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On StandardNET:

BOB RAY SANDERS: 
The Fort Worth Star Tele-
gram columnist says that the 
Tucson tragedy will only tem-
porarily halt the language of 
derision and hate as political 
rhetoric stays heated.

***
See this column and more 

at StandardNET’s  
National Commentary
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Top of Utah Voices

Michael Vaughan is Weber State University’s 
provost. He accepts e-mail from readers at 
mvaughan@Weber.edu

There’s an episode of the clas-
sic situation comedy, “All 
in the Family,” where ultra-
conservative middle-aged 

husband and father “Archie Bunker” is 
asked — courtesy of a TV news “Man 
on the Street” interview — what he 
would do to stop airplane hijackings. 
“Bunker” offers a succinct answer — 
“arm all the passengers.”

It’s a very humorous scene that illus-
trates the linear thinking of someone 
who can see only virtue in the posses-
sion of a handgun. And it reminds us of 
Utah state Rep. Carl Wimmer. Follow-
ing the horrific shootings in Tucson, 
Ariz., that left six dead and many more 
wounded, including U.S. Rep. Gabrielle 
Giffords, D-Ariz., the Herriman legis-
lator decided to “improve” Utah’s con-
cealed-carry weapons permit to allow 
gun owners to pack loaded, concealed 
guns virtually anywhere in Utah.

This so-called “constitutional carry” 
law, which would end the concealed-
weapons permit requirement in Utah, 
is already being practiced in three 
states, including Arizona.

So, according to Wimmer, as long as 
you’re 21, feeling mentally stable and 
don’t have a record of criminal acts 

deemed “serious,” hey, get that gun 
and carry it.

This is a really dumb proposal, and 
it’s not helping the debate we need af-
ter the Arizona shootings over access 
to dangerous weapons and what pre-
ventions we need to make sure people 
such as Jared Loughner, the shooter 
in Arizona, don’t have easy access to 
guns. Frankly, we think that Wimmer’s 
proposal would make it far easier for 
psychologically disturbed individuals 
who are “time bombs” to have a gun.

With the massacres at Virginia 
Tech University, Tucson, and others, 
it seems that a more important task 
is finding ways to pass laws that will 
stop disturbed individuals from indis-
criminate killings. We need a lot of 
brainstorming to find solutions to make 
sure that this disturbing, mass murder 
trend — there have been at least 15 in 
12 years, including one in Salt Lake 
City — is prevented. We need solutions 
that prevent the mentally disturbed 
from committing violence.

Wimmer and his supporters braying 
for a guns-just-about-everywhere solu-
tion is ridiculous. We hope such a pro-
posal is soundly rejected in this year’s 
legislative session.

Wimmer’s not helping

Shortly before the first of the year, 
a colleague forwarded to me a 
thoughtful essay titled “Solitude and 

Leadership.” Astonishingly, the message 
was tagged as spam and quarantined 
by my email service, so I couldn’t 
immediately read the essay.

In the end, I did manage to ascertain 
the title from the subject 
line of the email, and 
I download the essay 
directly from the 
source, The American 
Scholar. The essay was a 
cogent piece by William 
Deresiewicz, and there 
was nothing in the essay 
which should have 
resulted in it being flagged 
as spam.

The lengths I had to 
go to gain access to this 
insightful essay stand 
in stark contrast to the 
abundance of worthless 
email messages I receive 
every day. 

In the same week that I received the 
leadership essay, I received a fraudulent 
email from someone claiming to be an 
acquaintance who had been mugged while 
traveling and was in desperate need of 
money to return home. I received an 
email with unintelligible characters in 
the subject line, which often means the 
message was originally written in Chinese 
characters and converted for a mass 
spam mailing with a defective conversion 
program. I received of dozens email 
messages from online retailers offering 
goods and services I had no interest in 
buying.

I also received more than a few banal 
jokes, digitally manipulated  images and 
YouTube videos from co-workers, friends 
and relatives. Admittedly, I forwarded one 
or two of these messages to others. 

The juxtaposition of the Deresiewicz 
essay being tagged as spam versus 
the volume of actual spam that finds 
its way into my email led to my first 
resolution for the new year. I intend to 
be more discerning about the material I 
recommend to others via email.

So what have I been forwarding in 2011?
Most recently, I have been forwarding 

a clip by Melinda French Gates which 
explores an interesting paradox. In many 
developing countries, both governments 
and non-governmental organizations often 
find it inconceivably difficult to deliver 
food, clothing and medical supplies to 
those living in poverty. In contrast, Coca 
Cola somehow manages to deliver Coke 
to almost every corner of the world, 
including many regions that lack the daily 
necessities of life. 

Gates asks if a company can make 
Coca Cola ubiquitous, why can’t non-profit 
groups bring  nutrition, sanitation, and 
vaccinations to developing countries? 
Gates feels the answer contains some 
important lessons for those working in less 
developed countries.

I have also been forwarding an image 
that isn’t a photo. 
It is a graph based 
upon research by 
Ed Easterling, who 
is an investment 
manager. The graph 
is a beautiful display 
of quantitative 
information which 
places some of the 
maxims of investing 
in a new light. 
For example, it is 
widely accepted 
that over the long-
term, investments 
in common stocks 
will out perform 

investments in less risky assets. The graph 
confirms this fact, but it also illustrates 
that the “long term” may exceed two 
decades. Investors with shorter time 
horizons might want to reconsider the 
conventional wisdom concerning common 
stocks.

Finally, I have recently sent a number 
of people an essay titled “Why Chinese 
Mothers are Superior” by Amy Chua. The 
essay is an unmerciful analysis of Western 
parenting versus Eastern parenting. Many 
will disagree with Chua, and some of those 
who read the essay will feel that she is 
guilty of child abuse. Still, her argument is 
worth pondering. In a survey of American 
mothers and Chinese immigrant mothers, 
70 percent of the American mothers 
felt that “stressing academic success” 
is not good for children. None of the 
Chinese immigrant mothers expressed 
that viewpoint. Another study found that 
Chinese parents spend 10 times as long 
every day helping their children with 
homework. 

Chua feels that Western preoccupation 
with self esteem has caused a total 
disregard for achievement. The 
essay provides some interesting and 
controversial insights into why students 
in the United States are outranked by 
dozens of countries in their performance in 
reading, math and science.

So far, I have not forwarded any videos 
of dancing babies or a cat playing the 
piano. Still, the year is young.

If you would like me to provide you 
with the links to any of the information 
mentioned above, send me an email 
message. Otherwise, I won’t clutter your 
in-box.

What are you forwarding?

I would like to comment 
on the Standard’s article 
of Jan. 10, “Giving quietly 
in Utah.” To begin, if these 
people are “giving quietly,” 
why did they allow their 
names to be used in this 
article? Why do they allow 
their names and/or the 
names of their charitable 
foundations to be used 
in connection with their 
contributions? 

Aren’t these and other 
people who contribute large 
amounts of money satisfied 
and happy enough to just be 
able to have the means to 
possibly make the lives of 
others, whether wealthy or 
not, happier and/or better 
without needing or wanting 
the recognition that they 
receive from their donations?

Don’t get me wrong. I am 
glad that there are wealthy 
people out there who make 
contributions to charities 
and other projects. It’s better 
than keeping all their money 
to themselves. And, for all 
I know, I have probably 
benefitted from those 
contributions in some way.

However, in his Sermon 
on the Mount, as told in 
Matthew 6:1-4 in the King 
James version of the Bible, 
Jesus counsels the people to 
give alms in secret.  Do the 
people of today who have 
their names and the names 
of their foundations attached 
to their contributions giving 
their alms in secret?

Chris Woolsey
Roy

Jesus counseled to 
‘give alms in secret’

The new speaker 
of the U.S. House of 
Representatives, John 
Boehner, told Brian Williams 
of NBC this week that the 
U.S. has “the best health 
care delivery system in the 
world.”

In response, Brian asked, 
“What do you say to those 
who would disagree because 
they, by the millions, weren’t 
getting it?” And “Where are 
you getting the notion...the 
American people want it 
repealed?” 

Speaker Boehner replied, 
“I’ve talked to tens of 
thousands of people, all 
across the country last 
year ... it’s pretty clear to 
me that this law ought to 
be repealed...while, yes, 
not every American had 
access to affordable health 
insurance.” 

Hmm. I wonder if it’s 
possible that those “tens 
of thousands” who want it 
repealed were all part of the 
“haves” in this country, like 
John himself. 

So my question is this. Will 
the “average Americans” 
ever have honest, forthright 
politicians to represent 
their views? It appears that 
the Democrats have the 
charitable hearts, wanting 

to make sure health care 
is provided to everyone, 
notwithstanding their 
financial status. 

Yet, a vote for them is a 
vote to support the taking 
of human life in its earliest 
stage without so much as a 
tear shed, and to support the 
“race to Sodom” where we 
will be a country that allows 
anything, as long as it can be 
said at the end of the day that 
a good time was had by all. 

And the Republicans? 
They do seem to care about 
traditional Christian values, 
yet a vote for them is a vote 
to keep the richest in the 
country getting richer. They 
won’t let the gap between 
them and the poor close too 
much, for fear there won’t be 
anyone to wait on them when 
they choose to dine out, or 
someone to make sure there 
isn’t a hair on the bathroom 
floor the next time they 
check into their vacation 
condo. 

And, so it appears that the 
“average American,” who is 
both moral and charitable, 
will never have a politician 
to support his view, At least 
not until “He” returns to set 
things right. 

Chris T. Larsen
Layton

Average American lacks representation

I don’t believe the Weber 
County sheriff’s letter to 
his staff was a violation of 
their civil rights regarding 
crossing the “boundary 
of church and state” (Jan. 
13 news article, “Sheriff: 
God approves of capital 
punishment”). 

I read the letter. He didn’t 
encourage anyone to join a 
religion, worship a particular 
God, or do any religious 
activity such as pray. He was 
only encouraging them in 
their very difficult job. 

A good 98 percent of 
the world believes in some 
higher being that is in 
control. He stated “God” in a 
very broad sense, and used 
“God” to encourage his staff 
in reconciling themselves 
to their difficult duties 
regarding their work. It is not 
a religious ploy. 

Perhaps Brian Barnard, 
the civil rights lawyer who 
questioned the letter, should 
have taken more classes in 
sociology and psychology. 
The human mind desires 
acknowledgment that what it 

is doing in a crisis situation 
that deeply affects the 
lives of others, is the right 
decision.

Most people, in their own 
way, turn to the source of a 
higher being for confirmation. 
That is all that the Weber 
County sheriff’s letter was 
about. Separation of church 
and state was regarded by 
our forefathers as keeping 
the government from 
forcing citizens to attend a 
government-run church. 

It has nothing to do with 
an encouraging letter to law 
enforcement staff. Perhaps, 
like President Obama stated 
in his address last week, we 
need to have more patience 
with each other and talk more 
kindly with each other. 

This attempted lawsuit 
speaks nothing of the kind, 
but is only a step towards 
silencing encouragement and 
goodwill. I hope Mr. Barnard 
will reconsider taking action 
against the sheriff and his 
office.

Diana Carter
Portage

Sheriff’s letter to staff not a religious ploy


