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Preface

TANDO Institute Fellows’ hearts are with the families of children lost to
increasingly frequent mass shootings and school shootings. Yet we are aware that
neither we nor anyone else can fully feel what they are feeling. We regret we do not
have a solution for mass shootings. What we can offer, in this White Paper, is a
conversation that brings to light many of the underlying issues and clarifies the
essential questions. We believe that even such a small contribution can be of help.

Our Fellows’ attitudes about guns and about the politics behind them span the
spectrum. This is another reason we believe this respectful conversation among them
can be of value.

A Department of Justice web page states that the FBI defines a "mass shooting"
as any incident in which at least four people are murdered with a gun, possibly
including the shooter. Other websites claim the FBI has put forward no such
definition, but it is one we will stick with here. The important point is that while in
what follows some speakers digress into discussion of all shooting deaths and note
that non-gun-related deaths in America far outnumber shooting deaths, our focus
here is solely on mass shootings. Why? Because so many of them have cut short the
lives of young children. This fact is not only especially wrenching; it is one that could
open doors to more sensible and balanced policies, at all levels of government.

The wife of our Institute’s founder used to calm tense situations by asking, “Are
children dying?” Her implication was that short of that level of tragedy, all could be
resolved without excessive emotion. Now, children are dying.

It is well accepted that complex social problems are best attacked by combining
“STEEP” perspectives - Social, Technological, Economic, Environmental, and Political.
Taking a political perspective for research purposes (we do that at TANDO Institute) is
quite different from engaging in politics (we do not do that).

To allow the Fellows to speak freely, their identities are denoted in the following by
double letters: Fellow AA, Fellow BB, etc.

Mass Shootings in the USA

AA: Most apropos line of the week: “Today we honor the brave Texas children
who gave their lives so that Americans can continue to hug their AR15s.” Forgive me
if this offends your politics, but I'm really upset.



BB: [ am very upset too, AA. You are not alone in this. When Texas started allowing
open carry at their universities and no checking for anyone wishing to buy AR 15s,
that is when I left that state for good.

CC: Clearly [you] need to move to Chicago or New York where they have stricter
gun laws. We need solutions around the country not politics. Asylums for the
criminally insane, security at places where people are vulnerable like schools and
movie theaters, don’t need to own big magazine assault weapons, can’t buy a gun until
you are 21 or served in the military where you were trained and screened. Lots we
could do but no black and white and gun control as that term is bantered is not the
answer. We are a second amendment country and would probably be speaking
Japanese but for the fact that we have an armed citizenry.

So. This group is not supposed to be engaged in politics. The events that happened
in Texas was horrible as were the shootings around the country every week and cities
like Chicago where we kill what is the number? Every weekend.

DD: My view is a simple partially tech solution all gun purchase needs to be to 21
years old with a one month -waiting period). Also, all guns need to be fingerprinted
to their owners or they will not discharge (fire). My phone does this so there should
not be a tech barrier.

CC: Good ideas.

EE: Notes toward a TANDO murder mystery: Can smartphones be hacked? Why,
yes, they can. Could your fingerprint, sir, be stolen and replicated digitally? Not too
far-fetched an idea. Actually, the answer is: Yes. Could your fingerprint smart
imprinted pistol be hacked? Not too far-fetched an idea.

Next scene: Your hacked pistol is found on the scene of a murder. The victim, a
Hollywood blonde who once dated Prince Andrew. The only fingerprint on the
weapon is yours, sir. The detective’s first question: “Mr. DD. How long have you
known Randy Andy?” A British tabloid photographer snaps your picture. CUT TO
COMMERCIAL.

DD: Sounds good but highly unlikely —take a look at the education level of most
gun related [criminals].

EE: Now - your retort is very elitist. Why, ultra elitist! You should be ashamed.
You're shrugging it off, but at least it’s your face in The Sun and Daily Mail. My point
is solid. It'll be broken. And once broken the how-to-do-it will appear on Facebook.

AA: You all understand that my remark last week about the Uvalde shooting
stemmed from grief, not politics. (Not every statement about guns is political. People
who claim the contrary are being... political.)



It is, though, an issue TANDO Fellows can contribute to positively and with a
minimum of politics. It’s the kind of complex problem we’re supposed to be good at.
If the discussion develops to merit a public videocast, we'll arrange it.

To continue with my own views and reactions to the email replies: I've enjoyed
target shooting with rifles and shotguns. Tried a couple of times with handguns, but
never enjoyed that. I would not like to see individual ownership banned, yet the
alternative fixes that are proposed seem even more difficult to achieve.

More mental health care? Sure, where’s the money? Apparently, Texas’ governor
recently reduced the State’s mental health budget. Not picking on Texas especially,
though the irony is greater there. Tragedies happen in every State, with unacceptable
frequency.

Institutionalizing the mentally disturbed? It used to be legal to commit such
individuals without their permission, but has been illegal for 50-some years - because
medical definitions of (criminal) insanity have changed, because it infringed civil
liberties, and because who can tell the difference between insanity and simple
eccentricity? This problem shows up also in the discussion of “red flag laws.”

How to balance constitutional liberties against quashing the bigoted social media
sites that radicalize potential shooters?

A traditional firearm puts a more or less well-defined hole in you or through you.
Often survivable, with modern medical care. An AR-15 round is much faster, and
tumbles, meaning it turns your organs and bones to mush while creating a deadly
internal shock wave. Not survivable unless you're just grazed. Tell me if I'm
misinformed about this.

Shoot a deer with an AR-157 It’s going to be a nasty dressing job. The weapon is
designed to kill humans, very messily.

Keep an AR-15 to resist a tyrannical US government? That’s silliness - [ blogged
about that long ago, at
www.science20.com/machines organizations and us sociotechnical systems/guns-103294.

Defend your home with an AR-15? The probability the intruder will have one is
close to zero. Your conscience may feel very different if you shoot him with a killing
round rather than a stopping round.

Defend against a foreign invasion - as Ukraine is doing now? Maybe, (insert
Russian tank joke here), but keep your AR-15 in an impregnable gun safe until that
day comes. Meanwhile, our foreign enemies are laughing their asses off: We're killing
our own youngsters, so they don’t have to do it.



[ like CC’s idea of banning civilian use of high-capacity magazines for the AR-15
type guns. And, I add, banning the “bump stocks.” (Hmm, and what about “ghost
guns”?) Putting high muzzle velocity semiautomatics in the same legal category as
other “long guns,” thus making them available to minors, is a problem that seemingly
could be fixed.

Fingerprint locks? They would help a lot. The exchange between EE and DD shows
there would be problems, but the problems don’t seem to be show-stoppers.

CC mentions age restrictions and training. Yes, surely. I can see where a poor
family with a disabled parent living in a remote area might depend on a 13-year-old
child bringing home a rabbit or a deer. Handle hardship-related age waivers for long
guns the same way we do now for driving licenses.

Waiting time between purchase and delivery? Generally a good idea, but we run
into difficulties. A crazed spouse abuser violates a restraining order. The other spouse
needs the gun NOW. (This situation resulted in the deaths of a mother and daughter
in New Mexico this week.) Counseling and shelters for battered women, instead of
gun control? Of course. Where’s the money? Where’s the legislation?

A big problem is that people ignore rules. Like that restraining order. Mandatory
gun-handling training after you buy a firearm? Yeah, yeah, says the buyer, I'll get
around to it. Ban guns, then only criminals have guns. Secure facility? Someone left a
back door open at the Uvalde school.

Arm teachers? Teachers are paid too little for the too much that they do already.
Give them raises, guns, training, and a way to keep the gun secure in the classroom.
But remember there were armed cops at the Uvalde school, and they did nothing.
Nothing. Until it was too late. I'll try to be fair and wait for the outcome of the
investigation. But I anticipate the good folks of Uvalde will tell those cops never to
show their faces again in south Texas.

Here’s an article on mass shootings that is sensible, scientifically grounded,
apolitical, and psychologically insightful:
https://apple.news/ApByNo5MCR0OgmTD9BbCGWuw.

BB: Our country is so polarized about the gun issue that we are seemingly long
past the ability to look at the problem with any rationality or objectivity, just what the
arms manufacturers and their lobby organization, NRA, want, as they take home more
and more money and have no responsibility for their products. Your attempt at
injecting some rationality into this discussion is laudable.

However, until the politicians are held accountable by the majority who want
some form of gun ownership checking, we will see no change. In fact the NRA lobby



is so strong in this country that they have basically prohibited the United States
government to keep statistics on gun shootings or undertake research on each and
every gun death in the United States beyond simple police statistics. Without
objective research results, there is no way to construct and develop a rational gun
ownership policy in the United States. This is again why the NRA is against allowing
the U.S. government to keep gun death statistics and research causes and
impacts. This goes well beyond the so-called right to bear arms. Perhaps the way to
tackle this is to rewrite the second amendment so that it makes more sense in the
modern era. There were no AR-15s when the 2nd amendment was written. A strict
interpretation of that amendment would mean that every U.S. citizen had the right to
own a flintlock single-shot rifle that had to be reloaded one ball at a time.

The key to unraveling the Gordian knot of gun ownership and use is to follow the
money. Where does the NRA get its funding including all foreign sources such as the
Russians and the arms industry; what are the profits and sales of the arms
manufacturers in the United States; which manufacturers profit the most from
manufacturing and importing cheap handguns; what are they allowed to advertise
and to whom; what liability do they as manufacturers have for the safe use of their
products; and other similar questions. Currently, the U.S. government is not allowed
to investigate these kinds of questions. Surely any rational person can see the folly of
prohibiting research into these areas of gun violence and gun production, ownership,
and sales in the United States. Without a solid research base, policymakers are blind
and essentially unable to make any rational policy regarding gun ownership in the
United States.

FF: AA, I understand your grief and horror at the murders of 21 innocent souls -
fellow Americans which no one can justify in today’s society. I share your grief and
cannot imagine the pain of the parents and relatives - especially the siblings - of the
slaughtered children. Raising the issue is not political but a desire to address a
serious societal issue out of grief and outrage. And in the process make the US a better
and safer society.

The Uvalde murders really hit home with me since they are so close. My next-
door neighbor lives in Uvalde most of the time, operates a large ranch in Uvalde, and
employs a number of people in the Uvalde community. My wife is a trauma therapist
and has volunteered to counsel some of the Uvalde shooting survivors.

The 2nd Amendment was passed by Congress in December 1791. The USA today
is very different from the 1791 USA.

The 2nd Amendment was passed partly due to the fear of another invasion by the
British. That threat has passed. Thomas Jefferson pointed out that every generation
(every 20 years or so) should modify the Constitution based on the challenges of the
times. Over Memorial Day Week alone, there were 14 mass shootings across the US
- with 8 dead and 59 wounded.



USA 1791 2022

US Population 2nd Amendment 332 Million
4 Million
% of Urban 5% 82%
Population
% of Rural 95% 18%
Population
Shots per Minute Muzzle Loader AR-15 semi
2 shots/minute 90 Shots/minute

Both CC and BB raised significant issues for discussion. Recently, the New York
Times published a list of the NRA contributions to the Republican Senators who are
unwilling to act in the face of public opinion (90%) desiring a change of the status
quo, despite multiple and ever more frequent mass murders. During their careers,
Senator Cruz has received $442,000 and Senator Cornyn has received $390,000 from
the NRA.

Will the ideas proposed by CC and BB work? In 2019, a mass murderer killed 51
souls in Christ Church, New Zealand. Twenty-eight days later, the New Zealand
parliament banned military-style weapons and tightened restrictions on gun
ownership. The result, no mass murders since banning military weapons. The US
needs to try a new approach since the body count of the current approach increases
almost daily.

Any new approach will encounter issues, but the current approach is not
protecting our children, grandchildren, and fellow citizens. I frequently reflect on
Winston Churchill’s observation, “Americans always do the right thing - but only after
exhausting all other possibilities.”

CC: And Churchill was right. Maybe nonpolitical heads will get together to deal
with the crazies living on the streets in tents, living with their grandmothers, or in
crack houses and the left will move forward on those issues. And maybe the right will
say you have to be older and thoroughly vetted to own a semi-automatic assault
weapon whether pistol or rifle and limit clip sizes again. Maybe just maybe. Rational
non-political heads will come together.



DD: I go back to finger-printing all guns to gun owners with guns that work only
for those fingerprint matches. Can they be hacked of course but this would limit
exchange without review. Also add licensing for all legal gun owners to demonstrate
care, cleaning, and use of their weapon/ weapons (including safety training) once
every two or three years as we do for car ownership and use.

Also, gun purchases to take home need to be delayed one month or until licensing
is completed. Rapid need for a gun seems a waste of time and resources. Another area
of management is ammunition that needs to be rationed and limited to actual
demonstrated need and use levels. Technically automatic weapons have been illegal
since 1933 and assault weapons were outlawed and then the laws repealed by NRA
lobbying after they had first testified as disapproving of such weapons. It is difficult
and complex of course but getting started is critical unless we want to see the
continued slaughter of the innocent. Other developed countries are well ahead of us
so we can learn lessons from them--some will be useful, others will not apply to our
situation. That is not an excuse to avoid getting started.

AA: “The issue isn’t guns,” some declare, “it's mental illness” - as if to say, end of
story, problem solved. (Not that any of you are taking that position!)

Last weekend was Memorial Day when we praise those who have bravely served
our country. In reality, we “honor” our veterans by leaving them to wander the streets
with untreated PTSD. This, to me, says it all about America’s commitment to mental
health.

Easy to identify returning veterans and screen them for mental distress. Harder
to identify and treat young boys who torment kittens or lurk on online hate groups,
both of which are well-established markers for later violence against humans.

To some extent I'm willing to go along with the “it’s not guns, it’s mental illness”
argument. But we're a very long way from doing anything about mental health among
young Americans.

CC: Completely agree there is a high rate of mental illness among lost and PTSD
men and boys. Listened to a psychologist yesterday who proclaimed that men are
being lost or crushed in the zeal to advance the interests of women and the LGBT
groups. I've read too that there has been a high percentage decline in male
testosterone in young men and boys in the last 20 years. Not sure why. Could all of
this violence among men both White and Black be in reaction to this? There is clearly
something wrong, especially among young men.

EE: The problem is systemic. It involves not only weapons but behaviors -- a
range of behaviors. Sure, fingerprinting guns (in a variety of ways) will help. However,
it borders on a gadget answer for a systemic problem. Gadget answers don't cut it.
Frankly, gadget answers are usually a feature of intellectual conversation, not real-



world solutions. Like, am I not smart, I thought of it? I'm not against fingerprinting,
I'm also not against band-aids. But they're similar, literally, and figuratively --
metaphorically.

Broken families. Drugs. Unenforced laws. Disdain for the police. Disrespect for
authority, though given the corruption of some authorities’ disrespect is
understandable. In my opinion, distributed defense is a far better and more rational
response to systemic violence than, well, band aids. So -- get started.

GG: On Sunday while walking along San Francisco's Market Street, [ met a paid
civilian community patrolman in uniform who spent decades in prison for shooting
someone.

He explained what happened: His father died when he was 10, and his mother
was busy working in a hospital, so he was all alone and went into the streets of
southern LA and got mixed up in a gang with guns. After his father died, he was lonely
and angry at life, without any male figure to help him. He said his story is so common
among prisoners.

[ once mentored poor Black boys in a New Haven slum for my Psych 10 class which
wanted "father figures". The boys climbed all over me and clung to me, hungry for a
father figure.

From 7 to 22, | was in the San Jose YMCA youth leadership program and was a
leader at 13 for 6-9-year boys. The fatherless ones were often lonely, angry, and
troubled so we had to give them special attention. Most resisted at first, but then
appreciated strong guidance from an older male.

My conclusion: Our society is suffering from many fatherless, lonely, angry, and
frustrated young men who can easily turn to violence. The solution: more youth
leadership programs for boys from age 6 led by 15+ male youth leaders. That would
probably prevent so much "mental illness" and violence.

All children need lots of love, attention, rules, and strong guidance to grow up
mentally, physically, and emotionally healthy. Otherwise, they end up "walking
wounded" and angry at society.

CC: A great experience and speaking with knowledge. The first question is where
those fathers are. What happened to the family unit and why did it break down? A
change in societal views about sex before marriage? A lack of legal and moral
responsibility of the father for that child? Something in our laws moved society to
have children without a father’s responsibility emotionally and financially to raise
that child. You could probably find answers and maybe they are readily available in
the poor areas of big cities where women get pregnant many times sometimes, and
there is never a father around. Maybe the answer starts not with gun control but with



father responsibility control with heavy legal requirements for child support
including legally requiring the father to participate. I'm not sure but the breakdown
in our society seems to be to have begun at the birth of a child.

AA: | remember a movie from 50 years ago, showing a perverse effect of our
welfare system. (If 'm not mistaken, it starred Diahann Caroll.) Aid to single mothers
is terminated if the woman is found to have married or cohabited with a man. This
obviously discourages family formation.

EE: It's a truly wicked problem -- evil and impossible to fully frame (a "wicked"
type problem).

About 25 years ago there was a push to place closed-circuit tv cameras in major
Texas cities. The Austin police positioned several down in the 6th Street area. There'd
been a spate of fights and purse snatchings. Several friends of mine asked me what I
thought about the cameras-- one of them expected me to be a horrified libertarian.

[ wasn't against the cameras. I thought they were a good investment. They were
positioned on highly trafficked public streets. The surveillance wasn't secret --
everybody who bothered to look could see them. Cameras don't stop crimes, but they
aid in crime deterrence and crime investigation. They also serve as a real-time intel
source for EMS/fire response if there's a wreck or fire, etc.

A fellow who lived a few blocks away from me asked me if I wanted one on my
suburban street. | said if there were a string of robberies in our area several mobile
(temporary) police cameras would be an asset. If there's definite threat surveillance
cameras are a reasonable response. One of the guys who asked me about the cameras
in downtown Austin said he agreed with me. Then he added "But there are a lot of
men in this town who don't want to be photographed with their mistresses."

[ couldn't stop laughing. He had a point! I guess this is a parable of the legal and moral
tension between personal privacy and public security.

FF: Let me make some observations about this thread:

1. Any topic can be politicalized.
2. Collectively, we identified a symptom - mass shootings.

3. Collectively, we identified the problem source — AR-15s and the lack of rational gun

policies.
4. Collectively, we are exploring solutions.

Under AA’s leadership, we are effectively functioning as Fellows - learning from
each other. I want to thank all of you for sharing your insights. [ appreciate the
discussion.
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EE: Agreed. Great comments by AA and GG. As [ wrote earlier, we are engaging in
systemic wicked problems.

Example supporting GG: See Daniel Patrick Moynihan's assessment of the
downside of welfare, 1965:
https://web.stanford.edu/~mrosenfe/Moynihan%27s%20The%20Negro%20Famil

y.pdf

HH: [ do not understand point #3 as the primary or most important cause. I
understand that 77% of mass shootings are with handguns. I have never owned a gun
and never will, but all my neighbors do.

One today pointed out to me that his “ranch rifle” has the same firing speed and
bullet type as an AK-15 but nobody wants to ban it. As far as [ can tell, there is no such
category as an assault rifle or military style weapon. When the people doing the
talking cannot even use Wikipedia or buy a book on guns and their types, it is very
hard to believe anything they say.

There are so many factors - disenfranchised kids, made worse by school closings,
other mental health issues, failure to see “red flags,” school security systems,....

If someone shows me a clear connection with certain gun types, I am open to
listening, but I have not seen it yet. And in England, with few guns, people have
resorted to stabbing. And I think even in the US non-gun methods play a bigger role
in homicides than many realize. And gang and urban violence, which kills many more
young people, especially minorities, than the school shootings which are so visible, is
perhaps a separate issue.

The more the US cuts back on legal guns, the more guns will come across the
border. From state to state or country to country. The bad guys know where to get
them.

[ am not closed-minded to any solutions, but [ am most interested in those that
might actually make a difference. [ challenged my friend on why anyone would need
hollow-point or soft-point bullets, which do much more damage than regular “full
metal jacket” bullets. He said it was the only way to stop the wild boars that are doing
so much damage in this part of the country. [ have seen one and believe him. A number
of my ranch-owning friends have AR-15’s etc. for this purpose.

EE: We identified a problem source. Not THE problem source. Some of us
identified OTHER problem sources that seed the other problem sources.

FF: Agreed that there are multiple problem sources to get to the “root
source”. Mass shootings are a very complex and wicked problem to address. This
discussion is helping to clarify my thoughts on the topic.
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BB: What [ meant by follow the money was follow the money made by the arms
manufacturers (how much is made, who are major stockholders, etc) and how they
are protected from litigation from injury to society as a whole using their products.
Perhaps there should be a national arms tax at least to try to cover the financial costs
to society. Of course, no amount of money can compensate for the pain, suffering, and
loss of loved ones. The other idea I posted was to revisit and revise the second
amendment no matter how long it takes.

CC: Good remarks, AA. I would check your sources on whether the assault
weapons ban moved the bar on that issue. That being said, and as one who has a
significant collection of all kinds of guns, I do think we should look at the ease of
purchase issues of these so-called weapons.

We can’t ban them. They are out there by the millions. If there was some
government confiscation program first that wouldn’t go over well, and second only
people you had no fear of using them inappropriately would turn them in. None of the
so-called bad guys would give them up.

HH: This article has some interesting takes on whether the prior weapons ban
worked: https://www.factcheck.org/2021/03 /factchecking-bidens-claim-that-
assault-weapons-ban-worked/

Most other posts I found were biased in one direction or the other, that one
seemed more studied and nuanced.

JJ: The whole world knows why this is happening within the developed world only
in the United States. No need for TANDO to explain what almost everyone on Earth
fully understands and deplores.

KK: [ have stayed silent during this conversation because I have strong feelings
about firearms. In the interest of full disclosure: I have voted Republican for most of
my life (except for Trump). [ grew up with guns. I've hunted. Gone to rifle
ranges. Owned my own rifle as a twelve-year-old. Loved the whole experience,
including loading our own ammunition with my stepdad, who was an active hunter
and owned many long guns.

Nevertheless, [ subsequently became a strong anti-gun proponent in the early
eighties. Atthattime, [ was compelled to study the gun industry to teach MBA classes
on a gun manufacturer, Strum Ruger. It became more than an academic experience. It
caused me to recall something I had repressed for over 30 years. When [ was six years
old, being an inquisitive little guy, [ found my grandfather’s 45 caliber handgun where
he had hidden it. It was the only gun he owned, having worn the weapon during WWI
and later as a Captain in the National Guard during WWII. I played with it on several
occasions. Neither he nor my grandmother ever knew. Fortunately, the weapon was
never loaded.
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[ mention this experience because both my study of gun-death statistics revealed
that pistols or handguns caused a huge share of the mortalities, both murders and
suicides. I could have been one of them. Obviously, I realize when it comes to gun
legislation, the gap between banning assault weapons and handgun legislation is a
wide one. But every journey must begin somewhere.

Fortunately, | have managed to reach my eightieth year. That milestone causes
one to reflect on many things. The life of my children and grandchildren
particularly. As BB notes, we have already had several mass shootings since Uvalde.

[ deeply appreciate AA’s courage to raise the topic in a way that a conversation is
possible. So, let me ask a few questions: 1. Are there not many citizens, including
many Republicans who now favor significant changes in our gun laws? 2. Are there
more than a few elected Republicans who can be re-elected after supporting new gun
legislation, even if they must run as Independents if they are “primaried?” 3. Can
anyone explain to me why the adoption of the Australian model (i.e. the 1996 NFA)
won’t lead to massive reductions in deaths from long guns? I freely admit I cannot
prove strong gun laws will reduce deaths. But I also remember the same argument
being used to fight the cigarette industry and our addiction to smoking.

Look, I guess what I'm saying is we can have a conversation, but is it sufficient to
simply raise problems without proposing solutions? [ think we know the
answers. The issue, for the sake of our children, is do we have the courage to actively
support their implementation?

[ just saw that ]] feels the same... and he said it much more parsimoniously. IfI've
offended anyone, I'm sorry. My goal, like yours, is to save lives. We all have a
responsibility.

LL: KK, thanks for your thoughts. | have plenty of weapons, handguns, and long
guns, but | have no need for a semiautomatic military-style AR.

[ believe you must be 21 to purchase an AR just like a handgun. Everyone who
does needs to have some training requirements. Different per age group with opt-
outs for police and former military.

There must be red [flag] laws and enhanced background checks. Ghost guns
should be illegal. Most gun-related deaths are perpetrated by males between the ages
of 17 and 26. I say this as a gun owner and [as] someone who has been shot.

AA: LL, I believe the Uvalde shooter legally bought his AR on his 18th birthday.
Sorry to hear what happened to you. I'm sure you agree with the returning soldier
who memorably said, "Getting shot at is not so bad. It's getting shot that really, really
sucks."
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Afterword by AA

Lately, TANDOQO'’s attention has been directed almost exclusively to urban and
environmental matters. But we’'ve also focused on health issues. In that vein, the
recent mass shootings just did something for me. Something very much worth a
detour.

Why? As one of the Fellows pointed out, most homicides in the US are
committed with handguns. These are motivated by the classics: Money, love, etc.

Mass shootings (a subset of all homicides) on the other hand are motivated by
psychopathic alienation or ethnic or religious hate and are more likely to include
children in their targets. Victims are almost always innocent. And unlike “ordinary”
homicides, which have been with us since time immemorial, mass shootings are a new
phenom (primarily enabled by modern firearms), and therefore more shocking. For
these reasons, our discussion focused (or at least, I tried to focus it) on mass
shootings. Also, because I suppose that as a society, we have at least a chance of
getting rid of bigotry, protecting kids, and improving mental health. Issues of money
and love, though, seem much harder!

[ agree with most commenting Fellows that banning guns is impractical, if only
because so many guns are out there. Yet Americans’ sentiment will often return to
that option, because (as noted above) mass shooters have a variety of motives and
backgrounds, but the most obviously common element in all the tragedies is... guns.

Now, this might sound like circular reasoning: If we restrict our attention to
mass shootings, then of course they all involve guns. But the fact remains that people
with diverse motivations choose guns to do their crimes.

Other mass killings are effected by airplanes, sarin gas, and spiked Kool-Ade.
But the characteristics of those killers are different from the mass shooters’.

Fellow HH sent a link to an article saying the impact of the Clinton-era “assault
weapons ban” on mass shootings was equivocal (though the impact of banning high-
capacity magazines appeared significant). [ accept that the evidence is equivocal, but
really, what else could it be? Available data were spotty because NRA influence led to
legislation saying the feds may not collect data on gun violence. Currently-owned
guns were exempt from the ban, meaning (as the article notes) any impact of the ban
would be “gradual” - which we can take to mean longer than the 10-year sunset
period.

If this experiment were to be proposed for a graduate thesis, I'd send the
student back to the drawing board. Such a plan would never be able to answer the
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research question! That’s speaking as an academic. Speaking as a politics-watcher,
the ban appears to have been deliberately designed to fail.

Perhaps most American voters do want gun safety legislation, but politicians
still fear the substantial bloc of Mr. and Mrs. Libertarian Survivalists who believe their
household guns ensure against tyranny on the part of the US government. The
Supreme Court, holding that the “well-regulated militia” clause in the 24 Amendment
is subsidiary in meaning as well as in grammar, says the right of gun ownership (to
“keep and bear” arms - but not to sell them!) is near-absolute. Yet the militias were
to defend against external threats. Only in popular imagination does the 2nd
Amendment tie to other Founders’ screeds about overthrowing a domestic
government. (And in popular hypocrisy: When Trump sent federal troops to shut
down protests in Portland, where were Mr. & Mrs. Libertarian Survivalists then? They
and their guns were notably absent.)

A contribution of our current TANDO discussion is to shoot down (pardon that)
such fallacies, the kind my freshman rhetoric course at UT warned against. Another
one that bugs me: “Kids need a stronger religious upbringing, then they wouldn’t do
stuff like this.” People are now afraid to go to their houses of worship - sites that,
along with schools, seem to attract mass shooters - so I find that particular thought
less than helpful.

A senator from South Dakota opposes restrictions on AR-15s because he uses
one to pot prairie dogs. You could stop a prairie dog cold with a BB gun; given what
an AR round does to a human, a prairie dog hit with one would simply disintegrate.
Kids and minorities are dying, but it’s more important for this guy to amuse himself
with exploding prairie dogs. I'm angry, and a lot of other people are too. This is an
emotional issue; a purely technical solution won’t suffice. A solution will have to
balance heart and head.
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About TANDO Institute

TANDO’s 80 Global Fellows open new avenues for thinking about global problems,
evaluating promising technologies, and assessing market opportunities, connecting these to
advance the public good.

With areas of expertise ranging from poverty alleviation and women’s rights to
technology entrepreneurship and space exploration, TANDO Global Fellows (formerly, the
IC2 Institute Fellows) identify new scientific and technological advances that hold the
greatest potential for social benefit, and accelerate their valorization through commercial,
government, and NGO channels.

Clients benefit from TANDO’s expertise in technology foresight, policy evaluation,
technology commercialization, and curriculum development.

TANDO is a non-profit 501(c)(3) think-tank and consultancy, incorporated in the U.S.
State of Delaware, and listed in the University of Pennsylvania’s directory of think-tanks.
TANDO Institute is on the web at www.tando.org, and on Linkedln at
www.linkedin.com/company/47598334/

Support TANDO'’s work at www.tando.org/donation/
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