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Aborn, Richard (1952– )

As president of Handgun Control, Inc. (HCI) 
(later renamed the Brady Campaign to Prevent 
Gun Violence) and the affiliated Center to Prevent 
Handgun Violence (CPHV) (subsequently renamed 
the Brady Center to Prevent Gun Violence) 
from 1992 to 1996, Richard Aborn has been an 
active supporter of more stringent gun control 
legislation. Since1979, Aborn has been involved 
in the campaign to reduce gun violence. From 
1979 to 1984, he worked in the Manhattan District 
Attorney’s Office, investigating and prosecuting 
homicide and illegal gun distribution cases. 
After leaving government, Aborn worked as a 
volunteer for HCI and was elected to the board 
of trustees in 1988 and to the presidency in 1992. 
In 1999 the office of the New York City public 
advocate engaged Aborn to investigate the police 
department’s disciplinary program, which resulted 
in various reforms to reduce police misconduct.

Aborn worked to implement CPHV’s STAR 
(Straight Talk About Risks) program in New 
York City public schools. The program, which is 
aimed at children from prekindergarten through 
the twelfth grade, is intended to educate youth 
about the dangers of firearms to reduce injuries 
resulting from their misuse. Aborn contributed 
to former New York Governor Mario Cuomo’s 
publication project, New York State Strategy to 
Reduce Gun Violence. He has been a consultant to 
the Ford Foundation on violence and youth and has 
worked with a New York task force of public health 
officials to consider solutions to the problem of 
violent crime.

Aborn has supported passage of a 
comprehensive federal gun control bill that would 
include licensing and registration of handgun 
purchases and transfers, the limitation of gun 

purchases to one per month, and a ban on Saturday 
night specials. He advocates a tax on ammunition, 
dealers’ licenses, and firearms to be used to pay 
for the medical costs of gun-related injuries. He 
supports the Brady Campaign position that the 
organization does not want to ban all guns or 
interfere in the lawful acquisition of firearms, but 
instead strives to stop the illegal gun market. Aborn 
sees no contradiction between gun ownership and 
gun control.

Aborn notes that illicit gun traffickers acquire 
firearms in jurisdictions with weak gun control 
laws and then sell them illegally in jurisdictions 
with more stringent laws. Aborn holds that 
Saturday night specials (which he defines as a 
handgun that has a barrel less than two inches long, 
is made of nonhomogeneous metal, is unsafe, and 
cannot pass a drop test from more than five feet) 
are disproportionately used as crime weapons and 
have little self-defense use.

Aborn claims that gun control laws already 
passed have been effective. He cites a U.S. Justice 
Department estimate that the Brady Handgun 
Violence Prevention Act, for which he served as 
the principal lobbyist, prevented over 70,000 felons 
from purchasing guns from retail outlets during the 
first year after the law went into effect. In addition, 
he asserts that the 1994 assault weapons ban, 
before it expired in 2004, effectively restricted the 
supply of such firearms.

In an effort to reassure gun owners that 
the Brady Campaign and other organizations 
supporting greater regulation of firearms do not 
intend to ban guns, Aborn states that anyone who 
wishes to have a firearm for self-defense should be 
allowed to do so. However, he is careful to indicate 
that a firearm in the home poses serious risks to 
the residents. In arguing for more stringent gun 
control laws, Aborn refers to public opinion polls 
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2 Academics for the Second Amendment (A2A)

that have consistently indicated that a majority 
of U.S. citizens support such legislation. Aborn 
has continued his activities in the gun control 
movement, working with PAX and other gun 
control organizations. In 2001 Aborn advised the 
New York City Democratic mayoral candidate in 
developing a comprehensive criminal justice policy. 
When the opposing candidate, Michael Bloomberg, 
won the election, Bloomberg implemented Aborn’s 
program. In 2007 Aborn, along with New York 
Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg, took part in a news 
conference announcing an advertising campaign, 
GUNS = PRISON, to publicize a new state law 
that mandates a three and one-half year prison 
sentence for anyone caught carrying an illegal, 
loaded, handgun in the state. In 2009 he made 
an unsuccessful run in the New York Democratic 
primary for District Attorney of Manhattan.

Aborn is a partner in the law firm Constantine 
Cannon and serves as the president of Constantine 
and Aborn Advisory Services (CAAS), which 
provides recommendations to police departments 
and other organizations in the United States and 
other countries. Aborn is also president of the 
Citizens Crime Commission of New York City, an 
organization that deals with criminal justice and 
public safety issues. Aborn advocates diligence, 
innovative strategies such as ballistic fingerprinting 
technology, and energetic law enforcement to 
reduce the harm caused by illegal guns in the New 
York area.

See also: Brady Campaign to Prevent Gun 
Violence; Brady Handgun Violence Prevention Act; 
PAX; Saturday Night Special.

Further Reading: “Richard M. Aborn Biography,” 
www.bradycampaign.org/about/bio/additional; 
Citizens Crime Commission of New York City, www. 
nycrimecommission.org; “Richard Aborn for D.A.: 
About Richard,” www.abornforda. com/index.php/
site/about.

Academics for the Second 
Amendment (A2A)
Academics for the Second Amendment (A2A) is an 
organization composed of law professors, political 
scientists, philosophers, and historians who support 
an individual’s right to keep and bear arms. From 
the organization’s founding in 1992, its members 
rejected the view held by many academics (but 

dismissed by the U.S. Supreme Court majority 
in District of Columbia v. Heller, 2008) that the 
Second Amendment guarantees only the right 
of states to maintain militias. The organization 
attributes this position to a general hostility among 
academicians toward guns and gun owners.

A2A has sponsored legal, philosophical, and 
historical analysis that has sought to establish that 
the right to bear arms applies to individual citizens. 
To disseminate the results of such scholarship, ASA 
has conducted professional meetings attended by 
scholars, lawyers, news reporters, and students.

A2A argues that in the eighteenth century the 
term “militia” referred not to a formal military 
organization but to a system of universal military 
service in which each male citizen of military 
age was required to possess a firearm for defense 
against foreign invasion, tyranny, and criminal 
activity. The organization claims that after the Civil 
War, debates in Congress regarding the nature 
of citizenship affirmed the need to protect the 
individual rights of African Americans in the South 
to keep and bear arms for self-defense.

A2A contends that, just like the First 
Amendment rights of freedom of speech and 
assembly, an individual’s right to keep and bear 
arms guaranteed in the Second Amendment 
is not absolute. Unlike some other gun rights 
organizations, ASA believes reasonable people 
may have genuine differences of opinion regarding 
the application of the right of gun ownership, thus 
leaving the door open for “sensible gun laws” that 
are constitutional.

A2A is headquartered in St. Paul, Minnesota, 
and Joseph E. Olson, the organization’s president, 
is a professor of business law at Hamline 
University. He served as administrative law judge 
for the state of Minnesota and has been a consultant 
for state legislators and the Minneapolis City 
Council. Olson served as a member of the board 
of directors of the National Rifle Association 
(NRA) and as president of the American 
Association of Certified Firearms Instructors, 
and founded Concealed Carry Reform NOW! 
Olson participated, along with David Hardy and 
Clayton Cramer, in writing the amicus curiae 
brief submitted to the U.S. Supreme Court on 
behalf of A2A in District of Columbia v. Heller 
(2008), in which the Court ruled that the Second 
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution protects an 
individual’s right to possess firearms (particularly 
handguns) within the home in territory governed 
by the federal government. A2A also file a brief in 
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United States v. Lopez, in which the U.S. Supreme 
Court invalidated the Gun-Free School Zones Act 
of 1990, ruling that Congress’s commerce power 
did not apply to this law. While those involved in 
the organization consider their efforts necessary to 
counteract a fundamental prejudice against firearms 
among academics, gun control advocates consider 
the organization as biased in favor of the NRA and 
other gun rights organizations.

See also: District of Columbia v. Heller (2008); 
National Rifle Association; Second Amendment.

Further Reading: “Brief of Amicus Curiae, 
Academics for the Second Amendment in Support 
of the Respondent,” www.gurapossessky.com/news/ 
parker/documents/07-290bsacAcademicsforSecond 
Amendment.pdf; Scott Heller, “The Right to Bear 
Arms,” Chronicle of Higher Education 21 (July 
1995), “Joseph E. Olson,” http://aacfi.com/trainers/
JoeOlson; html Robert J. Spitzer, The Politics of Gun 
Control, 6th ed. (Boulder, CO: Paradigm, 2015).

Accidents Involving Guns
Gun control advocates have long considered 
accidents involving guns a major reason for 
introducing greater regulation of firearms, 
including such measures as mandated training 
for gun purchasers, firearm safety locks, and 
strict limitations on the ownership of handguns. 
Opponents of such measures argue that decreases 
in the number of gun accidents in recent years 
make any additional legislation unnecessary. Using 
1987 data from the Metropolitan Life Insurance 
Company, Gary Kleck, a leading firearms 
researcher, estimates that fatal gun accidents 
(FGAs) amount to less than 5 percent of all gun 
deaths and just over 1 percent of all accidental 
deaths. He puts the total number of FGAs each 
year at less than 1,400. Table 5 presents Kleck’s 
estimates of FGAs from 1933 to 1995, based on 
data from the U.S. National Center for Health 
Statistics and the National Safety Council. Data 
for the years 1999 to 2014 are also provided in the 
table, which indicate that unintentional firearm 
deaths have continued to fall after Kleck published 
his results. Employing data gathered by the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission in 1980–81, 
Kleck observes that guns ranked as the thirty-
sixth most common cause of nonfatal accidents. 
Although Kleck concludes that the general level of 

Table 5
Fatal Gun Accidents, United States, 1933–1995, 
1999–2007

Year Total
FGAs per 100,000

Resident Population

1933 3014 2.40

1935 2799 2.20

1940 2390 1.80

1945 2454 1.84

1950 2174 1.43

1955 2120 1.28

1960 2334 1.30

1965 2344 1.21

1970 2406 1.18

1975 2380 1.10

1980 1955 0.86

1985 1649 0.69

1990 1416 0.57

1991 1441 0.57

1992 1409 0.55

1993 1521 0.59

1994 1356 0.52

1995 1225 0.47

1999 824 0.30

2000 776 0.28

2001 802 0.28

2002 726 0.26

2003 730 0.25

2004 649 0.22

2005 789 0.27

2006 642 0.22

2007 613 0.20

2008 592 0.19

2009 554 0.18

2010 606 0.20

2011 591 0.19

2012 548 0.17

2013 505 0.16

2014 586 0.18

Source: Reprinted with permission from Gary Kleck, 
Targeting Guns: Firearms and Their Control (New York: 
Aldine de Gruyter, 1997), pp. 323–24. Copyright © 1997 
by Walter de Gruyter, Inc., New York. 1999–2007 data 
from Centers for Disease Control, National Center for 
Injury Prevention and Control, http://webappa.cdc.gov/
cgi-bin/ broker.exe.
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4 Accidents Involving Guns

gun ownership is ostensibly unrelated to fatal gun 
accident rates, David Hemenway (2004) notes that 
people living in states having higher rates of gun 
ownership have an increased chance of dying in 
gun accidents.

Kleck notes that the rate of FGAs declined by 
33 percent from 1967 to 1987. He attributes the 
decline in part to improved medical treatment of 
gunshot wounds and possibly to the increasing 
number of so-called Saturday night specials, 
small-caliber handguns with lower power. Another 
possibility is that the gun control movement’s 
warnings about the dangers of firearms, particularly 
handguns, may have reached many gun owners. In 
more recent years, gun rights organizations such 
as the National Rifle Association (NRA) have 
placed greater emphasis on firearm safety through 
such initiatives as the Eddie Eagle program. 
Another possible contributor to the decline in the 
number and rate of unintentional firearm deaths 
is a decrease in the proportion of homes where 
firearms are kept. Although agreeing that there has 
been a genuine decline in accidental gun deaths, 
Hemenway claims that a portion of the reduction 
in fatal gun accidents resulted from a change in 
the categorization of gun deaths that occurred in 
1968—many deaths that before 1968 would have 
been labeled accidental were now placed in an 
“undetermined intention” category.

Recent gun control initiatives have been 
defended as ways of preventing gun accidents 
involving children. However, Kleck estimates that 
the probability of a gun accident in gun-owning 
households involving a child from 0 to 14 years old 
to be approximately 1 in 58,000, and for handgun-
owning households, 1 in 60,000. Hemenway, who 
estimates that two to three accidental firearm deaths 
occur each day, claims that the number of nonfatal 
gun accidents far surpasses the fatal accidents: 
More than 30 people are injured each day in 
nonfatal gun accidents, and additional people 
suffer from other effects of firearms, including 
lead poisoning and hearing loss. Although keeping 
guns locked away is the most effective method of 
preventing gun accidents involving children, people 
often have handguns in the home for self-protection 
and many believe that an unloaded gun or a gun 
kept in a locked place defeats the purpose of having 
the weapon.

Kleck associates the probability of gun 
accidents with age, sex, and racial groups. Blacks 
and males aged 15 to 24 have higher accident 
rates than the general population. For instance, the 

National Center for Injury Prevention and Control 
reports that the 2007 fatality rate for whites was 
0.19 per 100,000 population while the rate for 
blacks was 0.32. In addition, Kleck notes that gun 
accidents are related to social class: Lower-income 
people are more likely to have gun accidents, 
just as they are more likely to have accidents in 
general. These are just the people that gun safety 
programs are less likely to reach. Some evidence 
also indicates that gun accidents are related to the 
characteristics of individual gun owners. Kleck 
notes that a large proportion of gun accidents are 
related to reckless behavior. Accident-prone owners 
are more likely to be impulsive, alcoholic, or 
willing to take risks, and more likely to have a flare 
for the sensational.

To further decrease the number of accidents 
involving guns, various groups have advocated 
mandatory training and proficiency tests to 
receive a permit to purchase a firearm, although 
gun rights organizations are less likely than gun 
control groups to support such measures. Training, 
which may help reduce accidents due to lack of 
knowledge and appropriate skills, would have little 
effect on incidents involving intentional, or semi-
intentional, reckless activity. Greater attention 
to possible safety flaws in particular guns may 
reduce some types of gun accidents. For instance, 
particular models may be prone to firing when 
dropped. Trigger locks or other devices, such as 
loaded-chamber indicators, magazine safeties, and 
firing pin blocks, could be mandated to protect 
against accidental firing.

While gun control supporters suggest various 
measures that may help reduce firearm accidents 
and other causes of gun deaths and injuries, 
gun rights advocates quickly become wary of 
any restrictions on the right to own a firearm. In 
addition, some gun rights supporters question the 
effectiveness of existing gun control legislation 
in reducing gun accidents. Even with recent 
reductions in the numbers of gun accidents, which 
to some extent could be attributed to gun control 
legislation, calls for further measures will continue 
as long as highly emotional incidents (especially 
involving children) occur.

The National Shooting Sports Foundation 
(NSSF) attributes the decline in the rate of firearm 
injuries and fatalities to its educational efforts as 
well as those of the National Rifle Association and 
state-affiliated hunter education programs. The 
NSSF also attributes the decline to the voluntary 
initiative of firearms manufacturers to include 
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free firearm locking devices with sales of new 
firearms and technological advances in firearm 
design. David Hemenway and Sara J. Solnick 
analyzed data from the National Violent Death 
Reporting System for 16 states from 2005 to 2012 
and determined that there was an average of 110 
unintentional firearm deaths year among children 
aged 0 to 14. They emphasized the importance 
of keeping guns away from children, siblings, 
and friends. Pediatricianss continue to consider 
firearms in the home a serious threat to the safety 
of children. 

See also: American Academy of Pediatrics; Eddie 
Eagle; Fatalities; Hemenway, David; Kleck, Gary; 
National Center for Injury Prevention and Control; 
National Rifle Association; Saturday Night Special; 
Trigger Locks.

Further Reading: Susan Glick and Kristen Rand, 
eds., Kids Shooting Kids: Stories from Across the 
Nation of Unintentional Shootings among Children 
and Youth (Washington, DC: Violence Policy Center, 
1997); David Hemenway, Private Guns, Public 
Health (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 
2004); Gary Kleck, Point Blank: Guns and Violence 
in America (New York: Aldine de Gruyter, 1991); 
National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, 
http://webappa.cdc.gov/cgi-bin/broker.exe; National 
Shooting Sports Foundation, “Firearms-Related 
Injury Statistics” (2015). www.nssf.org/PDF/research/
IIR_InjuryStatistics2015.pdf; American Academy of 
Pediatrics, “Periodic Survey No. 86—Firearm Injury 
Prevention” (2013), www.aap.org/en-us/Documents/
surveys_research_exec_summary_ps86_firearms.pdf; 
David Hemenway and Sara J. Solnick, “Children and 
Unintentional Firearm Death,” Injury Epidemiology 2 
(October 2015): 26.

African Americans and Guns
Researchers indicate that African Americans face 
a far greater risk of being victims of gun violence 
than the American population as a whole. African 
American males in their teens and early 20s are 
especially prone to suffer from gun violence. 
In 2000, it was estimated that while the overall 
homicide rate associated with firearms was 4 per 
100,000 population, the rate for African American 
males was 27 per 100,000, nearly seven times 
as great.

“Black-on-black” violence remains a 
significant problem. In 2001, in homicides in which 

the offender could be identified, 94 percent of cases 
with white victims involved a white offender, and 
86 percent with African American victims involved 
an African American offender. Black youths are 
considerably more likely to be threatened or shot 
with a firearm. The 2000 homicide rate per 100,000 
population for blacks aged 15 to 24 was 41.8, but 
the rate for whites was 4.7.

In contrast to homicide, African Americans 
have a lower rate of suicide than do whites. 
Among white males in 2000, the suicide rate per 
100,000 population was 12, but the rate among 
black males was 6. Comparable figures for white 
and black females were 6 and 1.7, respectively. 
The difference in rates between white and black 
youths is considerably smaller than the overall 
difference between whites and blacks. Data from 
2000 indicate that among those aged 15 to 24, 
the white suicide rate was just 30 percent higher 
than the black rate. A somewhat higher percentage 
of African Americans in that age category 
used firearms (64 percent versus 57 percent). 
Gun control advocates point to the increasing 
availability of guns as one important factor in 
explaining the differences in homicide and suicide 
rates between blacks and the population as a whole. 
The African American population appears to have 
arrived at the same conclusion, for surveys indicate 
that African Americans support gun control at 
higher rates than whites.

Despite such data, gun rights advocates argue 
from a broader historical perspective. African 
Americans from the time of slavery to the present 
suffered from discrimination that, among other 
restrictions, prevented them from possessing 
firearms they could have used to defend themselves 
against racially motivated violence. They argue 
that despite Fourteenth Amendment (ratified in 
1868) guarantees of equal protection under the 
law for all Americans, blacks were denied basic 
rights, particularly in the South, and thus were 
reduced to a status inferior to whites. Although in 
United States v. Cruikshank (1876) the Supreme 
Court refused to allow the national government to 
intervene to protect the rights of blacks to keep and 
bear arms, numerous tales are told of blacks who 
used firearms to protect themselves during the dark 
days of racial segregation and intimidation.

Lynchings of blacks by whites and other acts 
of intimidation led some blacks to acquire firearms 
for self-defense. Although at times blacks took 
collective action to arm themselves, southern states 
established legal policies intended to disarm them. 
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S
Safety for Women and 
Responsible Motherhood 
(SWARM)
Safety for Women and Responsible Motherhood 
(SWARM), headquartered in Wheat Ridge, 
Colorado, describes itself as a nonpartisan 
organization “dedicated to winning for women 
and all peaceable citizens across the U.S. the legal 
right to defend themselves with a firearm—not 
just in the home, but where most crimes occur, on 
the street.” Formed in 1994 by a group of women 
in Colorado, the organization claimed to have 
over 3,000 members across the nation by 1998. 
SWARM advertises itself as the “first women’s pro-
firearm lobby in America.” SWARM, which has 
gained national media attention, considers itself a 
“powerful catalyst in returning the media to reality 
concerning guns.” It has among its advisers David 
Kopel, a pro-gun rights author and member of the 
Independence Institute, a Colorado-based “think 
tank.”

SWARM strives to change state firearms laws 
it considers unfair to women. While allowing target 
shooting and hunting, laws in some states make 
illegal the use of guns as a self-defense tool. The 
organization considers such restrictions especially 
unfair to women who are usually much lighter 
than potential attackers and hence are rendered 
defenseless without some means of defense. It 
considers the especially liberal Vermont concealed 
carry law a model to be copied by other states.

Among its goals, SWARM strives to obtain 
the right of “decent, peaceable citizens” to defend 
themselves, their families, and their communities 
with firearms. The organization encourages all 
states to adopt “shall-issue” carrying concealed 
weapons (CCW) laws that allow anyone who is not 

specifically prohibited from doing so (for instance, 
convicted felons) to possess and carry a firearm. 
SWARM supports concealed carry permits that are 
similar to a driver’s license in that each state grants 
reciprocity to all others—a permit to carry in one 
state is recognized in all other states. SWARM 
promotes firearms safety and training courses to 
prepare women to use guns effectively for self-
defense. Concerned about the causes of crime, the 
organization recommends reform of the welfare 
and criminal justice systems. To achieve its goals, 
SWARM is conducting a nationwide membership 
drive and is striving to develop state organizations 
dedicated to liberalizing CCW laws.

See also: Concealed Carry Laws; Independence 
Institute; Kopel, David B.; State Laws, Appendix 2; 
Women and Guns.

Further Reading: Safety for Women and Responsible 
Motherhood Web site, www.tcarlson.ca/swarm.txt.

San Bernardino, California, 
Shooting
The issues of firearm policy and terrorism solidly 
merged following the deadly shooting at the Inland 
Regional Center in San Bernardino, California, 
on December 2, 2015. At the time, the attack 
represented the worst mass shooting in nearly three 
years, and the deadliest terrorist assault since the 
September 11, 2001, suicide attack on the World 
Trade Center and the Pentagon.

A married couple, Syed Rizwan Farook and 
Tashfeen Malik, clothed in black barb, wearing 
masks, and armed with two .223-caliber assault 
rifles (one made by DPMS Panther Arms and the 
other an MM P15 Smith and Wesson) and two 
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9-mm semi-automatic pistols, entered the Regional 
Center where approximately 90 county health 
department workers were participating in a general 
education meeting and banquet. The shooters 
opened fire, killing fourteen people and wounding 
21 others. Farook was employed by the health 
department as a health inspector. He attended the 
morning sessions, but left, leaving behind a jacket 
and other personal possessions at his seat, but in 
about a half hour, he returned with Malik. Both 
were shooting their weapons as they entered the 
meeting room, methodically killing and wounding 
Farook’s co-workers.

The two shooters fled the Center in a rented 
SUV, but several hours later, when police stopped 
and surrounded the vehicle, a gun battle ensued and 
the suspects were killed. Although other motives 
for the shooting were considered, including the 
possibility of a workplace grudge, the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation quickly concluded that, 
because the two shooters had become proponents 
of radical Islam, their actions amounted to an act of 
terrorism.

Law enforcement officials discovered that the 
couple had accumulated thousands of rounds to 
ammunition and twelve homemade pipe bombs 
in their home. Farook was a U.S. citizen born in 
Illinois to Pakistani immigrant parents. He met 
Malik on a dating Web site. Farook had traveled 
several time to Saudi Arabia and went to Pakistan 
in 2014, returning with Malik, who had been 
granted a K-1 visa, a special 90-day entry permit 
for those planning to marry a U.S. citizen.

Law enforcement officials discovered that a 
third person not involved in the shooting, Enrique 
Marquez, a friend and former neighbor of Farook’s, 
and a convert to Islam, had allegedly purchased 
the two assault rifles used in the attack. Farook 
himself allegedly purchased the two pistols legally. 
According to officials, Marquez revealed to them 
that in 2011 and 2012 Farook and Marquez had 
planned to launch an attack against students at 
Riverside City College and also to shoot drivers on 
California Route 91, a congested freeway. The two 
never carried out their plans.

After hearing of the shooting and that police 
had killed Farook and Malik, Marquez made a 911 
call, stating that the shooters had used his guns in 
the attack, and then entered a hospital emergency 
room. Officials charged Marquez with conspiring 
to provide material support to terrorists for the 
earlier alleged plots. Marquez was also charged 
with lying on the gun purchase Form 4473, stating 

that he was purchasing the guns for himself when 
he intended to provide them to Farook.

Gun control advocates referred to this event, 
like previous ones, as evidence for the need to 
strengthen firearm laws, especially tightening 
background checks, restricting the capacity of 
ammunition magazines, and banning assault 
weapons. Gun rights supporters tended to focus 
on the shooters as terrorists and the need for 
private individuals to arm themselves against 
such horrendous attacks. Many people apparently 
accepted the latter view, for firearm sales increased 
following the much-publicized shooting. Holiday 
purchases of firearms on Black Friday were 
reported to have set a record.

See also: Assault Weapons Ban; Large Capacity 
Ammunition Magazines; Orlando, Florida, 
Shooting.

Further Reading: Jennifer Medina, Richard Perez-
Pena, Michael S. Schmidt, and Laurie Goodstein, 
“Arms Stockpile Is Found in Home of Two Suspects,” 
New York Times (December 4, 2015): A1; Adam 
Nagourney, Ian Lovett, and Richard Perez-Pena, 
“California Rampage Leaves Chaos and Death,” 
New York Times (December 3, 2015): A1; Fernanda 
Santos, “In Wake of Shootings, a Familiar Call to 
Arms Drives Latest Jump in Weapon Sales,” New York 
Times (December 6, 2015): 30.

Sandy Hook School Shooting
On the morning of December 14, 2012, 20-year 
old Adam Lanza shot and killed his mother as 
she lay in bed asleep, using a gun she owned. 
Lanza had lived with his mother in her Newtown, 
Connecticut home, but had not spoken with her 
in two years, insisting that they communicate by 
email only. Lanza had exhibited significant mental 
health problems for many years, and among other 
things had been obsessed with stories of past 
mass shootings. All of the guns Lanza had in his 
possession on that day belonged legally to his 
mother, who had been an avid shooter. She had 
tried to interest her son in shooting as a way to 
bond with him. 

After killing his mother, Lanza drove to 
nearby Sandy Hook Elementary School, taking 
four of his mother’s guns with him. He entered 
the school, shooting out its glass front entrance, 
and proceeded into the building, where he shot 
and killed 20 elementary school children, as well 
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as six adult teachers and staff using a Bushmaster 
XM15-E2S .223 caliber semi-automatic assault 
rifle along with several 30-bullet magazines. He 
fired 154 shots in less than five minutes. All of 
those killed were shot with the assault rifle, and 
each was shot at least three times. About a minute 
after the first police arrived, Lanza shot and killed 
himself with a Glock 10mm handgun. He also 
had another handgun with him, a Sig Sauer 9mm, 
which he did not fire. A 12-gauge semi-automatic 
shotgun was found in Lanza’s car, but he did not 
use it in the killings. No motive for the attack was 
ever established. 

The Sandy Hook shooting followed several 
other senseless mass shootings in previous months, 
yet the pointless, savage cruelty of such violence 
directed at children shocked the nation in a way 
recent past shootings had not. The last mass 
shooting to have a similarly traumatizing effect on 
the country was the 1999 Columbine High School 
shooting. For President Barack Obama, as for many 
newly mobilized because of this event, this was a 
watershed moment.

During his first term, Obama had largely 
avoided the gun issue, but after a convincing re-
election campaign the previous month, bringing 
with it a renewed electoral mandate, and with 
his January 2013 inauguration and the State 
of the Union both in sight, Obama decided to 
move on the issue. Within days of the shooting, 
Obama appointed Vice President Joe Biden to 
head a task force to study the gun issue and make 
recommendations for change. 

Within a month, the group presented its report, 
calling for universal background checks for gun 

purchases, restrictions on assault weapons and 
high capacity bullet magazines, mental health and 
school safety initiatives, increased funding for 
police protection in schools, and stronger measures 
to stop straw gun purchases and gun trafficking. 
In mid-January, Obama also issued nineteen 
executive orders to enhance and fund research 
on gun violence, improve federal gun trafficking 
databases, examine gun safety measures, and 
other steps involving federal agencies. Congress 
ultimately failed to enact Obama’s legislative 
proposals. 

In Connecticut, however, the state legislature 
enacted new gun measures in April 2013, including 
a ban on bullet magazines holding more than ten 
bullets, required background checks for private gun 
sales, including at gun shows, and expanded its 
existing assault weapons ban. It also appropriated 
additional money for school safety and mental 
health programs, and called for the creation of a 
state registry of dangerous offenders. The measures 
were strongly backed by Connecticut Governor 
Dannel Malloy (D). 

Further Reading: Final Report of the Sandy Hook 
Advisory Commission, Presented to Governor Dannel 
Malloy, March 6, 2015, at http://www.shac.ct.gov/
SHAC_Final_Report_3-6-2015.pdf; Robert J. Spitzer, 
The Politics of Gun Control, 6th ed. (Boulder, CO: 
Paradigm Publishers, 2015).

Saturday Night Special
For many years, the banning of the Saturday night 
special has been one of the causes célèbres of the 
gun control movement. Although lacking in any 
precise definition, the term is generally used to 
refer to a small, inexpensive, low-quality, low-
caliber handgun with little or no sporting value, but 
which is nonetheless effective at close range when 
used in a holdup or to settle an argument. Prior to 
the Gun Control Act of 1968 such weapons were 
imported into the United States in large numbers 
and were easily obtainable in stores or by mail 
order.

The term “Saturday night special” has 
disputed origins. John Ciardi, the noted master 
of the written word, observed in his A Browser’s 
Dictionary (1980) that the term refers to weapons 
that quickly transport the victims of robberies and 
crimes of passion to hospital emergency rooms, 
especially during the Saturday night “rush hour.” 

Family members who have lost loved ones to gun violence 
gather with members of Congress four days before 
the second anniversary of the shooting at Sandy Hook 
Elementary School. Photo by Win McNamee/Getty Images
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The Federalist Papers were 85 essays, numbered consecutively, that were written in 1787 and 1788 and 
published in newspapers to persuade the country to adopt the new Constitution by explaining and defending 
its provisions. The papers were initially authored under the fictional name “Publius,” but were in fact written 
by Alexander Hamilton, James Madison, and John Jay. The papers reprinted below discuss in detail concerns 
related to federal versus state power in relation to militias, standing armies, and arms.

Federalist Paper 24
The Powers Necessary to Common Defense 
Further Considered for the Independent Journal To 
the People of the State of New York:

To THE powers proposed to be conferred upon 
the federal government, in respect to the creation 
and direction of the national forces, I have met with 
but one specific objection, which, if I understand it 
right, is this, that proper provision has not been made 
against the existence of standing armies in time of 
peace; an objection which, I shall now endeavor to 
show, rests on weak and unsubstantial foundations.

It has indeed been brought forward in the 
most vague and general form, supported only 
by bold assertions, without the appearance of 
argument; without even the sanction of theoretical 
opinions; in contradiction to the practice of other 
free nations, and to the general sense of America, 
as expressed in most of the existing constitutions. 
The proprietory of this remark will appear, the 
moment it is recollected that the objection under 
consideration turns upon a supposed necessity of 
restraining the LEGISLATIVE authority of the 
nation, in the article of military establishments; a 
principle unheard of, except in one or two of our 
State constitutions, and rejected in all the rest.

A stranger to our politics, who was to read 
our newspapers at the present juncture, without 
having previously inspected the plan reported 
by the convention, would be naturally led to one 
of two conclusions: either that it contained a 
positive injunction, that standing armies should 
be kept up in time of peace; or that it vested in the 
EXECUTIVE the whole power of levying troops, 

without subjecting his discretion, in any shape, to 
the control of the legislature.

If he came afterwards to peruse the plan 
itself, he would be surprised to discover, that 
neither the one nor the other was the case; that the 
whole power of raising armies was lodged in the 
LEGISLATURE, not in the EXECUTIVE; that this 
legislature was to be a popular body, consisting 
of the representatives of the people periodically 
elected; and that instead of the provision he had 
supposed in favor of standing armies, there was 
to be found, in respect to this object, an important 
qualification even of the legislative discretion, 
in that clause which forbids the appropriation of 
money for the support of an army for any longer 
period than two years a precaution which, upon a 
nearer view of it, will appear to be a great and real 
security against the keeping up of troops without 
evident necessity.

Disappointed in his first surmise, the person 
I have supposed would be apt to pursue his 
conjectures a little further. He would naturally say 
to himself, it is impossible that all this vehement 
and pathetic declamation can be without some 
colorable pretext. It must needs be that this 
people, so jealous of their liberties, have, in all the 
preceding models of the constitutions which they 
have established, inserted the most precise and 
rigid precautions on this point, the omission of 
which, in the new plan, has given birth to all this 
apprehension and clamor.

If, under this impression, he proceeded to 
pass in review the several State constitutions, how 
great would be his disappointment to find that 
TWO ONLY of them1 contained an interdiction 

1This statement of the matter is taken from the printed collection of State constitutions. Pennsylvania and North Carolina are 
the two which contain the interdiction in these words: “As standing armies in time of peace are dangerous to liberty, THEY 
OUGHT NOT to be kept up.’’ This is, in truth, rather a CAUTION than a PROHIBITION. New Hampshire, Massachusetts, 
Delaware, and Maryland have, in each of their bils of rights, a clause to this effect: “Standing armies are dangerous to liberty, 
and ought not to be raised or kept up WITHOUT THE CONSENT OF THE LEGISLATURE’’; which is a formal admission of 
the authority of the Legislature. New York has no bills of rights, and her constitution says not a word about the matter. No bills 
of rights appear annexed to the constitutions of the other States, except the foregoing, and their constitutions are equally silent. I 
am told, however that one or two States have bills of rights which do not appear in this collection; but that those also recognize 
the right of the legislative authority in this respect. http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/federal/fed24.htm
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of standing armies in time of peace; that the other 
eleven had either observed a profound silence on 
the subject, or had in express terms admitted the 
right of the Legislature to authorize their existence.

Still, however he would be persuaded that 
there must be some plausible foundation for the 
cry raised on this head. He would never be able to 
imagine, while any source of information remained 
unexplored, that it was nothing more than an 
experiment upon the public credulity, dictated 
either by a deliberate intention to deceive, or by 
the overflowings of a zeal too intemperate to be 
ingenuous. It would probably occur to him, that 
he would be likely to find the precautions he was 
in search of in the primitive compact between the 
States. Here, at length, he would expect to meet 
with a solution of the enigma. No doubt, he would 
observe to himself, the existing Confederation must 
contain the most explicit provisions against military 
establishments in time of peace; and a departure 
from this model, in a favorite point, has occasioned 
the discontent which appears to influence these 
political champions.

If he should now apply himself to a careful 
and critical survey of the articles of Confederation, 
his astonishment would not only be increased, 
but would acquire a mixture of indignation, at the 
unexpected discovery, that these articles, instead 
of containing the prohibition he looked for, and 
though they had, with jealous circumspection, 
restricted the authority of the State legislatures in 
this particular, had not imposed a single restraint 
on that of the United States. If he happened to be 
a man of quick sensibility, or ardent temper, he 
could now no longer refrain from regarding these 
clamors as the dishonest artifices of a sinister and 
unprincipled opposition to a plan which ought at 
least to receive a fair and candid examination from 
all sincere lovers of their country! How else, he 
would say, could the authors of them have been 
tempted to vent such loud censures upon that plan, 
about a point in which it seems to have conformed 
itself to the general sense of America as declared 
in its different forms of government, and in which 
it has even superadded a new and powerful guard 
unknown to any of them? If, on the contrary, he 
happened to be a man of calm and dispassionate 
feelings, he would indulge a sigh for the frailty of 
human nature, and would lament, that in a matter 
so interesting to the happiness of millions, the 
true merits of the question should be perplexed 
and entangled by expedients so unfriendly to 
an impartial and right determination. Even such 

a man could hardly forbear remarking, that a 
conduct of this kind has too much the appearance 
of an intention to mislead the people by alarming 
their passions, rather than to convince them by 
arguments addressed to their understandings.

But however little this objection may be 
countenanced, even by precedents among 
ourselves, it may be satisfactory to take a 
nearer view of its intrinsic merits. From a close 
examination it will appear that restraints upon the 
discretion of the legislature in respect to military 
establishments in time of peace, would be improper 
to be imposed, and if imposed, from the necessities 
of society, would be unlikely to be observed.

Though a wide ocean separates the United 
States from Europe, yet there are various 
considerations that warn us against an excess of 
confidence or security. On one side of us, and 
stretching far into our rear, are growing settlements 
subject to the dominion of Britain. On the other 
side, and extending to meet the British settlements, 
are colonies and establishments subject to the 
dominion of Spain. This situation and the vicinity 
of the West India Islands, belonging to these 
two powers create between them, in respect to 
their American possessions and in relation to 
us, a common interest. The savage tribes on our 
Western frontier ought to be regarded as our natural 
enemies, their natural allies, because they have 
most to fear from us, and most to hope from them. 
The improvements in the art of navigation have, as 
to the facility of communication, rendered distant 
nations, in a great measure, neighbors. Britain and 
Spain are among the principal maritime powers of 
Europe. A future concert of views between these 
nations ought not to be regarded as improbable. 
The increasing remoteness of consanguinity is 
every day diminishing the force of the family 
compact between France and Spain. And politicians 
have ever with great reason considered the ties of 
blood as feeble and precarious links of political 
connection. These circumstances combined, 
admonish us not to be too sanguine in considering 
ourselves as entirely out of the reach of danger.

Previous to the Revolution, and ever since 
the peace, there has been a constant necessity for 
keeping small garrisons on our Western frontier. 
No person can doubt that these will continue to be 
indispensable, if it should only be against the ravages 
and depredations of the Indians. These garrisons 
must either be furnished by occasional detachments 
from the militia, or by permanent corps in the pay 
of the government. The first is impracticable; and 
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if practicable, would be pernicious. The militia 
would not long, if at all, submit to be dragged from 
their occupations and families to perform that most 
disagreeable duty in times of profound peace. And 
if they could be prevailed upon or compelled to do 
it, the increased expense of a frequent rotation of 
service, and the loss of labor and disconcertion of 
the industrious pursuits of individuals, would form 
conclusive objections to the scheme. It would be as 
burdensome and injurious to the public as ruinous 
to private citizens. The latter resource of permanent 
corps in the pay of the government amounts to 
a standing army in time of peace; a small one, 
indeed, but not the less real for being small. Here is 
a simple view of the subject, that shows us at once 
the impropriety of a constitutional interdiction of 
such establishments, and the necessity of leaving 
the matter to the discretion and prudence of the 
legislature.

In proportion to our increase in strength, it is 
probable, nay, it may be said certain, that Britain and 
Spain would augment their military establishments 
in our neighborhood. If we should not be willing to 
be exposed, in a naked and defenseless condition, to 
their insults and encroachments, we should find it 
expedient to increase our frontier garrisons in some 
ratio to the force by which our Western settlements 
might be annoyed. There are, and will be, particular 
posts, the possession of which will include the 
command of large districts of territory, and facilitate 
future invasions of the remainder. It may be added 
that some of those posts will be keys to the trade 
with the Indian nations. Can any man think it would 
be wise to leave such posts in a situation to be at any 
instant seized by one or the other of two neighboring 
and formidable powers? To act this part would be to 
desert all the usual maxims of prudence and policy. 

If we mean to be a commercial people, or 
even to be secure on our Atlantic side, we must 
endeavor, as soon as possible, to have a navy. To 
this purpose there must be dock-yards and arsenals; 
and for the defense of these, fortifications, and 
probably garrisons. When a nation has become so 
powerful by sea that it can protect its dock-yards by 
its fleets, this supersedes the necessity of garrisons 
for that purpose; but where naval establishments 
are in their infancy, moderate garrisons will, in 
all likelihood, be found an indispensable security 
against descents for the destruction of the arsenals 
and dock-yards, and sometimes of the fleet itself.

PUBLIUS.

Federalist Paper 25
The Same Subject Continued (The Powers 
Necessary to the Common Defense Further 
Considered) To the People of the State of New 
York:

IT MAY perhaps be urged that the objects 
enumerated in the preceding number ought to 
be provided for by the State governments, under 
the direction of the Union. But this would be, in 
reality, an inversion of the primary principle of 
our political association, as it would in practice 
transfer the care of the common defense from the 
federal head to the individual members: a project 
oppressive to some States, dangerous to all, and 
baneful to the Confederacy.

The territories of Britain, Spain, and of the 
Indian nations in our neighborhood do not border 
on particular States, but encircle the Union from 
Maine to Georgia. The danger, though in different 
degrees, is therefore common. And the means of 
guarding against it ought, in like manner, to be 
the objects of common councils and of a common 
treasury. It happens that some States, from local 
situation, are more directly exposed. New York is 
of this class. Upon the plan of separate provisions, 
New York would have to sustain the whole weight 
of the establishments requisite to her immediate 
safety, and to the mediate or ultimate protection of 
her neighbors. This would neither be equitable as 
it respected New York nor safe as it respected the 
other States. Various inconveniences would attend 
such a system. The States, to whose lot it might fall 
to support the necessary establishments, would be 
as little able as willing, for a considerable time to 
come, to bear the burden of competent provisions. 
The security of all would thus be subjected to 
the parsimony, improvidence, or inability of a 
part. If the resources of such part becoming more 
abundant and extensive, its provisions should be 
proportionally enlarged, the other States would 
quickly take the alarm at seeing the whole military 
force of the Union in the hands of two or three 
of its members, and those probably amongst the 
most powerful. They would each choose to have 
some counter-poise, and pretenses could easily be 
contrived. In this situation, military establishments, 
nourished by mutual jealousy, would be apt to 
swell beyond their natural or proper size; and being 
at the separate disposal of the members, they would 
be engines for the abridgment or demolition of the 
national authcrity.
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Reasons have been already given to induce a 
supposition that the State governments will too 
naturally be prone to a rivalship with that of the 
Union, the foundation of which will be the love of 
power; and that in any contest between the federal 
head and one of its members the people will be 
most apt to unite with their local government. If, in 
addition to this immense advantage, the ambition of 
the members should be stimulated by the separate 
and independent possession of military forces, it 
would afford too strong a temptation and too great 
a facility to them to make enterprises upon, and 
finally to subvert, the constitutional authority of the 
Union. On the other hand, the liberty of the people 
would be less safe in this state of things than in 
that which left the national forces in the hands of 
the national government. As far as an army may 
be considered as a dangerous weapon of power, it 
had better be in those hands of which the people 
are most likely to be jealous than in those of which 
they are least likely to be jealous. For it is a truth, 
which the experience of ages has attested, that the 
people are always most in danger when the means 
of injuring their rights are in the possession of 
those of whom they entertain the least suspicion.

The framers of the existing Confederation, 
fully aware of the danger to the Union from the 
separate possession of military forces by the 
States, have, in express terms, prohibited them 
from having either ships or troops, unless with 
the consent of Congress. The truth is, that the 
existence of a federal government and military 
establishments under State authority are not less 
at variance with each other than a due supply of 
the federal treasury and the system of quotas and 
requisitions.

There are other lights besides those already 
taken notice of, in which the impropriety of 
restraints on the discretion of the national 
legislature will be equally manifest. The design 
of the objection, which has been mentioned, is to 
preclude standing armies in time of peace, though 
we have never been informed how far it is designed 
the prohibition should extend; whether to raising 
armies as well as to KEEPING THEM UP in a 
season of tranquillity or not. If it be confined to the 
latter it will have no precise signification, and it 
will be ineffectual for the purpose intended. When 
armies are once raised what shall be denominated 
“keeping them up,’’ contrary to the sense of the 
Constitution? What time shall be requisite to 
ascertain the violation? Shall it be a week, a month, 
a year? Or shall we say they may be continued as 

long as the danger which occasioned their being 
raised continues? This would be to admit that they 
might be kept up IN TIME OF PEACE, against 
threatening or impending danger, which would be 
at once to deviate from the literal meaning of the 
prohibition, and to introduce an extensive latitude 
of construction. Who shall judge of the continuance 
of the danger? This must undoubtedly be submitted 
to the national government, and the matter would 
then be brought to this issue, that the national 
government, to provide against apprehended 
danger, might in the first instance raise troops, and 
might afterwards keep them on foot as long as they 
supposed the peace or safety of the community was 
in any degree of jeopardy. It is easy to perceive that 
a discretion so latitudinary as this would afford 
ample room for eluding the force of the provision.

The supposed utility of a provision of this kind 
can only be founded on the supposed probability, 
or at least possibility, of a combination between 
the executive and the legislative, in some scheme 
of usurpation. Should this at any time happen, 
how easy would it be to fabricate pretenses of 
approaching danger! Indian hostilities, instigated 
by Spain or Britain, would always be at hand. 
Provocations to produce the desired appearances 
might even be given to some foreign power, and 
appeased again by timely concessions. If we can 
reasonably presume such a combination to have 
been formed, and that the enterprise is warranted 
by a sufficient prospect of success, the army, when 
once raised, from whatever cause, or on whatever 
pretext, may be applied to the execution of the 
project.

If, to obviate this consequence, it should be 
resolved to extend the prohibition to the RAISING 
of armies in time of peace, the United States would 
then exhibit the most extraordinary spectacle 
which the world has yet seen, that of a nation 
incapacitated by its Constitution to prepare for 
defense, before it was actually invaded. As the 
ceremony of a formal denunciation of war has of 
late fallen into disuse, the presence of an enemy 
within our territories must be waited for, as the 
legal warrant to the government to begin its levies 
of men for the protection of the State. We must 
receive the blow, before we could even prepare to 
return it. All that kind of policy by which nations 
anticipate distant danger, and meet the gathering 
storm, must be abstained from, as contrary to the 
genuine maxims of a free government. We must 
expose our property and liberty to the mercy of 
foreign invaders, and invite them by our weakness 
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to seize the naked and defenseless prey, because 
we are afraid that rulers, created by our choice, 
dependent on our will, might endanger that 
liberty, by an abuse of the means necessary to its 
preservation.

Here I expect we shall be told that the militia 
of the country is its natural bulwark, and would 
be at all times equal to the national defense. This 
doctrine, in substance, had like to have lost us 
our independence. It cost millions to the United 
States that might have been saved. The facts which, 
from our own experience, forbid a reliance of this 
kind, are too recent to permit us to be the dupes of 
such a suggestion. The steady operations of war 
against a regular and disciplined army can only 
be successfully conducted by a force of the same 
kind. Considerations of economy, not less than 
of stability and vigor, confirm this position. The 
American militia, in the course of the late war, 
have, by their valor on numerous occasions, erected 
eternal monuments to their fame; but the bravest of 
them feel and know that the liberty of their country 
could not have been established by their efforts 
alone, however great and valuable they were. War, 
like most other things, is a science to be acquired 
and perfected by diligence, by perseverance, by 
time, and by practice.

All violent policy, as it is contrary to the 
natural and experienced course of human affairs, 
defeats itself. Pennsylvania, at this instant, affords 
an example of the truth of this remark. The Bill of 
Rights of that State declares that standing armies 
are dangerous to liberty, and ought not to be kept 
up in time of peace. Pennsylvania, nevertheless, 
in a time of profound peace, from the existence 
of partial disorders in one or two of her counties, 
has resolved to raise a body of troops; and in all 
probability will keep them up as long as there 
is any appearance of danger to the public peace. 
The conduct of Massachusetts affords a lesson 
on the same subject, though on different ground. 
That State (without waiting for the sanction of 
Congress, as the articles of the Confederation 
require) was compelled to raise troops to quell a 
domestic insurrection, and still keeps a corps in 
pay to prevent a revival of the spirit of revolt. The 

particular constitution of Massachusetts opposed 
no obstacle to the measure; but the instance is still 
of use to instruct us that cases are likely to occur 
under our government, as well as under those 
of other nations, which will sometimes render 
a military force in time of peace essential to the 
security of the society, and that it is therefore 
improper in this respect to control the legislative 
discretion. It also teaches us, in its application to 
the United States, how little the rights of a feeble 
government are likely to be respected, even by its 
own constituents. And it teaches us, in addition to 
the rest, how unequal parchment provisions are to a 
struggle with public necessity.

It was a fundamental maxim of the 
Lacedaemonian commonwealth, that the post of 
admiral should not be conferred twice on the same 
person. The Peloponnesian confederates, having 
suffered a severe defeat at sea from the Athenians, 
demanded Lysander, who had before served with 
success in that capacity, to command the combined 
fleets. The Lacedaemonians, to gratify their allies, 
and yet preserve the semblance of an adherence 
to their ancient institutions, had recourse to the 
flimsy subterfuge of investing Lysander with the 
real power of admiral, under the nominal title of 
vice-admiral. This instance is selected from among 
a multitude that might be cited to confirm the 
truth already advanced and illustrated by domestic 
examples; which is, that nations pay little regard 
to rules and maxims calculated in their very 
nature to run counter to the necessities of society. 
Wise politicians will be cautious about fettering 
the government with restrictions that cannot be 
observed, because they know that every breach of 
the fundamental laws, though dictated by necessity, 
impairs that sacred reverence which ought to be 
maintained in the breast of rulers towards the 
constitution of a country, and forms a precedent for 
other breaches where the same plea of necessity 
does not exist at all, or is less urgent and palpable.

PUBLIUS.

http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/federal/fed25.htm
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STATE
SHALL ISSUE/
MAY ISSUE TRAINING REQUIRED RECIPROCITY1

STAND-YOUR-
GROUND PREEMPTION2

Alabama Shall None 22 states Yes Broad

Alaska None Complete a course All states Yes Broad

Arizona Shall Complete a course All states Yes Broad

Arkansas Shall Complete course 32 states Yes Broad

California May Course not to exceed 16 
hours

None Yes Limited

Colorado Shall Various means 27 states No Broad

Connecticut May Complete an approved 
course

None No None

Delaware May Complete a course 18 states No Broad

Florida Shall Complete a course 33 states Yes Broad

Georgia Shall None 23 states Yes Broad

Hawaii May Required for purchase 
permit

None No None

Idaho Shall Demonstrate familiarity 
with firearm

All states No Broad

Illinois Shall At least 16 hour course None No Broad

Indiana Shall None All states Yes Broad

Iowa Shall Completion of a course None Yes Broad

Kansas Shall 8-hour course 22 states Yes Broad

Kentucky Shall Completion of a course All states Yes Broad

Louisiana Shall Completion of a course 32 states Yes Broad

Maine Shall Completion of a course 5 states Yes Broad

Maryland May 16-hour course None No Broad

Massachusetts May Completion of a course None No None

Michigan Shall 8-hour course All states Yes Broad

Minnesota Shall Completion of a course 15 states No Broad

Mississippi Shall None* 24 states Yes Broad

Missouri Shall 8-hour course All states No Broad

Montana Shall Completion of a course 40 states Yes Broad

Nebraska Shall Completion of a course 29 states No Limited

Nevada Shall Completion of a course 10 states No Broad

New Hampshire No license required None 21 states Yes Broad

New Jersey May Completion of a course None No None

New Mexico Shall Completion of a course 19 states No Broad

New York May Varies by county None No None

North Carolina Shall Completion of a course 32 states Yes Broad

North Dakota Shall Completion of a course 26 states Yes Broad

Ohio Shall 12-hour course 20 states No Broad

Oklahoma Shall 8-hour course All states Yes Broad

Oregon Shall Completion of a course None No Broad

Pennsylvania Shall None 24 states Yes Broad

Rhode Island May Demonstrate firing 
proficiency

None No Broad

South Carolina Shall Completion of a course 17 states Yes Broad

South Dakota Shall None All states Yes Broad

Tennessee Shall Completion of a course All states Yes Broad

Texas Shall Completion of a course 40 states Yes Broad

Utah Shall Completion of a course All states Yes Broad
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