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Research Paper: The Second Amendment in School

Imagine for a moment the life of a common teacher; one that puts the well-being of children as their top concern. With the responsibility and dignity that they carry, it is their liberty to provide these children with a place to not only feel safe but also be safe. However, what these beautiful students do not comprehend is that there is a man at this very moment threatening to invade their lives and destroy any sense of safety they have. The constant terror races through the teacher’s mind and they begin to preoccupy their thoughts solely on their student’s safety. They have no successful means to protect themselves or their students. In fact if they did they would be arrested, lose their job, and face unreasonably punishment. When a teacher is the sole person standing between a threat and a room full of children, it is too late to demand change in the policy that prohibits them from being a protector.                   

    
When the constitution was created certain unalienable rights were included to ensure that safety, justice, and liberty were guaranteed to all citizens. Each author had great consideration for the welfare of Americans. Because they valued citizens and demanded a government that did the same, they published the Bill of Rights. This formal document lists the fundamental rights guaranteed to all law abiding citizens of the United States of America (Bill of Rights - Dictionary). This includes but is not limited to freedom of religion, speech, press, assembly, petition, unreasonable search and seizure and the right to keep and bear arms (Bill of Rights - Summery). They knew the right to keep and bear arms was so important they stated directly that it "shall not be infringed." The founding fathers published this document with the direct intention to allow such an act that many schools declare illegal, and they gave us this template to help us in these situations of disagreement. It is clear that the right to keep and bear arms is the right of all law abiding citizens in the United States, and does not end at any arbitrary boundary.

            This circumstance, is the reality that an educator of Oregon faces at this very moment (Elder). This woman, known as “Jane Doe”, decided to fight for her right by suing her employer in order to legally carry her 9mm in an endangered high school classroom (Elder). Her understandable concern is for the safety and welfare of not only herself but also the students for whom she is responsible for. Jane Doe and her students have received threats by Mrs. Doe’s abusive ex-husband (Elder). Because of what this man is capable of she has legally taken the precautions in order to protect herself by filing a personal protection order, and obtain legal possession of a gun. However, her protection is limited because of a policy in which the school does not have the jurisdiction to enforce (Elder). By state law the one that has the power to make and enforce such statutes is only the state legislature (Elder). In this situation Oregon State law states “any element relating to firearms and components thereof, including ammunition, is vested solely in the Legislative Assembly” (Elder).


            Because of Jane Doe’s brave choice to bring justice to her classroom, many others have proposed and filed Bills to not only legalize but also make it a common practice for employees to carry protection in school (Elder). Many of these bills include a way to provide these employees with special weapons safety training if they wish to participate in the security of the school as well as its education (Elder). If responsible trained adults were available for the security on campus, violent crime would be deterred and valuable lives saved (Elder). Jane Doe agrees that if such security had been provided at Columbine High School and Virginia Tech University, lives could have been spared and control could have been established more effectively (Elder). Do not wait for another tragedy to occur, demand change now. 

Many feel that their educational institutes are maintaining a safe environment for all people involved. The reality we face today, however, proves this to be an invalid statement. Between July 1, 2008, and June 30, 2009, 24 homicides occurred in these “safe” environments (Fast Facts). With events such as the Columbine and Virginia Tech shootings, it is safe to say that protection needs to be provided in these locations in a more effective way. People like “Jane Doe” who follow all legal actions to carry a concealed weapon permit, and obtain a personal protection order against her threatening ex-husband are still left vulnerable in their classrooms (Elder). Because of people like her that chose to take action, more schools allow trained professionals to serve and protect these schools. Thanks to these people the number of deaths due to violent crimes decreased to 11 in the 2009-10 school years (School Deaths and School Shootings). Without protection one has to weigh the significance of their career against the safety of themselves and of their students. No person should have to lay down protection and put valuable lives in danger, for any reason. 

Like Jane Doe, Aaron Tribble understood his right to the second amendment and decided to start a lawsuit against the University of Idaho policy that violated his right (Second Amendment Case). This policy prohibited guns of any nature on campus (Second Amendment Case). Tribble cannot lawfully use such protection to defend his family without expulsion or extreme punishment (Second Amendment Case). 

This concept is being strongly debated in many states across the nation. Steve Russell, Oklahoma's State Senator, proposed a bill to allow concealed weapons on college campuses (Second Amendment Case). Arizona, Texas, Florida, Nebraska and New Mexico have already adopted such bills similar to that of Russell's (Second Amendment Case). Colorado is awaiting a decision from their state supreme court and in Texas student groups made concealed carry rights their priority for the 2011 Texas Legislative Session (Second Amendment Case). People across the nation are realizing the importance of this and have joined the movement to allow protection in school.


    The National Students for Concealed Carry also became involved with this case (Second Amendment Case). This gun-rights organization’s 43,000 members supported Tribble in his fight for justice (Second Amendment Case). In the Idaho chapter the state director, Al Baker, previously attended the University as a law major. Baker stated “Tribble’s suit reflects the fact that the fundamental right to self protection does not end at an arbitrary boundary” (Second Amendment Case). 



 At age 36, Tribble made a difference in his state that could lead to a national agreement on this issue. The Utah State Supreme Court ruled that it was illegal for colleges to make and enforce their own rules related to firearms (Second Amendment Case). Currently, it is legal for a person who acquires the proper training and license to carry a concealed weapon on this college campus (Second Amendment Case). A year later when a mass shooting occurred at Virginia Tech 32 lives were ruthlessly taken by one shooter (Second Amendment Case). This shows that making it legal for students to carry concealed weapons is not enough to save lives. Not only is it necessary to strive for nation wide acceptance for the legality of this protection, but it is required that it be made a common practice for reliable people to carry legal protection. It is too late to bring back 32 lives, but if those innocent people were here today would they demand a change in our society? 

In order to make a fully educated decision about the protection one is entitled to, it is important to look at all sides of such a highly debated topic. The Kentucky Concealed Carry Coalition listed forty reasons that attacked the right to carry using many different opinions in which pro-Second Amendment associations would disagree with highly (40 Reasons for Gun Control). However, the two groups do not disagree on everything. It is agreeable by both sides to restrict such privilege to those of a criminal, mentally ill, immature, abusive, or irresponsible nature. However, the question remains how to keep weapons out of the hand of such people. It is felt by Gun Control groups that this is to be done most effectively by restricting everyone’s right to carry. Those who approve of the Second Amendment feel strongly that by allowing qualified law abiding citizens to carry protection, people will be best protect against an opposing threat. Each has the best of intentions to provide a safe environment for people in society. So how does one decide who is right?
Criminals are those who have made the choice to willingly break the law set before them by legislator. These people have already decided to put others in danger by disobeying the law; therefor if it were illegal for everyone to carry a gun criminals cannot be trusted to follow this, or any other law. In this circumstance, law abiding citizens would be without protection, and criminals who already break the law would have possession of weapons. This would endanger the lives of millions of law abiding citizens simply because no lawmakers can control the actions of the irresponsible and abusive criminals. Dr. Robert A. Demarais discovered this trend in his murder victim studies (Demarais). He stated “In 1985 Philadelphia killers' most commonly used semiautomatic was the 25 caliber, a small often nonlethal handgun. These "Saturday night specials" were restricted by the government to save lives. Not able to purchase the 25 calibers, criminals apparently are switching to bigger handguns. By 1990 the much more lethal 9 mm (Lugar) was the gun of choice. The MDS reported that the 9 mm. guns are seven times more lethal. Gun control may actually be causing more deaths” (Demarais).
Although gun control groups and Second Amendment supporters agree on whom to keep guns away from, there are a number of matters in which they disagree completely. It is thought by millions that increasing the number of weapons in society would increase crime rates others passionately disagree. To discover who is right we must take a look at statistics. When looking at schools related to this topic we find something very consistent in the trend of guns. Arizona, Utah, Texas, Nebraska and New Mexico all allow concealed weapons on campus verses California, Ohio, and Pennsylvania who do not (School Shooting Statistics). According to this source, California, Ohio and Pennsylvania had ten times more shootings compared to the five states listed that allow guns on campus (School Shooting Statistics). It is not a coincidence that Switzerland has the lowest gun related crime rate of any civilized country in the world (Gun History the Media Chooses to Ignore [Gun History]). Their government issues a gun to every household and trains every adult to whom they issue a rifle (Gun History). 

[image: image1.jpg]BT ot 2% -
M\«.An%vw.v%&
I
i gf
B L
a2 &
%5 8




So now that it is clear, according to statistics, the idea that an increase in guns increases crime is false, it is essential to examine why this is. When we take a step back from statistics and look at what is logical in society it is understandable why these trends are connected. Studies and common sense show these criminals are more likely to target victims that they feel they can easily overpower. In WWII, Japan stated they would not attack United States individuals on U.S. homeland because “there would be a gun behind every blade of grass”. Therefor if criminals know the majority of citizens’ posses a firearm they will be less apt to attack for fear of their own safety. 
The solution to this problem is simple but requires the efforts of every available person. The “gun debate” is highly debated and millions of people are fighting for the destruction of their own protection. Therefore educating the arrogant, demanding change, and fighting for nationwide acceptance now is significant to the survival of people across this county. 56 million defenseless people were killed because of gun control in the 20th century (Gun History). The United States sets itself apart from other countries because its citizens are free. But, in the respects of the 56 million lost this will become a thing of the past if gun control groups succeed in destroying our bill of rights. The Soviet Union, Turkey, Germany, China, Guatemala, Uganda, and Cambodia are all countries in history that chose to take guns out of the hands of its citizens an altogether lost over 55.9 million lives because of their choice (Gun History). The United States government, being strong and united needs to serve its people with divine promise, just power, and effective protection. Do not allow history to keep repeating itself; learn from it!

Being so important to the lives of innocent people it is necessary for the United States to enact a bill to end this controversy. This bill must allow all law abiding, and mentally competent citizens of the United States of America the right to legally possess personal protection. Under such circumstances “law abiding” is defined as a person without a felony record, or been convicted of a crime involving the use of a weapon, or dishonorable discharge from the military. “Mentally competent” is defined as a person who is not considered to have a serious mental illness or personal background of uncontrollable anger, or alcohol or drug abuse which would endanger their responsibility with a firearm. If qualifying under these restrictions one must complete a training course, pass a written and physical exam, show mastery in the use of the weapon, and represent responsible attributes in using their weapon.  To be legal one’s personal protection must be a registered weapon in which the holder has a legally obtained permit on their person at the time they chose to carry. 
Once these conditions are met, any qualifying person who chooses to carry personal protection may do so in public during anytime of the day. Because each individual person can best determine when protection is needed for themselves it is their responsibility to choose when and where they carry their protection. This can only be restricted in locations where there is an ample amount of security already provided by legal officers who obtain effective means of protection, such as a court house, prison, or police station. This may depend on the sensitivity of the situation or circumstance of a particular environment. In such locations where concealed weapons are prohibited, posting of such restriction must be in plain sight for all too clearly read. Organizations including schools cannot restrict ones right to carry protection unless such association has one person present for every possible entry point in the building that is part of the security system. With this enacted in all fifty states, the safety of people across the country will be highly improved. 
  It is they mission of law abiding citizens of the United States to educate all people of the legality and significance the Second Amendment possesses. The right to keep and bear arms was created by our Founding Fathers with intention to protect and defend the people of this country. Because of their consideration for the welfare of Americans, millions of innocent lives have been spared. The benefits brought by this amendment are that of great liberty and responsibility that applies to all law abiding citizens. It is the one’s duty to defend the second amendment in the same respect that one defends their person, property, or country. However, many restrictions are placed on the protection available by this constitutional amendment. Because of this, dangerous circumstances may occur in a situation where it is illegal for one to possess an effective means of defense. Restriction on the protection of human life is unlawful and in direct violation of the United States Constitution.

