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IN THEIR OWN WORDS
“Oh, we will!”                            Robert Francis “Beto” O’Rourke 

supporter at a Texas Senator Ted Cruz rally in 
Amarillo. As Sen. Cruz was talking about his support 

of the Second Amendment he was heckled by a O’Rourke 
supporter and a Cruz supported shouted “Come and 
take it,” thus the retort from the O’Rourke supporter

“Yeah, well I’ll tell you, any gun that can fire off 45 rounds of 
artillery in less than 60 seconds and snuff out the lives of 20 
kids or 49 adults or 17 individuals is a gun that I believe is a 
weapon of war and does not belong on our city streets.” 

Florida gubernatorial candidate and 
progressive	activist	Andrew	Gillum

“…I’m not trying to repeal the second amendment…but I am 
trying to pressure Congress to outlaw private gun sales…” 

Levi	Strauss	CEO	Chip	Bergh

“If CMP (Civilian Marksmanship Program) accomplishes it 
mission, every child touched by the outreach programs will 
do his or her part to participate in gun culture across the 
country for decades to come…And we the people, will have to 
pay for it, regardless of our view on guns…” 

Neil Weinberg and Polly Mosendz form Bloomberg.com 
in	an	article	“This	Group	Teaches	Kids	to	Love	Guns”

“Common use is an activity. It is not common storage or 
possession. It is use. So what you are saying was that these 
weapons are commonly used. They are not.” 

Anti-gun Senator Diane Feinstein, D-CA, during 
the	confirmation	hearing	for	Justice	Kavanaugh	

while	discussing	semi-automatic	rifles

“prohibit	 the	 sale	 under	 the	 National	 Firearms	 Act	 (NFA)	
of	 semi-automatic	 military	 style	 weapons	 that	 fire	 velocity	
rounds, bump stocks and other accessories that alter the orig-
inal	firing	capacity	of	a	firearm…”	

The	Student	Gun	Violence	summit	was	designed	to	merge	
existing plans to reduce gun violence and merge them into 

a single “Students’ Bill of Rights.” The quote is one of the 
“rights” although I’m not sure what is a “velocity round”

WHEN IT COMES TO GUN RIGHTS, 
WE DON’T CARE ABOUT NUANCE
 Many gun grabbers have this bizarre opinions about the 
gun debate. If they’re not convinced we simply don’t feel hard 
enough, they’re convinced we actually like seeing mass shoot-
ings. They seem to go out of their way to misunderstand any-
thing we on this side of the debate have to say.
	 However,	this	particular	take	from	the	USC	student	paper	
was absolutely hysterical.
 There’s a lot of derp in this, though I do think it’s well-
meaning	derp.	As	a	result,	 though,	I’m	going	to	have	to	fisk	
this.	For	anyone	unfamiliar	with	fiskings,	it’s	a	point	by	point	
rebuttal. The original post will be in italics while my response 
will be in bold.
 One of the most heated debates in American politics re-
volves around one sentence in the Constitution: “A well-reg-
ulated Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State, 
the right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be 
infringed.”
 It’s not that hard to comprehend. Regardless of 
the first half of the sentence clearly reads “the right 
of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be in-
fringed.” Why is this controversial?
 In our politically polarized society, the topic of gun 
control raises reflexive outcries of “no to guns,” and “guns 
don’t kill people, people kill people.” The loudest advocates 
on both sides of this argument are currently manifest in the 
March for Our Lives movement and National Rifle Associa-
tion sponsors, though controversy surrounding interpreta-
tion of the Second Amendment has perplexed the American 
public for decades. What’s more, the debate is split between 
the Democratic Party, which typically advocates for gun 
control, and the Republican Party, which typically defends 
unlimited firearm access.
 Literally no one in the Republican Party is call-
ing for unlimited firearm access. This is a prime ex-
ample of a strawman. For example, no GOP official 
is calling for allowing convicted felons to be armed. 
They’re not calling for a repeal of background checks 
or changing the law to allow guns to be shipped to 
people’s homes.

(continued on page 5)
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Instead, the Republicans are generally taking 
a “preserve the status quo” in most ways, with an 
expansion of how we can exercise our gun rights 
through things like national reciprocity. Yet that’s a 
far crime from “unlimited firearm access.”

However, stances on gun control do not need to be black 
and white. In fact, there are many interpretations of the Sec-
ond Amendment that fall between the complete abolition of 
firearms and the uninhibited right to gun ownership. Politi-
cal parties and interest groups make the American people 
think that there are only two polarized sides to the issue, but 
we should be exposed to the full spectrum of stances and the-
oretical perspectives.

We don’t care how you interpret it. The text is 
plain, as I’ve already noted.
Futher, we already know the interpretations. While 
you were playing with your dolls or trying to keep 
your boyfriend from checking out the captain of the 
cheerleading squad’s butt, most of us have been bat-
tling these alternate reality versions of the Second 
Amendment.

The fact that these alternate interpretations exist, 
however, is irrelevant. Their mere existence doesn’t 
bestow any validity to them. Especially since the 
plain text of the Second Amendment says “shall not 
be infringed.”
 One of the main issues with interpreting the Second 
Amendment is discerning what exactly “a well-regulated 
militia” refers to. Collective rights theory, a well-recognized 
legal interpretation, finds that the phrase refers to the im-
portance of a state’s right to military defense, not the indi-
vidual’s right to own firearms. This perspective explains that 
the Second Amendment does not give individuals the right 
to freely possess and use firearms. Collective rights theory 
is based on the fact that the language in the Second Amend-
ment deems the bearing of arms “necessary to the security of 
a free state” rather than to the security of a free public.

And this theory was thoroughly destroyed by the 
Heller decision which found the Second Amendment 
to be an individual right. Further, the argument was 
stupid even before then. There’s absolutely no need 
to protect the government’s right to have arms from 
the government.
 The idea that the Second Amendment is a col-
lective right also completely ignores the fact that it 
specifies “the people’s right to keep and bear arms.” 
At no other point in the Constitution does “the peo-
ple” refer to states or the government. Every other 
instance has been interpreted to mean an individual 
right. Why would the Second Amendment be any dif-
ferent?

As states do not have their own armies, most people have 
overlooked this argument, instead interpreting the law to 
protect individuals’ rights to own firearms. Individual rights 
theory is the opposite of collective rights theory, stating that 

“the right of the people to keep and bear arms,” implies that 
the founding fathers intended for all Americans to be able 
to own guns. The NRA and anti-gun control advocates base 
their argument in individual rights theory.

A gross oversimplification of the argument. As 
noted above, there’s absolutely no reason to assume 
“the people” means anything other than the citizenry 
of the United States of America. This isn’t based on 
theory but on the plain text of the Second Amend-
ment.

In fairness, though, it should be noted that when 
the Second Amendment was written, states did have 
their own armies. These were the state militias and 
they answered to the governor of that state, not the 
president. If the Second Amendment were to pre-
serve the states’ power to have militias, I can’t help 
but believe it would have been made far more clearly.

Only 8 percent of American adults believe that “almost 
everyone” should be able to legally own guns, whereas 9 per-
cent say that nearly no one should, according to a Pew Re-
search study. Noticeably, most Americans believe that there 
is a middle ground to the right to gun ownership. The tech-
nological advancement of firearms has strongly influenced 
the public’s view on how unlimited their rights to bear arms 
should be, with many believing that modern firearms should 
be held to a different standard than the guns available at the 
time the Second Amendment’s was written. Guns were lethal 
weapons in 1776 but could not do nearly as much damage 
as today’s high-capacity weapons can. Sixty-eight percent 
of urban and suburban residents believe that high-capacity 
magazines should be federally banned, according to Pew Re-
search Center.

Again, focusing on strawmen.
Few are arguing that “almost everyone” should 

be armed because that’s generally taken to include 
people like convicted felons, spousal abusers, drug 
addicts, and people of that ilk. Few are arguing that 
these individuals should be permitted to have guns, 
so a lack of support for a position no one is really es-
pousing proves absolutely nothing.

Yet the claim that technological advancement has 
any bearing on our rights is a typical anti-gun talk-
ing point, and thus betrayed the writer’s own bias. 
Technological advancement has allowed anyone to 
become the press, has permitted anyone to say any-
thing to anyone else, has made it easier for the gov-
ernment to snoop on what you’re doing, and a lot of 
other things, yet our rights remain the same. Arguing 
that technological advancement is grounds for in-
fringing on individual rights requires far more than 
an assertion. It needs strong evidence, evidence that 
is lacking here.

Further, we don’t submit rights to the court of 
public opinion. Once upon a time, polls could have 

(continued on page 6)
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THE	RIGHT	TO	KEEP	AND	BEAR	ARMS
The	Right	to	Keep	and	Bear	Arms	(RKBA)	column	is	now	available	each	month	on	the	ORSAONLINE	web	site	at	(www.

orsaonline.org/rkba.asp).	From	time	to	time,	the	RKBA	column	will	be	included	in	the	printed	version	which	is	mailed	to	
members’ homes when space permits.

Please	remember	that	each	edition	of	the	Rangefinder	is	also	available	online	at	ORSAONLINE	(www.orsaonline.org/
newsletters.asp)	and	is	normally	available	before	the	edition	arrives	by	mail.

been taken that would show support for slavery, 
segregation, against women’s suffrage, and a whole 
host of other issues we now thing of human rights. 
Does public support or opposition determine what is 
a right and what isn’t? Of course not.

The same is true for the Second Amendment and 
our right to keep and bear arms. I don’t care about 
how someone feels about the destructive power of 
my AR-15. They don’t get a say in how I exercise any 
of my other rights, so why this one?

The Second Amendment can be interpreted through 
many lenses: emphasizing states’ rights, with a focus on the 
individual or with contemporary innovation and design in 
mind. Before adopting others’ opinions about our constitu-
tional rights, I hope that we can all read and think deeply 
about the rhetoric itself, listen to a broad range of theories 
without judgement and, ultimately, critically think about 
the rights we have as Americans.

I have yet to see any signs that you took your own 
advice.
 I understand that your audience is a bunch of 
college kids, but let me clue you in on something. 
The gun rights supporters on USC’s campus? They 
already know everything you’re saying…and they 

know it’s complete and total male bovine excrement. 
They know that the collective rights theory is based 
on wishful thinking and that it was killed formally by 
the Supreme Court. They know all this.

All this column is doing is allowing you to pre-
tend you understand both sides of an issue that you 
did little more than skim a few Wikipedia entries on.

The truth is, there’s no real nuance to the gun 
control debate. On one hand, you have people who 
believe it’s a constitutional right to keep and bear 
arms. On the other, you have jackwagons who want 
to infringe on that right. Period. They may even 
say that they want just this one law, but history has 
shown it’s never that one law. It’s that one law at that 
moment. Before long, though, they want something 
else and something else.

But that nuance is missing from this discussion. I 
wonder why?

https://bearingarms.com/tom-k/2018/09/30/
comes-gun-rights-dont-care-nuance

Richard Stouder – oakridger48@msn.com




