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Since its inception, the Constitution has been modified 27 times.  The document was 
written to provide the original framework for a government in which all states felt they 
were given an equal voice with respect to laws established by a national congress.  
During its ratification process, the states also demanded amendments to the 
Constitution that protected the individual liberties of white men. The government was 
established to represent the voices of the people, the people being only reflective of 
those who wrote the document - many of whom were slave owners - rather than of the 
entire population the government represented.  In 1791, the first 10 amendments, our 
‘Bill of Rights’, were ratified. The additional 17 modifications made over the years, vary 
from adding greater protection of individual rights, to prohibiting (then again allowing) 
the sale of alcohol, to prohibiting the ownership of another human being as property, to 
establishing that it would be the Vice President who will assume command should the 
President die during their term in office.      

Over time, each amendment has gone through intense scrutiny and changes to its legal 
application have been made, as warranted by changes in societal culture and 
viewpoints. The Supreme Court has heard over 210 cases involving the First 
Amendment in just the 20th century alone, ruling on a multitude of provisions and 
exceptions to the amendment that have defined acceptable speech, even if that speech 
is offensive or hurtful, versus unacceptable speech, such as defamation of character or 
inciting violence.  Rightfully so, words that incite violence, or personally attack an 
individual (fighting words), are not protected under the First Amendment.  If you don’t 
believe this, try yelling “fire” in a crowded theater and see what happens.  Since the 
early 1800s, further changes to the amendment include the view on what is obscene.  
Words or pictures that were once considered unacceptable, therefore restricted by the 
government, are now more widely accepted by society.  Thus, earlier bans became 
obsolete, and had to be legally removed.

We have grown as a nation, beyond the idea that slavery was ever an acceptable 
practice, thanks to the passage of the 13th Amendment.  In its original context, however, 
this amendment was inefficient in its protection for any person from a ‘minority’ group to 
be treated fairly by an employer, school or landlord.  It took the Civil Rights Acts of 1866, 
1871, 1875, 1957, 1960, 1964, and, 1968 to legally secure the same rights for all ethnic 
groups that white men have always enjoyed.  Today, that battle for equal rights 
continues with the introduction of the “Employment Non-Discrimination Act”, proposed in 
each Congress since 1994, for equal protections for the LGBT community.  Although 
courts have recently ruled that Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 protects people 
from discrimination based on their sexual orientation, there is still no codified law that 
expressly does so for the entirety of the LGBTQ community. To date, the ENDA is still 
awaiting passage into law by Congress.

The Constitution did not originally offer women equal rights protections either, so 
Amendment 19 was written to secure our right to vote in 1920.  From there, it has been 
an uphill battle for women to be treated fairly in the workplace.  Even though the Equal 
Pay Act was passed in 1963, women still do not earn equal pay for equal work today.  
Starting in 1936, we won the first battle for reproductive justice, when it was no longer 
considered obscene to send information about birth control through the mail.  Roe v. 
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Wade was a landmark Supreme Court case that gave women the right to choose 
whether or not to early-terminate a pregnancy for personal or medical reasons.  This 
court decision has actually saved more lives than those who oppose our right to choose 
would like to admit.

The overarching theme is that none of the aforementioned rights were accounted for in 
the original framework of the Constitution and history has shown that our Constitution 
was not authored with the intention that the document should be forever set in stone.  It 
is a living record to be modified, with laws reflective of the needs of society at present 
time.  Presently, we need to discuss changes to the Second Amendment, based on the 
needs of our society today.   

Of course, this is going to be piss off a rather large group of people who worship their 
“super amendment” rights above all others. Gun Control: these two words cause many 
Second Amendment proponents to enter into a diatribe about government infringement 
upon their rights, or their need to prevent tyranny from the state, or restricting guns 
won’t prevent gun violence, or, or, or.....the list goes on and on, ad nauseam.  On one 
hand, the government is obliged to uphold an individual’s rights.  On the other, they are 
obliged to prevent crime (and protect the Republic).  After all, a portion of our tax 
revenue goes towards law enforcement and crime prevention, nationally, state-wide and 
locally.  Not to mention, a substantial portion of tax revenue goes towards our well 
regulated militia, at the state and federal level.

In 2001, a Federal Court of Appeals, 
in United States v Emerson, 
recognized “the people” had an 
“individual has a right to keep and 
bear arms (whether or not they are 
part of the state/federal militia)”.  
Then, in 2002, a different Federal 
Court of Appeals ruled, in the case of 
Silveira v Lockyer, that “the people” 
only "have the right to bear arms in 
the service of the state."  The issue 
came to Supreme Court in 2008, in 
the case of the District of Columbia 
vs. Heller, affirming that while 
“individuals had the right to possess a 
firearm for the purpose of self-
defense in their home”, this did not 
grant individuals the right to an 
indiscriminate amount of weapons.  
Further, the court ruled, this was only 

applicable to rights granted at the federal level, and States still had the right to enact 
legislation that restricted gun ownership at the state level.  It wasn’t until 2010, the 
Supreme Court ruled in the case of McDonald vs. City of Chicago, that the Second 
Amendment applied to State and Local governments as well, but didn’t necessarily say 

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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that legislation still couldn’t restrict upon the types of guns citizens were allowed to 
possess or carry.  If the government can’t even agree that we, as individuals, have the 
right to own any gun, how is it that so many Americans believe that, somehow, this 
amendment is the most sacred of all of our individual rights? And if the government has 
a duty to provide law enforcement, what could they have done to also prevent the 
heinous crimes committed in Parkland Florida, Santa Barbara, Newtown Elementary, 
Virginia Tech, or any of the other 270+ school shootings since Columbine?  

As a writer, I deeply revere the First Amendment. Contrary to other countries, I do not 
have to live in fear of torture or execution for communicating what I think or how I feel 
(so long as it isn’t a flagrant fabrication of the truth or downright hateful).  As a woman, I 
am equally grateful for the 19th Amendment, because I deserve the same rights as any 
man (including the right to earn equal pay for equal work).  As a human being, I 
understand that these rights come with the agreement to be responsible with and 
accountable for each right while exercising them, and that these rights come with the 
burden of fighting for those who do not share access to equal protections under the law.

Naturally, it pisses me off when my rights are modified, or restricted, because some 
asshole(s) can’t act responsibly.  I think we can all agree that it only takes one idiot to 
ruin it for the rest of the village.  Sadly, when it comes to guns, there are have been a lot 
of idiots who have ruined a lot of villages, yet we still can’t seem to agree on how to 
rectify the problem.  Due to this complacency, this conundrum has now become even 
more endemic.  Mother Jones compiled the statistics of the 97 mass shootings that 
have occurred over the last 35 years and one thing is clear - mass shootings are on the 
rise.

There is a real problem with the ethical foundation of our country when children are 
being murdered in droves, yet gun owners somehow try to make us all believe that guns 
are not a problem.  If the belief that “guns don’t kill people, people kill people” rings true, 
then explain how 69% of all US homicides in 2014 were committed with a firearm, 
instead of a knife or a rock or a roadside bomb?  I have tried to reason that someone’s 
right to own a gun is just as important to my right to free speech, but I also understand 
that we we need to create some semblance of responsible gun ownership - just as we 

have for what constitutes 
responsible speech.  The need 
for self-defense against a home 
invader is important, yet 
Constitutional experts believe 
that the Founding Fathers 
centered the Second 
Amendment with the intention of 
arming the States against the 
potential threat of Federal 
tyranny, not individual citizens.  
Gun owners who continually use 
the excuse that they have the 
right to defend themselves 
against the government, 
however, probably need to 
check in for a moment with 
reality.*Image Source: Dallas Morning News
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US citizens own roughly 270-million guns, while the government, military, and law 
enforcement officials only posses around 4-Million.  The difference is staggering, and 
also quite misleading.  To offset the imbalance, the government stockpiles a healthy 
artillery of nuclear weapons, combat drones, heat-seeking missiles, F-22s, tanks, 
helicopters, more aircraft carriers than any other country on the planet, and on and on.  
Anyone who wants to wage war on their own government, and shows up with a few 
AR-15s, can probably kiss their sweet ass goodbye.  Let’s stop spreading 
misinformation about the AR-15, by calling it a “sporting rifle”, while we are it.  In the 
1950s, the “ArmaLite Rifle-15” was designed solely for military use.  During the 1960s, 
the Air Force dubbed this same weapon as the M-16, but when the patent expired in 
1989, manufacturers 
began producing ta civilian 
grade version for mass 
market.  The primary 
difference between the 
M-16 automatic rifle, and 
the civilian grade AR-15, is 
simply that it is semi-
automatic (unless you 
found the loophole license, 
that is).  Today, the AR-15 
is still employed by 
militaries around the world 
and it is called the AR-15 
(because it was never 
intended for civilian 
purposes).  

Gun technology has become incredibly advanced since the late 1700s, and the “right to 
keep and bear arms” no longer bears the same relevance as it did during the time that 
the Bill of Rights were written.  It’s clear that the general populous is severely “out-
gunned”, so maybe we can give up the dream that some “good guy with a gun” is going 
to heroically defend the rest of us against Big Brother, should the Apocalypse come 
calling.  For the benefit of public health and safely, we should stop arguing over banning 
guns and focus on preventing further massacres from occurring, which requires 
regulation.  While the NRA would have you believe gun regulation means the 
government wants to revoke the Second Amendment, it intends to provide a framework 
of accountability for citizens to own and carry guns in a manner that does not infringe 
upon anyone else’s right to their life, liberty or pursuit of happiness.

Admittedly, I do not believe in owning guns, nor am I an advocate for violence of any 
kind, as a means to resolve conflict.  But, I am also capable of understanding that there 
are exceptions to every rule.  However, I am tired of watching grieving parents lay their 
babies to rest when, we as a society, could have done more to resolve the issue.  I am 
also tired of seeing schools torn down and/or rebuilt because too many children have 
been marred for lifetime-upon-lifetime after some sociopath with a gun ripped their 
innocence away from them.  It is absurd that all citizens should all be expected to carry 
the financial burden that this senseless violence places on society (you can add the cost 
of never-ending wars to this rant, by the way).  It’s high time that gun owners collectively 
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take accountability for their rights and bear the sole burden of those costs.  As Stephen 
King once said, “If you want to play, you gotta pay.” 

Former General Stanley McChrystal, who led the war in Afghanistan for 10 years, came 
out in support of the assault weapons ban in 2013. To his point, “the number of people 
in America killed by firearms is extraordinary compared to other nations and...we need 
to look at everything we can do to safeguard our people.”  Many law enforcement 
officials agree that getting heavy artillery off the streets would make their jobs less 
dangerous, but these groups have been demonized by gun rights activists in the 
process.  Considering that the gun rights faction has outspent gun control activists by a 
factor of 15:1, over the past decade or so, I would say that Washington is not likely to 
impose meaningful regulations on gun ownership. Nor will they be taking away anyone’s 
rights (or guns), any time soon.  After all, we know it is money, not morals, that rules The 
Hill.  Unless the gun control lobby is able to locate another $28-million dollars in political 
contributions this year, I would like to request that the gun rights groups stop 
broadcasting mass hysteria and negative images into our collective psyche. 

After all, it isn’t an individual’s rights that the NRA has in mind as they wage their war 
against well-regulated gun ownership.  In truth, guns are a hefty business in the United 
States.  The National Shooting Sports Foundation (NSSF) annual report highlights the 
economic impact that the legal US firearms and ammunition industry estimates for 
2018.  During the 1990’s, the industry was in decline, but 9/11 changed all of that.  The 

2008 recession further propelled the industry forward, and according to the Washington 
Post, the Obama administration was the best thing to happen to gun industry thus far.  
According to industry analysts, the NRA funded PR campaign successfully increased 
people’s fear that Obama “would take their guns away”; enough to send industry sales 
skyrocketing by 169% over the course of his administration.  What the NRA and the 
NSSF didn’t want their members to know, however, was that regardless of his public 
statements, according to his track record, Obama had no interest in “taking people’s 
guns away.”  

While Obama has always supported the Second Amendment, he also supported the 
reinstatement of the 1994 assault weapons ban (which expired under Bush in 2004) 
because, contrary to what the NRA would have you believe, it is indeed possible for 
these two ideologies to co-exist.  To be clear, gun reformists have never suggested the 
removal of handguns, rifles, or shotguns from law abiding citizens.....let’s repeat.....No 
one wants to take your guns. Gun reformists have requested a ban on all new sales 
of military grade weapons to the average citizen, and better oversight for the current 
system as a whole.  Despite all this fear and paranoia the NRA has so effectively 
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instilled into much of the American public, the government has not actually been able to 
pass a single, meaningful piece of gun control legislation since 1999.   

Their membership fails to understand that the NRA is not their friend, nor their advocate. 
It’s a company, all be it a non-profit one (which for the life me I can’t figure out why they 
are able to retain such status when they are a political lobby), which employs mass 
marketing to communicate the value of their ‘product’ in order to benefit the 
organization.  They have no intent on serving the public’s highest purpose - what 
company does?  Marketing 101 teaches “know your audience” and the NRA knows their 
audience makes decisions based on fear, and they play into those fears generously.  
When fear is involved, all logic, morality, love, and tolerance go right out the window.  
So, it is does no good for a gun control activist to continually approach the issue from an 
ethical or logic-based standpoint, but rather from an economic one.  

As with any other public health issue, gun violence costs tax payers money.  Between 
premature deaths, lost wages and unexpected hospital visits, Johns Hopkins University 
estimated the annual cost of gun violence was hovering close $50 billion in 2017.  This 
equates to the almost the exact same amount that the NSSF estimated the firearms 
industry generates in economic impact the same year - something the NSSF leaves out 
of their report.  When you also factor in the cost for restoration, long-term care, 
decreased quality of life, victims services (i.e. counseling, retribution, etc.), and court & 
prison costs, the net total economic impact is more in the range of a $120 billion annual 
loss. At least half of which is paid for by US Taxpayers.  In a 2013 firearm-related 
violence study, conducted by the Institute of Medicine, the panel concurs that while 
many Americans legally use firearms for a variety of activities, fatal and nonfatal firearm 
violence poses a serious threat to public safety and welfare.

Back in early 1960s, the death toll from motor vehicle accidents had reached 
unprecedented levels.  The National Safety Council had reported that, out of the 93,803 
total deaths in 1960, 41% of them were attributed to motor vehicle accidents.  
Understandably, there was public outcry for the government to address the issue.  After 
much contemplation and debate, the National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act was 
passed in 1966, to establish new standards for highway, traffic and motor vehicle safety.  
This act created what is now the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration.  Over 
the years, the NHTSA has worked with federal, state and local authorities to create 
standards and policies that have helped to decrease motor vehicle deaths and increase 
overall driver safety.

In addition to requirements for vehicles to improve operational safety, the NHTSA 
implemented better road planning to address ways to prevent accidents, along with 
driver testing and licensing, periodic vehicle inspections, and increased traffic laws to 
regulate speed, etc.  In addition, the NHTSA has addressed improving driver behavior 
through a series of public education campaigns on the dangers of driving under the 
influence of alcohol, driving and texting, the importance of the use of seat belts and 
child restraints, special precautions for young drivers, and pedestrian and bicyclist 
safety.  As a result of the adoption and implementation of each of these policies, the 
country began to see a decrease in the rate of motor vehicle deaths by 1974.  With the 
exception of a few minor jumps in the early 1990s, this rate has continued to decline 
almost every year since, proving the program’s success and overall value for the 
greater good.
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Naturally, these programs come with a huge price tag to the general public, which is 
why we pay such a hefty tax on our fuel.  Initially implemented in the early 1930s for the 
Highway Trust Fund, the tax has proved to be effective for generating the annual 
funding the NHTSA needs for these various programs.  In 2007, it was documented that 
60% of the Fuel Tax on Gasoline goes to Highway Construction and Maintenance, the 
other 40% goes to programs earmarked by Congress (some of which aren’t even 
related to highway safety, but that’s a conversation we should save for another time).  
Total US revenue generated from the Fuel Tax in 2017, for example, totaled over $43 
Billion.

Additionally, the US Automotive Sector generates another $205 billion annually in 
federal and state tax revenue through sales tax, income tax, vehicle registration and 
licensing fees.  In most states, this accounts for 14-20% of their overall annual tax 
revenue.  The economic impact of the automotive industry is staggering.  The Auto 
Alliance reports that in 2013, revenues from car sales totaled $730 billion, while the 
manufacture and sales of parts, repairs and service, account for another $223 billion in 
economic activity. Thus, automobiles drive more than $953 billion into the economy 
each year.  In total, 7.25 million people are employed directly and indirectly, in the US, 
as a result of the manufacture, sale and repair of automobiles, earning a collective $500 
billion in compensation, making automotive and transportation policy central to the 
economic vitality of virtually every state.

Currently, the CDC estimates the economic cost to society for motor vehicle deaths, 
injuries, loss from work, etc. is approximately $63 billion.  Compare that to the annual 
tax revenue generated by automotive sector, not taking into account the economic 
impact of the auto industry, and we are at a net profit of $142 billion.  When you 
compare the statistics, the death and injury rate for fire arms is almost equal to that of 
automobiles, and gun ownership is almost equal to that of automobiles.  While the cost 
incurred by society for gun violence is only slightly less than motor vehicle injuries and 
deaths, the economic impact of the automobile industry is far greater than that of the 
firearms industry.  In addition, automobiles are designed for a utilitarian purpose; it’s the 
improper handling of the vehicle that causes harm or injury.  Guns were, without a 
doubt, designed solely to inflict death or injury.  So, why is the firearms industry not 
pulling their weight, to offset the net financial loss?  As with vehicle owners, why don’t 
we require gun owners to be licensed and taxed annually to own their guns?  When 
automobile manufacturers invested in lobbying against any rules or regulations over the 
industry, the argument of public health and safety was applied to the automobile 
industry, in order to bypass political pressure.  The NRA had studied this, so they 
successfully pressured Congress to strip the CDC of all ability to research gun violence 
has a public health issue in the mid-1990s.

A similar case can be made for the successful implementation of the Tobacco Tax, 
which helped generate funds for a public health awareness campaign.  Together with 
increased cost, and education about the dangers of smoking, the government has been 
able to work with public health agencies to decrease the number of smokers in this 
country, as well as the instances of health related issues and deaths caused by the use 
of tobacco.  Research has also shown that the nominal tax increases on tobacco have 
resulted in increased state tax revenue over the long term.  Instead of focusing policy 
solely on “gun control”, liberals and democrats need to apply taxation methods towards 
this public safety issue in an effort to decrease the compounding financial and emotional 
burdens that gun violence places on society. 
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On February 13, 2013, The Journal of the American Medical Association released a 
similar theory as to how to Curb Gun Violence, by highlighting how to apply the success 
from many different public health and safety campaigns to the current public safety 
issue of gun violence in America.  With taxation, licensing fees, practical safety training, 
competency exams, and mandatory insurance coverage on firearms, not only could we 
generate revenue to fund better mental health programs, but we could provide for public 
education campaigns about the importance of firearm safety, and keeping children safe 
from guns in the home.  Additional funding could be allocated towards improving the 
system for background checks and training in the use of non-violent communication as 
a means to resolve conflict.  And yes, a buy back program may help provide financial 
incentive to relinquish weapons that aren’t fit for civilian use.

People don’t want their rights infringed upon, but the Founding Fathers understood that 
right to bear to arms also requires oversight.  They clearly wrote the need for regulation 
into the beginning of the amendment.  As Bill Maher recently said, “it’s an amendment, 
not a commandment.” As all other developed countries have done, there are real 
solutions to address the disturbing increase in mass shootings nationwide, and make 
our communities safer.  The Congress of today is ineffective, our next best chance is to 
vote for new candidates, who are not in bed with the NRA and who understand that two 
ideologies can coexist: protecting the rights of our citizens and regulation for increased 
public health and safety. I think today’s children would agree, we no longer have the 
time nor the patience to wait.  

Source: www.laurariggs.com 
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