Filename: Inconsistencies





Who wants to be consistent anyway?


By Jack Balshaw


6/21/99





Listening to a discussion (debate, argument) about gun ownership, regulation and violence made me realize that most of us are inconsistent in our use of arguments or justifications for a point of view.  When in one case a certain position supports what we believe and in another case the same position would work against us, we have no problem using two different arguments to justify our two different opinions.  We may be entirely rational in each of our beliefs but, because we don’t usually have two arguments going at the same time, aren’t aware of our inconsistencies.





In the above instance, the gun advocate was arguing about his right to have a weapon for his personal safety.  His opponent was arguing that his insistence on maintaining that “right” could endanger other people if the weapon should be misused by someone else.  This caused me to think about how two of my beliefs are inconsistent.





I believe gun ownership should be a personal choice, with the expectation of responsible security of the weapon.  A family with no children in the house and small likelihood of young visitors could have much less secure storage of a gun than a household with children present.  The latter would probably be expected to lock up any gun, keep it unloaded, separate it from any ammunition and maybe even use a trigger lock.  None of these might be needed by the former family.





On the other hand, I’m against these massive SUV’s whose bumpers are at the height of my shoulder when I’m in my car.  The owners of the SUVs will argue they have the right to provide all the safety they can for themselves and their families when they are on the highway.  I argue that, if there is an accident, possibly no fault of theirs, their high and heavy vehicle could result in injury to me.





These two examples show my inconsistency in the matter of personal safety.  I support gun ownership for reasons of personal safety even though an accident with the gun could hurt someone else.  I’m against the presence of SUVs in traffic even if the other person owns one for what they feel are personal safety reasons because if there is an accident, I could get hurt.





In one instance I view personal safety as actively protecting myself and in the other I don’t want someone else’s active pursuit of their personal safety to endanger me.  How often must we have these inconsistent positions?





How can a pro gun advocate ( Willing to kill if he believes himself in danger) also be anti-abortion or against the death penalty ( 
