Intro

language, feelings and images to bring home
the terrible impact of gun violence. ComI started compiling notes on the second
pelling facts should be used to back up that
amendment about a year and a half ago
emotional narrative, not as a substitute for
mainly because I was tired of repeating myit.” Well we will be using facts, sad stories
self and I wanted to be able to point to one
of gun violence affect us all, on both sides
resource that wasn’t a 300 page book that
of the debate, but ignoring or pushing aside
didn’t address all the issues or had quesfacts does nothing to help the victims (or
tionable conclusions. Since I have taken
future victims). I have heard Stefan Molya while to compile this and went through
neux give the example that before a bad
multiple versions (and will continue to) I
artist can sell his paintings he must blind
haven’t been able to keep track of some of
the audience. This is the emotional plea
the references as in where I got the inforand images that are shown to further their
mation FOR the sources. As you can see
cause while negating facts. Again, I’d rather
throughout the sources are right there but I
bore you with facts. Of course stats alone
wasn’t the one who ran down every source
can be weak arguments as information can
initially (basically the source of the sourcbe percieved differently, my hope is that the
es). Also an easy rebuttal that I knew would
information presented correctly and stats/
happen would be that some information is
facts back up eachother clearly.
from Wikipedia and Tumblr, I left them for
a few reasons… first the sources of data are
My goal has also been to lay this informafrom their respected sources (such as CDC
tion out in a plea for some sense in the gun
or FBI), second on a Wikipedia source you
debate, on both sides. May it be from the
can go to that page and then view their
left in their claims that will have no effect
sources. Lastly I left the links to the Tumon violence and only restrict rights and get
blr articles because I wanted to give those
good people hurt, or even the rights poor
pages credit for initially posting the inforcompromises are only stepping stones for
mation, sources are on those pages.
more control. Arguing for any type of gun
control is emotional plea that will only lead
Recently I was reading through the bookto more gun control when the desired outlet for media outlets specifically it says “Its
come is not achieved (as we see with Enpurpose is to offer clear advice about effecgland and their escalation to “knife bans”).
tive frames and messages across a broad vaLike any other government program any
riety of communication opportunities.” titled
gun control measure is destined to fail no
“Preventing Gun Violence Through Effecmatter how many trillions are thrown at
tive Messaging” http://s3.documentcloud.org/documents/748675/
it, after all how it that war on drugs and
gun-violencemessaging-guide-pdf-1.pdf The main technique
poverty going?
they describe is a constant appeal to emotions and using stories to sell the ideas,
This small book is by no means compre“We should rely on emotionally powerful
hensive, the issue on gun rights and “gun

violence” spans numerous disciplines; anthropology, praxeology, sociology, epistemology, philosophy, theology, and everything in
between. What I am simply saying is you will
not find the cure or answer to gun violence in
this booklet, throughout history people have
tried to understand violence and we certainly aren’t going to be solving it in these few
pages.

Definitions
Common sense gun laws: when I refer

to this I am not saying these laws have any
common sense. Usually gun control advocates
are referring to background checks, waiting
periods, assault rifle bans.

Gun Community: some people (within the

gun community) hate this term, so what, I’m
going to use it. After all what is a better way
to say it. “Pro gun” I don’t consider some of
the people in the gun community to be very
pro gun. “Gun Guys” or “gun nuts” I usually
consider these to be people with a lot of guns
or a ton of information about guns. Also in a
very real way what one person does in the “gun
community” effects us all.

Background checks: I’m lumping in NICS

FBI background checks, any state background
check, and even the 4473 that you fill out
when you purchase a firearm.

Natural law/ Higher power: I don’t care

what your ultimate source is, this could be a
god or it could be natural human order like we
learned morality from years of survival instincts and pack mentality or whatever. However you want to look at it, I am just saying “a
source for your moral reasoning.” This isn’t a
religious text or a study in metaphysics.

Gun control advocates: This ranges from

someone who wants any type of gun control to
the person who wants everything banned.

NATURAL
RIGHTS

The truth of the Second Amendment and the reality of
the right to bear arms isn’t a complicated subject. I’ve
read articles and research from both sides of the argument who have muddied the waters so much that the
current arguments have become completely separated
from the issue. So, our intention with this is to be clear
without weak conclusions or grand assertions.
This first section is broken into four parts;
1.
Natural Rights
2.
The Constitution
3.
The Bill of Rights
4.
The Second Amendment.
Starting with Natural Rights is important partially
because this is where the founders started, it is what
motivated them, but beyond this we have to also look
outside the constitution as the constitution is not the
end of the argument and any good argument about liberty should not rest solely on a constitution or government program. Natural law is something that we see
as a given in the history of the United States, we see it
in places such as the Declaration of Independence and
the Constitution.

“We hold these truths to be self-evident, that
all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable
Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and
the pursuit of Happiness.”

without delay to the study of the law of
nature. I would recommend to your perusal .
. . Locke.” This is the reason why it flows to include

Locke when it comes to discussions about rights in
the United States.
The founders were influenced by Locke, who believed
in a small government and the power of the government was based on the people, not some type of
nobility that the government possessed. In his Second
Treatise of Government. Locke identified the basis of
a legitimate government. According to Locke, a ruler
gains authority through the consent of the governed .
The duty of that government is to protect the natural
rights of the people, which Locke believed to include
life, liberty, and property. If the government should fail
to protect these rights, its citizens would have the right
to overthrow that government. This idea deeply influenced Thomas Jefferson when he drafted the Declaration of Independence. Or as Chester James Antieau
wrote in 1960,

“The philosophy of natural rights was championed by such Founding Fathers as Richard
Bland, Patrick Henry, Thomas Jefferson, Richard Henry Lee, James Madison, George Mason,
Robert Carter Nicholas, Peyton Randolph,
George Washington, and George Wythe. Indeed,
it would be amazing if any Revolutionary leader
of the Commonwealth could be found who did
not subscribe to the doctrines of natural law and
right. Moreover, the doctrine was not limited to
the select few who directed Virginia’s destinies,
but was widely held and continually expressed
by the popular assemblages throughout the
Commonwealth during Revolutionary days.”
http://www.americassurvivalguide.com/john-locke.php

“Unalienable rights endowed by creator” not “rights as
directed by majority rule.”

Antieau goes on to point this out further in his book
“Natural Rights And The Founding Fathers-The Virginians.”

It is impossible to bring up Natural Law without
bringing up John Locke. Locke was influenced by a
lot of great men such as Thomas Aquinas, Cicero and
influenced countless more including the founding fathers. in 1775, Alexander Hamilton recommended that
anyone wanting to understand the thinking in favor
of American independence should “apply yourself

“As early as February 27, 1766, a number of
prominent planters adopted at Leedstown articles of association asserting their “fundamental
rights ... founded on reason, law and compact.
Two years later the Burgesses (note the Burgesses

Thomas Aquinas. An unjust
law is a human law that is
not rooted in eternal law
and natural law

“The state of nature has a law of
nature to govern it, which obliges
every one: and reason, which is that
law, teaches all mankind, who will but
consult it, that being all equal and
independent, no one ought to harm
another in his life, health, liberty,
or possessions… (and) when his own
preservation comes not in competition, ought he, as much as he can, to
preserve the rest of mankind, and may
not, unless it be to do justice on an
offender, take away, or impair the life,
or what tends to the preservation of
the life, the liberty, health, limb, or
goods of another.” -Locke

“Good People don’t need laws to
tell them to act responsibly... and
bad people will find a way around
the laws” -Plato

was a low legislative house before the American
Revolution) were indicating to Parliament that
they intended to secure “full enjoyment of all our
natural and constitutional rights and privileges.”2 On July 18, 1774, a meeting attended by the
substantial citizens of Fairfax County adopted
the famous “Fairfax Resolves” wherein they indicated that their most precious rights belonged to
them “by the laws of nature.”
The “Fairfax Resolves” said, with regard to natural law. “Resolved that the Claim lately assumed
and exercised by the British Parliament, of
making all such Laws as they think fit, to govern
the People of these Colonies, and to extort from
us our Money without our Consent, is not only
diametrically contrary to the first Principles of
the Constitution, and the original Compacts by
which we are dependent upon the British Crown
and Government; but is totally incompatible
with the Privileges of a free People, and the
natural Rights of Mankind; will render our own
Legislatures merely nominal and nugatory, and
is calculated to reduce us from a State of Freedom and Happiness to Slavery and Misery.”
Chester James Antieau goes in great depth on this subject of the founding fathers and their beliefs in “Natural Laws” I attached the link to where you can read it
for free, if you are further interested in the topic.
http://scholarlycommons.law.wlu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=3506&context=wlulr&sei-redir=1&referer=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.bing.com%2Fsearch%3Fq%3D-natural%2Brights%2Band%2Bfounders%26go%3DSearch%26qs%3Dn%26form%3DQBRE%26pq%3Dnatural%2Brights%2Band%2Bfounders%26sc%3D0-27%26-sp%3D-1%26sk%3D%26cvid%3D0088BEB9D8554796B9D5A3A0B2EDE29C#search=%22natural%20rights%20founders%22

Looking at the information someone may try to push
natural law into a law of religion, but again I say look
closer. What a religious person may claim as law
from the creator a secular person can point to natural
instincts that perhaps were learned from millions of
years of evolution, the creatures that had certain instincts kept going while others became just old fossils.

http://anniehorkan.com/difference-natural-law-manmade-law/

“Nature, or rather God, has bestowed upon every one of us the right to defend his person, his
Liberty, and his property, since the three constituent or preserving elements of life; elements,
each of which is rendered complete by the others,
and that cannot be understood without them. For
what are our faculties, but the extension of our
personality? And what is property, but an extension of our faculties?” -Bastiat http://bastiat.
org/en/the_law.html
“The right of self-defense is the first
law of nature; in most governments it has
been the study of rulers to confine this
right within the narrowest possible limits…and [when] the right of the people to
keep and bear arms is, under any color or
pretext whatsoever, prohibited, liberty,
if not already annihilated, is on the brink
of destruction.” – I Blackstone COMMENTARIES St. George Tucker Ed., 1803, pg.
300 (App.)

The right to keep and bear arms has more than just the Second
Amendment to protect it. By characterizing the right as fundamental and pre-political, the high court accepted the truism
that this right is merely a modern extension of the ancient right
to self-defense. And the right to defend oneself does not come
from the government; it comes from our humanity. It is a natural right.
Who among us, when confronted with the terror of nearly
certain annihilation, would concern himself with the niceties
of the law? Life itself is at stake. The right to self-defense
is a manifestation of the natural instinct for survival, borne
in the hearts of all rational people.” https://www.lewrockwell.
com/2015/10/andrew-p-napolitano/the-natural-right-to-self-defense/

“if a man owns property and yet is denied the right
to defend it against attack, then
it is clear that a very important
aspect of that ownership is being
denied to him” Murray Rothbard, The Ethics
of Liberty (New York: New York University Press,

Constitution and
Bill of Rights
I haven’t heard a better explanation of the correlation
between the Constitution and Bill of Rights apart
from this blog post from Lawrence Hunter, I believe it
segways this into the second amendment perfectly.
“The Constitution is not the rule; it is the exception (set
of exceptions) that proves the fundamental, unwritten,
general rule, to wit: “Anything not proscribed is permitted.” This unwritten rule of natural rights—derived
from natural-law theory dating back to Plato, elaborated
during the 17th century by John Locke and expounded
upon by the Founding Fathers—predates the Constitution, and it is the only legitimate framework in which
the Constitution can properly be understood, interpreted
and implemented.
The Constitution, then, is like the no parking sign (the
exception) that proves the general rule (“park at will”):
“Unlimited parking is permitted unless it is explicitly and
specifically restricted.” The general, unwritten constitutional rule of total freedom follows from the precept that
government lacks any legitimate authority to exercise
power and limit people’s behavior unless that power first
is consensually delegated to the government from the
people, the only legitimate earthly repository of authority
to restrict their own behavior.
That is to say, the Constitution does not specify the set
of rights to be protected from government incursion
and then permit the national government to exercise
any power it sees fit as long as it navigates successfully
around those rights. The listing of rights in the Constitution, e.g., the Bill of Rights, is redundant, not defining.
It was inserted after the fact for emphasis and extra
protection against overreaching government officials.
It was never intended to delineate an exhaustive list
of rights enjoyed by people living in the United States.
Indeed, James Madison and Alexander Hamilton both
feared and opposed the inclusion of a Bill of Rights in the
Constitution.

Hamilton explained why he believed it was both unnecessary and dangerous in Federalist # 84. He argued it
was unnecessary to insert a specific list of rights into the
Constitution because the document already presumes
every conceivable right is protected unless it is specifically
restricted therein by delegation of an enumerated power. It
was widely understood that the general rule—“permitted
unless prohibited”—was the foundational principle of the
Constitution.
The Founders believed they had “so contrive[d] the interior
structure of the government as that its several constituent
parts may, by their mutual relations, be the means of keeping each other in their proper places.” Ambition had been
made to counteract ambition, they thought, and thus were
the abuses of government to be controlled (Federalist # 51).
A Bill of Rights was dangerous because of the legal concept
Madison and Hamilton called the “negative pregnant.” In
Federalist # 32, Hamilton explained the negative pregnant
and demonstrated how it worked within the confines of the
Constitution, namely Article I, Section 10, which prohibits
the states from laying any imposts or duties on imports or
exports without congressional consent:
“The restriction [prohibition] in question amounts to
what lawyers call a NEGATIVE PREGNANT that is,
a NEGATION of one thing, and an AFFIRMANCE
of another; a negation of the authority of the States to
impose taxes on imports and exports, and an affirmance of their authority to impose them on all other
articles.”
In other words, by stipulating what states could not
tax (the negative), the Framers implicitly affirmed
their power (the pregnant) to tax anything else without having to seek congressional authorization to do
so.
In Federalist 84, Hamilton explained the danger of admitting a specific list of rights into a constitution that
presumed the people’s right to do anything they desired
unless it was prohibited by a specific constitutional exception. He illustrated this concern with respect to a proposed

provision denying Congress the power to regulate the
press, which he feared would be twisted by politicians,
judges and lawyers to achieve the opposite of what it was
intended to achieve:
“...it is evident that it would furnish, to men disposed to usurp, a plausible pretense for claiming
that power. They might urge with a semblance
of reason that the Constitution ought not to be
charged with the absurdity of providing against the
abuse of an authority which was not given, and
that the provision against restraining the liberty of
the press afforded a clear implication that a power prescribe proper regulations concerning it was
intended to be vested in the national government.”
https://www.forbes.com/sites/lawrencehunter/2012/01/16/the-paradox-of-rights-granted-us-by-government/#4e2517f36767

So understand when arguing “what the founders
meant by the 2nd” or if they meant military weapons....
it’s a nonissue. The Bill of Rights nor the Constitution
has any intent to restrict the individual from owning,
possessing, carrying, defining type, etc… The anti-gun
crowd by pushing this narrative of what the founders
meant by the second amendment they are missing the
forest for the trees.
One last thing I would like to say about the constitution before we move on to the 2nd Amendment. I
believe it is clear the founders intention on the right to
bear arms so I do not say this to counter any argument
about what they have said, but I want to again go back
to Natural Law and emphasize that the Constitution
was written by fallible men that were trying their best.
It is not the ultimate source because even they referenced other works such as the; Magna Charta (1215)
and Golden Bull (1356). Those documents were also
“inspired” by previous works. These works, including
the constitution, attempted to limit government and
restore liberties to the people... but they are not perfect.
As Americans we quickly run to the Constitution (or
the 2nd Amendment) to prove we have XYZ right and
in a way this is sensical as we are “Americans,” however
before that we are humans and have rights that supercede any government power.

“The Constitution is not
an instrument for the
government to restrain
the people, it is an instrument for the people
to restrain the government - lest it come to
dominate our lives and
interests.”
Patrick Henry

For everybody has a natural
right to defend his own person
and property against aggressors, but also to go to the assistance and defence of everybody
else, whose person or property
is invaded. The Natural Right of
each individual to defend his own
person and property against an
aggressor, and go to the assistance of everyone else whose
person or property is invaded,
is a right which men could not
exist on earth.
-Lysander Spooner

2ND Amendment
what was the intention?
The founders did not hide their intent and given the
context and the situation they were living in (under
King George) the second amendment makes complete
sense. We will start a few years before the Constitution
was written to somewhat get our bearings. In 1774 the
British imposed an import ban on firearms and gun
powder. Violence was used to impose this ban which
naturally made tensions rise. After the tea party in
1773 the British Governor of Boston banned meetings
for a year. When an unauthorized meeting took place
and redcoats were dispatched to break up the meeting
they were met by 3,000 armed patriots.

“We should not forget that the spark which ignited the American Revolution was caused by the
British attempt to confiscate the firearms of the
colonists”
-Patrick Henry
Now lets follow the lead of Thomas Jefferson

“On every question of construction (of the Constitution) let us carry our-selves back to the time
when the Constitution was adopted, recollect the
spirit manifested in the debates, and instead of
trying what meaning may be squeezed out of the
text, or invented against it, conform to the probable one in which it was passed.”
By looking at multiple quotes made by the founders
as well as prominent men, and news sources from that
time to get a grasp of context and intent. (YES there
are a lot of quotes... but that is the point)

“The right of the people to
keep and bear...arms shall
not be infringed. A well
regulated militia, composed of the body of the
people, trained to arms, is
the best and most natural
defense of a free country...” (James Madison, I Annals of Congress 434

“Americans have the
right and advantage of
being armed - unlike the
citizens of other countries whose governments
are afraid to trust the
people with arms.” (James Madi-

son, The Federalist Papers #46 at 243- 244)

“Besides the advantage of being
armed, which the Americans possess
over the people of almost every other nation. . . Notwithstanding the
military establishments in the several
kingdoms of Europe, which are carried as far as the public resources
will bear, the governments are afraid
to trust the people with arms.” (James Madi-

son, in Federalist Paper No. 46.)

“No Free man shall ever be
debarred the use of arms.”
(Thomas Jefferson, Proposal Virginia Constitution, 1 T.
Jefferson Papers, 334,[C.J. Boyd, Ed., 1950] )

“The right of the people to keep and
bear arms has been recognized by the
General Government; but the best
security of that right after all is, the
military spirit, that taste for martial exercises, which has always distinguished the free citizens of these
States....Such men form the best
barrier to the liberties of America”
- (Gazette of the United States, October 14, 1789.)

“Before a standing army can rule, the
people must be disarmed; as they are
in almost every kingdom of Europe.
The supreme power in America cannot
enforce unjust laws by the sword; because the whole body of the people are
armed.” (Noah Webster in An Examination into the Leading Principles

of the Federal Constitution’, 1787, a pamphlet aimed at swaying Pennsylvania toward ratification, in Paul Ford, ed., Pamphlets on the Constitution of the United
States, at 56(New York, 1888))

“...to disarm the
people - that was the
best and most effectual
way to enslave them.”
(George Mason, 3 Elliot, Debates at 380

“The prohibition is general. No clause
in the Constitution could by any rule of
construction be conceived to give to Congress a power to disarm the people. Such
a flagitious attempt could only be made
under some general pretense by a state
legislature. But if in any blind pursuit of
inordinate power, either should attempt
it, this amendment may be appealed to as a
restraint on both.” [William Rawle, A View of the Constitution 125-6 (2nd ed. 1829)

“...but if circumstances should at any
time oblige the government to form an
army of any magnitude, that army can
never be formidable to the liberties of
the people, while there is a large body
of citizens, little if at all inferior to
them in discipline and use of arms, who
stand ready to defend their rights...”
(Alexander Hamilton speaking of standing armies in

“The best we
can hope for
concerning the
people at large
is that they be
properly armed.”

(Alexander Hamilton, The Federalist Papers at 184-8)

Federalist 29.)

“The great object is that
every man be armed” and
“everyone who is able may
have a gun.” (Patrick Henry, in the Virginia
Convention on the ratification of the Constitution. Debates
and other Proceedings of the Convention of Virginia,...taken
in shorthand by David Robertson of Petersburg, at 271, 275
2d ed. Richmond, 1805. Also 3 Elliot, Debates at 386)

“Congress have no power to disarm the
militia. Their swords, and every other terrible implement of the soldier, are the
birthright of an American... The unlimited
power of the sword is not in the hands of
either the federal or state government,
but, where I trust in God it will ever remain, in the hands of the people” (Tench Coxe,

Pennsylvania Gazette, Feb. 20, 1788)

“To preserve liberty, it
is essential that the whole
body of people always possess
arms, and be taught alike especially when young, how to
use them.” (Richard Henry Lee, 1788, Initiator
of the Declaration of Independence, and member of
the first Senate, which passed the Bill of Rights, Walter
Bennett, ed., Letters from the Federal Farmer to the Republican, at 21,22,124 (Univ. of Alabama Press,1975)..)

“The Constitution shall never be construed....to prevent the people of the United
States who are peaceable citizens from keeping their own
arms” (Samuel Adams,
Debates and Proceedings in the Convention of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, 86-87)

“And what country can preserve its
liberties, if its rulers are not warned
from time to time that this people preserve the spirit of resistance? Let them
take arms.... The tree of liberty must be
refreshed from time to time, with the
blood of patriots and tyrants” (Thomas
Jefferson in a letter to William S. Smith in 1787. Taken from
Jefferson, On Democracy 20, S. Padover ed.,1939)

“The strongest reason for people
to retain the right to keep and bear
arms is, as a last resort, to protect
themselves against tyranny in government.” --(Thomas Jefferson)

“Guard with jealous attention
the public liberty. Suspect
everyone who approaches that
jewel. Unfortunately, nothing
will preserve it but downright
force. Whenever you give up
that force, you are inevitably
ruined” (Patrick Henry, 3 J. Elliot, Debates in the

Several State Conventions 45, 2d ed. Philadelphia, 1836)

“Are we at last brought to such humiliating
and debasing degradation, that we cannot be
trusted with arms for our defense? Where
is the difference between having our arms
in possession and under our direction, and
having them under the management of Congress? If our defense be the real object of
having those arms, in whose hands can they
be trusted with more propriety, or equal
safety to us, as in our own hands?” (Patrick Henry, 3 J. Elliot,
Debates in the Several State Conventions 45, 2d ed. Philadelphia, 1836)

2nd Amendment: GRAMMAR
Now we can get into the grammar portion of the second amendment. For that we have a great example and
text from J Neil Schulman.
From: 1991 by The New Gun Week
http://www.constitution.org/2ll/schol/2amd_gram-mar.htm
“I’ll begin with a basic English lesson. Let’s take a look
at the text of the 2nd Amendment, but slightly tweaked.
Something like this:
‘A well balanced breakfast being necessary to the start
of a healthy day, the right of the people to keep and eat
food shall not be infringed.’
Now, based on this sentence, who has the right to keep
and eat food? A well balanced breakfast? Or the people?
If you say a well-balanced breakfast, you’re a fool.
The founding fathers specifically wanted to protect the
right of the people to keep and bear arms. We know this
because that is what they wrote. They didn’t write ‘the
right of the militia’ or ‘the right of the army’ or ‘the right
of the government’ or any other group other than the
right of the people.”
I believe this example is sound but to further prove my
point we can direct the question of Grammar to the
expert “Roy Copperud”
(Roy Copperud was a newspaper writer on major dailies for over
three decades before embarking on a distinguished 17-year career
teaching journal-ism at USC. Since 1952, Copperud has been writing a column dealing with the professional aspects of journalism for
Editor and Publisher, a weekly magazine focusing on the journalism
field. He’s on the usage panel of the American Heritage Dictionary,
and Merriam Webster’s Usage Dictionary frequently cites him as an
expert. Copperud’s fifth book on usage, American Usage and Style:
The Consensus, has been in continuous print from Van Nostrand
Reinhold since 1981, and is the winner of the Association of American Publisher’s Humanities Award.)

“In reply to your numbered questions:
[Schulman:] “(1) Can the sentence be interpreted
to grant the right to keep and bear arms solely to ‘a
well-regulated militia’?”
[Copperud:] “(1) The sentence does not restrict the right
to keep and bear arms, nor does it state or imply possession of the right elsewhere or by others than the people; it
simply makes a positive statement with respect to a right

of the people.”
[Schulman:] “(2) Is ‘the right of the people to keep and
bear arms’ granted by the words of the Second Amendment, or does the Second Amendment assume a preexisting right of the people to keep and bear arms, and merely
state that such right ‘shall not be infringed’?”
[Copperud:] “(2) The right is not granted by the amendment; its existence is assumed. The thrust of the sentence
is that the right shall be preserved inviolate for the sake
of ensuring a militia.”
[Schulman:] “(3) Is the right of the people to keep and
bear arms conditioned upon whether or not a well
regulated militia, is, in fact necessary to the security of
a free State, and if that condition is not existing, is the
statement ‘the right of the people to keep and bear Arms,
shall not be infringed’ null and void?”
[Copperud:] “(3) No such condition is expressed or
implied. The right to keep and bear arms is not said by
the amendment to depend on the existence of a militia.
No condition is stated or implied as to the relation of
the right to keep and bear arms and to the necessity of
a well-regulated militia as a requisite to the security of
a free state. The right to keep and bear arms is deemed
unconditional by the entire sentence.”
[Schulman:] “(4) Does the clause ‘A well-regulated
Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State,’
grant a right to the government to place conditions on
the ‘right of the people to keep and bear arms,’ or is such
right deemed unconditional by the meaning of the entire
sentence?”
[Copperud:] “(4) The right is assumed to exist and to be
unconditional, as previously stated. It is invoked here
specifically for the sake of the militia.”
[Schulman:] “(5) Which of the following does the phrase
‘well-regulated militia’ mean: ‘well-equipped’, ‘well-organized,’ ‘well-drilled,’ ‘well-educated,’ or ‘subject to regulations of a superior authority’?”
[Copperud:] “(5) The phrase means ‘subject to regulations of a superior authority;’ this accords with the desire
of the writers for civilian control over the military.”
[Schulman:] “(6) (If at all possible, I would ask you to
take account the changed meanings of words, or usage,
since that sentence was written 200 years ago, but not
take into account historical interpretations of the intents
of the authors, unless those issues can be clearly separated.”

[Copperud:] (6)“To the best of my knowledge, there has
been no change in the meaning of words or in usage that
would affect the meaning of the amendment. If it were
written today, it might be put: “Since a well-regulated
militia is necessary to the security of a free state, the
right of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be
abridged.’
[Schulman:] “As a ‘scientific control’ on this analysis, I
would also appreciate it if you could compare your analysis of the text of the Second Amendment to the following sentence,
“A well-schooled electorate, being necessary to the security of a free State, the right of the people to keep and read
Books, shall not be infringed.’
“My questions for the usage analysis of this sentence
would be,
“(1) Is the grammatical structure and usage of this sentence and the way the words modify each other, identical
to the Second Amendment’s sentence?; and “
(2) Could this sentence be interpreted to restrict ‘the
right of the people to keep and read Books’ only to ‘a
well-educated electorate’ — for example, registered voters with a high-school diploma?”
[Copperud:] “(1) Your ‘scientific control’ sentence precisely parallels the amendment in grammatical structure.
“(2) There is nothing in your sentence that either indicates or implies the possibility of a restricted interpretation.”

in concert for the common defense. The Antifederalists
feared that the Federal Government would disarm the
people in order to disable this citizens’ militia, enabling
a politicized standing army or a select militia to rule.
The response was to deny Congress power to abridge
the ancient right of individuals to keep and bear arms,
so that the ideal of a citizens’ militia would be preserved. Pp. 22–28.
(4)
(c)The Court’s interpretation is confirmed by
analogous arms-bearing rights in state constitutions
that preceded and immediately followed the Second
Amendment. Pp. 28–30.
(5)
(d)The Second Amendment’s drafting history,
while of dubious interpretive worth, reveals three state
Second Amendment proposals that unequivocally
referred to an individual right to bear arms. Pp. 30–32.
(6)
(e)Interpretation of the Second Amendment
by scholars, courts and legislators, from immediately
after its ratification through the late 19th century also
supports the Court’s conclusion. Pp. 32–47.
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/07pdf/07-290.pdf

Gun Control advocates like to point out that DC vs
Heller also implied that gun control measures were
within the scope of the 2nd Amendment. However the
point we are making at this point is solely the Grammar.

Well Regulated
Sometimes we take words for granted and do not understand other usage or their historical context, “Regulate” is one of those words.
In regards to grammar we also have the court case of
The definition according to dictionary.com
DC vs Heller
verb (used with object), regulated, regulating.
1.to control or direct by a rule, principle, method,
to again verify the sentence structure. The Supreme
etc.:
2.to adjust to some standard or requirement, as
Court held:
(1)
The Second Amendment protects an individual
amount, degree, etc.:
right to possess a firearm unconnected with service in
3.to adjust so as to ensure accuracy of operation:
a militia, and to use that arm for traditionally lawful
4.to put in good order:
purposes, such as self-defense within the home. Pp.
Gun Control advocates prefer to focus on “control”
2–53.
while 2nd Amendment supporters bring up “good
(2)
(a)The Amendment’s prefatory clause announc- order” or the other option not listed “well equipped.”
The Supreme Court in DC vs Heller advised
es a purpose, but does not limit or expand the scope
of the second part, the operative clause. The operative
“the adjective ‘well-regulated’ implies nothing more
than the imposition of proper discipline and training.”
clause’s text and history demonstrate that it connotes
an individual right to keep and bear arms. Pp. 2–22.
What we could also do is view the Oxford English Dic(3)
(b)The prefatory clause comports with the
Court’s interpretation of the operative clause. The “mi- tionary bracketed from that time period
litia” comprised all males physically capable of acting
1709: “If a liberal Education has formed in us well-reg-

ulated Appetites and worthy Inclinations.”
1714: “The practice of all well-regulated courts of justice in the world.”
1812: “The equation of time ... is the adjustment of the
difference of time as shown by a well-regulated clock
and a true sun dial.”
1848: “A remissness for which I am sure every well-regulated person will blame the Mayor.”
1862: “It appeared to her well-regulated mind, like a
clandestine proceeding.”
1894: “The newspaper, a never wanting adjunct to
every well-regulated American embryo city.”
“The phrase “well-regulated” was in common use long
before 1789, and remained so for a century thereafter.
It referred to the property of something being in prop-

er working order. Something that was well-regulated
was calibrated correctly, function-ing as expected.
Establishing government oversight of the people’s arms
was not only not the intent in using the phrase in the
2nd amendment, it was precisely to render the government powerless to do so that the founders wrote it.”
(From Brian T. Halonen http://www.constitution. org/cons/wellregu.htm)

Even though I took the time to mention this topic it really is a moot point as we saw in the Grammar section
the “well-regulated militia” is separate from the ability
to own firearms. Also we can see that “regulate” had
multiple uses, although the simplest answer is more
than likely true and that is they wanted able bodied
men (militia members) to have working firearms and
know how to use them. Some Gun Control advocates
then move on to the Militia being satisfied by the creation of the National Guard, however one point of the
militia was to be beyond government control and this
is not the case with the National Guard. More impor-

tanly the militia or a National Guard have nothing to
do with gun rights as we have already exhausted.
Infringe
Merriam-Webster:
to wrongly limit or restrict
(something, such as another person’s rights)
Oxford Dictionary: Act so as to limit or undermine
(something); encroach on.
Synonyms: break, encroach, weaken, disobey, meddle
I think that pretty much covers that topic... but perhaps more importantly “infringe” counters any idea/
argumnet that “well-regulated” means laws. You cant
have both
Muskets
Since the argument (not really an argument) is made
that the intention was only for Muskets?
I am not sure where this idea comes from as the founders were clear they wanted people to have “arms” with
the main intention being to defend against a foreign
army as well as a tyrannical US military (overgrown
executive). So yes, they definitely would have meant for
it to include “military style rifles.” Especially considering the words quoted earlier by Tench Coxe “. Their
swords, and every other terrible implement of the soldier,
are the birthright of an American...”

Gun Control advocates imply that it was only for Muskets because they could not anticipate the advances
of the firearm... but implying they only meant current
technology because they could not anticipate advances is ridiculous, the mere statement that they did not
mean anything beyond muskets implies they believed
their would be advances.
Also they did see how arms advanced, there is no

reason why they would have thought they were at the
technological peak of fire-arms. There were repeating
arms and other advancements well before the 2nd
amendment.
Puckle Gun: First “machine gun” developed in 1718
Girandonu Rifle: Used by Lewis and Clark as well as
Australian Military. Developed in 1779, had a 20 round
magazine and fired a .46 caliber projectile an effective
range of 150 yards.

Any idea that the founders had limits to civilians is
just not true and frankly just poor logic when you look
at history. They wanted adequate arms to handle an
oppressive government, which again you can see from
all that they had to say about it.

GUN CONTROL
An argument for Gun Control quickly finds you in
discussions regarding places where Gun Control
has supposedly worked. This is why I chose to start
with this topic. It is also kind of a boring section so I
want to get it over with

In 2005 the head of the New South Wales Bureau of
Crime Statistics and Research, Don Weatherburn,
noted that the level of legal gun ownership in NSW
increased in recent years, and that the 1996 legislation had had little to no effect on violence. https://
en.wikipe-dia.org/wiki/Gun_laws_in_Australia#cite_
note-37 and http://cerebralzero.tumblr.com
In 2006, the lack of a measurable effect from the 1996
firearms legislation was reported in the British Journal
of Criminology. Using ARIMA analysis, Dr Jeanine
Baker and Dr Samara McPhedran found no evidence
for an impact of the laws on homicide.
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gun_laws_in_Australia#cite_note-40 and http://cerebralzero.tumblr.com

Australia
“In the seven years from 2005 to 2012, gun murders
across Australia almost doubled. The incidence of
guns used in kidnappings trebled. The total number
of crimes in which a firearm was used rose from 823
in 2005, to 1217 in 2012, an increase of 47 per cent.
Source: News Limited.”
The total firearms death rate in 1995, the year before
the Port Arthur massacre and the laws introduced,
was 2.6 per 100,000 people. The total firearms
murder rate that year was 0.3/100,000. From 19801995, Australian firearms deaths dropped from
4.9/100,000-2.6/100,000 without the implementation of firearms laws. This is a rate of decline that has
remained fairly constant; Looking at 1996-2014, in
which the rate has dropped from 2.6-0.86, it shows
that the decline has been slower in a longer period
of time since the law’s passing. Likewise, homicides
declined more quickly in the 15 years prior to the
firearms laws (0.8-0.3) than in the 18 years since
it (0.3-0.1). This just indicates that firearms deaths
haven’t been noticeably affected by the legislation
that has been claimed has done so much to decrease
gun crime.
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/productsbytitle/9C85B-D1298C075EACA2568A900139342?OpenDocument

It should also be noted that around the same time,
New Zealand experienced a similar mass shooting, but they did not change their existing firearms
laws, which remain fairly lax; even more so than
some American states like California, New York, or
Connecticut. Despite this, their firearms crime rate
has declined fairly steadily as well, and they haven’t
experienced a mass shooting since. http://lee-enfeel.tumblr.Com

Subsequently, a study by McPhedran and Baker compared the incidence of mass shootings in Australia and
New Zealand. Data were standardized to a rate per
100,000 people, to control for differences in population
size between the countries and mass shootings before
and after 1996/1997 were compared between countries.
That study found that in the period 1980–1996, both
countries experienced mass shootings. The rate did not
differ significantly between countries. Since 1996-1997,
neither country has experienced a mass shooting event
despite the continued availability of semi-automatic
long arms in New Zealand. The authors conclude that
“the hypothesis that Australia’s prohibition of certain
types of firearms explains the absence of mass shootings in that country since 1996 does not appear to
be supported… if civilian access to certain types of
firearms explained the occurrence of mass shootings in
Australia (and conversely, if prohibiting such firearms
explains the absence of mass shootings), then New
Zealand (a country that still allows the ownership of
such firearms) would have continued to experience
mass shooting events.” https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gun_laws_in_Australia#cite_

note-44 and http://cerebralzero.tumblr.com

An interesting side note is the cost associated with
implementing such a plan. The Australian government
was able to buy back 631,000 guns at the estimated
price of about $500,000,000. That’s an average of $792
per gun. Even after spending that money you can see
from the data above, it was ineffective, it did nothing
to prevent violent crime and criminals in Australia
still have access to illegal guns. Compare to the United
States there are over 360,000,000 legally owned firearms in America. If we do the math and go by Australia’s numbers ($792.39 per gun), it would cost our
government $285,261,489,698.89 to buy back. Almost
300 BILLION dollars, assuming that every gun own-

er voluntarily turns in their guns… (which will not
happen).
The United Kingdom
Anti gunners try to use the UK as an example of a
developed country that has confiscated guns and had a
drop in gun crime.
If your only goal was a drop in gun crimes then yes the
UK is a great success, if your goal was to drop murder
rates or violent crimes then you would be sadly mistaken. London’s murder rate has grown by nearly 40
percent in three years, while police figures show that
New York’s has fallen by 87 percent since 1990 (CBS).
Rapes have quadrupled in the last 10 years as well. Regarding murders people will say that the data was taken only from two months, but that doesn’t negate the
fact it was higher, maybe not annually but it still was
higher for that period of time which it never has been
before. A combination of gun crimes and stabbings in
a city that has banned guns yet as we see violent crime
still happens.
“Days are longer in summer and shark attacks occur
more frequently in summer, therefore longer days cause
more shark attacks.” Unfortunately that is how many
people argue for gun control, just because multiple
events collide does not necessarily mean there is a
connection.
“• The US has the highest gun ownership rate in the
world - an average of 88 per 100 people. That puts it
first in the world for gun ownership - and even the
number two country, Yemen, has significantly fewer
- 54.8 per 100 people
•But the US does not have the worst firearm murder
rate - that prize belongs to Honduras, El Salvador
and Jamaica. In fact, the US is number 28, with a rate
of 2.97 per 100,000 people” -Guardian https:// www.theguardian.com/news/
datablog/2012/jul/22/gun-homi-cides-ownership-world-list

The Small Arms Survey (SAS) compares gun ownership data for 109 countries per 100 people to homicide rates. However, the survey excludes weapons
that government-owned. At the time of the survey, all
able-bodied Swiss males between the ages of 18 and 42
had to keep their weapons in their homes. After they
turn 42, they can apply for permission to keep these
guns in their possession. Israel was documented similarly. This gives a falsely low number for gun ownership rates, as these countries look significantly different

in this category than United States.
The survey in general uses the “number of guns per
100 citizens” rule to inflate numbers. It might have
been better to survey based on population of gun
ownership (so total percentage of the population) than
per 100 people. (I’m assuming your issue is the access
to guns and not the number of guns greater than one
that an individual has access to). As it stands, the SAS
shows a tendency for more guns to equal fewer homicides.
These comparisons were questioned by some people
at the CRPC ,so they used the OECD’s definitions of
“civilized countries” to compare gun ownership and
homicide rates the same way the SAS did, and the
results were different.
This shows the bias of the SAS. Gun ownership would
still correspond to fewer homicides, but the relationship is not statistically significant. That means you
cannot claim that gun ownership has ANY EFFECT of
the number of homicides in your country. So yes, even
in countries like the UK where guns are mostly illegal,
there seems to be no correlation between how many
guns there are and how many people end up dead.
These surveys prove to be basically bogus, but there
are other indicators of gun crime that can be used to
make a case for or against gun control. Gun control
advocates prefer to look at only firearm homicides, not
total murders. Among OECD countries, Mexico has
the highest firearms homicide rate, with a rate about
3 times higher than the US rate. Brazil’s and Russia’s
are much higher, though Russia does not report total
firearm homicides so it’s a literal shot in the dark for
them. They aren’t the only ones, with only 116 countries reporting firearm homicides out of a total of 192.
The CPRC mentions, “By the way, despite Israel and
Switzerland having very high gun possession rates,
their firearm homicide rates are extremely low. In the
data shown below, Switzerland had a firearms homicide rate of 0.77 per 100,000 people and Israel has a
rate of just 0.09 per 100,000.”
As for the UK specifically, the banning of handguns
has hurt more than it has helped. For example, take the
case of the handgun ban in England and Wales in January 1997. After the ban there is only one year (2010)
where the homicide rate is lower than it was in 1996.

The immediate effect was about a 50 percent increase
in homicide rates. The homicide rate only began
falling when there was a large increase in the number
of police officers during 2003 and 2004. Despite the
huge increase in the number of police, the murder
rate still remained slightly higher than the immediate
pre-ban rate. The police recorded crime figures, which
date back to the 19th century, are one of the two major
measures of crime in England and Wales. The second
yardstick, the crime survey for England and Wales,
which dates back to 1981, is unaffected by the allegations and has consistently showed a fall in crime since
1995.
The Statistics Authority said the removal of the designation of national statistics would remain until the
Office for National Statistics (ONS), working with the
Home Office, Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and others, was able to demonstrate that the
quality of the underlying crime data was sufficient to
meet the needs of users.
The allegations have included claims that the Metropolitan police have understated sexual offences by as
much as 25%. MPs have heard allegations that fiddling
techniques have included downgrading offences to
less serious crimes or persuading victims not to make
a complaint, while in some cases crimes were only
recorded if they were solved. Other incidents were kept
completely off the books if an offender could not be
traced, they have been told.
I was curious as to how the crime survey in England
and Wales compares to the National Crime Victimization Survey (US equivalent)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Crime_Survey_for_England_and_ Wales
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_Crime_Victimization_ Survey

The results were quite damning.
First off, the math: Population
UK: 56,100,000 / 100,000 = 561
US: 311,591,917 / 100,000 = 3116
Now let’s look at the completed rape figures in the BCS
and the NCVS for each country.
UK: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/214970/sexual-offending-over-view-jan-2013.pdf (Page 13).

The CSEW (crime survey England and Wales) estimates around 52,000 COMPLETED rapes each year in
England and Wales.
Calculation: 52,000 / 561 = 92.6 completed rapes per
100,000 in England and Wales.

So approximately 92.6 completed rapes per 100,000 for
England and Wales.
The US: http://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/fvsv9410.pdf (Page 11).
One thing to note, the NCVS makes no distinction between “sexual assault” and “rape”, so the stats here are
skewed in favor of the UK. But we shall make do with
what we have.
According to the NCVS, there were around 143,300
completed rapes in 2010.
143,300 / 3116 = 45.9 completed rapes per 100,000
people in the US.
The UK rate here is far higher. The interesting thing is
how severely underreported rape is by the police in the
UK.
Let’s move onto assaults.
UK: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/116417/
hosb1011.pdf (Page 39).

What we are looking for is ‘wounding’ There were
around 520,000 wounding incidents in 2010/11 for
England and Wales.
520,000 / 561 = 926.9 woundings per 100,000 people.
US: http://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/cv12.pdf (Page 2).
There were 996,110 aggravated assaults in the US in
2012.
996,110 / 3116 = 319.6 aggravated assaults per 100,000.
Completed rapes:
UK: 92.6 per 100,000
US: 45.9 per 100,000
Assaults:
UK: 926.9 per 100,000
US: 319.6 per 100,000
According to the British Crime Survey, and the National Crime Victimization Survey, the UK is a much
more violent place than the US in terms of assaults
with serious injuries and completed rapes.
Is correlation causation? Does the UK have higher
rates because there is less guns? Don’t know. But this
post is merely an illustration of how severely underreported rapes and assaults is in both countries. However
the discrepancy and gap seems to be much wider in
the UK than it is in the US.
The fact is that according to national crime surveys in
both countries, the UK has higher rates of completed
rapes and assaults with serious injuries. However the
UK does indeed have a lower homicide rate than the
US.
Just food for thought gents.

Definitions of rape in the UK:
The law defines rape as the non-consensual penetration of the vagina, anus or mouth by a penis. Only a
man can commit rape but the victim can be male or female. When it comes to sexual contact between adults,
consent is paramount. Put simply, rape and other
sexual assaults are sexual acts carried out with-out the
consent of one of the people involved.
http://www.sarcplymouth.co.uk/default/index.cfm/what-is-rape/

UK wounding definition:
This offence is committed when a person unlawfully
and maliciously, with intent to do some grievous bodily harm, or with intent to resist or prevent the lawful
apprehension or detainer of any other person, either:
wounds another person; or causes grievous bodily
harm to another person.
http://ukcriminallawblog.com/2012/11/21/wounding-or-gbh-with-intent/

If gun control is supposedly so effective at keeping the
public safe and reducing violence, why is the UK more
violent than the US? Comparing the overall murder
rate of the US to the UK to argue that gun control
reduces violent crime, murder, and gun violence
rates is a bit silly. To prove that gun control measures
effectively work to reduce these numbers, we would
have to prove that these numbers were reduced in the
UK after their strict gun control laws went into effect.
That did not happen. In fact, murder rates were almost
the exact same in 2011 as they were 15 years before in
1996 before strict gun control. Rates spiked sharply
for five years after gun control, but at no point has the
UK’s strict gun laws significantly reduced violence at
all to date.
This information was compiled at http://wine-not-my-dear.tumblr.com
Defensive Gun Use
“How many more have to die before we enact stricter
gun control?”
By begging this question, gun-control advocates are
ignoring a very crucial piece of information: Guns
help protect innocent lives FAR MORE OFTEN than
they help to harm innocent lives. There are literally
hundreds of thousands of defensive gun uses in this
country alone every single year.

http://www.thetruthaboutguns.com/category/defensive-gunuseoftheday/
http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/cdc-study-use-firearms-self-defense-important-crime-deterrent
http://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2015/02/defen-sive-gun-ownership-gary-kleck-response-115082.html#.VcYed_ lRK1w

Quite simply put, guns save innocent lives. They do so

far more often than they hurt them. When guns are
harming more innocent lives than they are protecting,
it could be argued that it might make sense to further
limit guns.
Chances of being shot or killed based on firearm
deaths and population count: Death by gun, suicide
excluded:
0.0032% Death by gun, suicide included:
0.0095% Death in a mass shooting alone:
0.000032% Injury by gun, no death:
0.024%
Death of injury by gun including suicide:
0.033%
Gun deaths and injuries etc based off general stats used
by anti-gun people, rather than exact numbers from
each year because its faster and easier to do. Going by
exact yearly figures would result in very little change
to the average numbers used above. Guns compared
to other ways you can die: Unintentional fall deaths:
Number of deaths: 26,009
Deaths per 100,000 population: 8.4
Motor vehicle traffic deaths: Number of deaths: 33,687
Deaths per 100,000 population: 10.9
Unintentional poisoning deaths: Number of deaths:
33,041
Deaths per 100,000 population: 10.7
All poisoning deaths: Number of deaths: 42,917
Deaths per 100,000 population: 13.9
All Drug poisoning deaths: Deaths per 100,000 population: 12.4 (2010)
All firearm deaths (suicide included): Number of
deaths: 31,672
Deaths per 100,000 population: 10.3
All firearms deaths (suicide excluded): Number of
deaths: 12,664
Deaths per 100,000 population: 3.6
Firearm deaths broken down completely: 3.6 for homicide
6.3 for suicide
0.30 for unintentional
0.10 undetermined
10.3 for deaths total in general of 3.6 for homicide
only. You are more likely to trip and die than be killed

by a gun. [Sources are FBI and CDC]
this chart shows incidents that cause death stacked up
against gun crime. Quite obviously gun crime is practically nothing when compared to ALL other causes of
deaths on BOTH graphs. Even suicide has more deaths
than firearm homicides (that is, if you aren’t counting
fatalities due to being fat as suicide).
Drugs, especially alcohol, cause MANY more deaths
than crimes involving firearms, yet I don’t see many
anti-gunners moving to ban alcohol or other drugs, or
trying to ban baseball bats, or McDonald’s.

Assault Rifles
Let me start with this, unless a person’s argument
is that “AR” stands for “assault rifle” I don’t try and
correct them. Personally I have no problem with them
being called “assault rifles.” I suppose one reason some
argue over verbiage like “assault rifle” vs “modern
sporting rifle” is because of the long history of the ATF
classifying certain weapons as having “no sporting
purpose” then moving on to banning them. https://www.atf.gov/
file/57521/download. So perhaps it is theorized if we elude to the
firearm being an assault rifle and not a hunting rifle we
are at risk of losing it. Which it makes sense that this
would be an area where we’d have concern given how
assault rifles were defined by Clinton era assault weapon ban as well as numerous state bans. But by spending
too much time worrying about the term they used or
thinking we have made a slam dunk because we explained how “AR” stands for “Armalite” we are missing
the point completely and arguing semantics will get us
nowhere. It is almost fitting that the term Assault Rifle
was used as propaganda by Hitler to strike fear (the
Sturmgewehr).
What is the actual definition:
-Assault rifle, military firearm that is chambered for
ammunition of reduced size or propellant charge
and that has the capacity to switch between semiautomatic and fully automatic fire. (Britannica)
-A lightweight rifle developed from the sub-machine gun, which may be set to fire automatically or
semi-automatically (Oxford)
One of the distinguishing features of an assault rifle ac-

cording to multiple dictionaries is that the rifle would
be “select fire.” In other words, they need to be able to
be switched to burst or full auto which of course isn’t
the case with the guns Antigunners are trying to ban.
Therefore they are incorrectly classifying the firearm,
but any argument to this will not satisfy, I’m 99.9%
sure that no one has won an argument by clarifying
this term.
Nowaccording to the FBI, homicide rates by firearms
have been slowly declining, with a spike in 2016.
Unfortunately the increase of murders in general
increased overall in 2016. Using those numbers for
2016 we have 374 murders by rifles. (The data does not
distinguish “assault rifles” so rifles is the best we can do
as far as numbers.)
Compare the 374 murders by rifles to the other ways
evil people murdered.
Knives 1,604
Blunt Objects (clubs, bats, hammers, etc..) 472
Personal (fists, hands, feet, etc...) 656
No one is diminishing the loss of 374 people, we are
just comparing the loss of life from one form to the
other categories.

Source: https://ucr.fbi.gov/crime-in-the-u.s/2016/crime-in-the-u.s.-2016/tables/expanded-homicide-data-table-4.xls

As I said murders were up across the board in 2016,
out of that increase 20% was from Chicago.

Source: https://www.google.com/amp/s/qz.com/1086403/fbi-crime-statistics-us-murders-were-up-in-2016and-chicago-had-a-lot-to-do-with-it/amp/

Chicago has some of the most restrictive gun laws in
the country, and they have the Assault weapon bans
that many antigunners want.
The state of Illinois
-requires a license or permit to purchase a firearm.
- waiting period is required.
-an “assault weapon” ban in Cook county.
According to Cook county and the laws that have been
attempted in other states such as Oregon, an Assault
Rifle is a Semi-automatic rifle or pistol that can accept
—large capacity magazine
—pistol grip
—Barrel Shroud
—protruding non-trigger hand grip—folding stock
—bayonet Mount
—muzzle device (break, compensator)

These laws have been in place in Chicago since 2006
with little to no impact, many years even seeing an
increase in murders. Source: https://massappeal.com/chicagos-murder-rate-in-2016-hit-

its-highest-levels-in-two-decades/

Other states that have assault weapons bans such as
Massachusetts are the opposite they put in place a ban
in 2016 and in 2017 they had the lowest gun deaths in
the country!... oh but I failed to mention they also got
that achievement in 2015 before the ban.
There are other states that have similar bans however
not much data is in.
Again these bans are based on a total amount of 374
deaths (in 2016) across the entire country. 15,070 people were murdered in 2016, 374 amounts to just 2%.
Since we don’t have a total number of rifles that fit the
term “assault weapon” let’s just use the amount of rifles
that were manufactured in 2016 alone, that was 4.2
million... 374 out of 4 million is only .009% ATF estimates as many as 15 million are in circulation. Literally
you have a better chance of being struck by lightning
(.14%).
Source: https://www.google.com/amp/amp.mcclatchydc.com/news/nation-world/national/article201882739.
html

Again, I’m not dismissing the lives of those who died...
what I am saying is we need to look at motives behind
those deaths, after all 656 people were killed with no
weapons at all.
So does the reduction of so called Assault Rifles “promote public health and safety” as that is what their
legislation asserts?
Simple answer... no, from 2007 to 2016 manufacturing
of this type of firearm doubled according to the ATF
(from 1.6 million a year to 4.2 million a year in 2016).
At the same time homicides declined. This isn’t an
argument about more firearms equal less crimes, the
statement I’m making is that an increase number in
firearms did not equate to an increase in the number of
homicides.
Next, where do they get their definition of “assault
rifle”
My issue is not that you call weapons such as the AR15
an assault rifle, it’s the traits that you use to define.

-Barrel Shroud
— an item that encircles or partially covers the barrel
so the user can hold it with their non-firing hand without being burned.
Given that your position is based on public safety,
shouldn’t that include someone who doesn’t want to
burn their hand? I personally have a shotgun with a
heat shield on it (that I purchased when I was under
21), my purpose in buying it was that I worked 24
hour shifts and my wife would be left at home alone. I
wanted her to be able to control the firearm and have
a good grip on the weapon in a self defense situation.
There is no evil intent with a shroud/ heat shield, I am
unsure how the feature of “dissipating heat” has become an “assault weapon” feature.
-Muzzle Device
— This is just another item that someone thinks looks
scary so they assign it to an “assault rifle.” Muzzle devices can be used on everything from handguns to bolt
action rifles. To determine, that on specific weapons it
is inherently more dangerous is absurd. Let me know
when a gunman has worried about muzzle rise.
-Bayonet lug
—Close second in absurdity to the heat shield is the
bayonet lug. Has anyone in the United States ever (post
civil war) been murdered by a bayonet affixed to a
rifle?
-Magazine capacity
— The idea essentially is that by making a shooter have
to stop to reload it would give more time for someone to rush the attacker or for others more time to get
away. (click on this video for more: https://youtu.be/MjnsBH9jGxc )

We can look again to the FBI for statistics. The FBI
conducted a study of mass shootings from 2000 to
2013, over that time 486 people were killed in 160 incidents. FBI defines a mass casualty as 3 or more people
killed. 486 people (roughly 37 a year) is nothing to
write off, it’s awful. Another awful statistic is that 1,200
people are murdered every year... over their sneakers.
So maybe if we all switched to Velcro New Balances
we would save more lives? Point being that you don’t
make legislation that impacts millions of innocent
people over the actions of a few.
This isn’t taking into account that not all mass shoot-

ers used high capacity magazines, example being the
recent Parkland shooting where the gunman killed 17
with 10 round magazines. In fact according to Mother
Jones from 1982 to 2012 only half of mass shooting
incidents involved high capacity magazines.
Do a search for results of magazine capacity bans and
you will get a slew of results about the successes or the
94 assault weapons ban. It’s seems rather conclusive on
the surface. However the National institute of Justice
did not have the same conclusion. “We cannot clearly credit the ban with any of the nation’s recent drop
in gun violence” also “should it be renewed, the ban’s
effects on gun violence are likely to be small at best and
perhaps too small for reliable measurement.”
Ineffective bans that only effect law abiding citizens are
not the answer. Other Sources:
https://www.fbi.gov/news/stories/fbi-releases-study-on-active-shooter-incidents

https://www.google.com/amp/s/qz.com/554784/1200-people-are-killed-each-year-over-sneakers/amp/
https://www.google.com/amp/www.chicagotribune.com/news/opinion/chapman/ct-perspec-chapman-massshooting-assault-weapons-0218-20180216-story,amp.html

“anyone can get an ‘assault weapon’ myth:”

Yep, anyone can buy an “assault weapon,” as long as
they have…
- Found a Class 3 firearms dealer.

-Found a Class 3 firearms dealer that is willing to sell to
them. (Note that gun dealers can and will to refuse to sell to
individuals who do not meet their personal standards)

- Have required funds needed to purchase the firearm; most machine guns range in price from $5,000
to (as high as I have personally seen) $40,000, with
the potential to cost even more than that. Met the
following requirements:
- Is at least 21 years old
- Is a citizen of the United States
- Not an abuser of drugs or alcohol
- Never been convicted of a felon
- Never been dishonorably discharged from military service
- Called their local CLEO (chief law enforcement
officer - sheriff, police chief, etc.) and asked what
the procedure is for signing Form 4 Application
for Tax Paid Transfer and Registration of Firearm.
This requires that the CLEO is willing to sign before the firearm is purchased (CLEO will refuse to
sign for any number of reasons, even out of their
own political bias.)
- Obtained, in duplicate, and filled out the BATFE
Form 4 Application for Tax Paid Transfer and Registration of Firearm from your dealer seen below.

- (Some information must be filled out by the
dealer.)
Affixed a recent color passport-sized (2”x2”) photograph of themselves on the back of each copy of
the form. (These photos typically cost $5 to $10 at
place such as Kinkos and Walgreens.)
- Acquired a signature of the Chief Law Enforcement Officer of your county or city. (This may take
time depending on location; if it is a city then it
will take longer.)
- While acquiring the CLEO signature, and at law
enforcement agency, filled out and fingerprint FBI
Form FD-258, in duplicate, at a cost of $10 to $15.
-Obtained and filled out the Certification of
Compliance, 18 U.S.C. 922(g)(5)(B), ATF Form
5330.20, declaring that they are a United States
citizen. (This form is sent to the Department of the
Treasury.)
- Paid the $200 Federal Transfer Tax for each NFA
device or firearm to be purchased.
- Mailed in every form and fee, which includes:
-BATFE Form 4 Application for Tax Paid Transfer
and Registration of Firearm
FBI Form FD-258 Certification of Compliance, 18
U.S.C. 922(g)(5)(B), ATF Form 5330.20 $200
(This list does not include fee payed to obtain
items necessary for this process: photos, fingerprints, etc.)
- Waited 6 months for the ATF to receive, process,
and approve their request. This process includes an
FBI NICS background check, the results of which
may disqualify them from being able to obtain
the fire-arm in the first place. (After the request is
approved one copy of BATFE Form 4 Application
for Tax Paid Transfer and Registration of Firearm
will be returned to the dealer.)
- Returned to the dealer to have the firearm transferred into their possession, a process that requires
the dealer to have them fill out ATF form 4473
Firearms Transaction Record (See below), the
standard form for background checks for those
purchasing a non-NFA weapon, however this is for
the dealer to keep as a record of the sale, in compliance with ATF regulations.
Last thing about supposed “Assault Rifles”
Since I have heard some reference that “assault
weapons” that can be easily modified by removing a pin to turn them into full auto... I decided to
cover that non-sense as well. I am covering the AR

because it is the most common one referenced.
Again this is not a simple process, of course
someone could make a full auto firearm. Just as
someone can make a gun VERY easy with off the
shelf parts from a home improvement store. Yet
another reason why these laws do not work but
this is to show it is not as simple as some in media
have said.

“If you are for gun control, then you are not
against guns, because the guns will be needed to
disarm people. So it’s not that you are anti-gun.
You’ll need the police’s guns to take away other
people’s guns. So you’re very pro-gun; you just
believe that only the Government (which is, of
course, so reliable, honest, moral and virtuous…)
should be allowed to have guns. There is no such
thing as gun control. There is only centralizing
gun ownership in the hands of a small political
elite and their minions.” Stefan Molyneux

“Gun prohibition is the brainchild of white middle-class liberals who are oblivious to the situation of poor and minority people living in areas
where the police have given up on crime control.
Such liberals weren’t upset about marijuana laws,
either, in the fifties when the busts were confined
to the ghettos. Secure in well-policed suburbs or
high-security apartments guarded by Pinkertons
(whom no one proposes to disarm), the oblivious
liberal derides gun ownership as “an anachronism
from the Old West.”St. Louis University law professor Don B. Kates, Jr.

EVERYTHING ELSE:
CDC report commissioned by the Obama Administration and a quote by the man himself. ”Year after year,
those who oppose even modest gun-safety measures have
threatened to defund scientific or medical research into
the causes of gun violence, I will direct the Centers for
Disease Control to go ahead and study the best ways to
reduce it.” - Barack Obama
Some of the findings from the report, “Priorities for
Research to Reduce the Threat of Firearm-Related
Violence”
1. Armed citizens are less likely to be injured by an
attacker:
Studies that directly assessed the effect of actual
defensive uses of guns (i.e., incidents in which a gun
was ‘used’ by the crime victim in the sense of attacking or threatening an offender) have found consistently lower injury rates among gun-using crime
victims compared with victims who used other
self-protective strategies.
2. Defensive uses of guns are common:
Almost all national survey estimates indicate that
defensive gun uses by victims are at least as common
as offensive uses by criminals, with estimates of annual uses ranging from about 500,000 to more than
3 mil-lion per year…in the context of about 300,000
violent crimes involving firearms in 2008.
3. Mass shootings and accidental firearm deaths account for a small fraction of gun-related deaths, and
both are declining:
The number of public mass shootings of the type
that occurred at Sandy Hook Elementary School
accounted for a very small fraction of all firearm-related deaths. Since 1983 there have been 78 events in
which 4 or more individuals were killed by a single
perpetrator in 1 day in the United States, resulting
in 547 victims and 476 injured persons.” The report
also notes, “Unintentional firearm-related deaths
have steadily declined during the past century. The
number of unintentional deaths due to firearm-related incidents accounted for less than 1 percent of all
unintentional fatalities in 2010.
4. “Interventions” (i.e, gun control) such as back-

ground checks, so-called assault rifle bans and gunfree zones produce “mixed” results:
Whether gun restrictions reduce firearm-related violence is an unresolved issue.” The report could not conclude whether “passage of right-to-carry laws decrease
or increase violence crime.
5. Gun buyback/turn-in programs are “ineffective” in
reducing crime:
There is empirical evidence that gun turn in programs
are ineffective, as noted in the 2005 NRC study Firearms and Violence: A Critical Review. For example, in
2009, an estimated 310 million guns were available to
civilians in the United States (Krouse, 2012), but gun
buy-back programs typically recover less than 1,000
guns (NRC, 2005). On the local level, buy-backs may
increase awareness of firearm violence. However, in
Milwaukee, Wisconsin, for example, guns recovered in
the buy-back were not the same guns as those most often used in homicides and suicides (Kuhn et al., 2002).
6. Stolen guns and retail/gun show purchases account
for very little crime:
More recent prisoner surveys suggest that stolen guns
account for only a small percentage of guns used by
convicted criminals. … According to a 1997 survey of
inmates, approximately 70 percent of the guns used or
possess by criminals at the time of their arrest came
from family or friends, drug dealers, street purchases,
or the underground market.

Arguments and Responses:
“There have been zero massacres since Australia
banned guns after the Port Arthur massacre.”
1. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Monash_Universi-ty_shooting Monash
University shooting refers to a school shooting in
which a student shot his classmates and teacher, killing
two and injuring five
2. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2011_Hectorville_ siege Donato Anthony Corbo, entered his neighbors’ property and shot
four people, killing three and severely wounding one.
An eight-hour stand-off with police followed, during
which time he shot and wounded two officers

from other accessible and lethal means of suicide
(hanging, leaping, auto exhaust, etc.). The net result of
gun bans, however, has shown no reduction in total
suicide rates. People who are intent in killing themselves find the means to do so. Are other means of suicide so much more politically correct that we should
focus on measures that decrease gun suicide, but do
nothing to reduce total suicide deaths?

“Most people breaking in to your house just
want your TV”

3. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cairns_child_kill-ings Eight children
were found dead. The victims were aged between 18
months and 14 years.The bodies, with stab wounds,
were discovered by the children’s 20-year-old brother.
4. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Snowtown_murders John Bunting,
Robert Wagner, and James Vlassakis between August 1992 and May 1999 in South Australia.A fourth
person, Mark Haydon, was convicted for helping to
dispose of the bodies. The trial was one of the longest
and most publicised in Australian legal history. (12
victims)
5. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Childers_Palace_ Backpackers_Hostel_fire
23 June 2000 killed 15 backpackers: nine women and
six men. Started by Robert Long.
6. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quakers_Hill,_ New_South_Wales#Nursing_home_fire On 18 November 2011 an early morning fire
at Quakers Hill Nursing Home killed 11 elderly residents, seriously injured others and caused the evacuation of up to 100 people.[5] Three people died in
the fire, and a further eight residents of the home died
later in hospital from their injuries. The fire started in
two places and was regarded by police as suspicious. A
nurse working in the home, Roger Kingsley Dean, was
later arrested and charged with four counts of murder
He was later charged over more subsequent deaths.

“Having a gun in your house means you are
more likely to kill yourself with it”
Sure, if you’re suicidal. Gun bans result in lower gun
suicide rates, but a compensatory increase in suicide

What gambles you take with your life is up to you. Self
Defense is an individual’s right and not up to majority debate. This isn’t even an argument it is merely an
opinion that the person is posing with no data (or
logic).
“GUN OWNERS = SLAVE OWNERS” or Founders were
slave owners and wrote the 2nd, or gun owners are rednecks, hillbillies, etc…”
The outlandish claim that ALL gun owners are racist.
It is not the case, not historically or currently. While
some in the pro-gun crowd will point to the NRA and
say that they fought to give African Americans firearms, it is a contested view and unfortunately doesn’t
have a great amount of backup. For that reason I want
to bring up a person in history that is left out of text
books. His name is John Brown.
Probably because he doesn’t fit the narrative of a Virginian. John Brown was an abolitionist who believed
the only way to rid the states of slavery was armed
insurrection. Brown believed that peaceful resistance
was shown to be ineffective and that the only way to
defeat the oppressive system of slavery was through violent insurrection. He believed he was the instrument
of God’s wrath in punishing men for the sin of owning
slaves. Dissatisfied with the pacifism encouraged by the
organized abolitionist movement, he said, “These men
are all talk. What we need is action—action! He was
eventually caught while raiding an armory in which
his intention was to arm slaves so they could liberate
themselves. So just to be clear a white republican was
so passionate about freeing the slaves that he lead a
mixed race group of men to steal guns from democrats to arm slaves so they would be able to free themselves....

“Background checks/ No Fly list”

Surprising what is passed off as “Common Sense” gun
control, although I will say it is not unrealistic if you
do not know the facts. Sounds simple right? You are a
terrorist, then you cant buy a gun. Justin Amash has
been one of the most vocal and well know opponent
of the no fly list. When the initial idea came about I
copied his comments for reference. Here are his words
on the topic.
Here’s several VERY valid reasons for not backing the
“No-Fly List”:
1. It is well known, and documented, that here are
thousands of Americans whohave been placed on “the
list” who have no ties to terrorism.
2. Those who have discovered this, have never been
told who decided to put them on “the list”.
3. Those wrongfully on “the list” can get NO information as to WHY.
4. Those wrongfully on “the list” cannot get themselves
removed from it, even after years of effort, lots of money
spent on attorneys, and even by contacting their Congressman or Senator. So, to summarize, ANYBODY can
be put on “the list”, at ANY TIME, without notification
or reason, and they cannot face their accuser, question
them, or even petition their government for redress of
grievances”.
The “No fly list” can, and is, easily abused by shadowy
government personnel as a political tool against non-favored persons.
What the President (at that time Obama) wants would
be a back door means to violate people’s constitutional
rights, with no judge or jury, and no ability to face your
accuser or have your wrongful “conviction” overturned.”

Background checks.
“If you have nothing to hide you have nothing to fear”
quote is attributed to Joseph Goebbels, Hitler’s “Minister of Propaganda.” More recently it was used by the
effeminate war hawk Lindsey Graham when backing
the NSA illegally spying on Americans. While these
two people aren’t to be thought of to highly, it is an
all to common phrase echoed by people nowadays in
the interest of security. Even guys who would consider
themselves progun feel background checks are good
ideas and at worst a necessary evil. In fact it seems
only the more stringent adherents to liberty push back

on this issue of any style background checks being a
violation.
However going back to the second amendment, “the
security of a free state,” you cannot take a position
such as this and then say the very government you are
warning about be in charge of who gets guns. You also
cannot put this choice on the will of the people, as a
republic is not a democracy.
Gun Owners of America wrote a great simple blog on
this topic and it is fitting to just add this here.
https://www.gunowners.org/fs08112016.htm

Background checks were sold to gun owners as a bill of
goods in the 1990s. But consider how ineffective (and
dangerous) they have become to our Second Amendment
rights:
1) Roughly 95% of NICS denials are “false positives,”
which means most of the people who are being denied
are not the people that want to hold up the neighborhood grocery store.
2) For the last year on record, only 13 prohibited persons were convicted for trying to illegally purchase a gun
-- when more than ten million guns were sold. And the
Inspector General’s report in 2016 found that the Justice
Department only refers an average of 32 prosecutions
per year under the Brady Law. (See page 32 of the au-

dit.)
This is not surprising, since good people can be denied
their Second Amendment rights for outstanding traffic
tickets (that result in a bench warrant) ... for having the
same name as a bad guy ... or for having engaged in a
bar fight 50 years ago.
3) Because of the NICS system, there are now more
than 250,000 military veterans who can NOT purchase
firearms from a gun dealer -- and the Obama Administration tried to disqualify tens of thousands of otherwise
law-abiding seniors in similar fashion.
4) And what if you’re blocked from buying a gun because
you’re illegitimately denied by the NICS check? Well
according to USA Today, the Obama administration illegally diverted every single one of its FBI appeal examiners to other duties, making it impossible for the agency to
overturn people’s denials and creating a huge backlog.
5) Every time a gun dealer contacts the NICS system and
a background check is conducted, there is the potential
that gun buyers’ names will be retained -- despite prohibitions to the contrary. This data retention and the potential for gun owner registration is a constant concern
of gun owners, given the expansive backup system at the
FBI. Not only that, the General Accounting Office found
in 2016 that the ATF had illegally retained the names of
thousands of gun owners.
6) Forcing law-abiding citizens to get “permission” to
exercise a constitutionally-protected right can result
in harmful delays -- and even death. Consider Carol
Bowne of New Jersey who tried to get a gun for pro-

tection … was forced to wait several weeks during the
screening process … and was ultimately stabbed to death
by the man she wanted to defend herself against.
Gun control is denying the rights of law-abiding Americans, while not making us any safer.
GOA has much more information on background
checks on their website: https://www.gunowners.org/
fs2011b.htm

“There were regulations on firearms in the early
colonies.”
Complacency
As Benjamin Franklin said when asked what type of
government we have “a republic, if you can keep it.”
Or numerous other quotes by the founders and almost the basis for anti-federalist arguments for the bill
of rights. Even the founders were worried that their
words would be ignored quickly. Patrick Henry argued
against a strong central government and felt that bill of
rights was not written strong enough. (he never signed
it)

“Show me that age and country where the rights
and liberties of the people were placed on the sole
chance of their rulers being good men without a
consequent loss of liberty! I say that the loss of that

dearest privilege has ever followed, with absolute
certainty, every such mad attempt.” – 1788 Patrick
Henry.
Even a man such as George Washington has his motives highly questioned for the “Whiskey Rebellion”
after we just fought against unjust taxes.
Men become complacent quickly, probably why Patrick
Henry also said “Guard with jealous attention the

public liberty. Suspect everyone who approaches
that jewel. Unfortunately, nothing will preserve
it but downright force.” We’ve become ignorant

of the reason for the second amendment because we
have let so many things go. No doubt early colonist
and politicians were also ignorant of the law... much
like politicians today advocating for socialist programs
while socialist in other countries starve to death.
Lastly most (not all) of those gun laws were aimed at
“non-whites.” So one could just say they were racist or
were worried about arming the Native Americans as
they were considered the enemy.
See Frederick Fausz’s “Fighting ‘Fire’ with Firearms:
The Anglo-Powhatan Arms Race in Early Virginia.”)

save one life if you gave up..... (*insert: pistol grips,
forend grips, high cap mags)”

“I support the Second BUT...”
But... you don’t...
Conjunction
1. on the contrary; yet:
2. except;
3. unless; if not; except that (followed by a
clause, often with that expressed)
(from dictionary.com)

WHAT YOU’RE REALLY SAYING
On UrbanDictionary.com, the top-rated definition
for “but” is “to delay the inevitable,” says Hurt. She
believes that’s a fair assessment. Hurt says that the
pervasive use of the “compliment sandwich” to deliver criticism–say something positive, then deliver the
bad news, then end on a positive note–has made us
slightly tone deaf to how the contrarian contraction
affects our communication. The tiny b-word also indicates, “I don’t agree with you.” When you respond
to someone’s idea or statement by starting off with
“but,” you’re essentially saying, “This is why you’re
wrong,” Hurt says. That can make the communication instantly adversarial, she says. (Karin Hurt, founder of
Baltimore, Maryland leadership consulting firm. https://www.fastcompany.com/3041739/the-one-wordthats-undermining-everything-else-you-say)

“We need to ban bump stocks”
Bump stocks were the sacrificial lamb after Vegas and
somehow even after Parkland, although it was not
used. Many within the gun community came out in
support of a ban arguing that “bump stocks are stupid
anyway.” That may be the case, I think a lot of items in
the gun community are stupid... it doesn’t mean they
should be banned. Also, I don’t own one or want one...
my issue is that what is being done is pointing to an
object as the thing that needs to be regulated. When
you blame an object or feature you open the door to
more bans After all how can you argue that the bump
stock needs more regulation but a muzzle device that
allows you to get back on target more quickly should
be allowed? Slippery slope to the “well if we can just

This is an internal gun community argument and I do
not believe there is an issue that gets the community
more riled up than this topic (unless you call a magazine a clip). The argument is that you can support the
second amendment AND you believe in Gun Control. We could of course go right back to the wording
of the second amendment “the right of the people to
keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.” If you
are saying you support the second amendment then
you are implying that the right to bear arms “shall not
be infringed.” If your next statement is implying an
infringement than how can you say you support the
second amendment? We have went over the definition
of “infringe” before but might as well list it one more
time:
Merriam-Webster:
to wrongly limit or restrict
(something, such as another person’s rights)
Oxford Dictionary: Act so as to limit or undermine (something); encroach on.

Synonyms: break, encroach, weaken, disobey,
meddle
Infringe doesn’t just mean “break” it is to encroach,
bend, weaken... Pretty sure James Madison knew what
he was doing when he used that word.
“I support the second amendment BUT I think we
should weaken it, bend it...” Is what you are saying.
Lets try it with other situations and see if you cringe:
-Sure Hitler was bad, But..
-Obviously slavery was awful, But...
-You should not rape, But...
You know what is coming is about to contradict, or
diminish what was said before. Even if I say something like “I support the second amendment BUT... my
rights are not confined to the constitution.” I am not
being anti-gun in this statement, I am however lowering, or changing the first part of the statement as I am
saying it is not as important as what I am about to say.

“How many kids have to die before we have common sense gun laws?”
“Wont somebody please think of the children”
-Helen Lovejoy

sacrifice does not effect the weather (bad example as
I’m not sure how much this theory has been tested
with modern science *joking).
As good as the intentions of actors are... their statements whether for or against a subject have little (no)
bearing on what is true. Usually the “arguments” they
present are little more than emotional opinions.
Now what you could say is... you just used a bunch of
quotes throughout this ebook, yep. Some quotes are
just because the opinions are worded better than my
own, others like quotes from the founders are used to
show what the founders thought about firearms and
rights. I’m using their words to prove something about
them and their thoughts.
That isn’t to say that some people are more authoritative, Stephen Hawkings talking about black holes has a
lot more weight than my neighbor. So while it is possible that Hawkings could say something that is wrong
when explaining black holes, I am still going to take his
word for it. In essence I am taking for granted that he
looked at the evidence.

“General Gun Control Argument”

“_________ want(s) gun control”

I threw this in here because I can’t cover every argument, whenever I think I got them all, a new one
comes up. For this reason I’m grouping the general
premise of gun control arguments. I believe most common basis boils down to an issue that’s correlation does
not imply causation. Example: “easy access to firearms
increases gun violence.” The bad analogy from Obama
that “guns are easier to get than books” is an example
of this argument. However firearms used to be able to
be purchased by mail, fully automatic machine guns
could be ordered with no paperwork whatsoever.
Result was the opposite of what was expected. So the
correlation of access and violence isn’t necessarily a
cause of increase in mass shootings (or any shootings).

It really doesn’t matter who you enter in that line, the
argument or more accurately put “the fallacy” remains
the same (argumentum ad populum). Who or how
many people say something doesn’t make it true or
not. Certainly a statement seems more valid based on
who says it or the amount of people that agree, but it
doesn’t make it a fact. Contrary to the Mayans human

An example outside of firearms would be the “ice
cream scare.”
It was the first half of the twentieth century and polio
was blooming. Historically rare, infection rates started to steadily rise as the decades moved on. Children
would develop fever, headache, and muscle weakness.
Most of the time the fever would break and strength

This is a logical fallacy called “begging the question.”
You’re assuming one has something to do with the
other: An increase in gun laws will reduce child deaths.
However there are millions of people saved every year
by guns, and one of those factors is the fear of criminals that a person may be armed, or when the person
merely shows their firearm in defense. Also we’ve
shown previously in places that inact gun laws, the
criminals move on to other means to inflict violence.

would return, but not always. Permanent paralysis
and deformity were common, leaving thousands regulated to crutches, canes, wheelchairs, or even the iron
lung.
Fears grew as the numbers did. During the 1952
pandemic 58,000 American children were infected.
More than three thousand died with over 20,000 left
paralyzed. A cause was needed. Something we could
be warned against, something we could prevent. Well
during this polio scare, some scientists stumbled into
what has become one of history’s most famous examples of jumping to conclusions.
They declared that ice cream was the problem.
https://theglyptodon.wordpress.com/2012/08/21/polio-caused-by-ice-cream/

What actually happened was just an incease in exposure in the summer, most accuse swimming pools. Yes
Ice Cream sales were up in summer... but it was just an
obsuce fact.

“Age Requirements”
This became a pretty popular idea after Parkland
shooting. The shooter was 19 so the media, students,
celebrities (inside and outside of the gun community)
declared that people under 21 should not be able to
buy rifles.
I mentioned earlier when we discussed “assault weapon” bans that one of the distinguishing features was a
heatshield. The first gun I purchased when I could buy
on my own was a mossberg 500, in hindsight I should
have bought the AK it was $100 more at the time (so
like $330) unfortunately I was an E-2 just married and
that $100 might as well have been $1,000. I bought the
shotgun when I was 19 for my wife (who was 18) to
feel safer when she was home alone. I worked 24 hour
shifts, so I was not home at night and although we
lived in base housing, it was not ON base. My goal was
to keep my wife safe, why should I have had to wait until I was 21 to protect her?
This story is not unique, single women with and without kids choose to arm themselves and take protection
in their own hands. Amazing that so many people who
argue for womens rights are quiet on the subject of
them defending themselves.

Looking at the meme above, only one used a bump
stock (which now everyone wants to ban), at least
three of these guys did not use a rifle, the Sandy Hook
shooter took his mom’s gun after he killed her, so I
dont think the age ban would’ve mattered to him.

“No one needs an AR15”
Obviously this is flawed because self defense and firearms are a right. The subject is a little meatier than just
that statement though, I like the comments of Larkin
Rose:

Another good article about this is from Bearingarms.
com. https://bearingarms.com/tom-k/2018/04/01/need-plays-

no-factor-gun-debates/

“Felons shouldn’t be able to get guns” (felons
convicted of violent crimes)

“What scares me way more is what a government
would have to do to make that ban viable. They’d need
a few logical assumptions and mechanisms in place.
Here’s a smattering:
1. A “felon” is a class of person, not someone who did
a thing.
2. Serving your sentence is not rehabilitation.
We need to interrogate everyone who wants to buy a
gun, to make sure none of them are felons.
3. We need to crack down on person-to-person gun
sales, gun show sales, and every sort of legal environment where someone can purchase a gun, to make
sure that a felon is not able to buy a gun
4. We will ignore the black market gun sales, because
those don’t fit the narrative.
5. If someone has committed a crime of a certain
magnitude, we can force life-long restrictions on them,
beyond jail.”
(From wonder_erSep 9, 2016, 10:42 AM Reddit)

“Gun manufacturers should be held liable”
If a manufacturer produces a product that is defective
then yes, they should be held accountable. Which of
course isn’t the argument, it is a false analogy. I have
a hard time forming an argument against this idea as
it is frankly stupid. Imagine making a product that is
completely legal to make (and protected right) then
suing them when the product performs correctly. This
is truly bizzaro world.
Imagine the implications such as alcohol... after all
drunk driving kills thousands every year. It is in no
way the car manufacturer’s or the brewer/distiller’s
fault that someone used their item as not intended by
the manufacturer.
Short skirts do not cause rape, cameras are not responsible for child porn, louisville slugger is not responsible
for blunt force trauma, rope manufacturer’s have never
been blamed for suicides... It is almost silly to say this
but the question is that stupid.

“You shouldn’t have to carry to be/ feel safe”
So will we be removing door locks on our cars and
homes? I agree we “shouldn’t HAVE TO” but I am not
the one tryng to dictate what others do. Also remov-

ing yourself from the reality that bad people exist isn’t
saving anyone.

Guns save lives

they “had not used a gun for protection.”

I realized there was no clear section that specifically mentioned this topic throughout this guide and I
originally did this on purpose, reason being that while
I knew the stats were greatly in our favor I didn’t want
an argument of sources or someone trying to quantify what lives are more imporant. It just did not seem
like it was a subject I wanted to get into the weeds
with. That being said looking over it I was wrong and
should include it. I was also inspired by an article I was
reading in Forbes, the articles title “Any Study Of ‘Gun
Violence’ Should Include How Guns Save Lives.” So
that is that...

(In comparison, there were 11,208 homicide deaths by
firearm in the US in 2012. There were a total of 33,636
deaths due to “injury by firearms,” of which the majority were suicides, 21,175.)

The CDC (which study is mentioned earlier) is actually
restricted by Congress from using tax money to promote gun control, I have heard of this in the past that
the fear the information would be skewed to promote
gun control. Personally I think this is pointless, if
you push to not have them study this then you look
guilty anyway. You cannot only accept statistics that fit
your position. I have no doubt that most government
agencies have bias towards gun control, we see it all
the time, I do not consider that a good enough reason
though.
The numbers of defensive gun uses (DGUs) each year
is controversial. But one study ordered by the CDC
and conducted by The National Academies’ Institute
of Medicine and National Research Council reported
that, “Defensive use of guns by crime victims is a common occurrence”:

Almost all national survey estimates indicate
that defensive gun uses by victims are at least
as common as offensive uses by criminals, with
estimates of annual uses ranging from about
500,000 to more than 3 million, in the context of
about 300,000 violent crimes involving firearms
in 2008.
Another study estimates there are 1,029,615 DGUs per
year “for self-protection or for the protection of property at home, work, or elsewhere” excluding “military
service, police work, or work as a security guard,”
(within the range of the National Academies’ paper),
yielding an estimate of 162,000 cases per year where
someone “almost certainly would have been killed” if

https://www.forbes.com/sites/paulhsieh/2018/03/20/any-study-of-gun-violence-should-include-howguns-save-lives/2/#260f33c762d9

Paul Hsieh also goes on in his article to explain how
some information used is misleading, facts are distorted or presented in a way where an agenda is pushed.
one recent Washington Post story reported that, “For
every criminal killed in self-defense, 34 innocent people die”:

In 2012, there were 8,855 criminal gun homicides in the FBI’s homicide database, but only
258 gun killings by private citizens that were
deemed justifiable, which the FBI defines as “the
killing of a felon, during the commission of a felony, by a private citizen.” That works out to one
justifiable gun death for every 34 unjustifiable
gun deaths.
However, this comparison can be misleading. An
armed civilian does not have to kill the criminal in order to save an innocent life. As the National Research
Council notes, “[E]ffective defensive gun use need
not ever lead the perpetrator to be wounded or killed.
Rather, to assess the benefits of self-defense, one needs
to measure crime and injury averted. The particular
outcome of an offender is of little relevance.”
... It’s relatively easy to measure the number of lives
lost due to criminal gun violence. It’s harder to measure the number of lives saved by legal defensive gun
use. Murders that didn’t happen don’t show up on
crime statistics. This is just another example of Bastiat’s classic principle of “the seen vs. the unseen.”

A Declaration of Position
on the
Peoples Right to Bear Arms
Unmolested by the State
At a time where it has become evident that the fundamental, inalienable right to self
defense, and self preservation, accomplished by the bearing of arms regardless of design or
function, is increasingly infringed upon, willfully disregarding the existence of this right endowed by the Laws of Nature and of Nature’s God, it is the right of the people, their duty
to object to these usurpations.
The American People have long suffered under the despotic ignorance, the trampling disrespect of the 2nd Amendment of the United States Bill of Rights by statist acts and unjust
violations of the very marrow of a right that exists whether penned by men or not. The
right of the people to keep and bear arms, is not endowed nor removable by any governing body.
Fully understanding the technological advancements capable, as witnessed in their time,
having defeated the powerful, tyrannical British Empire, the acknowledgement of the perpetually existing right to take up and bear modern arms was penned as the 2nd Amendment within the Bill of Rights, by those who founded this Nation.
The People have patiently endured the long train of abuses and usurpations of this natural
right. We now peacefully declare objection to the past, present and future infringements and
usurpations of this natural law, this God given right by setting forth here an immovable
position held by those signed.
We will not recognize nor concede to any ordinance, statute, act, bill, rule, or law further
molesting and harassing those exercising the fundamental and inalienable right of firearms
ownership. Furthermore we shall grant no respect or honor any law discriminating against
firearms by make, model, function, operation, mechanism or design nor acknowledge the
legislative criminalization of those possessing firearms deemed illegal by government.
Being that the very natural, inalienable right to bear modern firearms exists outside of
the dominion of government, and where it is not governments to bestow nor to remove,
prohibit, disallow or suppress this natural liberty, we the People hereby state that we shall
never allow the confiscation, nor willfully surrender or turn over firearms regardless of such
demand put forth by any legislative body or government.
This is our position; any violent incursion or aggressive, force exercised by government bent
on molesting the people, persecuting or tormenting citizens in possession of firearms will be
regarded as an assault against the Laws of Nature and of Nature’s God, as well as insult
against the very fundamental Liberties of which this nation was founded.
-Written by Denny Ducet

