
178 Chapter 4 Perceiving and Believing

Thinking Passage
PERCEPTION AND REALITY IN THE SANDY HOOK ELEMENTARV SCHOOL
SHOOTING

: On the morning of December 14, 2012, Adam Lanza. age 20, shot and killed his
1

mother as she lay sleeping. Then, armed with a Bushmaster XMJS semiauto-
3 matic assault rifle and two handguns, he drove to Sandy Hook Elementary School
. Wearing black clothes. earplugs. and a utilityvest for carrying extra ammunition. he
: shol his way through a locked glass door and then proceeded to shoot and kill the
: principal. school counselor, four teachers, and twenty first-grade students ranging
in age from 6 to 7. With the police approaching, he fatally shot himself.

These are the basic facts of this horrific catastrophe. aboutwhich there is funda»
' mental agreement. However. in trying to understand why this event occurred and
? how to prevent events like this from occurring in the future, many competingpoints
’ ofview exist, reflecting different perceptions of reality Some view this primarily as
, the act of a deeply emotionally disturbed individual who had been taught to shoot
a by his gun-loving mother. Others view this as the symptom of a culture that is

, obsessed with guns and whose lenient laws make it possible for virtually anyone to
; secure virtually any kind ofweapon. For example, on the day before the SandyHook
' massacre, lawmakers in Michigan passed a bill that would allow people to carry
5 concealed weapons in schools. and Ohio lawmakers passed a bill that would allow
: concealed guns in the Statehouse. Still others view this as the product of a society in
: which gun violence ismade to seem sexy and exciting in graphically violent movies,
': television shows, music. and hyperrealistic video games. Since the 1980s, firearms
; manufacturers have reacted to declines in demand for hunting rifles by increasingly
focusing their production and marketing on pistols and “assault weapons" Those

:

who view this as more than an isolated event point to similar events that have
2 occurred on a regular basis in the United States, making schools the killing fields
: of our time:

- On July 20. 2012, the suspect lames Eagan Holmes killed twelve people and
wounded fifty-eight in a movie theater in Aurora. Colorado, during a midnight
screening of The Dark Knight.

- On January 11. 2011. Jared Lee Loughner used a nine-millimeterGlock semiau-
tomatic pistol with a high-capacitymagazine to shoot nineteen people, includ-
ing US Congressional Representative Gabrielle Giffords: six died.

- On April 16, 2007, Seung~Hui Cho, a student at Virginia Tech University. shot
and killed thirty-two fellow students and wounded seventeen others with a
nine-millimeterGlock semiautomatic pistol before committing suicide.

- On April 20, 1999, two high school students at Columbine High School in
Colorado, using a Hi-Point 995 Carbine and a shotgun, killed twelve students
and one teacher, and injured twenty-one, before committing suicide
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The world's perception of these events was framed. shaped, and communicated
5

through the media’s reporting. And this reporting influences the beliefs we form
A

regarding our understanding of what occurred and what, if anything, can be done
to diminish the likelihood of similar events occurring in the future. As you read g

the following accounts, reflect on the interpretations that they are presenting, the 3

reasons and evidence that support their interpretations. and the perceptions that
you are forming (and have formed) as a result of these and other responses. Then
consider and respond to the questions that follow the articles ‘

The Price of Gun Control
by Dan Iaum
When you write about guns, as I do. and a shooting like the one in the Aurora movie
theater happens an hour from your house. people call. I've already done an interview
today with a Spanish newspaper and with Canadian radio. Americans and their guns:
what a bunch of lunatics.

Among the many ways America differs from other countries when it comes to guns
is that when a mass shooting happens in the United States, it’s a gun story. How an
obviously sick man could buy a gun: how terrible it is that guns are abundant; how we
must ban particular types of guns that are especially dangerous. The Brady Campaign
to Prevent Gun Violence responded to the news with a gun—control petition. Andrew
Rosenthal of the New York Times has weighed in with an online column saying that
"Politicians are far too cowardly to address gun violence . . . which keeps us from taking
practical measures to avoid senseless shootings.”

Compare that to the coverage and conversation after Anders Behring Breivik
murdered sixty-nine people on the island of Utoya in Norway, 3 year ago next Sunday.
Nobody focused on the gun. I had a hard time learning from the news reports what type
of gun he used Nobody asked, "How did he get a gun?" That seemed strange, because
it’s much harder to get a gun in Europe than it is here

But everybody, even the American media, seemed to understand that the heart of
the Utoya massacre story was a tragically deranged man, not the rifle he fired. Instead
of wringing their hands over the gun Ereivik used, Norwegians saw the tragedy as the
opening to a conversation about the rise of right-wing extremism in their country.

_

Rosenthal is wrong, by the way, that politicians haven't addressed gun violence. They :

have done so brilliantly, in a million different ways, which helps explain why the rate of
violent crime is about half what it was twenty years ago. They simply haven’t used gun
control to do it, Gun laws are far looser than they were twenty years ago, even while
crime is plunging—a galling juxtaposition for those who place their faith in tougher
gun laws. The drop in violence is one of our few unalloyed public-policy success stories,
though perhaps not for those who bemoan an ”epidemic of gun violence" that doesn't
exist anymore in order to make a political point.

It’s true that America’s rate of violent crime remains higher than that in most
European countries. But to focus on guns is to dodge a painful tnrth. America is more
violent than other countries because Americans are more violent than other people. Our
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‘ abundant guns surely make assaults more deadly. But by obsessing over inanimate pieces
of metal. we avoid looking at what brings us more often than others to commit violent

: acts. Many liberal critics understand this when it comes to drug policy. The modern,
’ sophisticated position is that demonizing chemicau is a reductive and ineffective way
to address complicated social pathologies. When it comes to gun violence, though, the
conversation often stops at the tool, because it is more comfortable to blame it than to
examine ourselves. . . .

. . . 40 percent of Americans own guns, and like it or not, they identify with
3

them, personally. Guns stand in for a whole range of values—individualism. strength,
American exceptionalisrn—that many gun owners hold dear. Tell a gun owner that he

2 cannot be trusted to own a firearm—particularly if you are an urban pundit with no
I experience around guns—and what he hears is an insult. Add to this that the bulk of
5'

the gun-buying public is made up of middle-aged white men with less than a college
degree, and now you're insulting a population already rubbed raw by decades of

1,

stagnant wages.
The harm we've done by messing with law-abiding Americans’ guns is significant. In

2010, I drove 11,000 miles around the United States talking to gun guys (for a book, to
be published in the spring, that grew out of an article I wrote for this magazine], and I
met many working guys, including plumbers, parks workers, nurses—natural Democras in
any other age—who wouldn't listen to anything the Democratic party has to say because
of its institutional hostility to guns. I'd argue that we’ve sacrificed generations of
progress on health care, women‘s and workers' rights, and climate change by reflexively
returning, at times like these, to an ill-infonned call to ban firearms, and we haven‘t
gotten anything tangible in return. Aside from what it. does to the progressive agenda,
needlessly vilifying guns—and by extension, their owners—adds to the rancor that has
us so politically frozen and culturally inflamed. Enough.

President Dbama, to his credit, didn't mention gun control in his comments today.
Maybe that was just a political calculation: maybe, during an election year, he didn't
want to reopen a fight that has hurt his party so dearly in the past. But maybe it’s a
hint of progress, a sign that we're moving toward a more honest examination of who

_ we are.

Source o 2012 Harper: Magazine. All rights reserved. Reproduced from me luly issue by special
permission.

Response to the Massacre in Newtown, Connecticut by Wayne La Pierre,
CEO of the National Rifle Association, on December 21, 2012
As reflected in the articles in this box on the massacre of students and teachers of
Newtown, Connecticut on December 14, 2012, many people believe that the absence
of meaningful gun control laws has at least some responsibility for gun violence in

this country. From this perspective, gun violence can be reduced by banning guns
like military assault weapons, outlawing high-capacity magazine clips. and instituting
meaningful background checks for all people seeking to purchase guns. One of the most
vocal opponents of any gun control restrictions is the leadership of the National Rifle
Association (NRA). citing Article 1 ofthe Constitution, which grants citizens 'the right
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to bear arms" (Contrary to the NRA leadership, the rank-and-file members of the NRA

overwhelmingly support more restrictive background checks.)
Following the shootings at Sandy Hook Elementary School, the leadership of the NRA

did not issue a public statement until December 21, 2012. one week after the shooting.
During those prepared remarks, Wayne la Pierre, the CEO of the NRA, did not make any
reference to gun control initiatives or legislation. Instead, he advocated for having
armed guards in every schooL arguing that ”The only thing that stops a bad guy with a
gun is a good guy with a gun." From his perspective, the gun violence in this country
is caused by a number of factors unrelated to gun control restrictions. including the
following:

0 “.
. . an unknown number of genuine monsters—people so deranged, so eviL so [305- :

sessed by voices and driven by demons that no sane person can possibly ever com- ;prehend them.” i

e ".
. , a national media machine that rewards them [copycat killers] with the wall-to-

wall attention and sense of identity that they cmve . . . .”

- ".
. . violent video games with names like Bulletstorm, Grand Theft Auto. Mortal

Kombat and Splatterhuuse . . . and . . . Kindergarten Killers."

'
".

. . blood-soaked slasher films like ‘American Psycho' and ‘Natural Born Killers’ that
are aired like propaganda loops on ‘Splatterdays’ l . . ."

'
".

. . a thousand music videos that portray life as a joke and murder as a way of life."

We answer to this gun violence, according to La Pierre, is to hire some of the
”millions of qualified active and retired police: active, reserve and retired military: [and]
security professionals” to be deployed, fully armed, in every school in the country in a
”National School Shield Program." After all, La Piene reasons, we protect other valued
institutions in our country with armed protection, shouldn't we also protect our most
valuable institutions-our schools?

Why Gun Control’ Is Not Enough
by Jeff McMahon

Americans are finally beginning to have a serious discussion about guns. One argument
we‘re hearing is the central pillar of the case for private gun ownership: that we are
all safer when more individuals have guns because armed citizens deter crime and can
defend themselves and others against it when deterrence fails. Those who don't have
guns, it’s said, are free riders on those who do, as the criminally disposed are less likely
to engage in crime the more likely it is that their victim will be armed.

There's some sense to this argument, for even criminals don’t like being shot. But
the logic is faulty, and a close look at it leads to the conclusion that the United States
should ban private gun ownership entirely, or almost entirely.

One would think that if widespread gun ownership had the robust deterrent effects
that gun advocates claim it has, our country would be freer of crime than other
developed societies. But it’s not. When most citizens are armed, as they were in the Wild Z

West, crime doesn't cease. Instead, criminals work to be better armed, more efficient in
2

181
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V

their use of guns (“quicker on the draw”), and readier to use them. When this happens,
those who get guns may be safer than they would be without them, but those without
them become progressively more vulnerable.

Gun advocates have a solution to this: the unarmed must arm themselves. But when
more citizens get guns. further problems arise: people who would once have got in a
fistfight instead shoot the person who provoked them; people are shot by mistake or by
accident.

And with guns so plentiful. any lunatic or criminally disposed person who has a
sudden and perhaps only temporary urge to kill people can simply help himself to the
contents of Mom's gun cabinet. Perhaps most important, the more people there are who
have guns. the less effective the police become. The power of the citizens and that of
the police approach parity. The police cease to have even a near-monopoly on the use of
force.

‘To many devotees of the Second Amendment, this is precisely the point. As former
Congressman Jay Dickey, Republican of Arkansas, said in January 2011, “We have a right

. to bear arms because of the threat of government taking over the freedoms we have.”
The more people there are with guns, the less able the government is to control them.
But if arming the citizenry limits the power of the government, it does so by limiting
the power of its agents. such as the police. Domestic defense becomes more a matter of
private self-help and vigilantism and less a matter of democratically-controlled, public
law enforcement. Domestic security becomes increasingly “privatized."

There is, of course, a large element of fimsy in Dickey/s claim. Individuals with
handguns are no match for a modern army. It’s also a delusion to suppose that the
government in a liberal democracy such as the United States could become so tyrannical
that armed insurrection, rather than democratic procedures, would be the best means
of constraining it. This is not Syria; nor will it ever be. Shortly after Dickey made his
comment, people in Egypt rose against a government that had suppressed their freedom
in ways far more serious than requiring them to pay for health care. Although a tiny
minority of Egyptians do own guns, the protesters would not have succeeded if those
guns had been brought to Tahrir Square. If the assembled citilens had been brandishing
Glocks in accordance with the script favored by Second Amendment iantasists, the old
regime would almost certainly still be in power and many Egyptians who're now alive
would be dead. . . .

The logic is inexorable: as more private individuals acouire guns, the power of
the police declines, personal security becomes more a matter of self-help, and the
unarmed have an increasing incentive to get guns, until everyone is armed. When most
citizens then have the ability to kill anyone in their vicinity in an instant, everyone
's less secure than they would be if no one had guns other than the members of a
democratically accountable police force.

The Logic of private gun possession is thus similar to that of the nuclear arms race.
When only one state gets nuclear weapons, it enhances its own security but reduces
that of others, which have become more vulnerable. The other states then have an
'ncentive to get nuclear weapons to try to restore their security. As more states get
them, the incentives for others increase. If eventually all get them, the potential for
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catastrophe—whether through irrationality, misperception. or accident—is great. Each
state's security is then much lower than it would be if none had nuclear weapons.

Gun advocates and criminals are allies in demanding that guns remain in private
hands. They differ in how they want them distributed. Criminals want guns for
themselves but not for their potential victims. Others want them for themselves but not
for criminals. But while gun control can do a little to restrict access to guns by potential ;

criminals, it can‘t do much when guns are to be found in every other household. Either
criminals and non<criminals will have them or neither wilL Gun advocates prefer for both
rather than neither to have them.

But, as with nuclear weapons, we would all be safer if no one had guns—or. rather,
no one other than trained and legally constrained police officers Domestic defense
would then be conducted the way we conduct national defense. We no longer accept, as
the authors of the now obsolete Second Amendment did, that ”a well-regulated militia"
is ”necessary to the security of a free state.” Rather than leaving national defense to
citizens' militias, we now, for a variety of compelling reasons, cede the right of national
defense to certain state-authorized professional institutions: the Army, Navy, and so
on. We rightly trust these forces to protect us from external threats and not to become
instruments of domestic repression. We could have the same trust in a police force
designed to protect us from domestic threats. . . .

Gun advocates will object that a prohi ‘tion of private gun ownership is an
impossibility in the United States. But thi 's not an objection they can press in good
faith, for the only reason that a legal prohibition could be impossible in a democratic
state is that a majority oppose it. If gun advocates ceased to oppose it, a prohibition
would be possible.

They will next argue that even if there were a legal prohibition. it could not be
enforced with anything approaching complete effectiveness. This is true. As long as
some people somewhere have guns, some people here can get them. Similarly, the legal
prohibition of murder cannot eliminate murder. But the prohibition of murder is more
effective than a policy of “murder control" would be.

Guns are not like alcohol and drugs, both of which we have tried unsuccessfully to
prohibit. Many people have an intense desire for alcohol or drugs that is independent
of what other people may do. But the need for a gun for self-defense depends on
whether other people have them and how effective the protection and deterrence E

provided by the state are. Thus, in other Western countries in which there are fewer
,

guns, there are correspondingly fewer instances in which people need guns for effective
‘

self-defense.
Gun advocates sometimes argue that a prohibition would violate individuals’ rights

of self-defense. Imposing a ban on guns, they argue, would be tantamount to taking
a person's gun from her just as someone is about to kill her. But this is a defective
analogy. Although a prohibition would deprive people of one effective means of self-
defense, it would also ensure that there would be far fewer occasions on which a gun
would be necessary or even useful for self-defense. For guns would be forbidden not
just to those who would use them for defense but also to those who would use them for
aggression. Guns are only one means of self-defense and self—defense is only one means
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of achieving security against attack. It is the right to security against attack that is
fundamental. A policy that unavoidably deprives a person of one means of self-defense
but on balance substantially reduces her vulnerability to attack is therefore respectful of
the more fundamental right from which the right of self-defense is derived,

In other Western countries, per capita homicide rates, as well as rates of violent
crime involving guns, are a fraction of what they are in the United States. The possible
explanations of this are limited. Gun advocates claim it has nothing to do with our
permissive gun laws or our customs and practices involving guns. If they are right,
should we conclude that Americans are simply inherently more violent, more disposed
to mental derangement, and less moral than people in other Western countries? If
you resist that conclusion, you have little choice but to accept that our easy access
to all manner of firearms is a large part of the explanation of why we kill each at a
much higher rate than our counterparts elsewhere. Gun advocates must search their
consciences to determine whether they really want to share responsibility for the
perpetuation of policies that make our country the homicide capitol of the developed
world.

Source: hllp:llopinionalonblogsnylimescomllolZ/l2/I9Iwhy»gun~conlrolers~noleenoughLo 20m
TheNm York Tlmfif.

,
The (Terrifying) Transfo rive Potential of Technology
by Lisa Wade

When Adam Lanza walked into Sandy Hook Elementary School, he was carrying a
Bushmaster .223 caliber Remington semiautomatic. This is the frightening weapon he
used to take the lives of 27 people:

E? l
g
E

g

g
E

The refrain—"guns don’t kill people, people kill people”—does an injustice to the
complicated homotechnocultural phenomenon that we calla massacre, Evan Selingen at
The Atlantic, does a wonderful job taking apart this phrase. It assumes an instrumentalist



Judging 185

View of technology, where we bend it to our will. In contrast, he argues in favor of a
tronsfarmative View: when humans interact with objects, they are transformed by that
interaction. A gun changes how a person sees the world, Salinger writes:

To someone with a gun, the world readily takes on a distinct shape. It not only
offers people, animals, and things to interact with, but also potential targets.

In other words, if you have a hammer, suddenly all the world’s problems look like
nails to you (see Law of the Instrument). The wonderful French philosopher Bruno Latour ‘

put it this way:

You are different with a gun in your hand; the gun is different with you holding
it. You are another subject because you hold the gun; the gun is another object
because it has entered into a relationship with you.

So. that’s the homotechnological part of the story. What of the cultural?
At Sociological Images, Michael Kimmel observes that the vast majority of mass

killings in the US, are carried out by middle~class, white males. "From an early age,” he
writes, "boys learn that violence is not only an acceptable form of conflict resolution,
but one that is admired." While the vast majority of men will never be violent, they are
all exposed to lessons about what it means to be a real man:

They learn that if they are crossed, they have the manly obligation to fight
back. They learn that they are entitled to feel like a real man, and that they
have the right to annihilate anyone who challenges that sense of entitlement. .
They learn that ”aggrieved entitlement" is a legitimate justification for Violent
explosion.

Violence is culturally masculine. So, when the human picks up the object, it matters
whether that person is a man or a woman,

Bushmaster, the manufacturer of the weapon used by Lanza, was explicit in tying
their product to masculinity. Though it has now been taken down, before the shooting
visitors to their website could engage in public shaming of men who were insufficiently
masculine, revoking their man card and branding them with the image of a female stick
figure. . . .

[Their] man card is "revoked" and Bushmaster hasjust the solution[, which is to
"reissue" a man card once a weapon is purchased].

Manliness is tied to gun ownership (and, perhaps, gun use). Whatever it is that
threatens his right to consider himself a man, a gun is an immediate cure.

Many people are calling on politicians to respond to this tragedy by instituting
stricter gun control Laws and trying to reduce the number or change the type of guns in
American hands. That‘ll help with the hornotechnological part. But, as Kimmel argues, we

‘

also need to address the cultural part of the equation. We need to change what it means
to be a man in America

This post was ca-wn'tten with Gwen Sharp and originally posted at Sociological Images.
Source: imp:mmsocicrypagesmg/socimsgu/zolzn2/2o/rhe—mmrumaove.puremial-af-rechmlngy— :

the-bushmaster-Zlfll. a 2013 Sociological Images.
‘
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, Morning Joe
, Joe Scarborough began his show Morning Joe Monday. December 17, 2012, addressing
the school shooting at Sandy Hook Elementary School in Newtown, Connecticut.

Today, we as a nation grieve. Today, we as a people feel helpless. Helpless to stop
these random acts of violence that seem to be getting less random by the day,

It may the geographic proximity oi Newtown to my hometown, or the fact my
: children's ages average those of the 20 young children tragically killed on Friday. or the

,
fact my second son has Aspergers, or the fact that too many other facts associated with
Fridafs nightmare strike so close to home . . . that for me, there is no escaping the
horrors visited upon the children and teachers of Sandy Hook.

The events that occurred in a short, violent outburst on Friday, December 14,
2012, were so evil that no words that I know of have yet been invented to sufficiently
describe the horror experienced by 20 precious first grade students, their heroic
principal, their anguished parents or the shocked New England town that will never be
the same.

There is no way to capture the final moments of these children's short lives or
the loss and helplessness their parents must feel today. There is nothing they can do,
there is nothing any of us can do, to ease their pain this morning. or to cause these
little children to run back into the loving arms oftheir Emily members this Christmas
season.

Soon, we will watch the burials of these babies. We will hold up their parents in
' prayer. And we will hold our own children tighter as we thank God every afternoon
watching them walk off their school bus and into our arms.

But every American must know—from this day forward—that nothing can ever be
the same again,

We have said this before: after Columbine, after Arizona, after Aurora, after so many
other numbing hours of murder and of massacre.

But let this be our true landmark: let Newtown be the hour after which, in the wards
of the New Testament, we did all we could to make all things new.

Politicians can no longer be allowed to defend the status quo. They must instead be
I

forced to protect our children.
Parents can no longer take ”No” for an answer from Washington when the topic turns

to protecting children.
The violence we see spreading from shopping malls in Oregon, to movie theaters in

,
Colorado, to college campuses in Virginia, to elementary schools in Connecticut, is being
spawned by the toxic brew of a violent pop culture, a growing mental health crisis and

r the proliferation of combat<styled guns.
Though entrenched special interests will try to muddy the issues. the cause of these

» sickening mass shootings is no longer a mystery to common-sense Americans. And
: blessedly, there are more common-sense Americans than there are special interests, even
if it doesn't always seem that way. Good luck to the gun lobbyist or Hollywood lawyer
who tries to blunt the righteous anger of ten million parents by hiding behind a twisted
reading of our Bill of Rights.
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Thinking Critically About Visuals

The Aftermath of the Newtown Massacre
What are some of
the elements of this
simple memorial for
those massacred at
Newtown that make
the photograph
so profoundly
heart-breaking?

Our government rightly obsesses day and night over how to prevent the next 9/11
fiom being Launched from a cave in Afghanistan or a training base in Vemen. But
perhaps now is the time to begin obsessing over how to stop the next attack on a movie
theater. a shopping mall, a college campus or a first grade class.

The battle we now must fight, and the battle we must now win is for the safety and
sanity of our children, and that is the war at home.

It's not all about guns, or all about violent movies and videogames. But we must
no longer allow the perfect to be the enemy of the good. And we must not excuse
total inaction by arguing that no single action can solve the problem and save our
children.

I am a conservative Republican who received the NRA’s highest ratings over 4 terms
in Congress. I saw the debate over guns as a powerful, symbolic struggle between
individual rights and government control. In the years after Waco and Ruby Ridge, the
symbolism of that debate seemed even more powerful to my colleagues and me.

But the symbols of that ideological struggle have since been shattered by the
harvest sown from violent, mind-numbing video games and gruesome Hollywood movies
that dangerously desensitizes those who struggle with mental health challenges. Add
military-styled weapons and high capacity magazines to that equation and tragedy can
never be too far behind,
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There is no easy ideological way forward. If it were only so simple as to blame
Hollywood or the NRA, then our task could be completed in no time. But I come to you
his morning with a heavy heart and no easy answers. Still, I have spent the past few
ays grasping for solutions and struggling for answers, while daring to question my long
held beliefs on these subjects.

Abraham Lincoln once said of this great and powerful nation . . .

”From whence shall we expect the approach of danger? Shall some trans-
Atlantic military giant step the earth and crush us at a blow? Never. All the armies
of Europe and Asia . . . could not by force take a drink from the Ohio River or make
a track on the Blue Ridge in the trial of a thousand years. No, if destruction be our
lot we must ourselves be its author and finisher. As a nation of free men we will
live forever or die by suicide.”

For the sake of my four children, I choose life. And I choose change. It is time to
turn over the tables inside the temple, for the sake of our children and for the sake of

:
this great nation that we love.

mm http:Nwww.msnhc,com/morning-joe[scarbomugh-Iodly-natinn-we-grieve-Indo 2013 NBC
UNIVERSAL.

‘
QUESTIONS FOR ANALVSIS

1. Dan Baum. in his article “The Price ofGun Control," contends that in our
efforts to curb violence in America we are makingamistake by focusing on
guns. He states: “It’s true that America’s rate ofviolent crime remains higher
than in most European countries. But to focus on guns is to dodge a painful
truth. America is more violent than other countries because Americans are
more violent than other people. . . . by obsessing over inanimatepieces ofmetal,
we avoid looking atwhat brings us more often than others to commit violent
acts." Do you agree that “Americans are more violent than other people“? Should
we be focusing on gun control in our efforts to curb violence?Why or why not?

2. Wayne LaPierre. the CEO of theNRA, believes that the way to prevent
massacres in schools is not by “demonizing lawful gun owners," but by placing
armed officers in every school, contending that “The only thing that stops a
bad guy with a gun is a good guy with a gun” He also argues that much of the
blame rests on the producers ofvicious, violent video games and slasher films.
How would you critically evaluate his claims and the reasoning upon which
they are based?

3. In his article “Why Gun 'Control’ Is Not Enough," JeffMcMahan argues
that introducingmore guns into the culture will only increase violence, not
diminish it. Describe the reasoning that leads him to this conclusion and then
critically evaluate its soundness.
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4, In their article on guns, Gwen Sharp and Lisa Wade contend that weapons
transform the people using them. taking issue with the NRA slogan, “Guns
don’t kill people, people kill people.” Why do the authors believe what they do?
Be sure to include the ad for the Bushmaster assault weapon in your analysis.

5. In his passionate statement addressing the Sandy Hook shootings, Joe
Scarborough, the host ofMSNBC's Morning lac, states, “But every American
must know—from this day forward—that nothing can ever be the same again.”
What does Scarborough mean by this statement? What are the things that we
as a society must do, and whymust we do them?

Reviewing and Viewing
SUMMARY

We construct our world by actively selecting. organizing, and interpreting our
sensations
We View the world through our own unique “lenses,” which shape and influence
our perceptions. beliefs, and knowledge.
The “prescription” of our lenses has been formed by our experiences and our
reflection on those experiences
We construct beliefs based on our perceptions, and we construct knowledge
based on our beliefs.
Thinking critically involves understanding how perceiving lenseSV-ours and
those of othersiinfluence perceptions, beliefs, and knowledge,
Different types of beliefs include reports, inferences, and judgments.

ASSESSING YOUR STRATEGIES A CREATING NEW

How Aware Am I of My Perceiving Process?
Described below are key insights that are correlated with understanding the nature
of the perceiving process. Evaluate your position regarding each of these insights,
and use this self-evaluation to guide your choices as you seek to understand
the nature of the way we perceive the world and construct beliefs based on this
understanding.


