certain semi-automatic rifles.
“Semi-automatic rifles, like semiautomatic handguns, have not traditionally
been banned and are in common use by lawabiding citizens for self-defense in the home,
hunting, and other lawful uses. Moreover,
semi-automatic handguns are used in connection with violent crimes far more than semiautomatic rifles are. It follows from Heller's
protection of semi-automatic handguns that
semi-automatic rifles are also constitutionally
protected and that D.C.'s ban on them is unconstitutional,” he wrote.
The FBI’s crime statistics show that Kavanaugh accurately stated the obvious about the rarity of any rifle,
much less the dreaded AR-15, being misused in a crime. But under
other standards, these rifles are in common use – at least five million were in private hands as of 2016, according to CNBC.
In and of itself, this makes it very likely that we could see
semi-auto bans like those in New Jersey and California struck
down should the proper case come up. But the effects don’t just
stop there. The fact is, once you have stronger statements from
the Supreme Court on the Second Amendment, some efforts by
Michael Bloomberg and others who seek to take away our rights
become harder.
A repeat of Operation Choke Point will be far more risky in the
sense that this time, it will be targeting a constitutional right. So
will Andrew Cuomo’s shenanigans with bank regulations, for the
same reason. Yes, loyal Ammoland readers know that the Second
Amendment is a right, but some firm declarations by the Supreme
Court – beyond the Heller and McDonald decisions – would help
matters a great deal on that front.
The court rulings would also have an effect on the push for
corporate gun control that is now a major concern. Put it this way,
would Bank of America really close accounts of licensed dealers
who sell AR-15s if the Supreme Court ruled that ownership was
constitutionally protected? Would Citigroup seek to end lending to firearms manufacturers who make modern sporting rifles
in those cases as well? We can’t be 100 percent sure the answer
would be no, but the Supreme Court ruling would not hurt the
cause of Second Amendment advocates in this fight.
Ammoland Inc. Posted on September 12, 2018 by Harold Hutchison https://www.ammoland.com/2018/09/what-kavanaughmeans-for-the-second-amendment-fight/#axzz5QwFnfHBm

IN THEIR OWN WORDS
“It’s clear that the Founding Fathers did
not have assault weapons in mind when they
wrote the Second Amendment. The machines
of war were brought over to the civilian market in the 1980’s, alongside high-capacity
magazines, and dramatically increase the
death toll of mass shootings where used.”
Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez, Democrat candidate for NY’s 14th Congressional District
“…his judicial opinions indicate he believes
the Second Amendment guarantees Americans the right to have access to AR-15 style
rifles – the same kinds of guns used to commit mass murders…
his disregard for common sense gun safety…”
Senator Elizabeth Warren, D-Mass in an editorial in
the Boston Globe criticizing Judge Kavanaugh as
he was being considered for the Supreme Court
“Every day, you read a headline about a young man or young
woman getting killed, and then you think about our history
when John F. Kennedy was assassinated, Martin Luther King
and Robert Kennedy. … What did we learn? We turned our back
on common-sense gun laws in America.”
Richard M. Daley, (D) Mayor of Chicago 1989-2011
“When I grew up, I … thought the only people who had guns were
criminals and the police, and as long as you think like that, that’s
the only people who are going to have guns. … but the reality is
that if you don’t have a firearm to defend yourself, you’re not getting a first responder; you’re getting a cleanup crew.”
Chip Eberhart, former Chicago police officer and
master instructor with Top Shot Academy
“…there simply is no untouchable constitutional right to keep
loaded handguns in the house in crime-ridden urban areas.”
Supreme Court Associate Justice Stephen Breyer dissenting on
the DC v. Heller case in June 26, 2008
“The Second amendment has a preamble about the need for a militia. Historically, the new government had no money to pay for
an army, so they relied on the state militias. The states required
men to have certain weapons and they specified in the law what
weapons these people had to keep in their homes so that when
they were called upon to service as militiamen, they would have
them. That was the entire purpose of the Second Amendment. …
the disappearance of that purpose eliminates the function of the
Second Amendment.”
Supreme Court Associate Justice Ruth Bader
Ginsberg in an interview 4 October 2013

CORPORATE GUN CONTROL MIGHT BE THE WORST
THREAT TO GUN RIGHTS
By DAVID FRENCH August 21, 2018 2:49 PM
Let’s be honest. If you own guns or you’re a gun-rights supporter, and if you’re concerned about government restrictions
on your Second Amendment rights, the future looks bright. The
elevation of Brett Kavanaugh to the Supreme Court may well
represent the death knell for draconian forms of gun control —
including bans on so-called “assault weapons” and bans on standard-capacity magazines in semi-automatic pistols and rifles.
Moreover, meaningful federal gun control has been blocked
for a generation, and red-state legislatures are moving almost
uniformly to liberalize state gun laws. Witness, for example, the
steady spread of “constitutional carry” in red states across the
land.

WHAT KAVANAUGH MEANS FOR THE SECOND
AMENDMENT FIGHT
Washington, D.C. –-(Ammoland.com)- With the contentious
confirmation hearings over, it now looks very likely that Brett Kavanaugh will be confirmed as an associate justice of the Supreme
Court of the United States. This will have a major effect on the
battle to protect our Second Amendment rights on several fronts.
Kavanaugh is best noted for his dissent in the October 2011 ruling
in Heller v. District of Columbia. In his dissent from that ruling,
Kavanaugh stated that he would have struck down DC’s ban on

THE RANGEFINDER		

(continued on page 6)
5

Find us on the web at: ORSAONLINE.ORG

But another threat looms, one that can stretch across the entire American landscape, is immune to the filibuster, and is largely sheltered from judicial review. It’s a threat that can choke off
financing for the gun industry, stifle speech about guns, and lock
the gun-rights community into offline (and small online) ghettos
that restrict their ability to communicate.
So, what’s happening? Titans of American banking and communication are taking steps to restrict the use of their funds or
platforms by gun makers, gun-rights advocates, and others. The
threat is just now emerging, but it may be as great a danger to
gun rights as it is to the culture of free speech in this nation, and
indeed the two are linked.
A short, non-exclusive survey should help paint the picture.
Citigroup struck one of the first blows, taking action in March:
Citigroup is setting restrictions on the sale of firearms by its
business customers, making it the first Wall Street bank to take a
stance in the divisive nationwide gun control debate.
The new policy, announced Thursday, prohibits the sale of
firearms to customers who have not passed a background check
or who are younger than 21. It also bars the sale of bump stocks
and high-capacity magazines. It would apply to clients who offer
credit cards backed by Citigroup or borrow money, use banking
services or raise capital through the company.
Not to be outdone, Bank of America has acted against assault
weapons. Here’s the beginning of a New York Times story from
April:
Bank of America will stop lending money to gun manufacturers that make military-inspired firearms for civilian use, such as
the AR-15-style rifles that have been used in multiple mass shootings, a company executive said Tuesday.
While the banks’ actions apply to the manufacture and sale
of firearms, there are considerable unfolding online threats to
speech about guns. Consider the actions of these titans of tech:
Facebook has recently restricted any links to a website called
codeisfreespeech.com, which contains downloadable plans for a
number of entirely legal firearms, including the 3D-printable firearms at the heart of the lingering Obama-era case against Cody
Wilson. The site includes plans for weapons such as the Colt 1911,
a weapon so common and so basic that its plans date back to, well,
1911 (actually before). You can even buy the plans on a t-shirt.
YouTube has its own restrictions on speech about firearms
and prohibits any content that “intends to sell” firearms or provides instructions on “manufacturing a firearm.” The latter prohibition is broad enough to (if YouTube wishes) include information
on assembling a firearm from its component parts — a necessary
part of firearm cleaning and maintenance.
Reddit has banned certain gun forums and updated its policies to forbid using Reddit to “solicit or facilitate” (extremely
broad terms) transactions or gifts involving firearms. Its policy
applies to gun sales, drug sales, prostitution, stolen goods, personal information, and counterfeit official documents. One of
those things is not like the other. The keeping and bearing of fire-

arms is an explicit, enumerated constitutional right. The rest of
the list largely deals with criminal activity.
The list just keeps going. Amazon Web Services has reportedly removed codeisfreespeech.com from its web servers, and Shopify just updated its free-speech policies to deny space for “the kind
of products intended to harm.” It also placed on its “restricted
items list” all semi-automatic weapons packaged with detachable
magazines “capable of accepting more than 10 rounds.” It also reportedly deleted the accounts of a number of weapons retailers,
including Spike’s Tactical and Franklin Armory.
Let’s keep in mind that these actions represent not the culmination of a gun-control campaign but the front edge of a wave of
corporate censorship and suppression. As I’ve written before, in
an age of online outrage, you can find angry mobs on both sides
of virtually any issue, so in almost every case it’s the internal mob
that matters. Tech executives at giant multinational companies
care more about the opinions of their peers and colleagues than
they care about any given Twitter trend or news cycle. When companies reach a certain size, the ability of angry conservatives to
affect the market is limited. After all, Facebook’s main competitor
is arguably Instagram, and Facebook owns Instagram.
Earlier today I spoke at length to the Washington Free Beacon’s Stephen Gutowski, perhaps the Internet’s best one-stop
journalistic shop not just for technical expertise on firearms but
also for national trends in gun control. He’s been diligently covering the recent trend of increasing corporate restrictions. He noted
that the corporate actions have been “more aggressive than what
we’ve seen with Alex Jones,” with a fraction of the attention.
Simply put, that has to change. Few American communities (including the pro-life community) are better organized and
more mobilizable than the gun-rights community, and it’s time
to shine at least as bright a spotlight on corporate gun control as
the one that illuminates governmental gun restrictions, the more
traditional focus of the NRA. But not even the mighty NRA can
generally force corporations to change course in the absence of
government intervention. Corporations are entities that possess
their own constitutional rights. Yet the NRA can seek to inform
and persuade. Gun-rights proponents can invest in alternative
platforms. Young conservatives can and should seek career paths
in tech and other key industries to break up the monoculture.
In other words, while doing our best to make arguments in
the here and now, it’s imperative for gun-rights proponents to
play the corporate long game, just as they did in their remarkably
successful 30-year campaign to liberalize gun laws. The ability to
preserve a functioning gun industry and the free flow of information about firearms may well depend on it.
Corporations have entered the fight, and gun-rights supporters are mainly on the outside, looking in.
https://www.nationalreview.com/2018/08/
corporate-gun-control-worst-threat-gun-rights/
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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