The daunting size of America’s gun violence doesn’t have to
paralyze us. Large-scale change
is possible.

LETTERS
Here and on Page 2P, readers weigh
in on guns in America.

We must collect, study data
What is the most important thing
we can do to end gun violence? We
don’t know.
We decided we didn’t want to know
when, in 1996, Congress passed the
Dickey Amendment refusing to research gun control. Since then, the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention has neglected to collect data on
gun violence or its causes. Without this
needed research, we are left to rely on
our own antidotes, testimonials and
information (often misinformation)
provided by friends, neighbors, second
cousins and the National Rifle Association to make life-and-death policy decisions.
What do we know? The better
question is what do we not know?
We plan without the important data needed to make informed decisions.
And so, year after year we make the
easy decision: no decision.
When confronted with automobile
deaths, we committed to study the
problem. We didn’t demand that citizens give up their cars. We built better
cars and better roads. We trained drivers and issued licenses. We required
insurance to pay for injuries after accidents. We knew these things would
help. We had research.
To save our own lives, we must direct our resources to collecting and
studying data and then take a courageous stand to be receptive to learning
from the results. Let’s stop guessing
about what we should do to end gun violence.
Carol Revelle, Dallas

Responsibility of gun owners
I am a gun owner and I enjoy that
privilege. However, I am appalled at
the level of gun violence in our country.
I am equally appalled by the efforts of

the gun lobby, the National Rifle Association, and similar groups to suppress
information on gun violence.
The Second Amendment should be
interpreted and administered in the
same manner as the entire Constitution. The world in which the Constitution and its amendments were crafted
is much different than that of today.
Weapon technology has advanced to
the point where a single individual can
easily obtain and put into use weapons
that our founders would have considered to be of “mass destruction.”
While the idea of self-protection is
valid, few gun incidents are acts of selfprotection. The vast number are emotional, criminal or accidental, often involving children.
For the safety of all, gun owners
should be held to a high standard of responsibility for the access to and use of
their weapons. Fire weapons, armorpiercing ammunition, high-capacity
magazines and others like this should
all be prohibited or severely regulated.
Greg Mathiesen, Royse City

Expand the vetting process
The police are issued so-called assault weapons and handguns with
magazine capacity exceeding 10
rounds as a safety measure to enhance
the likelihood of survival against one or
more armed criminals. The law-abiding civilian is always the “first responder” when a home-defense scenario unfolds, while the police are still several
minutes away. I expect to be able to
purchase the exact same defensive
equipment as the police, and as such I
absolutely do not support any federal
bans on assault weapons or high-capacity magazines.
There does need to be a more stringent licensing requirement. I would
support having modern defensive rifles
(AR-15) subjected to the 1934 National
Firearms Act, which governs ownership requirements of machine guns,
short-barreled rifles and shotguns, and

suppressors. This federal statute requires the applicant to submit fingerprint cards and passport photos, undergo background checks by both ATF
and FBI firearms examiners, and wait
six to eight months for the transfer.
One does not hear of any crimes
committed with NFA weapons because
of the absolutely unforgiving nature of
the vetting process, and expanding this
to certain other inherently dangerous
weapons would greatly enhance public
safety without unduly burdening Second Amendment civil liberties.
Jonathan Lospinoso, North Dallas

Identify prospective killers
In the wake of the horrible shooting
in the Connecticut school and other
shootings, let us please not get into the
stupid argument about gun control.
Let us please discuss how society
should recognize the kind of people
who do these things and help them refrain from doing them.
Not one of the 310 million-plus guns
in the U.S. got up by itself from a drawer, safe, closet or cabinet and went forth
and shot anyone. But a human being
did retrieve that weapon. It is the position of some that there are no bad people, only bad things.
Regarding the Colorado theater
shooting: a mentally ill male. In the
Columbine shooting, the parents
should have been more aware of their
sons’ activities. At Virginia Tech, there
were signs of mental illness. The congresswoman’s shooter in Arizona was a
schizophrenic. The young man in Connecticut was a very troubled human being.
Someone should have seen, at one
time or another, something about every one of these shooters that should
have been called to someone’s attention.
The issue of cities like Chicago’s
multiple murders is a law enforcement
problem. Again, the issue is people.
James F. Cox, Plano

Focus on proactive solutions
Want to do something about deaths
caused by misuse of firearms?
1. Lock up violent criminals and
keep them locked up.
2. Decriminalize drugs. End the
drug war.
3. Increase access to mental health
treatment.
4. Actively promote true gun safety
awareness.
5. Improve high school graduation
rates.
These measures address most of the
objections raised to gun ownership,
plus move beyond the tired, treadworn arguments of the past.
These suggestions directly address
the side effects of guns in our society,
and focus on positive action as opposed
to generally divisive bans and regulations.
Our country is hornlocked on guns.
It’s time to shift our focus and put our
efforts in new directions.
Andrew Colglazier, Zephyr

Let’s arm the good guys
The only thing that will stop a bad
guy with a gun is a good guy with a gun.
The good guys:
1. A police officer.
2. A concealed-handgun-licensed
carrier.
Frank Meyers, Richardson

Limit access to firearms
The Second Amendment does not
provide an absolute right. For those
who ignore the entire written amendment referring to “a well regulated militia,” those guys in wigs, wearing tricorn hats and stockings (a.k.a. Founding Fathers) were still using outdoor
plumbing and had no idea of the weapons of the future.
They were referring to the flintlock
rifles, in use at the time, as basic protection in case a militia was needed. With-

out constraints on the Second Amendment, we would become an American
version of ISIS fighters, with grenade
launchers on their shoulders.
Limiting access to firearms is the
most important thing that could be
done to reduce gun violence. It does not
take an Einstein to figure this out.
Compare our gun violence to England,
Japan and Australia and realize that
their democracies do well and are functioning without unfettered access to
the firearms we promote in our country, with the resultant carnage.
Tony Torres, Garland

Don’t overlook gangs
As a retired Texas peace officer, a life
member of National Rifle Association,
I view gun violence as an issue fueled by
gangs and the gang warfare, as well as
the media. If the Department of Justice
would initiate a nationwide sweep to
identify, apprehend, prosecute and incarcerate gang members who are already known to the law enforcement
community and those who are immigrating, then the carnage they cause in
the nation will be reduced.
Strict gun laws affect only the honest gun owner or sportsman and do
nothing to affect those who are obtaining their weapons from the black market, through major theft rings and
through straw buyers.
Chicago has about the strictest laws
of any major city in the nation. Yet, the
reports of gun violence are astronomical! Are these criminals and violators
responsible, law-abiding citizens?
Hardly! Empower the DOJ to coordinate with law enforcement across the
nation to rein in these rogue masses.
The honest, law-abiding owners will
support those efforts. The problem is
not guns, it is the lack of enforcement of
current laws and effective prosecution
and incarceration.
Gary Sawyer, Garland

THE WEEK IN CARTOONS
Regular cartoons will return next Sunday

Jack Ohman/Tribune Content Agency

Walt Handelsman/New Orleans Advocate
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Grave statistics: Guns in America
Gun deaths in the U.S.

Police shootings of civilians

112.6

Police officers killed
in the line of duty

Each dot in the circle represents one gun death. There are more than
33,000 gun deaths annually in the U.S., according to averages from 2014-16
(outer circle represents all gun homicides).

and

1950 A law review article claiming the Second Amendment protects individual
gun rights is published, the first since such articles began to be indexed in 1888.
It’s a baby step for new constitutional theory on gun rights.
1963 President John F. Kennedy is assassinated in Dallas by Lee Harvey Oswald,
a former Marine who had bought his rifle through the mail.
1965 President Lyndon B. Johnson tells Congress, “The ease with which any
person can acquire firearms” is a “significant factor” in the rise of violent crime in
America. Sen. Thomas Dodd, D-Conn., begins hearings on gun control efforts,
including regulation of mail-order sales of rifles and handguns, that would
eventually become the Gun Control Act of 1968.

1972 Richard Nixon says at a June press conference,
“I have always felt there should be a federal law for
the control of handguns.”

Unknown

They grab headlines, but make up a small
percentage of U.S. gun deaths.

Guns: A timeline

1968 Congress passes the Gun Control Act. It
includes a ban on shipping rifles, shotguns and
handguns through the mail. Firearms and ammunition
are banned from mail-order sales. It makes felons and
some mentally ill ineligible for gun ownership.

Accidental

Terrorism and mass shootings

5P

1977 The National Rifle Association holds its annual meeting near the banks of
the Ohio River in Cincinnati. Activists seize control of the board, ushering in a
much firmer line on gun control.

Number of Americans killed annually by:
Islamic jihadi terrorist gun deaths
2
Far-right-wing terrorist gun deaths
5

There are roughly
twice as many guns
per capita in the
United States as
there were in 1968,
according to the
Congressional
Research Service.
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Other deaths by comparison:
Armed toddlers
21
Lightning
31
Lawnmowers
69

U.S. gun ownership
level in 1968.

Note: Numbers are a 10-year average from 2005-2014
SOURCES: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention; Mother Jones

Since the mass shooting at
Sandy Hook Elementary,
an American child under 12
has died by intentional or
accidental gunfire every
other day.

75.6

1981 Ronald Reagan is shot and nearly killed in an
assassination attempt as he exits the Washington
Hilton. Press secretary James Brady is badly injured.
1986 The Firearm Owners’ Protection Act passes,
lifting some federal restrictions on buying and
transferring rifles and shotguns across state lines.
1992 A San Antonio 12th-grader is arrested and charged with violating the 1990
School Free Zone Act after he is found with a handgun at his high school.
1993 The Brady Law, named for
Reagan’s injured press secretary
and sponsored by Sen. Charles
Schumer, D-N.Y., imposes a
waiting period for the purchase
of handguns and institutes an
instant background check before
selling any firearm. Reagan,
surprising many, was an
outspoken supporter of the
bill.

SOURCE: NBC News analysis of FBI data

1993 The New England Journal of Medicine publishes the results of a study on
the health risks of gun ownership. The NRA calls for shutting down the agency
within the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention that funded the research.

More than half
of all homicide
victims are
young men

1994 Congress bans 19 types of weapons and ammunition clips holding more
than 10 rounds. It bans possession of handguns by anyone under 18. The bill is
supported by Reagan as well as former Presidents Jimmy Carter and Gerald Ford.

and

1996 Congress approves the so-called Dickey Amendment on a
spending bill, named after its author, Rep. Jay Dickey. It states,
“None of the funds made available for injury prevention and
control at the [CDC] may be used to advocate or promote
gun control.”

Two-thirds of
them are black.

1996 Congress passes an amendment to the 1968 Gun Control Act that bars
those who have been convicted of even a misdemeanor domestic violence
offense from buying a handgun.

54.8

1997 The Supreme Court rules 5-4 in Printz vs. U.S. that the Constitution does
not permit the U.S. to order states to conduct background checks on firearms
purchases.

Gun fatalities by race
WHITE

BLACK
Homicide 82%

Suicide 18%

Homicide 23%

2004 The 1994 ban on assault-rifle-style weapons expires. The NRA cheers.
Others note it had contained too many loopholes to be effective. A comprehensive review of its effects by University of Pennsylvania researchers found mixed
results.

Suicide 77%

45.7

2005 Congress passes the Protection of Lawful Commerce in Arms Act, which
eliminated gunmakers’ tort liability in most cases involving the misuse of weapons.

SOURCES: fivethirtyeight.com analysis of Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s Multiple Cause of Death database.
All figures are averages from the years 2012 to 2014, except for police shootings of civilians, which are from 2014.
— “Young men” are those ages 15 to 34.
— Estimates of police shootings are from non-governmental sources (this figure is for 2014, the first year for which such
estimates are generally available). For shootings of police officers, we used the FBI’s count of law enforcement officers “feloniously
killed” by firearms in the line of duty. This figure excludes accidental shootings.
— Mass shootings figure is from Mother Jones’ database of public mass shootings.
— Terrorism gun deaths is from the University of Maryland’s Global Terrorism Database.

2007 Seung-Hui Cho, a Virginia Tech student with a history of
mental illness, kills 32 students and teachers, plus himself,
during a campus rampage.

36.4
34.2

Guns are a business, and business is good
Gun rights groups
$109.6 million

Kidney
Autism
Disease
$208 million
$564 million

Heart
disease
$1.3 billion

Consistently
outspent
Congressional
lobbyist spending
since 2000

Gun ownership, by country
Stroke
$288
million

21.7

21.7

21.7

22.1

22.5

22.6

24.8

30.4

31.3

31.6

31.8

27.5

(Average of the 175 countries in the survey was 10.4)
24.8

30.3

31.2

2007 Congress passes the Bush
administration’s bill to add the
names of all institutionalized citizens to the federal
background-check database. The NRA wins
concessions many now blame for the large gaps
in which states report information on mentally
ill residents.

2008 In a landmark decision written by Justice Antonin Scalia, the Supreme
Court rules 5-4 that the 31-year-old ban on handguns in Washington, D.C.,
violates the Second Amendment. It’s the first time the court holds that gun
ownership is an individual right.

25.5

23.1

Alzheimer's
disease
$589 million

HIV/AIDS
$3 billion

That’s more than the 2015
combined governmentfunded medical
research of ...

Gun control groups
$15.2 million

Estimated number of civilian-owned guns per 100 people

24.1

Liver disease
$616 million

The 2015 revenue from
manufacturing guns
and ammunition was

$15 billion.

Diabetes
$1 billion

30.3

30.8

35.0

Depression
$390 million

Obesity
$900
million

Cancer
$5.4 billion

Pneumonia
and Influenza
$384 million

2011 U.S. Rep. Gabrielle Giffords, D-Ariz., is shot and seriously injured at a
meet-and-greet event in her Tucson district.

Tuberculosis
$272 million
Gun violence research
Around $55,000
SOURCES: OpenSecrets.gov;
Dallas Morning News research

SOURCES: National Institutes of Health; The Boston Globe; Forbes
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Arabia
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SOURCES: U.S. figures, Congressional Research Service; Cyprus figures, gunpolicy.org; Finland figures, Uutiset; Other ownership rates are estimates from the Small Arms Survey.
Note: While the survey is a trusted and widely used document, the numbers are based on averages that, in some cases — like Yemen and Switzerland — include large margins of error.
Michael Hogue/Staff Artist

Each icon = 1 million guns

Breakdown of guns in the U.S.

114 million handguns

A 2012 Congressional Research Service report

110
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2012 Adam Lanza kills 20 schoolchildren and six
workers at Sandy Hook Elementary in Newtown,
Conn. President Barack Obama announces 23
executive actions and 12 congressional proposals.
The NRA expresses sympathy for the victims’
families but blasts the White House for focusing
on gun control and not on the violence in video
games.
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EDITORIALS

Let’s Treat Gun Violence As Public Health Issue It Is
Virtual research
ban puts politics
before science

Is it more important to control gun
ownership or protect gun rights?
Percentage saying it is more important to:
Control gun ownership
66

T

o make an informed decision, you need information. And that’s exactly what everybody involved in
America’s bitter gun debate
doesn’t have.
Guns kill more than 33,000
Americans a year, yet the clock
stopped on government research into this epidemic two
decades ago.
As is frequently noted, the
U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention has funded
no in-depth studies of gun violence, its causes or proposals for
its reduction since 1996. That’s
when the so-called Dickey
Amendment — telegraphed, if
not explicitly described, as a
ban on such research — was enacted by Congress.
This angry history dates
back to a much publicized study
funded by the CDC in 1993 that
identified gun ownership as a
risk factor for homicides in
American homes. Critics, led by
the National Rifle Association,
characterized the CDC as “antigun” and pushed hard for the
new rule — a vague and broad
mandate ordering the agency to

60

57%

52

50

46 47

45
42

34%
32

29

Protect the right
of Americans to own guns

’93 ’95

’97 ’99

’01 ’03

’05 ’07 ’09

’11

’13

’15

SOURCE: Pew Research Center, survey conducted July 14-20, 2015

stay away from research that
might “advocate or promote
gun control.”
To hammer the point home,
Congress gouged $2.6 million
from the CDC’s budget the next
year. Not at all incidentally,
that’s the exact amount the
agency had previously dedicated to gun violence research.
The agency got the message:
When the $2.6 million was later restored, it was earmarked
for an entirely different purpose. CDC gun violence research dwindled to $50,000 a

Reported suicides

Guns

51

49

2001 - 2005

year, dedicated to a program
that tracks data on all injuries
nationwide, including those attributed to firearms.
Less than a drop in the agency’s $7 billion annual budget. A
mote. An invisible speck.
Imagine, if you will, that
Congress had ordered researchers battling lung cancers to refrain from studying smoking, or
even from talking about it. Or to
steer clear of auto fatality studies that might highlight a need
for better safety standards or
changes in driver education.

90% of people who attempt
suicide and survive do not
go on to die by suicide.

18,000
Continued from Page 1P

16,000

Not all gun control proposals are bad, and not all are
good. Some make more sense
than others, and it’s time to at
least start talking about which
is which. We can’t do that if
tragedy leads to showdown
rather than a sit-down.
Talking about gun laws has
become increasingly difficult
since 2008, when a sharply divided Supreme Court ruled
that individuals’ right to own
guns is protected by the Bill of
Rights. The late Justice Antonin Scalia’s majority opinion
upended nearly 200 years of
precedent and declared that
some gun restrictions are simply too restrictive to be legal.
The Dallas Morning News
applauded that ruling. Finally,
the court spelled out exactly
what the Second Amendment
means, we wrote. In an editorial headlined: “Court Gets This
Right: Individuals can own
guns, state can regulate,” we
concluded that “what this ruling finally gives us is a sensible
benchmark from which to argue.”
But what we didn’t foresee
was the way the ruling would
be used to corral Congress and
mostly conservative politicians
into a cone of silence when it
comes to discussing gun laws,
no matter how minor or how
sensible.
Scalia’s sweeping opinion
had capped a decades-long effort by lawyers and activists to
change the legal and political
framework of gun rights in
America. That fight, led since
1977 by a far more politicized
National Rifle Association,
had pushed members of Congress, presidential candidates
and various U.S. attorneys general to insist that the Second

14,000

States with highest rates
of gun ownership

12,000

States with lowest rates
of gun ownership

10,000

0
Firearm suicides
SOURCE: Bradycampaign.org

Amendment be read as an absolute bar on gun restrictions.
The change was chronicled
in the evolving national platforms of the Republican Party.
In 1972, it called for limited
gun control only. By 1980, the
platform was explicitly calling
for the repeal of large parts of
the Gun Control Act of 1968.
In 1975, the NRA took two
full pages in its house magazine, The American Rifleman,
to defend itself against charges
that it routinely fights all gun
legislation. It argued persuasively that it had often supported restrictions in the past.
But soon after, more zealous
members seized control of the
NRA, and by 1977 it had begun
exhorting members of Congress and others to adopt an
absolutist view of the Second
Amendment.
It faced setbacks along the
way. President Ronald Reagan
disregarded pressure from the
NRA and supported a mandatory waiting period. In 1991,
former Chief Justice Warren
Burger, one of the century’s
leading conservatives, called
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33%
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Household
gun ownership

32%

31%

Hunters
in household*

15%

100%

Kept as they are

Rifles

2,000

Less strict

40%

Obama
elected
president

Handguns

51%

5

More strict

60%

New guns entering circulation
In millions

4,000

Kept as they are

70

The number of new guns in circulation in America rose sharply
after 9/11, and really took off after the election of President
Barack Obama in 2008. But more guns doesn't mean more gun
owners. The percentage of households with guns and the
percentage with hunters have fallen since at least the 1970s.

5,000

In general, do you feel that the laws covering the sale of firearms
should be made more strict, less strict or kept as they are now?

78

health crisis.”
The answers they want
aren’t about “gun control.”
They’re about protecting children, reducing suicides, identifying whether strategies already
adopted in various states and
communities are actually doing
any good.
Now 20 years behind the
curve, all researchers really
know about a major cause of
death and disability in our nation is how much they don’t
know. It’s not damage that can
be fixed overnight: An entire
generation of young researchers, knowing that the grant pool
is virtually nonexistent, has
steered away from studying gun
violence. It is, for want of a better term, career suicide.
You don’t have to go much
further to find out how self-defeating all this has been than to
ask the man who introduced
the original ban: Jay Dickey, a
former Republican congressman from Arkansas, now says
he wishes he hadn’t. After the
2012 theater murders in Aurora, Colo., the retired legislator
said publicly that he regrets
having led the charge to target
the CDC’s gun research efforts.
“I wish we had started the
proper research and kept it going all this time,” Dickey told the
Huffington Post last year. “I

’13

’15

the effort to paint the Second
Amendment in such uncompromising terms “a fraud.” Under President Bill Clinton, a
Democratic Congress passed
the Brady Bill, which banned
assault-style rifles and extended the Reagan-era waiting period.
By 2008, when Scalia read
his landmark Heller decision,
gun rights had already begun
to be baked into the political
DNA of grass-roots Republicans. The rise of the tea party
two years later only solidified
this uncompromising stance.
Here’s where we are today:
In the closing days of the 2016
presidential election, NRA
chief Wayne LaPierre posted
an urgent warning on social
media: “There is no red line
that President Hillary Clinton
will not cross when it comes to
attacking your rights and
forcefully taking your guns
and she dreams of twisting a
knife in the heart of the one
freedom that separates our nation from the rest of the
world.”
No wonder we can’t talk
about gun deaths in America.
A never-ending clamor over
the Second Amendment has
cast a deadly quiet over all talk
of reforms that might make
America and its gun owners
safer. It’s a quiet we can no
longer afford to permit.
■
Guns by themselves are not
our chief problem, America.
It’s true that there are more
firearms in private hands here
than in the next 18 most gunloving countries in the world
combined. We have more than
one gun for every one of our
300 million-plus residents.
It’s the killing that has to
stop. The accidents. The homicides. The murders. The
suicides. We need a conversa-

From the experts
“Health epidemics don’t end
unless we intervene, taking the
best science about what does
and does not work and using it.
It happened with Ebola, it
worked for automobile crashes,
and it can absolutely reduce
gun violence.”
Dr. Georges Benjamin,
executive director,
American Public Health
Association
“Even as America faces a crisis
unrivaled in any other
developed country, the
Congress prohibits the CDC
from conducting the very
research that would help us
understand the problems
associated with gun violence
and determine how to reduce
the high rate of
firearms-related deaths and
injuries.”
Dr. Steven Stack, president,
American Medical Association

have regrets.”
Without scientifically sound
research, policy reform risks
wasting time and money. It’s
closing our eyes and aiming for
the dartboard.
Is preserving our hamstrung
ignorance on this issue worth
33,000 lives every year? It
shouldn’t be. It can’t be.

Fewer households have guns,
but there are more guns per household

Shotguns and
other firearms

8,000

Americans’ views on gun-sales laws

80%

The result has been a shameful, embarrassing fact vacuum.
It’s not science that powers public opinion and, ultimately, policy regarding guns. Instead, it’s
shrill politics and knee-jerk
emotion. The science simply
does not exist to determine
whether proposals from either
end of the spectrum would in
practice save lives and prevent
injuries.
Do more “right to carry” laws
for public places give the good
guys an edge? Not enough data
to say. Should we ban assault rifles or crack down on gun
shows? Those are popular
“common sense” proposals, but
persuasive research to back
them up doesn’t exist.
There is simply no means of
making a dent in the high rate
of gun violence in this country
other than framing it as an issue
of public health. In April, 141
medical agencies — including
heavy hitters American Medical
Association, American Public
Health Association and American Academy of Pediatrics —
joined in an urgent call on leading members of Congress to direct the CDC to begin funding
research aimed at answering
key questions.
Separately, the AMA has
called gun violence, in increasingly urgent tones, a “public

’00

*Respondent, spouse or both hunt.

’77

’10

SOURCES: Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco,
Firearms and Explosives; General Social
Survey; The Economist

tion because we need to start
addressing the rising death
toll in a way that we have not
been able to ever since the absolutism over the Second
Amendment has stopped our
efforts cold.
Every time a new tragedy
strikes, a strange kind of silence forms around any talk of
reform, no matter how small
the proposal or how sensible.
How else to explain the inability to discuss changes in
gun laws after the obviously ill
Adam Lanza carried his mother’s guns into Sandy Hook Elementary School and turned
the lights out on 20 beautiful,
tiny students?
America has seldom been
so repulsed, so outraged, so
heartsick. And yet, the Second
Amendment absolutism prevented a single reform from
passing Congress. We were
barely able to even have a discussion about what changes
might make children like
those who died in Sandy Hook
safer in the future.
Whether it’s a mass shooting like in Orlando, or a tragic
accident in your neighbor’s
backyard, we’ve got to be able
to talk about how to prevent
such deaths. And to do it without the instant and ungrounded charge that such talk presents a clear and present danger to the Second Amendment.
What’s wrong is this idea
that the Second Amendment
is so sacrosanct that no restriction on gun rights can be tolerated. America has argued for
generations about what kinds
of speech can be limited, what
sorts of police searches are
reasonable, and what constitutes cruel and unusual punishment. Discussions about
what the right to keep and
bear arms means in a modern

’90

’00
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SOURCES: The General Social Survey, a
project of NORC at the University of
Chicago; The New York Times

Gun homicides
In advanced countries,
per 1 million people:

Let’s talk
Will you help keep the
conversation going?
Please consider hosting
a small discussion
group, with people of
varying viewpoints, in
your home or favorite
neighborhood hangout.
We’d like to help
organize small
gatherings across North
Texas to help find
solutions to the
escalating number of
gun deaths.
Email your name,
neighborhood and one
sentence about where
you think this
conversation should
start, to editorialboard
@dallasnews.com, and
we’ll be in touch.

Australia 1.4
New Zealand 1.6
Germany 1.9
Austria 2.2
Denmark 2.7
Netherlands 3.3
Sweden 4.1
Finland 4.5
Ireland 4.6
Canada 5.1
Luxembourg 6.2
Belgium 6.8
Switzerland 7.7

United States 29.7
SOURCE: Human Development Index, 2012
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context will and should continue for years to come.
We understand that gun
control isn’t popular in Texas.
But nationwide, only 11 percent of Americans say they
think gun laws should be relaxed. Five times that many
say the laws should be
strengthened. More than 1 in 3
gun owners shared that view.
When asked, large majorities of Americans favor more
thorough background checks.
Americans are more closely divided over whether to renew
the ban on assault rifles. Few
support any kind of blanket
ban on handguns.
This confirms that there
should be plenty to talk about.
But any discussion is met by a
too-common refrain: They’re
coming for our guns.
But who, really, is coming?
No serious politician is calling

for widespread confiscation of
firearms, let alone “the government” writ large. And it sure as
sunshine isn’t this newspaper.
We believe in the Constitution and its Second Amendment. We have long championed the Second Amendment
and gun rights. We understand the passion for guns —
for hunting, target practice,
self-defense. We respect the
views of Texans who believe no
further gun control is wise.
But surely, different sides in
this debate should be able to
discuss these issues without
demonizing one another.
Besides, even as he penned
the landmark decision in Heller, Scalia had in mind precisely the kinds of conversations
we are calling for. “Nothing in
our opinion,” he wrote, “should
be taken to cast doubt on longstanding prohibitions on the
possession of firearms by felons and the mentally ill, or
laws forbidding the carrying of
firearms in sensitive places
such as schools and government buildings, or laws imposing conditions and qualifications on the commercial sale
of arms.”
So, yes, some laws are too
restrictive. But not all laws.
It’s our job, all of ours, to
launch those conversations to
start testing which proposals
make sense, which will make
us safer, and which might do
more harm than good.
But to get started, we’re going to have to start talking,
and stop hiding behind a Second Amendment absolutism
that has kept us quiet for too
long.
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It’s already
too late for
gun control
to work

Set sights on training
Michael Higgins: Give children an education in firearms safety

I

have had the privilege of competing in shotgun clay target
tournaments across America
and Europe for the last 40 years.
I’m routinely in the company of
hundreds of people, all carrying
firearms and ammunition. I’ve
fired several hundred thousand
rounds in practice and competition. In all that time and experience, I have never seen nor heard
of anyone being injured in a firearm- or shooting-related incident.
National data reflect that there
are rarely firearm-related accidents at shooting matches. Why?
Simply, because recreational and
competitive shooters (shotgun,
rifle and handgun) are trained in
safety, they practice with their
firearms, and they hold each other
accountable for behaving in a safe
manner. In other words, they
know and follow the rules.
Rather than focusing on banning certain types of firearms or
further restricting ownership, I
believe a better approach is to
make sure people who own firearms understand how to handle
them, use them and keep them
safe.
A simple analogy is automobiles. We require young people to
take driver’s education in high
school and pass a test to get a
license. Who in their right mind
would let kids get behind the
wheel without knowing what they
are doing? An automobile is inherently dangerous and should be
respected and operated under the
rules. Firearms are no different.
They are inherently dangerous
and should be respected. Just like
the automobile, firearms need to
be operated by people who know
what they are doing. When operated properly, both automobiles
and firearms are safe.
Middle school and high school
is a great time to orient young
people to both automobile and
firearm safety. It is also a good
time to help kids realize that the

Measures such as bans, background
checks just disarm the law-abiding
citizens, John R. Lott says

I
Charlie Neibergall/The Associated Press

Rather than banning guns, teaching people — including teens — how to handle and respect guns
is a better approach, writes Michael Higgins. Above, Abby Sandvick of Toledo, Iowa, takes aim
during a 4-H class that promotes gun safety and marksmanship.

way firearms are portrayed on TV
and in video games is unsafe and
misleading. You can’t fire hundreds of rounds into a crowd and
hurt no one, nor can you hit reset
and bring players back to life.
Young people need to be aware of
the realities of firearms.
Not every person needs to or
should own a firearm. They
should, however, know how to be
safe around them. This is one of
the reasons I’m encouraged that
the shotgun sports (such as trap,
skeet, sporting clay) are among the
fastest-growing high school and
college sports in the country. At the
varsity and club levels, thousands
of young people nationwide are
learning how to safely handle and
enjoy firearms.
I have the opportunity to be
around many young shooters.
When I speak with their parents, I
hear the same thing over and over
again: “Since my child started
shooting, he or she has become
more confident, more respectful
and more mature.” These are characteristics we want in kids. They
are brought out by learning to be
responsible for themselves and
those around them and by being
trusted by the adults who are

coaching them.
Additionally, the shooting
sports don’t require competitors to
be the biggest, fastest or strongest.
One of the rapidly growing demographics in the shooting sports,
both youth and adult, is female
participants. In many cases I speak
with mothers who tell me that
since their children are learning to
shoot they feel they need to as well.
In other cases, parents and children use shooting sports as something they can do together. Anyone
can learn to shoot safely and excel
at the sport.
These experiences lead me to
suggest that rather than focusing
on “control” and “restriction,” we
emphasize education and engagement. There are lots of laws that
prohibit unqualified or dangerous
people from having firearms (and
autos, too). It’s perfectly fine to
enforce those. I don’t want an idiot
standing next to me with a gun any
more than anyone else does.
My hope is that our goal in the
“gun control” debate is really firearm safety as opposed to more
government control and restriction of our constitutional rights.
The way to reduce firearm-related
accidents and abuse is to educate

More say gun ownership
protects people from
crime than risks safety
Percentage who say gun
ownership in this country does
more to:
Protect from being victims
Put safety at risk
Don’t know

July 2015
54

40

6

38

5

December 2014
57

December 2012
48

37

16

SOURCE: Pew Research Center, Survey
conducted July 14-20, 2015.

people so they can safely deal with
firearms, whether they ever intend
to own them or not. If “safety”
rather than “control” is the objective, then I believe most firearm
owners would be supportive.
Michael Higgins is
president of the
Higgins Branchini
Shooting Foundation in Irving and
an accomplished helice shooter.
Email: Michael.Higgins@
HBShootingFoundation.org

Not every gun owner supports the NRA
J.R. Labbe: Let’s

promote reason instead of
divisive advocacy groups

A

s someone who agrees with
the U.S. Supreme Court’s
ruling that the Second
Amendment protects an individual’s right to keep and bear arms,
I also accept that there are limitations on every right delineated in
the Constitution’s Bill of Rights.
You can embrace the First
Amendment’s right to free speech
— knowing it allows for some
pretty ghastly ideas to be unleashed — but also understand
that uttering some thoughts aloud
can get you arrested. You can’t
incite violence or issue physical
threats without potential consequences. And court cases throughout the past half-century have
placed numerous “time, place and
manner” restrictions on free
speech.
In the same vein, you can be a
strong defender of the right to
private gun ownership for selfdefense and also agree that background checks are a good idea
before a federally licensed firearm
dealer sells a gun.
I am keenly aware of the tide of
damning rhetoric fixin’ to roll my
way from NRA and Gun Owners
of America members for typing
that last sentence. I was a member
of the National Rifle Association
for years. I even spoke on a panel
at the 2000 convention in Charlotte, N.C., where the now famous
video clip of actor and activist
Charlton Heston saying, “I’ll give
you my gun when you pry it from
my cold, dead hands” was captured. But the rhetoric and the
phone calls and the pleas for money ramped up so much during the
2000 presidential campaign that I
grew weary of the hysteria. So I
dropped my membership.
As the former editorial director
at the Fort Worth Star-Telegram, I
used to argue for a living. A rigorous verbal parry-and-thrust was
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Views on gun-sales
laws
Those favoring laws that are
“more strict than now,” by
demographic group:
2014
71%

2015
77%

80%

Democrats

70

57%

64%
Gun
non-owners
+7%

60

50

+6%

56%
+11%

Views of the NRA’s
influence have become
more ideologically
polarized
Percentage who say the
influence of the National Rifle
Association over gun control
laws in this country is:
Too much
Right amount
Too little
2015

40

17

2000

42

28

17

Conservative
Republicans and
right leaners

45%
Independents

2015

40

30%

36%
Gun owners
+6%

13

59

23

2000

30

32
Republicans

20

36

29%

-2%

27%

44

14

Liberal Democrats and
left leaners
2015

SOURCE: Gallup

68

as exhilarating as the first cool day
after a long Texas summer. Editorial board meetings largely were
exercises in finding common
ground, regardless of the issue,
among a group of diverse folks. The
writers came armed with facts, not
just feelings, to bolster their positions. But they also came with open
minds and a willingness to test
their own viewpoints through the
prism of fact colored by their colleagues’ experiences. If your position lost the day, no one stopped
talking to his or her co-workers.
Tomorrow would bring another
argument on a different topic.
That’s why it is painful to see our
nation as a land where people
demonize others for holding contrary opinions.
Disagreement should lead to
conversation, not condemnation.
But that’s not the American way in
a world of Twitter and reality TV

19

8

2000

57

17

19

SOURCE: Pew Research Center, Survey
conducted July 14-20, 2015. Don’t know
responses not shown.

that’s anything but real. Heaven
forbid someone actually invest
time into trying to understand
another person, whose life journey
doesn’t mirror his or her own.
But that’s not the role of an
advocacy group, is it? Organizations like the NRA and the Brady
Campaign to Prevent Gun Violence need enemies to maintain
their existence. And in order to
grab the focus of an audience with
the attention span of a cocker
spaniel puppy and a taste for red
meat, the message has to be short,
simple and sensational:
■ The NRA’s Wayne LaPierre:
Gun grabbers are “political terrorists!”

■ Brady Campaign to Prevent
Gun Violence: Members of Congress are “taking donations to
protect the rights of dangerous
people to buy guns!”
Special-interest groups play an
important role in American democracy. Because their focus is so
narrow, their leaders pay painstakingly close attention to potential
legislation or initiatives that might
otherwise be overlooked in myriad
streams of information clogging
daily life. They can educate and
mobilize minds of like interest to
contact lawmakers and decision
makers.
But they also need to raise money to continue their work. Just as
an emotional story about a child
with a dreaded medical condition
can open wallets for children’s
hospitals, so can hyperbolic rhetoric with real or imagined threats
loosen checkbooks for the NRA
and the Brady Campaign.
It is a fact that firearms are so
tightly woven into the fabric of the
American culture that their private
ownership is protected in our most
sacred secular document.
It also is a fact that, according to
the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention, 33,736 Americans
died in firearm-related deaths in
2014 (the latest year statistics are
available). Of those, 10,945 were
gun-related homicides. The same
year, 33,804 people died from
injuries sustained in motor vehicle
traffic events. And 51,966 people
died by poisoning.
Not everyone who owns a gun is
a fan of the NRA. Not everyone
who doesn’t own a gun wants to
stop others from having them.
Now if we could only find a way to
get those special-interest groups
together for a nice argument.
J.R. Labbe is a
communications
professional in
Fort Worth and
the former editorial director of the Fort Worth StarTelegram. Twitter: @jrlabbe55

t seems obvious: Restrict gun access, and
people will be safer. But theory and practice
don’t always match. Too often, gun bans or
background checks don’t stop criminals and
instead disarm law-abiding citizens, particularly
poor minorities. This only makes life easier for
criminals.
There are already 300 million guns in circulation, and more than 12 million enter the market each year. With 3-D metal printers, more
people will be able to make weapons that are
indistinguishable from those purchased in
stores. It would be almost impossible to remove
those weapons from circulation. Getting rid of
these weapons would require a door-to-door
campaign by law enforcement officials, and even
that would be of only limited effectiveness.
It’s also not clear that it would help. When
England, Wales, Ireland and Jamaica banned
guns and handguns, they saw a subsequent
increase in murder rates. Even these island
nations, which have relatively easily monitored
and defendable borders, have faced fivefold or
sixfold increases in murder rates after guns were
banned. Some of the biggest spikes in murder
rates corresponded with increases in drug gang
violence.
Some think that background checks are the
answer. Indeed, after each mass public shooting,
President Barack Obama calls for background
checks on the selling of guns through private
transfers. But these new rules wouldn’t have
stopped the attackers. Since at least 2000, all of
America’s mass shooters obtained guns without
going through private transfers. Some of the
attacks occurred in states that already have these
background check laws.
As I show in my book The War on Guns, there
is no evidence that expanded background checks
reduce rates of violent crime including mass
public shootings, suicide, murder of police officers or domestic violence against women. (Guncontrol groups contest this claim, but they compare states with and without background
checks, not states before and after background
checks are imposed.)
Meanwhile, other law-abiding citizens are
left in a lurch. We see that with the National
Instant Criminal Background Check System. Its
proponents boast that the system has stopped
2.4 million “prohibited purchases.” But in 96
percent of these cases, the ban was dropped after
the first two stages of review.
People who have been mistakenly stopped
from buying guns are forced into a costly appeals
process that frequently requires them to hire
lawyers. These “initial denials” affect certain
racial groups more than others. Hispanics are
more likely to share names with other Hispanics,
and the same is true of blacks. Because 30 percent of black males are forbidden to buy guns
because of their criminal records, law-abiding
black males are especially likely to have their
names confused with those of prohibited people.
And these background checks are costly. In
Washington, D.C., checks on private transfers
add $125 to the cost of a gun. That fee can put
guns out of reach for the most likely victims of
violent crime: poor blacks living in high-crime,
urban areas.
Other gun laws, like gun-free zones, can
create targets for mass shooters. One need only
listen to the wiretapped recording of an Islamic
State supporter who was planning an attack this
spring. His target was one of the biggest churches in Detroit. In the recording, Khalil Abu-Rayyan explains: “A lot of people go there. Plus people are not allowed to carry guns in church. Plus
it would make the news.” Fortunately, the man’s
father alerted the FBI. Mass public shooters
often perpetrate violence in public places where
permitted concealed handguns are banned.
Since at least 1950, every single one of Europe’s public mass shootings has occurred in a
place where general citizens are banned from
carrying guns. In America, there have been only
four exceptions to that rule.
In late 2013, the secretary general of Interpol
— essentially a global version of the FBI — proposed two ways of preventing mass shootings:
“One is to say we want an armed citizenry; you
can see the reason for that. Another is to say the
enclaves [should be] so secure that in order to
get into the soft target, you’re going to have to
pass through extraordinary security.”
But Ronald Noble warned, “You can’t have
armed police forces everywhere.” He also suggested that it is essentially impossible to stop
killers from getting weapons into these “secure”
areas. He concluded by posing the question, “Is
an armed citizenry more necessary now than it
was in the past, with an evolving threat of terrorism?” The answer is an emphatic yes.
John R. Lott is the president of
the Crime Prevention Research
Center and the author of “The
War on Guns” and “More Guns,
Less Crime.”
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How’s that gun control working?
Mike Hashimoto:
Offer evidence before
advocating for more

T

he question is not
whether we have gun
control, since we obviously do. Gun ownership is a
constitutional right subject to
government regulation, and it
is so regulated, far more than
the great majority of consumer
products.
But for many Americans,
the question is whether we
have enough regulation and, if
not, what further measures we
need.
By all means, let’s discuss
this. And when we do, I’d ask
respectfully of those who
would argue for more regulation: Please offer more than
great passion and it-stands-toreason logic. Offer something
approaching evidence that this
new stricture or that one will
yield the desired result of stopping guns from reaching the
wrong hands — and without
infringing on the aforementioned constitutional right to
own weapons.
When you call for more
extensive, or so-called comprehensive, background checks,
that sounds reasonable. But do
you know what is required
now?
Thanks to the 1993 Brady
bill, we have the National
Instant Criminal Background
Check System. Federal firearms licensees must use it to
determine if a person attempting to buy a gun is prohibited
for any of a long list of reasons,
which include being convicted
of a crime; being a fugitive,
domestic abuser or drug abuser; or being found mentally
defective.
What about the so-called
gun-show loophole? Worry
not, as it doesn’t exist. There is
no provision in federal law that
specifically exempts gun-show
transactions from any other
law normally applied to gun
sales.
If you purchase a firearm
from a federal firearms licensee, regardless of where that
transaction happens, said
licensee must clear your background through NICS or confirm that you have passed a
background check by examining your state-issued concealed-carry permit or your
government-issued purchase
permit. No exceptions.
As to the so-called internet
loophole, if someone purchases a gun across state lines —
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Firearm background checks
Annually, in millions
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Since 1998, there have been just over 1 million denials under the
National Instant Criminal Background Check System program, or
about 0.59 percent of those who have applied.
All other 5.4%
Restraining order 4.2%
State reasons 4.7%

Convicted of
crime 57.1%

Reasons
for denial,
1998-2014

Controlled
substance 8.4%
Domestic
violence 9.9%
Fugitive from
justice 10.3%

SOURCE: FBI

from an individual or firearms
licensee who lives in a different
state — the buyer must undergo a background check.
The sale must be processed by
a licensee in the buyer’s home
state.
The only unregulated
transfer of a legal firearm is
within a single state and by an
owner who does not sell firearms for a living. And this
varies, as some states have
closed off this exception. The
sale or transfer need not happen at a gun show or over the
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internet, just involve two private citizens of the same state
who are not federal firearms
licensees.
Calling an “assault weapon
ban” low-hanging fruit might
be glib, but please explain (1)
what it seeks to prevent and
(2) why it had no measurable
effect on gun violence before.
The primary effect was restricting gunmakers from
selling such scary-looking,
military-style weapons.
More fruit? President Barack Obama has said Con-

Chicago gun
violence
2016*
682

2012
443

500

Homicides
0
’12

’13

’14

’15

’16

*Through Nov. 16
SOURCE: Chicago Tribune
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gress, at the very least, “should
act to make sure no one on a
no-fly list is able to buy a gun.
What could possibly be the
argument for allowing a terrorist suspect to buy a semiautomatic weapon?”
This is plausible until you
wonder how a person ends up
on a list that flags his name
when he tries to get on an
airplane. Or even how someone else got onto the broader
terrorism watch list. There
could be more than 1 million
names on those lists; no one
can tell you who, how they got
there or, importantly, whether
it’s possible to get cleared if
you shouldn’t have been on a
list to start with.
Or whether any person
listed has contributed a single
body to America’s gun violence. You can’t know because
the lists are secret.

When you say you want to
keep firearms out of the hands
of “people who obviously are
too mentally ill” to possess
them, do you have a plan to
define that obvious level of
mental illness from a legal
standpoint? And then to steer
around privacy laws to require
doctors or other medical professionals to inform on suspected mentally ill people to a
court or other regulator?
What sort of gun violence
do you hope to minimize?
Mass shootings are the most
scrutinized form, able to spur
outrage and navel-gazing at a
single bound. How does your
new law stop them without
moving our society closer to a
police state?
Does your new law do anything about a place like bloody
Chicago, where gun violence,
despite some of our nation’s
strictest gun regulation, is
rampant — but far different
than the typical one-off mass
shooting? Chicago has endured more than 600 homicides this year alone, day after
day, weekend after weekend.
We wring our hands over a
Sandy Hook or Orlando but
barely give Chicago a second
thought. Why is that?
And on and on it goes.
Sure, you say, it’s easy to ask
questions, to poke holes in the
perfectly reasonable assertion
that we have too much gun
violence in America and that
we are too good a people to fall
short in addressing it.
So we try, over and over,
usually spurred on by this
shooting or that one; by a U.S.
congresswoman’s near-fatal
wounding by a mentally disturbed man; by a Virginia
Tech senior killing 32 people
in two hours; by another disturbed young man opening
fire in an Aurora, Colo., movie
theater; by another disturbed
young man killing 20 firstgraders and six adults at a
Connecticut elementary
school; by a suspected white
supremacist turning a historic
black church in Charleston,
S.C., into a killing field; Chattanooga, Tenn.; Roseburg,
Ore.; Colorado Springs; San
Bernardino, Calif.; Orlando.
Our hearts break each time.
No one wishes for such carnage. Each time we search for
answers, and each time so
many of us target not the actor
but the actor’s tool — the inanimate gun and, oh, if only this
person hadn’t had access to
such deadly hardware.
Yes, if only. If only we could

Gun laws by state
Assault weapons
Banned
Regulated
No ban

Hawaii: Only assault pistols are regulated.

Conn.

R.I.

Del.

Permit to carry
Shall issue: Permits must
be issued if criteria are met
May issue: Authorities have
discretion in issuing licenses

No permit required

Conn.

R.I.

Del.

Registration
Registration of all or
most firearms required
Registration of assault
weapons required

Conn.

R.I.

Del.

SOURCE: Law Center to Prevent Gun Violence
Tribune News Service

come up with a law that would
filter out the dangerous from
the law-abiding and prevent
the dangerous from acquiring
guns. Instead, our default
position, intended or not, is to
create barrier after barrier for
people already inclined to
follow the law, who have their
own reasons for wanting firearms, and then browbeating
them into accepting more
restrictions.
One last question: How is
that strategy working so far?
Mike
Hashimoto is
a member of
The Dallas
Morning
News editorial board. Twitter:@
MikeHashimoto

Firearms woven into the fabric of Texas life
Jerry Patterson:
We must ensure right to
arms for future Texans

F

irearms and Texans.
Texans and firearms.
There are few words in
the popular lexicon that go
together with greater ease than
these. Our history tells us why,
and our treasured historical
documents remove any doubt.
These same documents also
rebut the claim by the anti-gun
left that the National Rifle
Association and evil gun manufacturers are to blame for
Texans’ belief that the right to
arms is God-given, and that
without that right we would be
serfs, not citizens.
Both the U.S. Declaration of
Independence of 1776 and the
Texas Declaration of 1836 list
specific reasons for seeking
independence. However, the
1776 declaration makes no
mention of the right to arms.
The Texans gathered at Washington-on-the-Brazos in
March 1836 apparently
thought that was a mistake.
The Texas declaration in
1836 stated in part, Mexico
“has demanded us to deliver up
our arms, which are essential
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to our defence — the rightful
property of freemen — and
formidable only to tyrannical
government.” It’s not known if
these Texas patriots were referring to the Gonzales cannon, but what other state can
today claim a flag that says
“Come and Take It?”
I doubt when James Madison wrote the Second Amendment, “A well regulated militia,
being necessary for the security of a free state, the right of
the people to keep and bear
arms, shall not be infringed,”
he had any idea how much
consternation the term “well
regulated militia” would cause
America. Once again, the boys

on the Brazos opted for more
clarity.
In the Texas Constitution of
1836, a Bill of Rights provision
was adopted that stated, “Every citizen shall have the right
to bear arms in defence of
himself and the republic.”
Simple and direct, and with no
pesky reference to a “well
regulated militia.” Instead,
“every citizen” was a beneficiary.
In 1876 Texas adopted our
current constitution, and by a
vote of 69-9 included Article 1
Section 23, which provides:
“Every citizen shall have the
right to keep and bear arms in
the lawful defense of himself or

the state; but the Legislature
shall have power, by law, to
regulate the wearing of arms
with a view to prevent crime.”
During debate on this section,
an amendment was offered to
insert the words “prohibit and”
in front of the word “regulate,”
and it failed to get a second. It
was then made clear that prohibition was unconstitutional,
and by the use of “wearing,” it
was also clear that wearing a
six-shooter on the hip was a
protected right only to be
regulated, not prohibited.
Notwithstanding the 1876
constitution, an 1871 law
passed by the carpetbagger
Reconstruction government
prohibiting the carry of handguns remained Texas law until
the concealed handgun law
was passed in 1995. However,
the unlawful carrying of a
handgun was generally a misdemeanor and selectively
enforced, allowing those who
were “obviously law-abiding
citizens” to go without prosecution. Shotguns and rifles
were essentially unrestricted,
and one could then (and can
now) walk down Main Street
with any kind of long gun, even
today’s so-called assault weapons such as an AR-15, without

breaking the law. Openly carrying long guns has never been
unlawful in Texas.
Why was the right to arms
so important in Texas’ first
half-century? The answer is,
Texans were the quintessential
citizen soldiers of many conflicts. In 1836, the American
Revolution had been the war
fought by the fathers of these
newly arrived Texans. The
independence won by these
Texans at San Jacinto in 1836
was defended in continued
armed conflict with Mexico, on
land and on sea, until we became a state in 1845, and then
we fought a war with Mexico
as part of the U.S. Army.
In 1861, Texas seceded and
once again sent her young men
off to fight, and when they
returned to shattered homes
and hearth, the Comanches
were fought again over ground
lost while the soldiers were off
at war. After Quanah Parker
surrendered in 1875, the Indian wars were over, and the
threat requiring the use of
arms came from within. There
were a lot of horse thieves,
highwaymen and desperadoes
to defend against.
In the eighth grade, I took a
Civil War musket to school for

show and tell. Doing so today
would generate a lockdown,
national news coverage and
assignment to alternative
school for delinquent kids.
Texans’ opinions on firearms
today are more polarized, in
my opinion because there are a
lot of new Texans from other
states and countries, with no
historic connection to firearms, who have chosen to
make Texas their new home.
They don’t know our history. And they don’t understand
that we believe very strongly
that, even with Texas firearm
homicides down more than 40
percent in the last 20 years,
and no current threat of invasion from within or from
without, our duty is to preserve
and pass down our right to
arms to future generations of
Texans, however unlikely the
need for arms may seem today.
Jerry Patterson is a
retired Marine Vietnam
veteran. He is
a former
Texas land commissioner and
former state senator. He authored the Texas concealed
handgun law in 1995.
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