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Capitalizing  on the familiarity and influence of Thomas Paine’s “Common Sense” pamphlets that provided American colonists 
with exposure to the conversation of great thinkers in the pre-Revolutionary period, this paper assumes the name COMMON 
SENSE II.  Similarly, today’s series of pamphlets strives to give a direct response to great political events and ideas of our time.  
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Power and Hypocrisy 
By Valerie Conner 

Since our last issue, we in this country have been 
hit with a double whammy, neither were unex-
pected, and both have been part of our national 
debate for years.  And so it continues.  A woman’s 
right to a safe and legal abortion and the right of 
everyone, particularly school children, to be free 
from gun violence, on the surface, do not appear to 
be related.  I would argue they are. 

Underlying both issues is the hypocrisy of the 
right’s “pro-life” stand.   

Abortion did not begin with Roe, and Roe’s de-
mise won’t end it.  It will, however, intimidate 
some women to carry an unwanted or dangerous 
pregnancy to term and force others without re-
sources to the same fate.  Still others will risk un-
safe, illegal abortions, putting their own lives at 
stake.  Where’s their right to life?  Abortion is a 
serious issue and should be taken seriously. That’s 
where the hypocrisy comes in.  While there are 
people opposed to abortion for any reason on 
strictly moral grounds whose opinion can be re-
spected, the politicos who use the issue for politi-
cal gain belie their position by also trying to re-
strict access to contraceptives, sex education, and 
post-natal support.  Their position is not predicated 
on a great concern for 
the life of the fetus or of 
the woman or of the fu-
ture of either; it is simply 
a control grab.  It is a 
way to keep women “in their place.”  It is no coin-
cidence that the Women’s Movement hit its stride 
after oral contraceptives and Roe when women 
were able regulate their family planning and ca-
reers. 

That created competition in the work place for the 
men.  Their solution was to figure a way to keep 
women down.  Keeping them “barefoot and preg-
nant” seemed like a good idea. 

The gun debate is also fraught with hypocrisy.  Af-
ter every highly publicized mass shooting—forget 
about the daily individual shootings, be they do-
mestic or gang/drug related, everyone else does—
people piously keep the families in “their thoughts 
and prayers” (see Lori’s sermon starting on page 6) 
most likely because they don’t know what else 
they can do.  Congress knows what else it can do.  
The NRA knows what else it can do.  And deep in 
our hearts we know what we can do:   

 Congress can pass reasonable gun and ammu-
nition regulations. 

 The NRA can return to representing their mem-
bers instead of the gun manufacturers. 

 We can openly campaign for and vote for poli-
ticians who will support reason. 

Largely the same folks who are for radical abortion 
restrictions, “right-to-lifers,” are the same people 
who are adamant about keeping their “sporting” 
military-type weapons in the hands of anyone, 
whether or not that person has a history of domes-
tic violence, is mentally disturbed, is suicidal, or is 
just plain mean spirited.  They make no distinction, 
just as they make no distinction of the need/desire 
for an abortion:  a result of unprotected sex or a 
medical condition threatening the life of the wom-
an. 

With either issue, the right refuses to acknowledge 
nuances of circumstances or the rights of others.  
Only the fetus has rights—not 
the woman; only the gun 
wielder has rights—not the 
person shot.  The bottom line 
is neither issue is about life but 
rather about power—theirs.  
Polls show that both issues are 
supported by about the same 
vocal minority, about 30%.  But because the ma-
jority of voters voted for other issues or didn’t 
vote, this small minority is in control on these is-
sues.  That has created a lot of anger and distrust in 
this country. hence the police issue (see page  4). 
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   Personhood 
By Brian Vroman 

A number of years ago, my mother-in-law faced a 
decision.  Her husband, my father-in-law, had suf-
fered a massive heart attack.  A Good Samaritan 
tried to help by applying CPR but to no avail.  The 
flow of blood and the transfer of oxygen to the 
brain had been interrupted, and my father-in-law 
was brain dead. 

After consulting with the family, my mother-in-
law asked the doctors to pull the plug.  They could 
have kept his heart beating indefinitely, but he was 
brain dead, and so he no longer was.  He had been 
Stan, but Stan was no longer there—just the body 
that had, a short time before, been Stan. 

But let’s drill down into this a bit.  Was my father-
in-law still a human being?  Yes.  He was a biolog-
ical entity with 46 chromosomes.  He met the defi-
nition of a human creature.  But he was no longer a 
person.     

When philosophers discuss such issues, they tend 
to distinguish between being a human and being a 
person.  This is because the definition of human 
can be more or less all encompassing, as in the 
definition used above:  a biological entity with 46 
chromosomes.  But this is not what is important.  
What matters is personhood.  How is a person dif-
ferent from a human?  Well, it is possible to be a 
human person.  (It is also possible to be a non-
human person, such as a chimpanzee or an intelli-
gent space alien.)  Stan was a human person before 
his heart attack.  But it is also possible to be a hu-
man but no longer a person.  After his heart attack 
and the loss of oxygen to the brain, Stan fit this 
category.  He was still a human, but his person-
hood had departed.  This is why my mother-in-law 
was fully justified in choosing to pull the plug and 
was guilty of no moral offense. 

Just as it is possible to have once been a person, it 
is possible for a biological entity with 46 chromo-
somes to be a human by the broad definition but 
not yet a person.  To fully understand this, it is 
necessary to discuss exactly what it means to be a 
person. 

To begin with, a person is self-aware.  Self-
awareness is some-
thing that develops 
over time.  It is not as 
simple as a light 
switch.  Awareness 
ultimately allows us to 
do some pretty special 
things.  A fully actual-
ized, self-aware per-

son is able to feel complex emotions like love and 
hatred, joy and anger, and sorrow.  A person is 
able to fall in love, to think complex thoughts, to 
contemplate the nature of the universe.  A fully 
actualized person is able to wonder about deep is-
sues of meaning and purpose.  Non-person are not 
able to do this. 

As stated above, personhood is something that de-
velops over time.  We should honor personhood 
even in its early stages of development, even if not 
fully actualized.  However, though personhood 
develops over time, and though it is hard to say 
exactly when it begins, it is possible to say when it 
is not. 

An embryo or early fetus is not yet a person.  We 
know this because the brain is not sufficiently de-

veloped enough to support 
even nascent personhood.  It 
may be a potential person.  It 
may be that if all goes a cer-
tain 
way, it 
will be-

come a person.  But it is not a 
person yet.  Just as Stan had 
once been a person but was 
no longer, an embryo may 
possibly become a person but 
is not one yet.  By contrast, the woman carrying an 
embryo or early fetus is a fully actualized human 
person.  

The point of all this is that a non-person human, 
whether a former person or a potential person, 
does not have the same moral status as an actual 
person.  This is why claims that abortion is murder 
are way off the mark.  Only a person can be mur-
dered, but abortion does not take the life of a per-
son and therefore is not murder. 

We should, then, defer to the woman as to whether 
she wishes to carry a pregnancy to term, producing 
a person.  The process is taking place in her body, 
over which she has autonomy.  Pregnancy carries a 
certain amount of risk.  It is up to the woman—a 
person—whether or not she wants to incur this 
risk. 

Some may ask about late-term abortions.  Doesn’t 
a late term abortion end the life of 
a person?  

First, late term abortions are van-
ishingly rare and are almost al-
ways performed in the case of a 
medical emergency of some sort.  

(Continued on page 3) https://i1.wp.com/nursingclio.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/personhood.jpeg?
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By the latter stage of a pregnancy, women are 
picking out names, buying cribs and diapers, plan-
ning baby showers, and so forth.  It is just a mis-
take to think that a woman is going to carry a preg-
nancy to the third trimester and then suddenly, on 
a whim, decide she wants an abortion.  This just 
does not happen.  There is always some extenuat-
ing circumstance when it comes to late abortions.  

What about the argument that personhood actually 
does begin at conception, because God infuses a 
soul?  First, there is no evidence for this.  Second-
ly, it is a religious belief.  In America, the right to 
exercise religion freely is guaranteed.  But this 
does not mean that the religious believer gets to 
impose religious views on others.  If someone be-
lieves that abortion is wrong due to religious rea-
sons, then that person should not have an abortion.  
But those of us who are not part of that belief sys-
tem are not bound by its dictates. 

So, in sum, we can say this:  A person has a moral 
status requiring certain obligations on the part of 
others.  It is wrong to unnecessarily hurt a person; 
it is certainly wrong to kill a person without good 
reason.  To do so is murder. 

But a non-person is of a very different moral sta-
tus, whether it once was a person or may possibly 
become a person but is not yet a person  this is 
why the overwhelming majority of abortions are 
justified, and this is why the abortion debate is not 
about “killing babies’—that does not happen—but 
about the rights of women. 

 

Whose Right to Life? 
By Pam Dowell 

In 1983, I was 22, with an unexpected pregnancy, 
residing in Texas.  A government-forced birth 
would have traumatically altered the course of my 
life—physically and mentally.   

Roe v. Wade was my safeguard.  
The recent leak of a draft of Su-
preme Court Justice Alito’s opin-
ion overturning Roe is sure to 
seal the fate of a federal safety 
net that has protected women 
since 1973, when the Supreme 
Court ruled for a pregnant wom-
an’s liberty and right to privacy.  
The current turn of events will have devastating 
consequences for the human rights of women in 
America, a betrayal of the 14th Amendment. 

My abortion story does not contain sexual vio-

(Continued from page 2) lence, incest, date rape, or a medical catastrophe:  
the horrific scenarios which anyone with a decent 
moral compass should be able to comprehend why 
abortion must remain a human right, safe, and le-
gal. 

I was in a steady live-n relationship with a man I 
loved.  I had been training for months for a physi-
cal agility test, which was part of a series of tests 
to become a Fort Worth firefighter.  My monthly 
cycle had been erratic from the intense training. 

My partner and I practiced three types of birth con-
trol conjunctively:  the rhythm method, the 
Billings method, and condoms.  Birth control 
choices were limited, and the pill with its side ef-
fects made me terribly sick. 

One month, breast tenderness 
confirmed my greatest fear:  our 
birth control had failed.  I was in 
tears.  He was out of state on a 
work contract, my family was in 
Minnesota, and there I sat in 
Texas, feeling very much alone.  
We did not want this pregnan-

cy—resolutely—neither of us. 

My boyfriend made arrangements for me to join 
him in California and then get to a women’s clinic.  
I called my parents, who offered comfort and sup-
port, solidly backing my (our) decision to termi-
nate.  I told my boss I needed immediate time off, 
which was graciously granted when I explained 
the urgency.  I also withdrew my application from 
the firefighting pool and told the captain, my men-
tor and supporter, why.  He hugged me and said he 
understood.  Like my father, he was a father to 
daughters. 

Today, in Texas, the men who sympathetically 
supported me, could be the same compassionate 
men sued under the current Texas abortion ban for 
“aiding” me in our decision to abort.  Private citi-
zens with no knowledge of circumstances and no 
connection to the people involved can report oth-
ers, creating an abortion police state. 

I arrived in California, my boyfriend at my side.  
The women’s clinic physician talked us through 
every step of the first trimester process.  The pro-
cedure was short and done; the discomfort was far 
less than the monthly cramping I often had during 
my period.  The safe medical abortion was nothing 
like the propaganda spun by abortion foes. 

The abortion narrative needs to be changed:  the 
trauma lies in the unwanted pregnancy.  Yet our 
society has created shame, stigma, and the burden 
of secret, which places guilt on the women im-

(Continued on page 4) 
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pregnated.  Abortion opponents, with total disre-
gard to the social and gender justice of the living 
women, demand forced birth, a dystopian view 
eerily played out in Margaret Atwood’s Hand-
maid’s Tale and the recent TV adaptation. 

Amnesty International declares, 
“Forcing someone to carry an un-
wanted pregnancy or forcing them 
to seek out an unsafe abortion is a 
violation of their human rights, in-
cluding rights to privacy and body 
autonomy.” 

The following year, 1984, age 23 and single, I re-
turned to Minnesota and to my hometown doctor.  
I told him about the unwanted pregnancy, our de-
cision to terminate, and my ambivalence toward a 
society that condemns human sexuality for one 
gender while championing it for the other.   

I paid for and secured a tubal ligation to ensure I 
would never get pregnant again.  My friends—
several of them OB/GYN providers—have told me 
that under the same circumstances today, I could 
be denied my request for a tubal as a matter of 
clinic, doctor, or insurance decision.  Again, this 
would place my body autonomy and health choice 
in the hands of others.   

The number of women, who like me want to be 
child-free, is growing.  I’m grateful for the federal 
law that allowed me freedom over my own repro-
ductive health.  Women, infamous and famous, 
have stated, “If men could get pregnant, abortion 
would be a sacrament.”  I agree. 

My parents supported me because they came from 
a day and age prior to Roe v. Wade, when girls 
were shuttled out of town to “visit relatives” and 
conveniently returned home after several months.  
The book, The Girls Who Went Away, should be a 
staple on every high school bookshelf as a remind-
er of a society that shamed unwed pregnant girls to 
give up their babies of face condemnation in their 
families, churches, and schools.  Forced adoptions 
were a secondary trauma to an unexpected preg-
nancy. 

My mom, Jacqueline Dowell, 
pictured here, chose nursing as 
her profession (after my parents 
divorced in 1972) to fight for 
women, healthcare, and repro-
ductive rights.  She went on to 
become a volunteer for Planned 
Parenthood. 

I have no regrets.  Ever. 

(Continued from page 3) 

 

 Nearly one in four wom-
en will have an abortion 
in her lifetime.  Her story 
may not fit your belief 
system, but her story, her 
rights, her body, and her 
privacy are central to her 
life.  This is the life that 
must be protected:  ethi-
cally, constitutionally, 
and free from religion. 

Minnesota must keep abortion legal to counter 
states like Texas.  Women have always known we 
will never go back—not to dangerous, secret, un-
safe abortions—not to second class. 

I am more determined than ever to battle this 
cause.  I have a car.  I will transport others across 
state lines to safe, legal abortions.  Why?  Because 
each one of these women are me.  I am not pro-
choice; I am pro-abortion.  Period. 

 

 

The Police—To Protect and Serve:  The 
Oath Keepers 

By Bob Passi 

Although the phrase “protect and serve” is not the 
official logo for the po-
lice in this country, I 
think that most people 
have that basic expecta-
tion for any police force 
to provide some version 
of that for the public.  I 
am confident that many, 
if not most, of the police 
officers in the U.S. are good people who are dili-
gent about doing their duty. 

There is also a generally applicable police officers’ 
oath: 

On my honor, I will never betray my in-
tegrity, my character, or the public trust. 

 I will treat all individuals with dignity 
and respect and ensure that my actions are 
dedicated to ensuring the safety of my 
community and the preservation of hu-
man life. 

I will always have the courage to hold 
myself and others accountable for our ac-
tions. 

I will always maintain the highest ethical 
standards and uphold the values of my 
community and the agency I serve. 

(Continued on page 5) 
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    with police officers. 

Community Relationships 

A major priority for any police agency must be 
to mend community fences to develop trusting 
relationships.  The more such a trust-based re-
lationship can be built, the less the “us-against-
them” mentality will prevail.  Without that 
trusting relationship, things can too easily de-
volve into an “us-against-them” mentality.  The 
more the police tend to retreat into such a defen-
sive shell, the community response is likely to mir-
ror the same approach.  That kind of standoff un-
does any sense of a professional police force 
which will abide by its oath and too easily can turn 
into a willingness to accept warlike conditions as a 
norm.  That approach is ultimately a dead end and 
often a deadly end.  We must remember that the 
police are the professionals in this situation, and 
therefore they must take the lead in finding resolu-
tion to these issues.  In the process of finding 
workable solutions, there is no room for politics 
or prejudice, and such solutions are almost nev-
er simply more police officers and/or more 
force.   

Police Unions 

Then there is the older concepts of a brotherhood 
of police (that term is outdated, not to be replaced 
by a sisterhood, but perhaps by “family.”)  Even 
that has a defensiveness implied:  to protect their 
family against outside threats.   That is to a large 
extent what a union is for: to be that family, to 
be sure that its members are treated fairly and 
afforded due process.   If the union is to be real-
ly effective and provide a real service to the pro-
fession, an important part of its role must be to 
monitor the actions of its membership and hold 
those who break the community or professional 
code accountable, to insist on remedial training, or 
to counsel them out of policing.  In certain cases, 
they must allow their members to be brought to 
trial while protecting their rights to due process.  
To the degree that the union becomes merely 
defensive, protecting its members regardless of 
the merits of the case, the union defeats its en-
tire purpose as a professional organization 
within the society. 

Protect and Serve 

Another issue that arises is whom do those po-
lice officers, their departments, and their un-
ions really protect and serve?  The politics of 
policing within this society have historically tilted 
the police toward the socioeconomic elite and the 
political groups in power at the time.  That bias 
was clear to most people who were not in those 

(Continued on page 6) 

The concepts contained within this oath provide 
criteria by which police behavior can be measured 
in any particular situation:  Have the police fol-
lowed these criteria and if not, where have they 
fallen short? 

Authority and Responsibility 

Perhaps the issues that arise within the society are 
about the responsibilities that go with the authority 
connected with the positon of being a police of-

ficer.  That authority 
comes with the as-
sumption of leader-
ship in situations of 
conflict, allowing 
them to take charge 
with the expectation 
that their directives 
are followed.  This is 

a powerful authority that allows the use of force 
when necessary in tense situations.  Then there 
is the powerful authority to carry and use 
weapons in the prosecution of their duties. 

The responsibilities to the community and to 
the individuals who come in contact with police 
are where the conflict can occur.  Most interac-
tions between the police and the public are rela-
tively normal, although that often may not be the 
case for the less affluent, racial, or ethnic groups 
and even some religious groups.  This is part of 
the problem, since those guides for police actions 
are not applied equally. 

When it comes to the other part of authority, the 
processes of taking charge, giving orders, and at 
times using force to detain—in extreme cases us-
ing deadly force—sometimes results in real issues.  
This is where the adherence to the precepts of po-
licing are crucial.  This is where the utmost profes-
sionalism is required to override personal emo-
tions and remember that although some gov-
ernmental agency has conferred authority upon 
them, that oath provides the only sustainable 
reason they have their authority and must be 
most scrupulously followed.  Only within this 
framework can that kind of authority make any 
real sense for all elements of the community. 

Limitations 

There are, of course, limitations to policing, es-
pecially in regard to expertise in a range of so-
cial and personal issues.  Police are not tr ained 
or equipped to deal effectively with issues of men-
tal health or an entire range of social issues and 
therefore should welcome the help that profession-
als in those areas can provide in accompaniment 

(Continued from page 4) 
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groups, who therefore looked at the police with 
some degree of wariness.  As time went on and as 
the police became more professional, more and 
more of the elements of neutrality began to emerge 
within police forces.  However, the politically 
powerful and the socioeconomic elite have never 
lost all of their influence—nor are they likely to. 

A police officer’s priority cannot be to solely pro-
tect and serve themselves or their unions or their 
departments or their political ends.  Their priority 
cannot be to serve only certain elements of socie-
ty.  Their priority must be to serve all elements of 
the community and the nation equally and justly in 
order for the entire process to work as it should 
and their access to authority really be justified. 

Worldview and Attitude 

Perhaps the greatest hurtle at this time is the 
sense of serving some version of what has been 
put forward as the true American:  basically 
being a white, Christian, male dominated socie-
ty.  This is also deeply connected to the capital-
ist economic mantra even though the current ver-
sion of that mantra no longer much supports ordi-
nary people.  It is also a view of the world that 
supports a brand of militarism as a paramount 
principle.  This also includes a version of Ameri-
can history and culture that is heavily edited to fit 
the prescriptions of that worldview. 

All of these elements, or any of them, cause social 
friction within the society and especially in com-
munities who see the world differently and ex-
perience a very different version of America on 
a daily basis. 

Conclusions 

In conclusion, police forces 
should not exist to support 
any particular group, 
worldview, ideology, or agen-
da.  They must exist within 
some zone of neutrality in 
which the professional police 

(Continued from page 5) 

 

officers can accomplish their duties and respon-
sibilities as the police oath prescribes.  To the 
degree any of them stray from that path, their 
protection and service become suspect and 
counterproductive. 

An oath is a sacred pledge to the society and 
must be kept for community life to have a sense 
of coherence, unity, and security to become a 
civil society once again.  

  

The Devil’s Bargain 
By Lori Gordon 

There’s a book I’m sure some 
of you are familiar with called 
Watership Down.  In the story 
there is a ragtag group of rab-
bits who go out in search of a 
new warren, because theirs is 
threatened by construction.  
They come across a warren of 
sleek, healthy rabbits who in-
vite them to join them.  There 
is a man nearby who throws 

cabbages and carrots and lettuce onto a compost 
heap, so food is plentiful.  As a bonus, the man 
also shoots the foxes and weasels who are the nat-
ural predators of the rabbits.   

The ragtag rabbits think they have found paradise.  
However, they’ve noticed that there is a lot of 
empty space in the warren, and whenever they 
bring up the subject, the 
other rabbits quickly change 
the subject or shut the con-
versation down.  As it turns 
out, there is an explanation 
for the extra space.  The 
man who tosses out the cab-
bages and carrots and let-
tuce, the man who shoots 
the foxes and weasels is also the man who puts out 
snares all around the warren.  So, now and again—
actually quite regularly and predictably—a rabbit 
from the warren goes missing.  One…and anoth-
er…and another…and another.  But the food is 
good!  And the man with the gun keeps the foxes 
away. 

So the devil’s bargain that the rabbits have accept-
ed is that they enjoy the plentiful food and the se-
curity—that is also insecurity—and they just don’t 
talk about the terrible specter of ongoing violence 
that haunts their existence.  Another empty bur-
row.  Another empty burrow.  Another rabbit 
stopped running.  That’s their euphemism: stopped 
running.  Because if they talked about it, they 

(Continued on page 7) 
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    do any actions that would support that prayer and 
bring it to fruition.  In Christianity, that same thing 
would fall under the umbrella of taking God’s 
name in vain.  Jesus tells us over and over 
throughout the Gospels to love one another, which 
means doing everything within our power and ca-
pabilities to ensure the well-being of the people 
around us.  Martin Luther said failing to take ac-
tion that would protect or care for others makes us 
just as responsible for their deaths.  It is not some-
one else’s responsibility to care for our neighbor:  
it is our responsibility.  It is not the task of some-
one else “over there” to change what needs to be 
changed.  It is our task. 

The conversations isn’t just about guns, although 
that’s certainly a huge part of it.  We need to look 
at the bigger picture of how society has glorified 
violence to the point that it is our norm.  We need 
to look at the factors that 
drive violence.  Our call-
ing as Christians—as hu-
mans—is to help mend the 
broken world around us.  
Doing and saying nothing 
condones and emboldens 
the systems that perpetu-
ate violence and broken-
ness.  Jesus spoke out against the injustices and 
violence and brokenness of the world, because he 
loved us.  Jesus prayed to God saying, “I make 
your name known to them, and I will make it 
known, so that the love, with which you have 
loved me, may be in them and I in them.”  It’s our 
turn to love like Jesus.  It’s our turn to act for the 
sake of the world. 

I’d like to close with the last part of poet Amanda 
Gorman’s “Hymn for the Hurting”: 

May we not just grieve, but give; 

May we not just ache, but act; 

May our signed right to bear arms 

Never blind our sight from shared harm; 

May we choose our children over chaos. 

May another innocent never be lost. 

Maybe everything hurts, 

Our hearts shadowed and strange. 

But only when everything hurts 

May everything change.  

might have to do something about it.  If they did 
something about it, it might affect the steady ac-
cess to the food that they’ve come to depend on.  
They’ve accepted that losing other rabbits is just 
the price they have to pay for the food they want.  
It would seem they value the food more than the 
lives of their fellow rabbits. 

We, collectively as a society, have a similar dev-
il’s bargain.  We have a love affair with guns.  I’m 
not decrying the right to bear arms; there are a lot 
of valid reasons for gun ownership.  But we have 
this problem with guns being misused and 
abused—not occasionally but regularly.  In the last 
ten years, there have been more than 3,500 mass 
shootings.  Recently in Uvalde, Texas, 19 children 
and two teachers “stopped running.”  We cannot 
continue to accept that the loss of life is just the 
price we pay for unfettered freedom.  We have the 
right to bear arms, but we don’t have the right to 
wanton gun violence.  We have the right to bear 
arms, but we don’t have the right as a society to 
say, “It’s not my responsibility.” 

Shootings such as school shootings, church shoot-
ings, movie theater, concert, and store shooting are 
considered “uncommon” incidents.  But what is 
the definition of “uncommon”?  Perhaps some-
thing is an “uncommon” incident if we’re still 

shocked when it 
happens.  But 
how many of us 
are still shocked 
when we hear 
gun violence 
stories like a 
gang shooting, a 
domestic dis-
pute, a murder/

suicide, a robbery gone wrong?  We’re sad-
dened—even “deeply saddened”—but how many 
of us are shocked?  We’ve come to accept gun vio-
lence as part of life, and collectively we extend our 
thoughts and prayers to the bereaved and leave it 
at that. 

At this point, we should be beyond “thoughts and 
prayers.”  As people of faith, we should be angry 
that teenagers believe that guns are the only an-
swer; we should be disturbed that the media 
mourns the uncommon shootings but doesn’t care 
about the everyday shootings; we should be deeply 
saddened that children practice active shooter 
drills and are taught to play dead in the hopes of 
staying alive.  It doesn’t have to be this way.  As 
people of faith, we are called to more than 
“thoughts and prayers.”  In Judaism, it is a sinful 
act to pray to God about something and then fail to 

https://3.bp.blogspot.com/-tRijII4becA/V1881mI3naI/AAAAAAABdBI/ya-1Lk2ryRcQrczti-

https://live.staticflickr.com/65535/50755777891_0ef25677e9_n.jpg 

https://live.staticflickr.com/8465/8408572578_8115581d34_b.jpg 
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CALENDAR OF EVENTS:  GET INVOLVED AND GET IT DONE! 

 

Event                 Date /Time            Location 
 
DFL Headquarters Open (326-6296)                Tues. & Thurs. 2:00-5:00 DFL Headquarters 

          Itasca Progressive Caucus (259-4490)     4th Tuesday 6:30   DFL Headquarters 
DFL Central Committee Meets    4th Monday  6:30  Hybrid 
DFL Social Club & Lunch    1st Wednesday Noon  DFL Headquarters 
DFL Pot Luck (Open to the Public)                                      3rd Wednesday 5:30   DFL Headquarters 
2nd Harvest Volunteer Time    2nd Wednesday 1:30-3:30 2nd Harvest 
Deadline for Common Sense II     Junly15, 2022    conray@arvig.net  

  

 

 Mass Shootings in America:  Who’s to 
Blame? 

By Vicki Andrews 

Mass shootings in this country are getting more 
and more common.  It’s not a surprise anymore to 
turn on the news and hear about another mass 
shooting, more innocents dead and wounded.  
They’re happening in the city, in small towns, in 
churches, in schools, in grocery stores, in shopping 
malls, anywhere that people gather.  The victims 
are young and old, Caucasians, people of color, 
rich or poor.  It doesn’t seem to matter.  The num-
bers are going up, especially in recent years.  Peo-
ple are dying and loved ones are left to ask why.  
Many people who didn’t give it a thought before 
are a bit nervous when they’re entering a place 
where it could happen to them—and  that place is 
anywhere in the U.S. 

Dr. Adam Lankford of the University of Alabama 
has been studying mass 
shootings worldwide 
for many years.  Ac-
cording to his research, 
the U.S. leads the world 
in mass shootings; even 
though we have less 
than 5% of the world’s 
population, we have 
30% of the world’s 
mass shootings.  He found a direct link between the 
number of guns in a country and the number of 
mass shootings. 

What a coincidence!!!  Are we surprised? 

Between 1998 and 2019, the United States reported 
101 attacks and 816 deaths from mass shootings. 

So we obviously have a problem here in the United 
States.  It’s getting worse; victims seem to be get-
ting younger; the attacks are happening in different 
parts of the country, in different settings, to differ-
ent age groups.  People are thinking twice when 
they go to a crowded event or even to a busy store 
whether in a small town or a big city. 

 
What are the causes?  What are the possible 
solutions?  And what can we do about it? 

In addition to the high number of guns, which is 
certainly a problem, additional studies have shown 
other problems for the U.S.  A study by research-
ers from the University of California, Berkley 
shows that American crime is more lethal than oth-
er countries.  For example, a New Yorker is just as 
likely to be robbed as a Londoner but is 54% more 
likely to be killed in the process.  Killings are 66% 
higher than in Australia, although our mental 
health diagnoses are only 10% higher.  We have 
755 more gun killings than the United Kingdom 
but only 12% higher mental health diagnoses.  In 
general, more adults in the U.S. have received 
mental health disorder diagnoses than other high 
income countries.  In Canada and Sweden 20% of 
adults have been so diagnosed; in Norway it’s 
16%, in New Zealand and Switzerland it’s 13%, in 
the U.K. it’s 11%, 8% in the Netherlands, and only 
4% in France. 

We have a double problem of too many guns and 
too many people suffering from mental illness, 
many of whom go untreated because of a lack of 
diagnosis and lack of treatment services.  It’s a 
dangerous combination.  Add to that the ready 
availability of extremely high capacity, semi-

automatic 
and other 
guns 
meant only 
for the bat-
tlefield.  
It’s easier 

for even fleeting violent thoughts to be translated 
into deadly action thanks to easy access to military 
grade weaponry.  We must turn this around.  We 
must demand stricter gun laws as well as more 
awareness of the needs of people suffering from 
mental health issues and demand appropriate ser-
vice and support.  The slaughter of innocents in the 
U.S. has gone too far.  We must end it now!   

http://2.bp.blogspot.com/-euaf-iJ4rRE/Vl-t8xMa71I/

http://brewminate.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/032718-50-Mental-Health-History-United-States.jpg 


