IN THE 21st CENTURY WE NEED TO
BEGIN TO SEE PAST OUR BLIND SPOTS

WHY IS THIS IMPORTANT?

for more on this topic, go to: https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdg5

WHEN WE EMPOWER WOMEN BY OPENING UP ECONOMIC AND VOCATIONAL OPPORTUNIES, EDUCATION AND FAMILY
PLANNING, WE SHIFT FROM HIGH BIRTH RATES AND HIGH INFANT MORTALITY RATES TO LOW BIRTH RATES AND LOW
INFANT MORTALITY RATES.

What if we looked
at education
differently?

Respositioning sustainability
Italy is to become the first country to make climate
change lessons compulsory for schoolchildren.
Traditional subjects, such as geography, mathematics and
physics, will also be studied from the perspective of
sustainable development.
The entire ministry is being changed to make
sustainability and climate the centre of the education
model.
What about eliminating core subjects altogether?
Finland is in the process of radically overhauling its
education system and eliminating maths and science
lessons.
There are no more separate classes for literature, history,
geography or any of the traditional core subjects.
The new method of “phenomenon teaching” involves
teaching of broad topics, combining different skills. For
example, you might learn geography, geology and
languages through a lesson in which students identify
different countries on a map and discuss their climates,
all in French.

NEW EDUCATIONAL MODELS FOR A CHANGING WORLD
THESE SHIFTS IN EDUCATION ARE ANOTHER EXAMPLE OF HOW THE WORLD IS
CHANGING AND CAN BE CHANGED, TO OPEN UP NEW POSSIBILITIES THAT ARE
MORE RELEVANT FOR LIVING IN THE 21ST CENTURY

Vocational courses might include “energy services”,
combining maths, writing and communication skills.
Others might study “climate change” through merging
economics, history, geography and politics.
Abandoning the old methods sounds almost antithetical
to achieving academic success, but progressive Finland
consistently tops international league tables for literacy
and numeracy.

ECONOMIC COSTS
Through Fiscal Year 2019, the United States federal government has spent
or obligated $5.9 trillion dollars on the wars in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and
Iraq. This figure includes: direct Congressional war appropriations; warrelated increases to the Pentagon base budget; veterans care and disability;
increases in the homeland security budget; interest payments on direct war
borrowing; foreign assistance spending; and estimated future obligations
for veterans’ care.
This total omits many other expenses, such as the macroeconomic costs to
the US economy; the opportunity costs of not investing war dollars in
alternative sectors; future interest on war borrowing; and local government
and private war costs.
The current wars have been paid for almost entirely by borrowing. This
borrowing has raised the US budget deficit, increased the national debt,
and had other macroeconomic effects, such as raising consumer interest
rates.
Unless the US immediately repays the money borrowed for war, there will
also be future interest payments. We estimate that interest payments could
total over $8 trillion by the 2050s.

Guns and the environment are among today’s most controversial political issues. What happens
when they are pitted against each another?

Despite widespread acknowledgement of the dangers of improperly
managed shooting ranges, the Florida legislature has preferred to protect
the right to use guns over environmental protection. In 2004, Florida
codified a proposal from the NRA and the National Shooting Sports
Foundation to preempt regulation of “the environmental effects of projectile
deposition at sport shooting and training ranges.”

In Florida, guns win out.
Florida law that protects firing ranges from certain environmental legal actions. Firing
ranges are self-regulating, therefore they can prioritize the right to use guns over
environmental protection.
This threatens both natural resources and human welfare.
Firing ranges pose significant environmental risks due to contamination from the
materials associated with gun use. These contaminants include lead, copper, zinc,
antimony, and even mercury, all of which can sink into the soil and sometimes leach
into groundwater and surface water. Exposure to these contaminants through the soil
or water can lead to illness and possibly death for those who spend significant
amounts of time in contaminated areas, such as workers and visitors.
Regulators are well aware of these risks. The US EPA notes that much of the 80,000
tons of lead involved in the production of bullets annually, ends up in firing ranges.
Meanwhile, EPA’s Florida counterpart, the DEP, warns that “proper management” of
shooting ranges is essential for avoiding lead contamination in water supplies.

This exemption protects gun range owners from lawsuits, provided that they
“implement situation appropriate environmental management practices.”
However, the statute omits any definition or examples of what constitutes
“situation appropriate” practices, and that it instead requires the state’s
environmental agency to circulate a guide to firing range owners in Florida.
The protections for firing range owners do not stop there. As long as firing
range owners make a “good faith effort” to comply with the guidelines from
the state environmental agency, they cannot be held liable for
contamination stemming from the gun projectiles.
In actuality, this provision releases firing range owners from liability and has
the effect of making the state of Florida responsible for their pollution,
placing the burden on taxpayers.
In addition, the law provides that any government official who attempts to
hold firing range owners responsible for pollution could face a misdemeanor
charge and up to $1,000 in fines.
Therefore, county and state governments are effectively powerless to
protect the health, safety, and welfare of their citizens against firing range
owners’ environmental impacts.

Do you think this law is justifiable?

Supporters argue that it is justified. They argue that it is important to protect firing
ranges—many of which are small businesses—from facing crushing liability that
would almost undoubtedly force them to close if they are required to pay for
environmental cleanup costs.
Industry groups and the NRA also point to constitutional law for support, in
particular the oft-cited 2nd Amendment (which reads: reads: "A well regulated
Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State, the right of the people to
keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed."
They also cite an analogous provision (Article I Section 8) in the Florida
Constitution (which reads: The right of the people to keep and bear arms in defense
of themselves…) The state constitution also protects the right to bear arms for
hunting, sporting, and collectibles.
The Florida legislature claims that protecting firing ranges from burdensome
regulation is necessary to promote the state’s interest in promoting training in the
safe use of guns.
How does this sit against, for example, the increase in accidental gun-related
deaths in recent years, particularly in Florida, which has a non-fatal gunshot
wound average that is twice the national average?
What about in the face of the Florida Supreme Court, which has ruled that the
right to bear arms is “not absolute.” The Florida senate also concluded that the
state may regulate firing ranges to protect people.
https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Bill/2018/196/BillText/Filed/PDF
Rachel Deming, The Second Amendment v. The Environment: Florida's Transformation of Gun Range Environmental
Liability, 29 Colo. Nat. Resources, Energy & Envtl. L. Rev. 81 (2018)
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3146375

WHAT ABOUT HEALTH COSTS?
The amount spent on health care is estimated at 2.8 billion
annually for hospitals alone.
Suicides account for roughly two out of every three gun
deaths. The same number of people die in car crashes and by
guns in the United States.
Suicide rates are strongly linked with rates of gun ownership;
that’s because people succeed if they have easy access to a
gun.
Gun control could reduce suicide more than mental health
staffing.
A group of doctors and medical societies sued the state of
Florida over an NRA-supported law that forbade pediatricians
from discussing guns in the home with their patients. The suit
was successful and the law was eventually struck down.
https://health.wusf.usf.edu/post/fl-pediatricians-win-notice-taking-nra#stream/0
https://www.npr.org/sections/thetwo-way/2017/02/17/515764335/court-strikes-down-florida-law-barringdoctors-from-discussing-guns-with-patient
https://www.newsweek.com/gun-violence-shootings-costs-billions-healthcare-spending-treat-wounds-676180
https://www.healthaffairs.org/doi/abs/10.1377/hlthaff.2019.00753?journalCode=hlthaff

Ultimately, the idea of a gun as a tool of self-defense is an idea based on the image of a law-abiding
citizen confronting a criminal, when, in reality, most gun uses in the context of a crime are likely the
result of an escalating argument between two people.

What are some of our other blind spots?

https://bifrostonline.org/category/sdg-trackers/

