every criminal mass shooting the calls for abridgement of, or
complete repeal, of the Second Amendment get louder and
louder. With the mass media behind them the gun control
crowd gets more emboldened. The following editorial does a
great job of outlining the history behind the Second Amendment and I’m quoting it, in part.

IN THEIR OWN WORDS
“There is no reason for anyone in the country, for anyone
except a police officer or a military person, to own, to have,,
to use a handgun. The only way to control handgun use in
this country is to prohibit the guns. And the only way to do
that is to change the Constitution.”
Then NBC President Michael Gartner in
USA Today in an op-ed in 1992

THE DECONSTRUCTION AND REPEAL OF
THE SECOND AMENDMENT
There is a growing chorus of leftist calls to amend the 2A
until they can rally enough populist support to fully repeal it.
Mark Alexander, The Patriot Post, May 22, 2018
Article Two (the Second Amendment) was written as a proscription against government intrusion upon and usurpation
of the Natural Rights of Man, because "the right of the people
to keep and bear Arms" is the most formidable line of defense
against government intrusion on those rights.
Indeed, this inherent right is the first civil right — the
fundamental guarantor of all others — as affirmed by our
Founders.
In fact, the first shots of the eight-year struggle for American independence, fired at Lexington and Concord, were in
response to the British government's attempt to disarm "the
People."
It was understood then, as now, that the inherent right to
self-defense was irrevocable — and not to be infringed. It was
and remains the most fundamental of the unalienable Rights
of Man — the rights of all people.
After the conclusion of the Revolutionary War, during
the 1788 Massachusetts Convention debates for ratification
of the U.S. Constitution, Samuel Adams proclaimed, "The
said Constitution shall never be construed ... to prevent the
People of the United States who are peaceable citizens from
keeping their own arms." Other states provided similar assurances in their constitutions, based on common law.

“…There is no individual right to bear arms in the Bill of
Rights…”			 USA Today Editorial in 1994
“…law-abiding Americans have no unconditional right to
firearms access…”
New York Post op-ed in 1994
“…There is no Constitutional guarantee for private ownership of firearms…”
Austin American-Statesman in 2000
“Repeal the Second Amendment”
Karen Carter Peterson, Chairwoman of the
Louisiana Democratic Party
"I ask, Who are the militia? They consist now of the whole
people..."			
— George Mason (1788)
"A well regulated Militia being necessary to the security of a
free State, the right of the people to keep and bear Arms shall
not be infringed."
— Article Two, Bill of Rights
REPEAL THE SECOND AMENDMENT??
We can become complacent now that we have the current President, control of both houses of Congress and have
a conservative majority in the US Supreme Court. But with

(continued on page 5)
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Once our Constitution was ratified, the debate over the
addition of a "Bill of Rights," including the Second Amendment right to self-defense, was hotly contested. Many of our
Founders argued that the mere reiteration of these innate
and unalienable Rights of Mankind within the Constitution
might imply that they are somehow subject to amendment,
as if granted to the people by the state rather than inherent as
"endowed by their Creator."
In his first Bill of Rights draft, James Madison proposed
what would become the Second Amendment. This was a concession to the Anti-Federalists, who insisted upon the enumeration of these specific Liberties in the Constitution, much
to the objection of the Federalists, who believe this might
imply to future generations that those inherent rights were
subject to amendment.
Given the preeminent status of the Second Amendment
and the growing chorus of leftists calling to amend it until
they can rally enough populist support to fully repeal it, we
should be clear that our Founders never intended for this
right to be infringed. And we should be equally clear about
what our Founders intended to convey with each clause: "A
well regulated Militia being necessary to the security of a free
State," and "the right of the people to keep and bear Arms
shall not be infringed."
The reference to "a well regulated militia" has been a subject of some popular dispute.
Do these words refer to a standing army as some suggest
— a national body of armed forces necessary for the safety and
security of the nation, but which could be a potential threat to
its citizens under the control of an oppressive regime?
While the militia reference is not to a standing army, it's
clear that our Founders had a uniform concern for such military bodies. At the Constitutional Convention, Madison said:
"A standing military force, with an overgrown Executive will
not long be safe companions to Liberty. The means of defense
against foreign danger have been always the instruments of
tyranny at home."
According to Madison: "Besides the advantage of being
armed, which the Americans possess over the people of almost every other nation, the existence of subordinate governments, to which the people are attached, and by which the
militia officers are appointed, forms a barrier against the enterprises of ambition, more insurmountable than any which
a simple government of any form can admit of."
Madison also observed, prophetically, that in Europe,
"the governments are afraid to trust the people with arms." (I
note "prophetically" because the inability of Europeans to defend themselves against the tyrannical socialist dictatorships
of both Adolf Hitler and Joseph Stalin resulted in the deaths
of more than 35 million European civilians.)
More specifically, as Noah Webster wrote in 1787: "Before a standing army can rule, the people must be disarmed;
as they are in almost every kingdom in Europe. The supreme
power in America cannot enforce unjust laws by the sword;
because the whole body of the people are armed, and constiTHE RANGEFINDER		

tute a force superior to any band of regular troops that can be,
on any pretense, raised in the United States. A military force,
at the command of Congress, can execute no laws, but such
as the people perceive to be just and constitutional; for they
will possess the power, and jealousy will instantly inspire the
inclination, to resist the execution of a law which appears to
them unjust and oppressive."
…, there exists a cynical and malicious argument for undermining the Second Amendment. This argument is made
by historical revisionists who insist that because "a well regulated militia" refers to a state militia (or guard), it only authorizes "the people to keep and bear Arms" in their capacity as
members of such militias.
The Second Amendment, however, has two clauses, just
as it has two purposes. The first affirms the advantage of "a
well regulated militia." The second affirms the "right of the
people" (not state militias) "to keep and bear Arms." Thus,
the second does not limit or restrict the right "to keep and
bear Arms" to militias, but rather affirms the "right of the
people" to do so.
It was also generally understood that "militia" was a reference to the whole body of "the People," though state militias were generally limited to able-bodied men.
George Mason, whose Virginia Bill of Rights was the inspiration for our Constitution's Bill of Rights, noted in the
ratification debates, "I ask, Who are the militia? They consist
now of the whole people..." He noted as well that to disarm
the people "was the best and most effectual way to enslave
them."
Virginia statesman Richard Henry Lee wrote, "To preserve Liberty, it is essential that the whole body of the people
always possess arms, and be taught alike, especially when
young, how to use them."
Likewise during the ratification debates, Patrick Henry
declared: "The great object is that every man be armed. Everyone who is able may have a gun. ... Are we at last brought
to such humiliating and debasing degradation, that we cannot be trusted with arms for our defense?"
Our Founders agreed and articulated repeatedly that the
inherent "right of the people to keep and bear Arms" was the
most dependable assurance of preserving Liberty.
In his magisterial Commentaries on the Constitution
(1833), Justice Joseph Story, appointed to the Supreme
Court by James Madison, affirmed the preeminence of the
Second Amendment: "The right of the citizens to keep and
bear arms has justly been considered as the palladium [safeguard] of the Liberties of a Republic; since it offers a strong
moral check against usurpation and arbitrary power of the
rulers; and will generally, even if these are successful in the
first instance, enable the People to resist and triumph over
them."
Jefferson asked rhetorically: "What country can preserve
its liberties, if their rulers are not warned from time to time
that their people preserve the spirit of resistance? Let them
take arms."
(continued on page 6)
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"If the representatives of the people betray their constituents," Alexander Hamilton observed, "there is then no
recourse left but in the exertion of that original right of selfdefense which is paramount to all positive forms of government." He added, "Little more can reasonably be aimed at,
with respect to the people at large, than to have them properly armed and equipped."
Historically, there have been no successful attempts to
modify the Second Amendment's assurance of the innate
rights of the people to defend their Liberty, but there are now
threats to do so. That is precisely why in the debates over
ratification of the Bill of Rights, as previously noted, many
of our Founders expressed concern that the enumeration of
such rights might imply to future generations that they were
subject to amendment.
That notwithstanding, Second Amendment rights have
most certainly been subject to much alteration by judicial
misinterpretation and outright activism.
Given the Supreme Court's rejection of the Democrat
Party leadership's effort to redefine "militia" as something
other than "the People," there is now a new rationale for repealing the Second Amendment.
That argument is this: At the time the Second Amendment was ratified, the most sophisticated weapon was a flint-

lock — a far less deadly weapon than the "black assault rifles"
used in the extremely rare but high-profile mass murders today, which Democrats exploit as political fodder in order to
stir up their anti-2A constituents advocating repeal.
In my recent debate with a wealthy suburban leftist after
one such attack, he insisted, "If not repeal, I think the best solution would be to amend the Second Amendment so that the
arms mentioned are limited to those from when the amendment was written. Then anyone who wanted could have a
musket or a flintlock — nothing more."
I responded, "Using your 'logic,' the First Amendment's
freedom of speech would only apply to the town crier, and
freedom of the press would only apply to opinions written
with a quill pen on parchment?"
No response...
Statists in the executive, legislative and judicial branches,
who favor a centralized socialist government, endeavor wherever possible to enfeeble and erode the Second Amendment.
For in doing so, they move ever closer to their ultimate objective (and that of their uninformed constituents) — disarming
the American people and demoting our constitutional standing as "citizens" to our ancestors' standing as "subjects."
Richard Stouder - Oakridger48@msn.com

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.
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