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The Big Problem With 
The New York Times' 
Gun Editorial 
It ignores most gun violence. 
   Nick Baumann !Senior Enterprise Editor, The Huffington Post    
12/05/2015 01:16 am ET | Updated 17 hours ago 

 
ASSOCIATED PRESS 
 
On Saturday, The New York Times printed a front-page editorial -- 
its first since 1920 -- calling for greater restrictions on gun ownership 
in the United States. You can read the piece here, but be warned: 
It's deeply flawed. 
The Times doesn't use the term, but the policy it's advocating is 
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what's generally called an assault weapons ban. Assault weapons 
bans are hard to write and implement, and easy to undermine and 
circumvent. Even a perfect assault weapons ban wouldn't do 
anything about most gun violence, because most gun violence 
involves handguns that aren't forbidden under such laws. 
The Times' editorial board claims, without evidence or argument, 
that "it is possible to define" "in a clear and effective way" "certain 
kinds of weapons ... and certain kinds of ammunition, [that] must be 
outlawed for civilian ownership." But previous laws targeting "certain 
kinds of weapons" in the U.S. have generally failed to achieve their 
goals. The federal assault weapons ban passed in the 1990s was 
riddled with loopholes, and a Justice Department-funded study 
found little evidence it saved lives. And, as my colleague Daniel 
Marans reported Friday, the shooters who killed 14 people in San 
Bernardino on Wednesday used legally purchased rifles that 
escaped California's assault weapons ban because of a loophole. 
Regular readers of The New York Times already know about the 
problems with assault weapons bans: Last year, the paper co-
published a story by ProPublica's Lois Beckett on the subject. The 
Times headlined it "The Assault Weapons Myth." And as Beckett 
reported in another story, even gun control groups such as the 
Brady Campaign for Gun Violence and Everytown for Gun Safety 
have de-emphasized assault-weapons bans, opting to focus their 
attention on measures that are more likely to be effective at 
preventing gun violence.  
There's a good reason for gun-control groups' caution: As Beckett 
noted in her piece, most gun violence in America involves 
handguns. But the Times editorial does nothing to deal with that 
hard truth. The word handgun does not appear in the piece. To the 
Times' credit, it mentions that its plan would require some gun 
owners to give up their weapons. But it doesn't explain how the 
government would go about getting people to surrender them. There 
are 300 million guns in American homes. Confiscating even a small 
percentage of these -- the Times' "certain weapons" -- would be an 
enormous, dangerous, and politically fraught undertaking. Banning 
civilians from owning "certain kinds of ammunition," as the Times 
also suggests, would be even harder. 
Perhaps most glaringly, though, this editorial fails to mention that 
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electoral politics -- specifically Republicans' dominance of the U.S. 
Congress and the fact that some Democrats seem to be more afraid 
of the NRA than they are of gun control groups -- is the biggest 
reason why President Barack Obama wasn't able to pass even 
modest gun control measures in the wake of the Newtown 
massacre. Congressional Democrats tried pushing new gun control 
measures again on Thursday, by the way. Republicans blocked them 
all. But "if you want gun control, vote for liberal Democrats for 
Congress" would be a short editorial. 
 
 
 

 
 
 James Grant Matkin  ·  
 No proposed gun control would have made any difference in the 
mass murders in San Bernadino, unless all guns -both assault and 
hand guns are outlawed. Therefore the debate is a sad diversion from 
the most pressing issue of how to arrest murders in the US by 
religious martyrs from Pakistan / Saudi Arabia. Espousing new gun 
controls are the easy and the irrelevant answer. Yes, the New York 
Times special front page editorial is badly flawed by picking on the 
least dangerous gun. Revolvers kill far more citizens in the US - 
mostly by suicides from confused folks who wrongly think owning a 
gun makes them safer. No it is proven to make families more unsafe - 
21,000 fatalities last year. But mistaken ideas about safety does go to 
the heart of why the US is so much more dangerous a place to live 
than Canada, UK, Germany, Autralia etc. Radical Islam is a problem 
as the Farooks proved with these heinous murders. Enlightment is 
necessary but will not come from non Muslims. Sadly our best option 
is to let Muslims fight it out themselves. Resilience is the only 
sensible option. There are far more dangerous problems deserving 
our attention.  
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/new-york-times-gun-control-
editorial_5662644ee4b08e945fefbb50 
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End	  the	  Gun	  Epidemic	  in	  
America	  
It	  is	  a	  moral	  outrage	  and	  national	  disgrace	  that	  
civilians	  can	  legally	  purchase	  weapons	  designed	  to	  
kill	  people	  with	  brutal	  speed	  and	  efficiency.	  
By	  THE	  EDITORIAL	  BOARD	  	  DEC.	  4,	  2015	  
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All decent people feel sorrow and righteous fury about the 
latest slaughter of innocents, in California. Law enforcement 
and intelligence agencies are searching for motivations, 
including the vital question of how the murderers might have 
been connected to international terrorism. That is right and 
proper. 
But motives do not matter to the dead in California, nor did 
they in Colorado, Oregon, South Carolina, Virginia, 
Connecticut and far too many other places. The attention 
and anger of Americans should also be directed at the elected 
leaders whose job is to keep us safe but who place a higher 
premium on the money and political power of an industry 
dedicated to profiting from the unfettered spread of ever 
more powerful firearms. 
•   It is a moral outrage and a national disgrace that 

civilians can legally purchase weapons designed 
specifically to kill people with brutal speed and 
efficiency. These are weapons of war, barely modified 
and deliberately marketed as tools of macho vigilantism 
and even insurrection. America’s elected leaders offer 
prayers for gun victims and then, callously and without 
fear of consequence, reject the most basic restrictions 
on weapons of mass killing, as they did on Thursday. 
They distract us with arguments about the word 
terrorism. Let’s be clear: These spree killings are all, in 
their own ways, acts of terrorism. 

Opponents of gun control are saying, as they do after every 
killing, that no law can unfailingly forestall a specific 
criminal. That is true. They are talking, many with sincerity, 
about the constitutional challenges to effective gun 
regulation. Those challenges exist. They point out that 
determined killers obtained weapons illegally in places like 
France, England and Norway that have strict gun laws. Yes, 
they did. 
But at least those countries are trying. The United States is 
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not. Worse, politicians abet would-be killers by creating gun 
markets for them, and voters allow those politicians to keep 
their jobs. It is past time to stop talking about halting the 
spread of firearms, and instead to reduce their number 
drastically — eliminating some large categories of weapons 
and ammunition. 
It is not necessary to debate the peculiar wording of the 
Second Amendment. No right is unlimited and immune from 
reasonable regulation. 
Certain kinds of weapons, like the slightly modified combat 
rifles used in California, and certain kinds of ammunition, 
must be outlawed for civilian ownership. It is possible to 
define those guns in a clear and effective way and, yes, it 
would require Americans who own those kinds of weapons to 
give them up for the good of their fellow citizens. 
What better time than during a presidential election to show, 
at long last, that our nation has retained its sense of decency? 
 
********************************************************* 
 
After a young fanatical Muslim boy Farhad Khalil 
Mohammad Jabar apparently killed a police worker this 
article urged Australia should pull out of military action in 
the Middle East. 
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•   It's time for Australia 
to just leave the Middle 
East 

OPINION 
By Mungo MacCallum 
P	  http://www.abc.net.au/news/2015-10-06/maccallum-leave-the-middle-
east/6830102 osted 5 Oct 2015, 6:07p 

 
PHOTO: It can be argued that people like Farhad Khalil Mohammad Jabar are 
stirred because of Australia's involvement in the Middle East. (Instagram) 
As long as our troops remain on what is seen as Islamic 
lands, they will be a provocation, particularly to the 
disaffected Muslims within our community like radicalised 
the teen who killed an innocent police worker, writes Mungo 
MacCallum. 
If there was not enough evidence already that Australian policy 
in the Middle East is failing, surely the pointless murder of an 
innocent and unarmed police worker by a fanatical teenager has 
confirmed it. 
Malcolm Turnbull has already moved; he is reaching out to the 
local Muslim community and endeavouring to dismantle the 
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mindless alliteration of the dogmatic determination to degrade 
and destroy the Daesh death cult, beloved by his predecessor. 
But it will take more than removing the jingoistic slogans to repair 
the damage that has been done to the Australian body politic. It 
is time to admit that we have once again charged impetuously 
and perhaps quixotically into a situation we could not control. We 
may have done so with the best of intentions but we have got it 
wrong. To be blunt, it is time to get the hell out of the Middle East 
altogether. 
That will involve a monumental backflip; it will cause a major 
rethink for the defence establishment and it will disconcert and 
dismay our allies, particularly those in Washington. But the facts 
can no longer be ignored: as long as our troops remain on what 
is seen as Islamic lands, they will be a constant provocation to 
the disaffected Muslims within our own community. 
There has been much talk about "foreign fighters", Australians 
and others taking up arms in Iraq and Syria on behalf of Islamic 
State. But by all logic, it is the Australian troops fighting against 
them who are the foreign fighters. They can have no legitimate 
national interest in the battle; they have become participants 
because of politics, through the perceived need to strengthen 
Western ideology and dominance. They are, if you like, 
mercenaries, hegemonists. 
That is not to denigrate the soldiers, airmen and support staff 
who have been sent to the conflict. They may well believe that 
their case is just, and they may be convinced by what they have 
been told by Canberra, or Washington. They are, by and large, 
brave and unselfish men and women. 
But it is generally conceded that they make little military 
difference; if IS is genuinely to be degraded and destroyed, it will 
have to be from a massive effort led by the United States, and 
that is not going to happen any time soon. In the meantime, the 
jihadists provide constant and priceless propaganda material to 
the avowed enemy, resulting in the risk, and at times the reality, 
of terrorism and death in Australia. Tony Abbott's adventure has, 
self-evidently, failed. 
And we should not be surprised. Australian incursions into 
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foreign lands have seldom succeeded, and almost never in the 
Middle East. Since the disaster of Gallipoli, this should have 
been the lesson for all governments of all persuasions. There 
have been a couple of isolated exceptions: the siege of Tobruk 
and the charge at Beersheba have been widely celebrated. But 
there were instances of wider and more justified world wars. 
When we have volunteered to fly the flag for our allies in the 
region, it has invariably ended in tears. 
Since their defeat in Vietnam, the United States has ventured 
four times into the Middle East. They have adduced as their 
justifications to repel aggression, to avenge terrorism, to replace 
regimes of which they disapprove, to eliminate putative weapons 
of mass destruction, to nurture Western-style democracy and to 
ensure their own commercial interests, notably oil supplies. 
Their motives have been confused and at times contradictory, 
but that has been their business. It has never been ours, and as 
our various leaders have attempted to master the script, it has 
invariably come back to the basic fact that Australia has been in 
there because Washington has asked us to. 
There has never been any legitimate national interest in pursuing 
wars in Afghanistan, Kuwait, Iraq (three times) and now Syria. 
There has certainly been rhetoric, along the lines of the need to 
combat aggression, terrorism or pure evil, the importance of 
being an active and involved international participant, and more 
recently an echo of the Vietnam excuse: if we don't stop them 
over there, they will somehow reach into our own country and 
destroy our open way of life. 
And it has happened, hasn't it? We have seen the emergence of 
local protagonists, most notoriously in Man Haron Monis and in 
Farhad Khalil Mohammad Jabar. But it can be convincingly 
argued that they have appeared not in spite of our belligerence 
in the Middle East, but because of it. The most important duty of 
a government is to protect the safety of its own citizens. Our 
actions in Iraq and Syria are demonstrably not doing so. 
And in any case, it is time to embark on that quintessentially free 
market exercise, accost-benefit analysis. What, if anything, have 
we achieved through the fear, division and angst that have been 
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the result of our military endeavours - not to mention the carrier 
loads of money poured into them? Not a lot, and definitely no 
more than could have been achieved by working domestically to 
restrain and pacify the radicals, admitted by the government and 
all its agencies to have been very few. 
They have never been coming after us, and they are not now. To 
suggest that the misfits are a serious threat to our society is 
mistaken and to claim that somehow bombing targets half way 
around the world will fix that is frankly absurd. The Middle East 
has always been a cauldron; intervention by the Western powers 
has invariably been misguided and most often counter-
productive. And now the Russians have intervened, attacking not 
only those we say are the enemy but reportedly also some we 
say are our friends. 
For Australia to deny that there is nothing more to be gained and 
a great deal to be lost in the ongoing confrontation is clearly 
deluded. Abbott's position was always more metaphysical than 
rational; to him the fight was not about strategic objectives, it was 
a personal crusade, perhaps even a prelude to Armageddon. 
Turnbull has the potential to bring us back to reality - to focus, as 
he and his colleagues are always saying, about outcomes. 
And that being the case, it is time to cut our losses, and tell 
Washington that we have tried, but enough is enough. It is time 
to take a deep breath, bite the bullet and grit our teeth. It is time 
to get the hell out. 
Mungo MacCallum is a political journalist and commentator. 
 
 
COMMENTS John: 
06 Oct 2015 1:30:03pm 
'Hundreds' of Yazidi women killing themselves in ISIS captivity- CNN. 
and Mungo says look the other way. is he ok with that? 
Another Voter: 
06 Oct 2015 2:00:44pm 
John, there are people from nearby regions who are trying to save 
those women (I saw that on 4 Corners last night) . They are better 
place to help them as they know the area, they speak the language 
and they can blend in to help them to escape. God bless those brave 
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people. They are doing a marvellous job! It is probably better to try to 
assist these people than to just drop bombs all over the place. 
Dr B S Goh: 
06 Oct 2015 5:26:49pm 
Australia is a small country people wise and it should keep away from 
some of the nasty problems in the Middle East. Our best role is to 
advise our ally US to take a back seat from the insoluble problems in 
the Middle East.  In 1950 Syria's population was 3,300,000. In 2011 
at the start of the Syrian Civil War Syria had 23,000,000 in an arid 
region. The civil war was triggered by worst drought in history at the 
region bordering Jordan.  The explosion of populations in the Middle 
East doubling every thirty years is the main engine of the chaos in the 
Middle East.  The Middle East has the worst youth unemployment 
among comparable regions at 27%.  Time for Australia to focus on 
building up fortress Australia as population explosions create chaos 
in Asia. 
Snufkin: 
07 Oct 2015 8:17:16am 
Spot on Dr Goh. The problems of the area may be "insoluble" as you 
say, partly because there seems to be little support for or chance of, 
real democratic government in that part of the world.   Turkey has 
been a rare exception, but even there we see Erdogan trying to 
reverse Mustafa Kemal's common sense.   I hope to eventually be 
proved wrong, but at the moment I think the choices are government 
by either a brutal secular regime or a brutal religious one.  In addition 
to population pressures are the area's colonial history, (By the 
Ottomans as well as Europeans) its tribalism, its oil money used to 
support religious extremism, and of course Islam's stubborn 
reluctance to come to terms with a separation of religion and state. 
Climate change is unlikely to improve matters.  Finally while I 
generally agree with the author's conclusions, the prescence or 
otherwise of a few disaffected australian muslims isn't a very 
compelling argument.  Have a good one. 
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ISIS claim responsibility for 
California massacre - as first 
picture emerges of burkha-
wearing jihadi bride who pledged 
allegiance to the group before 
killing 14 with her radicalized 
American husband 
• ISIS announced on radio that the couple were followers of the 

terror group  
• President Obama insisted today that the U.S. 'will not be 

terrorized'   
• The first photograph of the woman behind the San Bernardino 

massacre, Tashfeen Malik, 27, finally surfaced on Friday  
• It was revealed as family claimed she wore a burka and didn't 

speak to male relatives  
• The FBI is now investigating the shooting which killed 14 and 

injured 21 at the Inland Regional Center as 'an act of terror' 
• Investigators say Malik, 27, left a post on a Facebook page 

using an alias pledging allegiance to ISIS and its leader al-
Baghdadi  

• The couple were killed in a gun battle with police after the 
mass shooting 

• See our full news coverage of ISIS at www.dailymail.co.uk/isis 
By KELLY MCLAUGHLIN and SNEJANA FARBEROV and KHALEDA RAHMAN FOR 
DAILYMAIL.COM and BEN ASHFORD AND RUTH STYLES IN SAN BERNARDINO FOR 
DAILYMAIL.COM and IMOGEN CALDERWOOD FOR MAILONLINE 
PUBLISHED: 00:05 GMT, 5 December 2015 | UPDATED: 21:59 GMT, 5 December 2015 
 
 
 
ISIS has claimed responsibility for the California attack on a social 
services agency that left 14 people dead. 
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The terror group announced in an online radio broadcast that two 
ISIS followers had carried out the attack in San Bernardino on 
Wednesday. 
‘Two followers of Islamic State attacked several days ago a center in 
San Bernardino in California,’ the group’s daily broadcast al-Bayan 
said. 
Scroll down for video  

 
 
 
Tashfeen Malik, 27, wore a burka and didn't speak to male relatives, 
Syed Farook's family members said, adding that they had never seen 
her face, according to the family's attorneys. ABC News released the 
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first photograph of Malik, pictured above. ISIS announced she and 
her husband were followers of the terror group 

 
 
 
Malik killed 14 in San Bernardino, California, alongside her husband, 
28-year-old Syed Farook (pictured) on Wednesday 
U.S. government sources have said that there is no evidence the 
attack was directed by the militant group, or that the organization 
even knew who the attackers were. 
The FBI is referring to the attack as an 'act of terrorism'.  
President Obama used his weekly address on Saturday to highlight 
the need for the country to crack down on gun laws. 
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'It doesn't seem plausible to us': Family of US Muslim who... 	  	  
Revealed: Brother of San Bernardino gunman is a decorated...  

 
'You can't be a true Muslim and sleep after this': Leaders...  	  	  
 ‘We know that the kills in San Bernardino used military-style assault 
weapons – weapons of war – to kill as many people as they could,’ 
he said. 
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‘It’s another tragic reminder that here in America it’s way too easy for 
dangerous people to get their hands on a gun.’ 
He added: ‘Right now, people on the No-Fly list can walk into a store 
and buy a gun. That is insane. 
‘If you’re too dangerous to board a plane, you’re too dangerous, by 
definition, to buy a gun.’   
Mr Obama insisted that the United States ‘will not be terrorized’ and 
renewed his call for tighter gun control measures, in a weekly 
address that focused on the deadly shooting. 
Mr Obama vowed that investigators would ‘get to the bottom’ of how 
and why the rampage occurred. 
‘It is entirely possible that these two attackers were radicalized to 
commit this act of terror,’ he said. 
 
 
 +40 
Change: President Obama used his weekly address on Saturday to 
highlight the need for the country to crack down on gun laws. 
Pictured, Mr Obama pauses as he speaks during the National 
Christmas Tree Lighting ceremony in Washington on Thursday 
 
 
 +40 
Media and neighbors enter the boarded-up apartment of Farook and 
Malik, who died in a shootout with police hours after the massacre in 
San Bernardino on Wednesday 
 
 
 +40 
Hours after journalists entered the couple's home, attorneys for 
Farook's family revealed information about Malik, saying many of the 
men in the family had never spoken to her 
 
 
 +40 
The couple's home was swarming with members of the media 
following Wednesday's shooting, which killed 14 people 
‘We know that ISIL and other terrorist groups are actively 
encouraging people – around the world and in our country – to 
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commit terrible acts of violence, often times as lone wolf actors. 
‘All of us – government, law enforcement, communities, faith leaders 
– need to work together to prevent people from falling victim to these 
hateful ideologies.’  
The first photograph of the Muslim mother-turned-killer, Tashfeen 
Malik, 27, who carried out the savage attack emerged on Friday.  
Attorneys representing the couple's family, Mohammad Abuershaid 
and Daniel Chesley, shed further insight into Malik's life saying that 
she wore a burka, didn't speak to male relatives and her in-laws had 
never seen her face.   
At a press conference on Friday the attorneys also revealed that the 
Muslim couple met through a marriage and dating website some time 
in 2013 and wed in California the following year. 
Abuershaid said that family members saw Malik as a 'very private', 
soft-spoken and caring housewife. He added that Malik spoke broken 
English. 
'They were very traditional. When family would come over, the 
women would sit with the women and the men would sit with the men, 
so the men had never spoken to her,' Abuershaid said. '[Malik] wore a 
burka, so she was never seen by the men.' 
 
 
 +40 
Attorneys David Chesley, left, and Mohammad Abuershaid, right, who 
are representing Farook's family, said there's no proof linking the 
shooters to a broader terrorist organization. They are pictured 
speaking at a press conference on Friday where they shed more light 
on the couple 
He said that very little is known about Malik and her family, who are 
believed to be in Saudi Arabia.  
'She was a very, very private person. She kept herself isolated and 
she was very conservative,' Chelsey added. 'Because everyone 
knows so little, she's easy to pin things to.' 
Malik studied to be a pharmacist in Pakistan, but did not work in the 
field in the United States, where she instead lived as a housewife with 
she and Farook's six-month-old baby. 
She also chose not to drive voluntarily, Abuershaid said. 
The attorney added that Farook's mother lived in the upstairs area of 
the couple's home and did not have knowledge of the planned attack 
on Wednesday. 
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The FBI announced Friday that it is investigating the mass shooting 
as an act of terrorism but said they did not believe the Muslim couple 
were part of a larger plot or members of a terror cell. 
If the investigation confirms those initial suspicions, the attack would 
be the deadliest inspired by Islamic extremism on U.S. soil since 
September 11. 
While authorities did not cite specific evidence that led them to the 
terrorism focus, a U.S. law enforcement official said that Malik, had 
under a Facebook alias pledged allegiance to the Islamic State group 
and its leader al-Baghdadi. 
 
 
 +40 
An acquaintance of Farook, Nizaam Ali, said he knew nothing about 
Farook's wife and knew little about the couple's child 
A Facebook official said Malik praised Islamic State in a post at 11am 
Wednesday, around the time the couple stormed the Inland Regional 
Center where staff were enjoying a holiday party and opened fire. 
The profile was quickly removed from public view and its contents 
reported to law enforcement. 
David Bowdich, assistant director of the FBI's Los Angeles office, 
said on Friday that the shooters attempted to destroy evidence, 
including crushing two cell phones and discarding them in a trash 
can. 
THE VICTIMS 
On Thursday, San Bernardino County sheriff's department released 
the full list of the 14 people who died. They are: 
Bennetta Bet-Badal, 46, Rialto  
Aurora Godoy, 26, San Jacinto  
Isaac Amanios, 60, Fontana  
Larry Kaufman, 42, Rialto  
Harry Bowman, 46, Upland  
Yvette Velasco, 27, Fontana 
Sierra Clayborn, 27, Moreno Valley  
Robert Adams, 40, Yucaipa  
Nicholas Thalasinos, 52, Colton  
Tin Nguyen, 31, Santa Ana  
Juan Espinoza, 50, Highland  
Damian Meins, 58, Riverside 
Shannon Johnson, 45, Los Angeles  
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Michael Wetzel, 37, Lake Arrowhead   
The FBI chief also had established that there were 'telephonic 
connections' between the couple and other people of interest in FBI 
probes.  
Meanwhile friends have revealed that they knew Farook by his quick 
smile, his devotion to Islam and his talk about restoring cars.  
They say they didn't know he was busy with his wife building pipe 
bombs and stockpiling thousands of rounds of ammunition for the 
assault on Farook's colleagues from San Bernardino County's health 
department.  
Speaking at the Dar Al Uloom Al Islamiyah-Amer mosque, where 
Farook worshipped, assistant teacher Roshan Abassi said that Malik 
'dressed modestly and didn't show her face'. 
'He [Farook] hasn't come to our mosque for a while, it's been around 
a month,' Abassi said 'Even if she [Malik] would come, I couldn't see 
her because she was modestly dressed, she didn't show her face.' 
He said he had spent some time speaking with Farook but claimed 
conversation was limited to pleasantries. 
'He would say hello, how are you, what's up, what are your future 
goals,' he explained. 
Fellow worshipper Nasser Shehata said he spoke to Farook regularly 
and described him as 'very quiet and shy'.  
 
'He worked in the area but he lived in Riverside,' he said. 'He was a 
very quiet person, on the shy side. He prayed and he would leave. 
'Two years [ago] he went to Saudi Arabia and married his wife but he 
didn't get radicalized there. 
'Six months ago, he was very happy when his daughter was born and 
he looked forward to having a life with his daughter. Something 
changed in the last six months.'  
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A university ID shows Syed Rizwan Farook with a fuller beard than in 
his driving license photo. There are claims that his wife radicalized 
him after he married her in Saudi Arabia and brought her to the US 
Nizaaam Ali, an acquaintance of Farook, told CNN that Farook never 
spoke of Malik and rarely spoke of their child - not even announcing 
the baby's birth. 
Ali said Farook would come for the noon prayer each day during his 
lunch break from work. 
'He was such a sweet young man,' Ali told CNN. 'Everyone who knew 
him always talked so highly of him. Until today. To try and understand 
this, it's really difficult for us.' 
Ali was one of the 300 people that attended the wedding of Farook 
and Malik in August 2014 at the mosque. 
However he said Farook 'never' brought his wife him to pray, because 
he would come from work, and when Ali did see Malik, she was 
always completely covered by a niqab. 
'I wouldn't have been able to tell the color of her eyes even,' Ali told 
CNN. 'Was she skinny, was she fit? I don't know. I never saw her. 
(Farook) never described her. He never said anything about her.'  
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At this stage in the investigation, officials say it appears the couple 
were inspired by ISIS, rather than expressly ordered to carry out the 
attacks. 
Some investigators believe Malik and Farook were self-radicalized, 
but it is also possible that someone may have motivated them.  
Malik moved to Saudi Arabia from Pakistan about 25 years ago but 
returned home to study to become a pharmacist, according to two 
Pakistani officials. She had two brothers and two sisters and was 
related to Ahmed Ali Aulak, a former provincial minister. 
Malik was from the Layyah district in southern Punjab province, the 
officials said. She returned to Pakistan five or six years ago to 
complete a degree from Bahauddin Zakariya University in Multan. 
An online transcript from Bahauddin Zakariya University uncovered 
by Daily Mail Online on Friday shows Malik scored 74.88 out of 100 
on one of her pharmacy exams.  
 
Syed Farook's lawyers say 'he was living the  
Bloody aftermath: The lifeless body of gunman Syed Farook, with his 
hands cuffed behind his back, is seen lying face down on the ground 
next to a large pool of blood in the wake of Wednesday evening's gun 
battle with police 
One of Malik's uncles, Javed Rabbani, said Malik's father, Gulzar, 
changed while the family was living in Saudi Arabia. 
'When relatives visited him, they would come back and tell us how 
conservative and hard-line he had become,' Rabbani said in an 
interview with Reuters.  
The father had built a house in Multan, where he stays when he visits 
Pakistan, according to another uncle, Malik Anwaar.  
He said Gulzar had a falling-out long ago with the rest of the family, 
citing a dispute over a house among other matters. 'We are 
completely estranged,' Anwaar said.  
Rabbani said he had been contacted by Pakistani intelligence as part 
of the investigation into the San Bernardino shooting.  
Friday's press conference came just hours after Malik and Farook's 
home was thrown open to the media. 
The home revealed scores of family trinkets and toys that would have 
sat among boxes of ammunition and pipe bombs as they planned 
their attack.   
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Young professional: This is a photo of Syed Farook's business card 
identifying him as an environmental health specialist for the San 
Bernardino County Department of Public Health 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Devout: A sticker referencing 'Allah' is displayed on a dresser inside 
the home of the husband-and-wife shooters, whose actions 
Wednesday may have been inspired by ISIS 
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Happier times: A photo from an album found on the premises of the 
Redlands residence shows what appears to be a birthday celebration 
attended by young women and girls, most of them wearing Western 
dress 

 
 
Family time: Among the heap of images discovered in Farook's home 
was a family portrait (left) showing a husband, wife and three young 
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children in formal wear, as well as a photo of two unnamed men, an 
older and a younger one, that may have been taken at a wedding 
 
 
 
Photo-op: An image found in the apartment of the suspected terrorist 
couple shows a group of women and children posing happily for the 
camera. None of the people depicted here have been identified 
 
The couple's home is filled with family photographs, Korans and other 
books on Islam but appears to have the appearance of a normal 
suburban family residence. 
Their landlord invited members of the media to tour their rental home 
in Redlands, California. 
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ISIS connection: It was revealed Friday that Malik the wife and 
accomplice of San Bernardino shooter Syed Farook (pictured), 
pledged allegiance to the leader of ISIS on Facebook during or right 
before Wednesday' deadly attacks 
Among the photos found in the two-story town house are a series of 
young women and a California State University identity card 
belonging to Farook. 
Family members knew that Farook owned guns, but believed he kept 
them locked up, Abuershaid said, adding that the Farook's family is in 
complete shock. 
Journalists were let into the home after FBI investigators had 
collected all the evidence they needed and turned the apartment back 
over to its owner.  
 
Federal agents have been combing through cellphones and a 
computer hard drive left behind by the couple in their Redlands, 
California, rental home to try to establish a motive for the killings. 
When asked to explain possible motivations for the attack, Chesley 
said at the news conference on Friday that co-workers made fun of 
Farook for his beard and said he was isolated with few friends. 
Abuershaid and Chesley said the family was shocked by the attack 
and saw no signs that the couple would be aggressive or had 
extreme views. 
The attorneys said they sat through four hours of questioning with 
Farook's family members by the FBI and said nothing was found that 
showed the family knew of the attacks. 
There was nothing linking this to religion or terrorist activity,' Chesley 
said. 'They're the FBI and they're damn good at receiving this 
information.' 
Chesley claimed that the FBI kept Farook's mother in custody until 
the rest of her children came in for questioning.  
He also said on Friday that it was unfair to blame the attacks on 
radical Muslims when attacks on Planned Parenthood facilities and 
abortion clinics are not blamed on extremist Christians. 
Both Chesley and Abuershaid said they had seen the FBI's evidence 
and are not convinced the pair were linked to foreign terror groups.  
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Passport-size photos of an unidentified woman in a headscarf sit on a 
sheet of paper filled with Arabic handwriting  
 
Average student: This online transcript from Bahauddin Zakariya 
University in Pakistan shows Malik scored 74.88 out of 100 on one of 
her pharmacy exams 
 
 
Instead they accused investigators, journalists and the public of 
jumping to assumptions because the couple were Muslim. 
In a bizarre remark, Chesley said: 'All there is thus far [to indicate 
terrorism] is this nebulous thing that somebody looked at something 
on Facebook. 
WHO IS ABU BAKR AL-BAGHDADI? SHADOWY ISIS LEADER 
REVEALED  

 
Tashfeen Malik, 27, reportedly made a bayat, or pledge of allegiance, 
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to Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi – the shadowy leader of ISIS who has 
declared a worldwide caliphate and himself the leader of all Muslims. 
He has called on all Sunni Muslims to join him – ISIS also wants to 
eradicate Shia Muslims – and expects a final apocalyptic showdown 
with the armies of 'Rome' (The West) in Dabiq, a small town of 
Megiddo near Aleppo in Syria. 
Currently in ISIS territory, the terror group will defeat Western armies 
in Dabiq and this battle will, in turn, start the countdown to the end of 
the world, according to al-Baghdadi's ideology 
The 44-year-old has been a life-long cleric after attending the Islamic 
University in Baghdad, and rose to prominence as a senior figure of 
Al Qaeda in Iraq during the American occupation. 
After AQI morphed into ISIS, al-Baghdadi took over as leader 
following the death of his predecessor Abu Omar al-Baghdadi.  
'I mean any one of us can look at something on Facebook, it doesn't 
mean we believe in it. I've checked out a Britney Spears post, and I 
hate Britney Spears' music.'  
Chesley said: 'When a Christian goes to shoot up a Planned 
Parenthood or an extreme Catholic goes and bombs an abortion 
clinic, all the headlines do not say "extremist radical Christian, 
Catholic, Christian, Catholic"... just like right now every headline is 
saying Muslim. 
'There is a tendency to take a cookie cutter version or paradigm of a 
terrorist type event and superimpose it on a situation just because 
that person is of Muslim belief or Muslim tradition. 
'I do not think we should jump to too many conclusions in particular 
because I think we need to protect the Muslim community.' 
In fact, it is believed that Planned Parenthood shooting suspect 
Robert Lewis Dear, 57, was an evangelical Christian, rather than a 
Catholic.  
 
Challenged over the remarks by journalists who pointed out that it 
was the FBI themselves who announced their investigation is linked 
to terrorism, Abuershaid hit back. 
He said: 'I think every investigation the FBI does when it's involving a 
Muslim will involve some kind of terrorist investigation.' 
The attorneys said the FBI will continue their investigation through 
Monday and Tuesday.  
'[Motive] has been very hidden. I guess we're all wanting justice, and 
we're all wanting to know anyone affiliated with [the attack]. We need 
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to be protective and respectful of everyone's freedom of religion,' 
Chesley said, suggesting that this could be a case of a disgruntled 
worker.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
Syed Rizwan Farook (pictured), 28, who is US-born, and Tashfeen 
Malik, 27, were killed in a gun battle with police after the mass 
shooting at a government holiday party held at the Inland Regional 
Center in San Bernardino 
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'Normal family: Farhan Khan (L), brother-in-law of San Bernandino 
shooter Syed Farook, says his relative had a 'normal' family life and 
was not a religious radical  

 
 
 
Family speak out: Saira Khan, Syed Farook's sister, and her 
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husband, told CBS This Morning expressed shock and heartbreak at 
the carnage caused by their relative and his wife  
Chesley noted the number of bullets found in the couple's home, and 
said that as a gun owner, this was not unusual. 
'As Americans, we all want to protect one another and live in a safe 
and secure society,' he said. 'As a gun owner, I probably have at 
least 4,000 or 5,000 rounds of bullets in my house.'  
In the wake of these latest developments, an ISIS-affiliated news 
agency Aamaq claimed that Farook and Malik were 'supporters' of 
the terror group, but it stopped short of claiming responsibility for the 
attack in San Bernardino.  
But Comey noted there's still 'a lot evidence that doesn't quite make 
sense'. 
Farook and Malik had illegally modified their two AR-style rifles 
making it easier to kill a large number of people, officials revealed 
today. 
Meredith Davis, with the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and 
Explosives, said that while the weapons were purchased legally, they 
had undergone a number of illegal adjustments afterwards. 
One of the weapons had been modified to allow it to fire on fully-
automatic mode, while the other was fitted with a large magazine and 
had the 'bullet button' removed to allow for quicker reloading.  
California law bans the sale of weapons with magazines holding more 
than 10 rounds of ammunition, but it is not known how many bullets 
the weapons used in this week's attack could hold. 
The adjustments mean the rifles, a .223 caliber Smith & Wesson 
M&P 15 and a .223 caliber DPMS A-15, would violate California's ban 
on assault weapons, Davis told the Wall Street Journal. 
The state has some of the toughest gun control laws in America, 
allowing the sale of handguns and assault-style rifles, but banning the 
sale of fully-automatic weapons. 
All rifles sold in the state must also be fitted with a 'bullet button' - 
meaning the magazine must be removed by using the tip of a bullet to 
trip the release mechanism, rather than a quick-release catch. 
In total, Farook and Malik were carrying four guns - the two rifles and 
two semi-automatic handguns - and were in possession of 12 pipe 
bombs and around 4,500 rounds of ammunition.  
 
 
The stunning disclosure about the pledge of loyalty to the extremist 
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group was preceded by news that investigators were looking into 
whether Malik was responsible for radicalizing Farook. 
According to Fox News, it is believed that on at least one of Farook's 
two trips to Saudi Arabia in 2013 and 2014, one or both of the 
spouses reached out to suspected members of al Qaeda.   
 
 
Christian Nwadike, a co-worker of Farook's at the San Bernardino 
County health department, told CBS This Morning that the mild-
mannered man was different upon his return from Saudi Arabia last 
year.   
When asked if he believed Farook may have been radicalized, 
Nwadike replied: 'Yes, by the wife. I think he married a terrorist.'  
Nwadike said told CNN that he believes Farook was 'set up' to 
commit the massacre through his marriage to Malik. 
Another friend from the mosque, Abdul Aziz Ahmed, also said Farook 
stopped attending the mosque following his wedding, and said his 
radical behavior was completely out of character. 
'He was looking good, he seemed good (after returning from Saudi 
Arabia),' Ahmed told CNN. 'But then he disappeared (after the 
wedding).' 
Ahmed, like many who knew Farook, are struggling to understand his 
actions. 
'He came to the mosque every day for two years. How can this 
happen, a guy who was very good?' Ahmed said. 'You didn't hear him 
talking about those mad men, these terrorists.' 
Farook was born in Chicago on June 14, 1987, to parents born in 
Pakistan. He was raised in Southern California. 
In July 2010, he was hired as a seasonal public employee and served 
until December of that year, according to a work history supplied by 
San Bernardino County. In January 2012, he was rehired as a trainee 
environmental health specialist before being promoted two years 
later.  
As for Malik, she came to the United States in July 2014 on a 
Pakistani passport and a fiancée visa, authorities said.  
To get the visa, immigrants submit to an interview and biometric and 
background checks - screening intended to identify anyone who 
might pose a threat.  
 
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-3346861/First-picture-
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terrorist-Tashfeen-Malik-pledged-allegiance-ISIS-killing-14-party-
attack-radicalized-American-husband-devout-laws-never-seen-
face.html 
 

 
Isis Trolling Day: How 
Anonymous will mock Daesh on 11 
December 
By James Billington 
December 7, 2015 15:35 GMT 
http://www.ibtimes.co.uk/isis-trolling-day-how-anonymous-will-mock-daesh-11-
december-
1532175?utm_campaign=%5bfirstitemtitle%5d&utm_content=Dec_07_2015_0815_2057
77&utm_medium=email&utm_source=email&utm_term=Read+full+article&tm_campaign
=Dec_07_2015_0815&tm_keyword=qzZ2TCTIPBtNjOXHUWFCRXm#slideshow/1473951 

154 

 

 
Anonymous has declared a 'Day of Rage' against Isis by staging a mass-
trolling on social media. 
Militant hacking group Anonymous has made it its mission to declare 
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"war" on Islamic State (Isis) after announcing plans to hold an official 
trolling day against IS sympathisers on 11 December. 
The campaign called "Day of Rage" will see Anonymous and its 
supporters take the fight to IS (Daesh) by mocking the group in a 
number of different ways through social media. It released a 
statement as part of its OpIsis campaign, which was launched after 
the Charlie Hedbo massacre in France, stating that Isis "thrive off of 
fear" and trolling its members "will show them that we are not afraid" 
and "mock them for the idiots they are". 
The uprising is planned around the world, with Anonymous setting 
objectives for different social media networks for those who want to 
join the cause. 
Twitter: 
Post mocking photos of Isis using the hashtags #Daesh and 
#Daeshbags 
Post photos of goats while @ing Isis members with captions talking 
about their wives 
 
 
Use hashtags that many Isis members use and post mocking photos 
Use hashtags Isis members use to expose them as being Daesh 
members 
Call the attention of @ Isis members to all your friends for them to 
report to Twitter 
Use hashtags known for Isis members to use post photos of dead 
Isis members 
Try to get #Daeshbags trending 
Instagram: 
Post photos showing you are not afraid of them 
Openly call them Daesh 
Post photos of captured Isis members and mock them 
Facebook: 
Find Isis accounts and out them to all of your friends, asking them to 
report the accounts to Facebook 
Openly call them Daesh and Deashbags 
Spread mocking photos of Isis 
YouTube: 
Make mocking videos of Isis 
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Spread photos of dead or captured Isis members 
Call on other YouTubers to join in to mock and belittle Isis members 
Find any Isis accounts and report them 
There has already been a number of mocking memes and photos 
doing the rounds of the internet with Isis fighters Photoshopped as 
rubber ducks, cats dressed up and posing as members and Isis 
sympathiser accounts being spammed by anime pictures. 
View image on Twitter 

 

 
Follow 

 
Anonymous @WorldWide_Ops 
Loving the new look  #Daesh, you look cute.  
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 #OpParis  #OpIsis  #Anonymous  
5:05 PM - 27 Nov 2015 
  4 4 Retweets  4 4 likes 

 
Follow 

 
corvus khalil @dubhe0ne 
Twitter Go After ISIS with Anime Girls |  #ISISchan  31 31 
Retweets  18 18 likes 
View image on Twitter 
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Follow 

 
Anonymous @YourAnonNews 
RELEASE: 5 ISIS members identified by Anonymous  
9:55 AM - 2 Dec 2015 
  681 681 Retweets  926 926 likes 
It is believed Anonymous's OpIsis campaign has already managed to 
take down 150 Isis-related websites and unmask hundreds of 
thousands of Twitter accounts of Isis members and supporters. One 
act saw Anonymous take down an Isis propaganda site and replace 
it with an advert for Prozac. The hacktivist group hopes this mass 
uprising will demonstrate "strength in numbers can make a real 
difference" and that "we will prevail after all their horrors" rather than 
"hide in fear". 
Anonymous Day of Rage demonstration times and locations 
Demonstrations across the US, Canada and Europe will also be held 
on 11 December, with times and locations released in an 
Anonymous statement: 
  London: Constitution Hill from 6pm-10pm 
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  Paris: Tuileries Garden from 5pm-9pm 
  Madrid: Gran Via from 5pm-10pm 
  Cannes: Promenade de la Croisette from 5pm-9pm 
  Los Angeles: Los Angeles City Hall from 3pm-9pm 
  New York: Central Park from 4pm-8pm 
  Seattle: Space Needle from 4pm-9pm 
  Mexico City: Alameda Central from 6pm-10pm 
  Vancouver: Stanley Park from 3pm-8pm 
Expect to see your social media feeds take an interesting turn come 
11 December as Anonymous claims it will be a day that Isis will 
never forget. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
James Grant Matkin 
Now 
The jihadist mass murders in San Bernardino underscore what we 
have long known that we will not bomb Daesh into submission and 
end the killing. A military solution is insufficient to end the vile 
ideology of radical Islamists. "ISIS is a barbaric and brutal 
organization. It represents neither Islam nor humanity’s most basic 
values. Nonetheless, it has emerged, spread, and resisted those who 
oppose it. What we are fighting is not just a terrorist organization, but 
the embodiment of a malicious ideology that must be defeated 
intellectually." PM of DUBAI. Yes the ANONYMOUS ridicule plan is 
an excellent idea because SARCASTIC HUMOUR from cartoons and 
comic photos are often the best retort to scandal and barbarism. 
They show DAESH and the jihadists as gross, inhuman and stupid 
people and their fundamentalist perversion of Islam and the Quran 
will be defeated by the moderate main stream Muslims 
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America's	  gun	  
problem,	  explained	  
Updated	  by	  German	  Lopez	  on	  December	  6,	  2015,	  8:10	  p.m.	  
ET	  @germanrlopez	  german.lopez@vox.com	  
	  
http://www.vox.com/2015/10/3/9444417/gun-‐violence-‐
united-‐states-‐america	  
	  
On	  Wednesday,	  it	  happened	  again:	  There	  was	  a	  mass	  shooting	  —	  this	  
time,	  in	  San	  Bernardino,	  California.	  And	  once	  again	  on	  Sunday,	  
President	  Barack	  Obama	  called	  for	  measures	  that	  make	  it	  harder	  for	  
would-‐be	  shooters	  to	  buy	  deadly	  firearms.	  
This	  type	  of	  shooting	  has	  become	  what	  seems	  like	  a	  regular	  news	  
occurrence	  in	  America.	  In	  October,	  a	  few	  hours	  after	  the	  Umpqua	  
Community	  College	  shooting,	  Obama	  yet	  again	  took	  the	  lectern	  to	  
address	  the	  nation	  on	  yet	  another	  mass	  shooting	  in	  America,	  and	  he	  
made	  no	  effort	  to	  hide	  his	  anger	  and	  frustration	  at	  this	  very	  American	  
routine.	  
"As	  I	  said	  just	  a	  few	  months	  ago,	  and	  I	  said	  a	  few	  months	  before	  that,	  
and	  I	  said	  each	  time	  we	  see	  one	  of	  these	  mass	  shootings,	  our	  thoughts	  
and	  prayers	  are	  not	  enough,"	  Obama	  said.	  "It	  does	  not	  capture	  the	  
heartache	  and	  grief	  and	  anger	  that	  we	  should	  feel.	  And	  it	  does	  nothing	  
to	  prevent	  this	  carnage	  from	  being	  inflicted	  someplace	  else	  in	  America	  
next	  week	  or	  a	  couple	  of	  months	  from	  now."	  
This	  is	  a	  point	  that,	  by	  now,	  Americans	  are	  very	  familiar	  with.	  After	  
every	  single	  mass	  shooting,	  there's	  a	  call	  for	  more	  gun	  control.	  Maybe	  
some	  bills	  get	  introduced.	  Critics	  respond	  with	  concerns	  that	  the	  
government	  —	  and	  usually	  Obama	  in	  particular	  —	  is	  trying	  to	  take	  
away	  their	  guns.	  The	  debate	  stalls.	  Nothing	  seems	  to	  happen,	  
particularly	  on	  a	  national	  scale.	  
Why	  is	  it	  that	  for	  all	  the	  outrage	  and	  mourning	  with	  every	  mass	  
shooting,	  nothing	  seems	  to	  change?	  To	  understand	  that,	  it's	  important	  
to	  grasp	  not	  just	  the	  stunning	  statistics	  about	  gun	  ownership	  and	  gun	  
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violence	  in	  the	  United	  States,	  but	  America's	  very	  unique	  relationship	  
with	  guns	  —	  unlike	  that	  of	  any	  other	  developed	  country	  —	  and	  how	  it	  
plays	  out	  in	  our	  politics	  to	  ensure,	  seemingly	  against	  all	  odds,	  that	  our	  
culture	  and	  laws	  continue	  to	  drive	  the	  routine	  gun	  violence	  that	  marks	  
American	  life.	  
	  
	  
	  
1) America's gun problem is completely unique 
No other developed country in the world has anywhere near the same 
rate of gun violence as America. The US has nearly six times the gun 
homicide rate as Canada, more than seven times as Sweden, and 
nearly 16 times as Germany, according to UN data compiled by the 
Guardian. (These gun deaths are a big reason America has a much 
higher overall homicide rate, which includes non-gun deaths, than 
other developed nations.) 
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To understand why that is, there's another important statistic: The US 
has by far the highest number of privately owned guns in the 
world. Estimated in 2007, the number of civilian-owned firearms in the 
US was 88.8 guns per 100 people, meaning there was almost one 
privately owned gun per American and more than one per American 
adult. The world's second-ranked country was Yemen, a quasi-failed 
state torn by civil war, where there were 54.8 guns per 100 people. 
Another way of looking at that: Americans make up about 4.43 
percent of the world's population, yet own roughly 42 percent of all 
the world's privately held firearms. 
 
That does not, however, mean that every American adult actually 
owns guns. In fact, gun ownership is concentrated among a minority 
of the US population — as surveys from the Pew Research Center 
and General Social Survey suggest. 

 
<  

These three basic facts demonstrate America's unique gun culture. 
There is a very strong correlation between gun ownership and gun 
violence — a relationship that researchers argue is at least partly 
causal. And American gun ownership is beyond anything else in the 
world. At the same time, these guns are concentrated among a 
passionate minority, who are typically the loudest critics against any 
form of gun control and who scare legislators into voting against such 
measures. 
2) More guns mean more gun deaths. Period. 
The research on this is overwhelmingly clear. No matter how you look 
at the data, more guns means more gun deaths. 
This is apparent when you look at state-by-state data within the 
United States, as this chart from Mother Jones demonstrates: 

 
And it's clear when you look at the data across developed nations, as 
this other chart by Tewksbury Lab shows: 
Opponents of gun control tend to point to other factors to explain 
America's unusual gun violence: mental illness, for example. 
Jonathan Metzl, a mental health expert at Vanderbilt University, told 
me that this is just not the case. People with mental illnesses are 
more likely to be victims, not perpetrators, of violence. And while it's 
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true that an extraordinary amount of mass shooters (up to 60 
percent) have some kind of psychiatric or psychological symptoms, 
Metzl points out that other factors are much better predictors of gun 
violence: substance abuse, poverty, history of violence, and, yes, 
access to guns. 
Another argument you sometimes hear is that these shootings would 
happen less frequently if even more people had guns, thus enabling 
them to defend themselves from the shooting. 
But, again, the data shows this is simply not true. High gun ownership 
rates do not reduce gun deaths, but rather tend to coincide with 
increases in gun deaths. And multiple simulations have 
demonstrated that most people, if placed in an active shooter 
situation while armed, will not be able to stop the situation, and may 
in fact do little more than get themselves killed in the process. 
This video, from ABC News, shows one such simulation, in which 
people repeatedly fail to shoot an active shooter before they're shot: 
 
 
 
Proof that Concealed Carry permit holders live in a dream world, Part 
One 
 
 
www.youtube.com</a>, or enable JavaScript if it is disabled in your 
browser.</div></div> 
The relationship between gun ownership rates and gun violence rates 
is well established. Reviews of the evidence by the Harvard School 
of Public Health's Injury Control Research Center have 
consistently found that when controlling for variables such as 
socioeconomic factors and other crime, places with more guns have 
more gun deaths. 
"Within the United States, a wide array of empirical evidence 
indicates that more guns in a community leads to more homicide," 
David Hemenway, the Injury Control Research Center's director, 
wrote in Private Guns, Public Health. 
Experts widely believe this is the consequence of America's relaxed 
laws and culture surrounding guns: Making more guns more 
accessible means more guns, and more guns means more deaths. 
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Researchers have found this is true not just with gun homicides, but 
also with suicides, domestic violence, and even violence against 
police. To deal with those problems, America will have to not only 
make guns less accessible, but likely reduce the number of guns in 
the US as well. 
But even with the outrage over gun massacres, the sense that 
enough is enough, and the clear evidence that the problem is 
America's high gun ownership rates, there hasn't been significant 
legislation to help solve the problem. The reasons for that are more 
complex than you might think. 
3) Americans tend to support measures to restrict guns, but that 
doesn't translate into laws 
If you ask Americans how they feel about specific gun control 
measures, they will often say that they support them. According to 
Pew Research Center surveys, most people in the US support 
background checks, bans on assault-style weapons, bans on high-
capacity ammunition clips, bans on online sales of ammunition, and a 
federal database to track gun sales. 
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So why don't these measures ever get turned into law? That's 
because they run into another political issue: Americans, increasingly, 
tend to support the abstract idea of the right to own guns. 
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This is part of how gun control opponents are able to kill even 
legislation that would introduce the most popular measures, such as 
background checks that include private sales (which have 85 percent 
support, according to Pew): They're able to portray the law as 
contrary to the right to own guns, and galvanize a backlash against it. 
This kind of problem isn't unique to guns. For example, although most 
Americans say they don't like Obamacare, most of them do in fact 
like the specific policies in the health-care law. The problem is 
these specific policies have been masked by rhetoric about a 
"government takeover of health care" and "death panels." Since most 
Americans don't have time to verify these claims, especially when 
they involve a massive bill with lots of moving parts, enough end up 
believing in the catchphrases and scary arguments to stop the 
legislation from moving forward. 
Of course, it's also the case that some Americans simply oppose any 
gun control laws. And while this group is generally outnumbered by 
those who support gun control, the opponents tend to be much more 
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passionate about the issue than the supporters — and they're backed 
by a very powerful political lobby. 
4) The gun lobby as we know it is relatively recent but enormously 
powerful 
The single most powerful political organization when it comes to guns 
is, undoubtedly, the National Rifle Association. The NRA has an 
enormous stranglehold over conservative politics in America, and that 
development is more recent than you might think. 
The NRA was, for much of its early history, more of a sporting club 
than a serious political force against gun control, and even 
supported some gun restrictions. In 1934, NRA president Karl 
Frederick was quoted as saying, "I do not believe in the general 
promiscuous toting of guns. I think it should be sharply restricted and 
only under licenses." 
“THE NRA, FOR MUCH OF ITS EARLY HISTORY, SUPPORTED 
SOME GUN RESTRICTIONS 
” 
A 1977 revolt within the organization changed everything. As crime 
rose in the 1960s and '70s, calls for more gun control grew as well. 
NRA members worried new restrictions on guns would keep coming 
after the historic 1968 law — eventually ending, they feared, with the 
government's seizure of all firearms in America. So members 
mobilized, installing a hard-liner known as Harlon Carter in the 
leadership, forever changing the NRA into the gun lobby we know 
today. 
This foundation story is crucial for understanding why the NRA is 
near-categorically opposed to the regulation of private firearms. It 
fears that popular and seemingly common-sense regulations, such as 
banning assault-style weapons or even a federal database of gun 
purchases, are not really about saving lives but are in fact a potential 
first step toward ending all private gun ownership in America, which 
the NRA views — wrongly, in the minds of some legal experts — as 
a violation of the Second Amendment of the US Constitution. 
So any time there's an attempt to impose new forms of gun control, 
the NRA rallies gun owners and other opponents of gun control to kill 
these bills. These gun owners make up a minority of the population: 
anywhere from 34 to 43 percent of households, depending on which 
survey one uses. But that population is a large and active enough 
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constituency, particularly within the Republican base, to make many 
legislators fear that a poor grade from the NRA will end their careers. 
As a result, conservative media and politicians take the NRA's 
support — especially the coveted A-to-F ratings the organization 
gives out — very, very seriously. Politicians will go to sometimes 
absurd length to show their support for gun rights. This year, for 
example, Sen. Ted Cruz (R-TX) starred in a video, from IJ Review, in 
which he cooked bacon with — this is not a joke — a machine gun. 
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Although several campaigns have popped up over the years to try to 
counteract the NRA, none have come close to capturing the kind of 
influential hold that the organization has. Some of the groups — such 
as StopTheNRA.com, in part funded by Democratic donor Ken 
Lerer — didn't even last a few years. 
Kristin Goss, author of The Gun Debate: What Everyone Needs to 
Know, said this might be changing. She argued that newer gun 
control groups like Everytown for Gun Safety and Americans for 
Responsible Solutions are much more organized, are better 
funded, and have more grassroots support than gun control groups 
have had in her 20 years covering this issue. As a result, Democrats 
at the state and federal level seem much more willing to discuss 
gun control. 
“"IN BLUE STATES, GUN LAWS ARE GETTING STRICTER. AND 
IN RED STATES, IN SOME CASES, THE GUN LAWS ARE 
GETTING LOOSER." 
” 
But supporters of gun control face a huge obstacle: far more 
passionate opponents. As Republican strategist Grover Norquist said 
in 2000, "The question is intensity versus preference. You can always 
get a certain percentage to say they are in favor of some gun 
controls. But are they going to vote on their 'control' position?" 
Probably not, Norquist suggested, "but for that 4-5 percent who care 
about guns, they will vote on this." 
What's behind that passion? Goss, who's also a political scientist at 
Duke University, suggested that it's a sense of tangible loss — gun 
owners feel like the government is going to take their guns and rights. 
In comparison, gun control advocates are motivated by more abstract 
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notions of reducing gun violence — although, Goss noted, the victims 
of mass shootings and their families have begun putting a face on 
these policies by engaging more actively in advocacy work, which 
could make the gun control movement feel more relatable. 
There is an exception at the state level, where legislatures have 
passed laws imposing (and relaxing) restrictions on guns. In the past 
year, for instance, Washington state and Oregon passed laws 
ensuring all guns have to go through background checks, including 
those sold between individuals. "There's a lot more going on than 
Congress," Goss said. "In blue states, gun laws are getting stricter. 
And in red states, in some cases, the gun laws are getting looser." 
Still, the NRA's influence and its army of supporters push many of 
America's legislators, particularly at the federal level and red states, 
away from gun control measures — even though some countries that 
passed these policies have seen a lot of success with them. 
5) Other developed countries have had huge successes with gun 
control 
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In 1996, a 28-year-old man walked into a cafe in Port Arthur, 
Australia, ate lunch, pulled a semi-automatic rifle out of his bag, and 
opened fire on the crowd, killing 35 people and wounding 23 more. It 
was the worst mass shooting in Australia's history. 
Australian lawmakers responded with new legislation that, among 
other provisions, banned certain types of firearms, such as automatic 
and semi-automatic rifles and shotguns. The Australian government 
confiscated 650,000 of these guns through a gun buyback program, 
in which it purchased firearms from gun owners. It established a 
registry of all guns owned in the country and required a permit for all 
new firearm purchases. (This is much further than bills typically 
proposed in the US, which almost never make a serious attempt to 
immediately reduce the number of guns in the country.) 
“AUSTRALIA'S FIREARM HOMICIDE RATE DROPPED BY ABOUT 
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42 PERCENT IN THE SEVEN YEARS AFTER THE GUN CONTROL 
LAW PASSED 
” 
The result: Australia's firearm homicide rate dropped by about 42 
percent in the seven years after the law passed, and its firearm 
suicide rate fell by 57 percent, according to one review of the 
evidence by Harvard researchers. 
Now, it's difficult to know for sure how much of the drop in homicides 
and suicides was caused specifically by the gun buyback program. 
Australia's gun deaths, for one, were already declining before the law 
passed. But Harvard's David Hemenway and Mary Vriniotis argue 
that the gun buyback program very likely played a role: "First, the 
drop in firearm deaths was largest among the type of firearms most 
affected by the buyback. Second, firearm deaths in states with higher 
buyback rates per capita fell proportionately more than in states with 
lower buyback rates." 
One study of the program, by Australian researchers, found that 
buying back 3,500 guns per 100,000 people correlated with up to a 
50 percent drop in firearm homicides, and a 74 percent drop in gun 
suicides. As Vox's Dylan Matthews noted, the drop in homicides 
wasn't statistically significant. But the drop in suicides most definitely 
was — and the results are striking. 
 
 
One other fact, noted by Hemenway and Vriniotis in 2011: "While 
13 gun massacres (the killing of 4 or more people at one time) 
occurred in Australia in the 18 years before the [Australia gun control 
law], resulting in more than one hundred deaths, in the 14 following 
years (and up to the present), there were no gun massacres." 
6) Although they get a lot of focus, mass shootings are a small 
portion of all gun violence 
 
Depending on which definition of mass shooting one uses, there 
are anywhere from a dozen to a few hundred mass shootings in the 
US each year. These events are, it goes without saying, devastating 
tragedies for the nation and, primarily, the victims and their families. 
Yet other, less-covered kinds of gun violence kill far more Americans 
than even these mass shootings. Under the broadest definition of 
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mass shooting, these incidents killed about 500 Americans in 2013. 
That represents just a fraction of total gun homicides: more than 
11,200 that year. And firearm suicides killed even more: nearly 
21,200 Americans. 
Firearm suicides versus homicides 
•      

 
 
 
 
Preventing suicides isn't something we typically include in 
discussions of gun control, but other countries' experiences show it 
can save lives. In Israel, where military service is mandatory for much 
of the population, policymakers realized that an alarming number of 
soldiers killed themselves when they went home over the weekend. 
So Israeli officials, as part of their solution, decided to try forcing the 
soldiers to keep their guns at the base when they went home. It 
worked: A study from Israeli researchers found that suicides among 
Israeli soldiers dropped by 40 percent. 
So while politicians often lean on mass shootings to call for gun 
control, the problem goes far beyond those incidents, though it's hard 
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to fault them for trying. Mass shootings, after all, force Americans to 
confront the toll of our gun laws and gun culture. 
But it seems that we as a nation just aren't willing to look, or else 
don't sufficiently mind what we see, when these events occur. Even 
the 2012 mass shooting at Sandy Hook Elementary School, in 
Newtown, Connecticut — in which a gunman killed 20 young children, 
six school personnel, and himself — catalyzed no significant change 
at the federal level and most states. Since then, there have been, by 
some estimates, 986 mass shootings, and there is every reason to 
believe there will be more to come. 
	  
 
 
 
 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  


