| will place information here for those who are interested in updating their knowledge of our
rights and freedoms. The content of this information is taken from articles | believe are
essential reading to gun owners. Also there will be information posted that will keep you
informed of the radical elements trying to dismantle our God given rights, (which includes the
second amendment of the US Constitution).

The fact that we own a gun makes us guardians of the second amendment; therefore we
should know the true meaning of our responsibility.

"If a nation expects to be ignorant and free, in a state of civilization, it expects what never was and
never will be." ---Thomas Jefferson, 1816.

Original Intent and Purpose of the Second Amendment
Introduction
The Second Amendment:

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.

The original intent and purpose of the Second Amendment was to preserve and guarantee,
not grant, the pre-existing right of individuals to keep and bear arms. Although the amendment
emphasizes the need for a militia, membership in any militia, let alone a well-regulated one,
was not intended to serve as a prerequisite for exercising the right to keep arms.

The Second Amendment preserves and guarantees an individual right for a collective purpose.
That does not transform the right into a "collective right." The militia clause was a declaration
of purpose, and preserving the people's right to keep and bear arms was the method the
framers chose to, in-part, ensure the continuation of a well-regulated militia.

There is no contrary evidence from the writings of the Founding Fathers, early American legal
commentators, or pre-twentieth century Supreme Court decisions, indicating that the Second
Amendment was intended to apply solely to active militia members.

Evidence of an Individual Right

In his popular edition of Blackstone's Commentaries on the Laws of England (1803), St.
George Tucker, a lawyer, Revolutionary War militia officer, legal scholar, and later a U.S.
District Court judge (appointed by James Madison in 1813), wrote of the Second Amendment:

The right of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed, and this without any
gualification as to their condition or degree, as is the case in the British government.

In the appendix to the Commentaries, Tucker elaborates further:

This may be considered as the true palladium of liberty... 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 limits possible. Whenever standing armies are kept up, and the right of the
people to keep and bear arms is, under any color or pretext whatsoever, prohibited, liberty, if
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not already annihilated, is on the brink of destruction. In England, the people have been
disarmed, generally, under the specious pretext of preserving the game: a never failing lure to
bring over the landed aristocracy to support any measure, under that mask, though calculated
for very different purposes. True it is, their bill of rights seems at first view to counteract this
policy: but the right of bearing arms is confined to protestants, and the words suitable to their
condition and degree, have been interpreted to authorise the prohibition of keeping a gun or
other engine for the destruction of game, to any farmer, or inferior tradesman, or other person
not qualified to kill game. So that not one man in five hundred can keep a gun in his house
without being subject to a penalty.

Not only are Tucker's remarks solid evidence that the militia clause was not intended to restrict
the right to keep arms to active militia members, but he speaks of a broad right — Tucker
specifically mentions self-defense.

"Because '[g]reat weight has always been attached, and very rightly attached, to
contemporaneous exposition,' the Supreme Court has cited Tucker in over forty cases. One
can find Tucker in the major cases of virtually every Supreme Court era." (Source: The Second
Amendment in the Nineteenth Century)

(William Blackstone was an English jurist who published Commentaries on the Laws of
England, in four volumes between 1765 and 1769. Blackstone is credited with laying the
foundation of modern English law and certainly influenced the thinking of the American
Founders.)

Another jurist contemporaneous to the Founders, William Rawle, authored "A View of the
Constitution of the United States of America" (1829). His work was adopted as a constitutional
law textbook at West Point and other institutions. In Chapter 10 he describes the scope of the
Second Amendment's right to keep and bear arms:

The prohibition is general. No clause in the constitution could by any rule of construction be
conceived to give congress a power to disarm the people. Such a flagitious attempt could only
be made under some general pretence 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.

This is another quote where it is obvious that "the people" refers to individuals since Rawle
writes neither the states nor the national government has legitimate authority to disarm its
citizens. This passage also makes it clear ("the prohibition is general”) that the militia clause
was not intended to restrict the scope of the right.

(In 1791 William Rawle was appointed United States Attorney for Pennsylvania by President
George Washington, a post he held for more than eight years.)

Yet another jurist, Justice Story (appointed to the Supreme Court as an Associate Justice by
James Madison in 1811), wrote a constitutional commentary in 1833 ("Commentaries on the
Constitution of the United States"). Regarding the Second Amendment, he wrote (source):

The next amendment is: "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."”
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The importance of this article will scarcely be doubted by any persons, who have duly reflected
upon the subject. The militia is the natural defense of a free country against sudden foreign
invasions, domestic insurrections, and domestic usurpations of power by rulers. It is against
sound policy for a free people to keep up large military establishments and standing armies in
time of peace, both from the enormous expenses, with which they are attended, and the facile
means, which they afford to ambitious and unprincipled rulers, to subvert the government, or
trample upon the rights of the people. The right of the citizens to keep and bear arms has justly
been considered, as the palladium of the liberties of a republic; since it offers a strong moral
check against the usurpation and arbitrary power of rulers; and will generally, even if these are
successful in the first instance, enable the people to resist and triumph over them.

As the Tennessee Supreme Court in Andrews v. State (1871) explains, this "passage from
Story, shows clearly that this right was intended, as we have maintained in this opinion, and
was guaranteed to, and to be exercised and enjoyed by the citizen as such, and not by him as
a soldier, or in defense solely of his political rights."

Story adds:

And yet, though this truth would seem so clear, and the importance of a well regulated militia
would seem so undeniable, it cannot be disguised, that among the American people there is a
growing indifference to any system of militia discipline, and a strong disposition, from a sense
of its burthens, to be rid of all regulations. How it is practicable to keep the people duly armed
without some organization, it is difficult to see. There is certainly no small danger, that
indifference may lead to disgust, and disgust to contempt; and thus gradually undermine all the
protection intended by this clause of our national bill of rights.

Story laments the people's lack of enthusiasm for maintaining a well-regulated militia.
However, some anti-gun rights advocates misinterpret this entire passage as being "consistent
with the theory that the Second Amendment guarantees a right of the people to be armed only
when in service of an organized militia." (See Arms, Anarchy and the Second Amendment for
an example of reaching that conclusion by committing a non-sequitur.)

The need for a well-regulated militia and an armed citizenry are not mutually exclusive, nor
was the right to have arms considered dependent on membership in an active militia (more on
that later). Rather, as illustrated by Tucker, Rawle, and Story, the militia clause and the right to
arms were intended to be complementary

More Evidence Supporting an Individual Right

After James Madison's Bill of Rights was submitted to Congress, Tench Coxe (see also: Tench
Coxe and the Right to Keep and Bear Arms, 1787-1823) published his "Remarks on the First
Part of the Amendments to the Federal Constitution,” in the Federal Gazette, June 18, 1789
He asserts that it's the people (as individuals) with arms, who serve as the ultimate check on
government:

As civil rulers, not having their duty to the people duly before them, may attempt to tyrannize,
and as the military forces which must be occasionally raised to defend our country, might
pervert their power to the injury of their fellow-citizens, the people are confirmed by the next
article in their right to keep and bear their private arms.

"A search of the literature of the time reveals that no writer disputed or contradicted Coxe's
analysis that what became the Second Amendment protected the right of the people to keep
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and bear 'their private arms.' The only dispute was over whether a bill of rights was even
necessary to protect such fundamental rights." (Halbrook, Stephen P. "The Right of the People
or the Power of the State Bearing Arms, Arming Militias, and the Second Amendment".
Originally published as 26 Val. U. L.Rev. 131-207, 1991).

Earlier, in The Pennsylvania Gazette, Feb. 20, 1788, while the states were considering
ratification of the Constitution, Tench Coxe wrote:

Who are the militia? are they not ourselves. Is it feared, then, that we shall turn our arms each
man against his own bosom. Congress have no power to disarm the militia. Their swords, and
every other terrible implement of the soldier, are the birth-right of an American...The
unlimited power of the sword is not in the hands of either the federal or state governments
but, where | trust in God it will ever remain, in the hands of the people.
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