
 
Semi-Automatic Guns 
 

 
The recent controversy regarding the availability of semi-automatic weapons in modern society has 
instigated fiery debate as to whether legislation needs to be implemented to control this issue. In the 
formal styled editorial, Can tragedy be a trigger for action?, the writer contends that guns should be 
controlled rigorously in society to protect the vulnerability of the general public. Accompanying the 
editorial is a complementary image which extends upon the writer’s contention that an adequate 
system of gun control must be employed. The editorial is targeted at the general readership of The 
Sunday Age, predominantly those who possess legislative power. 
 
Upon commencement, the writer adopts an alarmist tone combined with extensive hyperbole in 
attempt to elicit fear within readers. His words “every time a crazed random killer…shoots innocent 
people, there is a public outcry” is an attempt to prompt action by evoking fear. Readers may thus 
engender a sense of vulnerability because of the presence of weapons in society and in turn feel 
urged to take action. The editor furthers his argument by positioning himself as an authoritative, 
highly instructional voice of reason, devoid of any personal connection. His declarative statements 
are powerful and objective which subverts assumption and instils a moral obligation in readers to 
take legislative action. The editorial’s authoritative tone is further legitimised via direct quotes and 
evidence. A prolonged canon of expert opinion from Chief Commissioner Neil Comrie reveals that 
“control of guns has been lost in Victoria” and there is “insufficient legislative muscle”. In the same 
way, the accompanying visual of a close-up silhouette of a semi-automatic rifle enforces this 
authority through the use of a large ban symbol. As such, readers are encouraged to accept the 
editor’s contention on the basis that it is the logical extension of Comrie’s views. The writer then 
scaffolds his argument by listing viable resolutions in the second half as means of answering the 
rhetorical questions posed throughout the article. Such structure and order emphasises the 
rationale behind the editorial and thus readers may harbour a sense of comfort and security. 
  
In maintaining his stance, the writer continues by lacing his argument with exaggeration and visually 
evocative imagery in attempt to exploit fear in the readership on the random nature of gun exposure. 
The pejoratives “threaten, maim and kill” are rife with connotations of violence and are utilised to 
conjure images of bloodshed and murder within readers minds, thus denigrating the previous 
methods used to control semi-automatic weapons. In turn, readers feel contempt and disapproval 
as if all control of guns has been lost. In this way, the repeated use of moral imperatives like “must” 
and “should” are designed to remind readers of their moral obligations and act as an impetus to 
legislative action. This is also portrayed in the complementary visual which accentuates the 
simplicity contained in black and white imagery to reveal the existence of polarising forces. As such, 
there is no grey area and thus no complexity and readers are exhorted to support the editor’s 
contention in attempt to satisfy the laws of antithetical opposites. This barrage of death-dealing 
imagery is continued in the writer’s use of euphemisms. Indeed, the word “kill” or “killing” appears 
eight times and in this way, the editor is able to further exploit fear as means of catalysing legislative 
action. 
 
In continuing his highly critical polemic, the writer utilises various emotional appeals in attempt to tug 
on the sentimental heartstrings of readers. The words “little or nothing is done” appeals to readers’ 
sense of justice and responsibility because of society’s lack of support towards this issue. This, in 
turn, incites a need for resolution and thus readers may favourably support the editor’s contention. 
The listing of solutions in the latter part of the editorial is designed to inject credence into the writer’s 
polemic because of the solid verification that there are several methods of resolving gun control. 
Hence, urgency may substantiate in readers towards the exigent need for a solution. The visual 
depicting a semi-automatic rifle reflects this notion because of the large caution sign dominating the 
frame. The sign, symbolic for authority, is used to accentuate the urgent need for gun control. For 
further emphasis, alarm and fear may be educed in some readers by the statistic “more than 80 per 
cent of homicides the killer and the victim knew each other”. Here, the writer attempts to provoke   



fear through vulnerability, imploring his readers to support his contention. However, the editor’s 
failure to consider the opposing side may be seen as extensive bias, and thus more sophisticated 
readers may harbour an aversion towards the partiality of the piece. 
 
The crux of the editorial resides within the writer’s extensive use of alarmist tactics, expert opinion, 
exploitation of fear and future resolutions in attempt to provoke a response. Although the editorial 
may appeal to the majority of The Sunday Age readership, those who disapprove of the annulment 
of guns may feel alienated as they may consider such language as hyperbolised and overly emotive. 


