
GUN CONTROL 
A  “ B O T T O M - U P ”  A P P R O A C H  

 
By Mike Burnard 
 
A lot has been written about the Las Vegas massacre and the correlation 
between a lack of gun control and the senseless killing of 58 people by Stephen 
Paddock on Sunday 1 October 2017. Social media once again became a 
battleground of convictions held by those who either support or oppose gun 
control bills. 
   

Politicians, entertainers, public figures and lobbyists from all walks of life added their voices and 
renewed their endeavours calling for stricter legislation of gun ownership. The obvious 
scapegoats became those who oppose gun control; the entertainer Lady Gaga told her fans that 
“blood is on the hands of those who have power to legislate.” 

 
But is the fact that Stephen Paddock could obtain an arsenal of guns and use them with military precision to 
indiscriminately kill 58 people a result of inadequate legislation, or perhaps a reflection of a deficient society where 
moral values and spiritual principles have systematically degenerated under “liberal” thinking? 
 
The reality is that evil isn't a presence, it's an absence. Evil does not exist because of the presence of “bad” but because 
of the absence of “good”. Evil is a corruption of the good, a turning away from God. This in itself indicates that just the 
implementation of laws preventing “bad” things from happening will never succeed unless “good” is intentionally 
implemented in society. Removing prayer from schools and Christ from communities has prepared a platform for evil 
to enter, and finding the solution in stricter gun laws might seems legitimate as a goal but will prove ineffective as a 
strategy. Lobbying exclusively for a legal solution while ignoring the factors in society that trigger mass shootings is 
equally dangerous. And it seems like most of the media do exactly that. While fiercely opposing the current gun laws 
in the US, the entertainment industry and news media continue to glorify violence and, in doing so, create a fertile 
ground for violence to continue. Amazingly, some of the same people who fiercely oppose the gun control bill are also 
the same people who direct Hollywood movies with explicit violence and gun fights. If this link is ignored, legal 
solutions will be futile. 
 
The mass shooting of 1 October was the result of a combination of violent INDUSTRIES, corrupt SOCIETIES AND 
apathetic COMMUNITIES. Preventing future tragedies will depend on ‘bottom-up” solutions more than on just 
changed “top-down” legalities. 
 

COMBINATION 1 
A lack of gun control combined with violent industries  
 
Violence – particularly explicit and over-emphasised violence – has become a secure avenue to financial success in the 
entertainment industry. Violence is evident almost everywhere in movies (even sometimes in ‘child-friendly’ movies) 
and can be found in music, on television shows, in books, on the internet and in video games (not to mention most of 
the top stories covered on the news). There simply is no escaping all the violence around us in the world today, but is 
it necessary for the media to continuously glorify the issue? 
 
Hollywood is as much to blame for a culture of violence as any other industry in the US. 
 

MUSIC 
The music industry is probably less saturated by violent content, but may be more effective in conveying a violent 
message as young kids find it easy to repeat lyrics without analysing them. Musicians are constantly coming out with 
more and more profane lyrics that are listened to by young kids every day.  
 



It was not too long ago that people were mortified by the lyrics of Eminem, who was frowned upon by the media. Now 
this type of music is accepted, without thinking twice about it. Groups like Geto Boys, Big L, DMX and many others 
gained fame by an overt use of violent lyrics, too explicit to even mention in this article. 
 

VIDEO GAMES 
An article by the American Psychological Association published on the 
“Psychology: Science in Action” website1, says the following: 
 
“The advent of video games raised new questions about the potential 
impact of media violence, since the video game player is an active 

participant rather than merely a viewer. 97% of adolescents age 12-
17 play video games — on a computer, on consoles (such as Wii, 
Playstation and Xbox), or on portable devices such as Gameboys, 
smartphones and tablets.  
 

A Pew Research Centre survey in 2008 found that half of all teens 
reported playing a video game ‘yesterday’ and those who played 

every day typically did so for an hour or more. Many of the most popular video games, such as ‘Call of Duty’ and ‘Grand 
Theft Auto’, are violent; however, as video game technology is relatively new, there are fewer empirical studies of 
video game violence compared to other forms of media violence. Still, several meta-analytic reviews have reported 
negative effects of exposure to violence in video games.”  
 
Many choose to ignore the connection between committing actual crimes and committing them in a virtual world. 
"It's just a harmless video game, it's not real life" is often the argument. The article, however, suggests otherwise:  
 
“A 2010 review by psychologist Craig A. Anderson and others concluded that ‘the evidence strongly suggests that 
exposure to violent video games is a causal risk factor for increased aggressive behaviour, aggressive cognition and 
aggressive affect and for decreased empathy and prosocial behaviour’. Anderson’s earlier research showed that 
playing violent video games can increase a person's aggressive thoughts, feelings and behaviour both in laboratory 
settings and in daily life. ‘One major conclusion from this and other research on violent entertainment media is that 
content matters,’ says Anderson.” 
 

TELEVISION  
The same article addresses the issue of violence on television: 
 
“Virtually since the dawn of television, parents, teachers, legislators and mental health professionals have wanted to 
understand the impact of television programmes, particularly on children. Of special concern has been the portrayal 
of violence, particularly given psychologist Albert Bandura's work in the 1970s on social learning and the tendency of 
children to imitate what they see.  
 
Research by psychologists L. Rowell Huesmann, Leonard Eron and others starting in the 1980s found that children who 
watched many hours of violence on television when they were in elementary school tended to show higher levels of 
aggressive behaviour when they became teenagers. By observing these participants into adulthood, Huesmann and 
Eron found that the ones who'd watched a lot of TV violence when they were 8 years old were more likely to be 
arrested and prosecuted for criminal acts as adults.  
 
Other research has found that exposure to media violence can desensitize people to violence in the real world and 
that, for some people, watching violence in the media becomes enjoyable and does not result in the anxious arousal 
that would be expected from seeing such imagery. 
 
A report by the National Institute of Mental Health identified these major effects of seeing violence on television: 

• Children may become less sensitive to the pain and suffering of others. 

• Children may be more fearful of the world around them. 

• Children may be more likely to behave in aggressive or harmful ways toward others.” 

                                                           
1 http://www.apa.org/action/resources/research-in-action/protect.aspx  
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MOVIES 
The following comes from an article by Jacque Wilson and William Hudson, published by CNN2: 
 

“The average American sees 7 movies in theatres every year, according to Nielsen's 2012 American Moviegoing 

Report. Americans love movies that depict violence, a new study shows; 94% of the most popular movies since 1985 
contain at least one violent scene, and half of those involve a gun. 

 

Since 1950, violence in films has more than doubled, a study 
published in the Pediatrics scientific journal in 2013 concluded. 

Perhaps more surprising is that gun violence in PG-13 films has 

tripled since 1985, even exceeding the amount found in R-rated 
films in more recent years.   
 
‘Parents need to realise that just because a movie has been rated 
PG-13 does not mean that their 13-year-old should go to see it,’ 
study author Daniel Romer said. ‘We would like to see Hollywood 
go back to labelling movies with lots of violence, and gun violence 

in particular, with an R rating, just like they have been doing for explicit sex all along.’ 
 
For the study, researchers analysed the 30 top-grossing films every year from 1950 to 2012. They identified violent 
sequences in each movie and noted whether the scenes included a character carrying a gun with the intention of 
harming or killing a living target. ‘There has been a long line of research showing that continued exposure to screen 
violence among children, mainly on TV, predicts the emergence of later aggressive behaviour," Romer said. "We don't 
know if seeing gun violence on the screen has a unique effect, but it is concerning considering that we have seen a rise 
in the use of guns in schools and other settings in recent years.’ 
 
In 2000, a coalition of public health organisations, including the American Academy of Pediatrics and the American 
Psychological Association, published a joint statement, saying science had clearly shown ‘a causal connection between 
media violence and aggressive behaviour in some children.’ They said viewing violence led children to view aggressive 
acts as acceptable behaviour and to become emotionally desensitized. The effects were ‘measurable and long-lasting,’ 
according to the statement.” 
 
The challenge lies in the exposure pre-teens get and their susceptibility towards aggression, retaliation and justifying 
violence. 
   
 
CONCLUSIONS: Even if youth do not use guns, these findings suggest that they are exposed to increasing gun violence 
in top-selling films. By including guns in violent scenes, film producers may be strengthening the weapons effect and 
providing youth with ‘scripts’ for using guns. These findings are concerning because many scientific studies have shown 
that violent films can increase aggression. Violent films are also now easily accessible to youth (e.g. via the internet 
and cable TV). This research suggests that the presence of weapons in films might amplify the effects of violent films 
on aggression. 

 

COMBINATION 2 
Violent industries combined with morally corrupt societies 

 
Evil inclinations in the hearts of people succeed in a society where moral values have been eroded and where family 
values are deteriorating. Brad Bushman, professor of psychology at Ohio State University, conducted a study with 
colleagues in 2013 that showed college students who played violent video games for 20 minutes at a time for three 
days showed more aggressive behaviour each day they played. "The argument I hear most often is that video games 
can't be dangerous because millions of people play these games without becoming violent," Bushman wrote. "That's 
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because they come from good homes, aren't victims of bullying, don't have mental health issues and don't have many 
of the other risk factors for violence. But what about players who are already predisposed to violence?" 
 
Stephen Paddock was the son of a bank robber, was addicted to gambling and grew up without any family values or 
spiritual guidance. It was not the fact that he could obtain guns easily that pushed him over the edge but the fact that 
there were no moral compasses in his life that he could refer to. When there is an intentional effort by liberals to 
‘remove God’ from schools, government, institutions and society, communities should not be surprised when a 
tragedy happens like it did in Las Vegas. 

 
Lord Devlin, in an essay "Morals and the Criminal Law" in The 
Philosophy of Law said the following3: "... society means a community 
of ideas; without shared ideas on politics, morals, and ethics no 
society can exist. Each one of us has ideas about what is good and 
what is evil; they cannot be kept private from the society in which we 
live. If men and women try to create a society in which there is no 
fundamental agreement about good and evil they will fail; if having 
based it on common agreement, the agreement goes, the society will 
disintegrate. For society is not something that is kept together 
physically; it is held by the invisible bonds of common thought. If the 
bonds were too far relaxed the members would drift apart. A 
common morality is part of the bondage. The bondage is part of the 

price of society; and mankind, which needs society, must pay its price." 
 
Dr Mark Cooray, in an article entitled 'The Judeo-Christian Ethic and Moral Values' commented as follows: “One of the 
great problems of our time [and the American culture] … is that elites in politics, society, media and even in some 
religious organisations have turned their backs on the traditional conceptions of right and wrong. Some have done so 
deliberately – others support ideas and causes which have (for them) the unintended effect of undermining values to 
which they are committed. The need for moral values to be part of the fabric of law and society does not involve support 
for an established Church or state support for religion. Classical liberalism did not reject morality or virtue as such. 
Classical liberalism rejected the authority of institutions to exhaustively impose compulsory morality. The basic liberal 
objection to institutional enforcement of morality is that any institution vested with such power is likely to be captured 
and dominated by persons or groups whose interests will not always coincide with virtue. It is for this reason that 
liberals distrust power for any purpose and therefore insist upon the separation of Church and state.” 
 
Albert Mohler, a seminary president and influential figure in the religious conservative camp, put it like this: “It is both 
telling and reassuring that secular people, faced with moral horror as we see now in Las Vegas, can … speak of evil as 
a moral fact—even if they continue to deny moral facts in the classrooms and courtrooms.” 
 
 

COMBINATION 3 
Morally corrupt societies combined with functional atheist communities 

 
An article by James Emery White on the Church and Culture blogspot4 said the following: “In a study just released by 
the Public Religion Research Institute (PRRI), the verdict is clear: ‘The American religious landscape is undergoing a 
dramatic transformation.’” 
  

The report found that even though atheists and agnostics account for only about one quarter (27%) of all religiously-

unaffiliated Americans, nearly six in ten (58%) religiously-unaffiliated Americans identify as themselves as secular 

(someone who is not religious). It also reported that nearly half (46%) of LGBT Americans are religiously 

unaffiliated. This is roughly twice the number of Americans overall (24%) who are religiously unaffiliated.   
 
From a political perspective, the report also noted that white Christians [a category focused on this study in particular, 
as compared to Hispanic Christians or Christians of other culture groups in America] have become a minority in the 
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Democratic Party. White writes: “Fewer than one in three (29%) Democrats today are white Christian, compared to 

half (50%) one decade earlier. Only 14% of young Democrats (age 18 to 29) identify as white Christian. Forty percent 
identify as religiously unaffiliated.” 
 
What does this mean? 
  
White, founding and senior pastor of Mecklenburg Community Church in Charlotte and a professor of theology and 
culture at Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary argues: “… the principal challenge to the Christian faith is not 
philosophical atheism, but functional atheism. When it comes to the Christian faith, it’s not that people are thinking 
about it and rejecting it; they aren’t thinking about it at all. So we are not combating atheism, but apatheism. All the 
more reason to remind ourselves that we are no longer speaking to the God-fearing Jews of Jerusalem (Acts 2) but 
more to those standing on Mars Hill (Acts 17), and we must change tactics accordingly.”  
  

FROM A CHRISTIAN PERSPECTIVE 
 
It is evident that preventing future tragedies will start from the bottom up and not the other way around. Gun laws 
will only be effective once entertainment industries glorify violence less, societies re-adopt a moral compass, and 
communities fulfil their Godly mandates as light bearers solidly grounded in spiritual values. It is ultimately the heart 
of man that needs to change before the laws of a country will take effect. 
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