
Wed, 09 Apr 2014 09:11:42  

Mr. Pierce:  

I'm an opinion writer at Bloomberg View and highly skeptical of 

open carry. Would you mind engaging in a Q&A with me on the 

subject? I'd like to do it via email so that you have time to 

formulate your answers. (I'm not looking for "gotcha" quotes, 

just your best arguments.)  

  

Thanks,  

Frank Wilkinson 

 

 

Apr 9 2014 10:42:50 

Frank,  

I would be happy to do so.  Please feel free to send me your 

first question. 

 

 

John 

 

---- On Wed, 09 Apr 2014 10:45:24 -0400 Frank Wilkinson  

 

Great. Thanks. Given that concealed carry is now an option in 

all 50 states, what is the rationale for open carry? 

 

From: john@opencarry.org 

To: Frank Wilkinson (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 

At: Apr 9 2014 12:10:04 

Frank, 

 

Question 

---------- 

Given that concealed carry is now an option in all 50 states, 

what is the rationale for open carry?  

 

Answer 

-------- 

The rationale for open carry is multi-fold. 

 

First ... open carry is the right that is protected by the 2nd 

Amendment to the United States Constitution and most state 

analogs whereas concealed carry is a state granted (and 

potentially revocable) privilege (see the Heller case).   

 

Trading a right for a state granted privilege is not an 

acceptable transaction from a civil rights perspective.  It is 

analogous to the bigoted argument that, since civil unions are 



available, same-sex couples should not seek the right to 

marriage equality.   

 

 

Second ... in many states the requirements to secure a concealed 

carry permit deny the right to certain segments of the 

population who still have the right to open carry.  A good 

example of this is Virginia where those 18, 19, and 20 year old 

citizens who wish to carry must do so openly since concealed 

handgun permits are only available to those 21 and over. 

 

 

Third ... open carry is a politically visible sign that the 

right to keep and bear arms is still alive and is a wholesome 

part of American society.  Concealed carry allows those who 

oppose gun rights to treat it as something somehow unwholesome 

which must be hidden from the sensibilities of polite society. 

 

Our motto at OpenCarry.org is “A right unexercised is a right 

lost” and I cannot think of a better way to say it. If we allow 

the prejudice of others to dictate the free exercise of our 

rights, then we have already lost the battle. 

 

At the risk of sounding like a sociology professor, what we are 

dealing with is a general populace that has had their 

perceptions about firearms turned into prejudices by societal 

pressures. Most people are not anti-gun in the traditional sense 

of the word, but they can be counted upon to swallow whatever 

drivel is presented by the true anti-gun movement because the 

media is complicit in presenting firearms as negative objects 

rather than positive instruments of liberty. 

 

Make no mistake about it; if we do nothing to counter these 

negative stereotypes, then our rights will be slowly taken away. 

Open carry is a very easy way to begin to counter these 

stereotypes. 

 

To put it simply, open carry forces those you meet, be they 

friends, relatives or neighbors, to reconcile their preconceived 

notions and prejudices regarding firearms with the fact that you 

are exercising this right in a safe and responsible manner. 

 

Anthropologist Charles Springwood of Illinois Wesleyan 

University sums it up nicely when he commented that open 

carriers are trying to “naturalize the presence of guns, which 

means that guns become ordinary, omnipresent, and expected. Over 

time, the gun becomes a symbol of ordinary personhood.” 



 

 

John 

 

---- On Wed, 09 Apr 2014 15:44:30 -0400 Frank Wilkinson 

(BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM  

 

 

Wow. That's a handful to digest in one sitting, so let me ask 

about distinct components. I am unaware of anything in the 

Second Amendment -- which is a pretty short amendment -- 

explicitly endorsing open carry or distinguishing it in any way 

from concealed carry. Likewise, I don't recall anything in 

Heller that suggests open carry is immune to government 

regulation. Can you expand on your thinking on those points? 

 

From: john@opencarry.org 

To: Frank Wilkinson (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 

At: Apr 9 2014 16:12:28 

Frank, 

 

As for the text of the Second Amendment itself ... you are 

correct that it is a clearly worded amendment which does not 

mention open carry. However, it also does not mention background 

checks, waiting periods, or any of the other statutory or 

legislative prohibitions that the courts have read into the 

text.  

 

State constitutions are another story however.  The 

constitutions of several states bear out this historical view of 

the dichotomy between the right of open carry and the privilege 

of concealed carry.  Here are a few examples (but there are 

more): 

 

New Mexico 

------------- 

No law shall abridge the right of the citizen to keep and bear 

arms for security and defense, for lawful hunting and 

recreational use and for other lawful purposes, but nothing 

herein shall be held to permit the carrying of concealed 

weapons. 

 

Montana &; Colorado 

----------------------- 

The right of any person to keep and bear arms in defense of his 

own home, person, and property, or in aid of the civil power 

when thereto legally summoned, shall not be called in question; 



but nothing herein contained shall be held to permit the 

carrying of concealed weapons. 

 

Idaho 

------ 

The people have the right to keep and bear arms, which right 

shall not be abridged; but this provision shall not prevent the 

passage of laws to govern the carrying of weapons concealed on 

the person … 

 

Louisiana 

---------- 

The right of each citizen to keep and bear arms shall not be 

abridged, but this provision shall not prevent the passage of 

laws to prohibit the carrying of weapons concealed on the 

person. 

 

Mississippi 

------------ 

The right of every citizen to keep and bear arms in defense of 

his home, person, or property, or in the aid of the civil power 

when thereto legally summoned, shall not be called in question, 

but the legislature may regulate or forbid carrying concealed 

weapons. 

 

Missouri 

--------- 

That the right of every citizen to keep and bear arms in defense 

of his home, person and property, or when lawfully summoned in 

aid of the civil power, shall not be questioned; but this shall 

not justify the wearing of concealed weapons. 

 

Kentucky 

---------- 

All men are, by nature, free and equal, and have certain 

inherent and inalienable rights, among which may be reckoned: 

First: The right of enjoying and defending their lives and 

liberties. Seventh: The right to bear arms in defense of 

themselves and of the State, subject to the power of the General 

Assembly to enact laws to prevent persons from carrying 

concealed weapons. 

 

North Carolina 

---------------- 

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; and, as standing armies in time of peace are 



dangerous to liberty, they shall not be maintained, and the 

military shall be kept under strict subordination to, and 

governed by, the civil power. Nothing herein shall justify the 

practice of carrying concealed weapons, or prevent the General 

Assembly from enacting penal statutes against that practice. 

 

As for Heller, the question before the court was mere possession 

in the home and therefore the question of the meaning of 'bear' 

was not a part of the final holding.  Having said that, the 

following portions of the opinion are illustrative: 

----------------------------------------------------------------

--------- 

In Nunn v. State, 1Ga. 243, 251 (1846), the Georgia Supreme 

Court construed the Second Amendment as protecting the “natural 

right of self-defence” and therefore struck down a ban on 

carrying pistols openly. 

 

Likewise, in State v. Chandler, 5La. Ann. 489, 490 (1850), the 

Louisiana Supreme Court held that citizens had a right to carry 

arms openly: “This is the right guaranteed by the Constitution 

of the United States, and which is calculated to incite men to a 

manly and noble defence of themselves, if necessary, and of 

their country, without any tendency to secret advantages and 

unmanly assassinations.” 

 

In Andrews v. State, the Tennessee Supreme Court likewise held 

that a statute that forbade openly carrying a pistol “publicly 

or privately, without regard to time or place, or 

circumstances,” 50 Tenn., at 187, violated the state 

constitutional provision (which the court equated with the 

Second Amendment ). 

 

[T]he majority of the 19th-century courts to consider the 

question held that prohibitions on carrying concealed weapons 

were lawful under the Second Amendment or state analogues. 

 

 

John 

 

---- On Wed, 09 Apr 2014 16:19:06 -0400 Frank Wilkinson 

(BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 

 

I gather you construe open carry to be more civic-minded than 

concealed carry?  

 

 

From: john@opencarry.org 



To: Frank Wilkinson (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 

At: Apr 9 2014 16:23:01 

Frank, 

 

I am not sure what you mean by 'civic minded'. 

 

 

John 

 

On Wed, 09 Apr 2014 16:30:05 -0400 Frank Wilkinson (BLOOMBERG/ 

NEWSROOM:)  

 

 

Well, some of the citations you sent seem to suggest that open 

carry is more "manly" or upstanding than concealed carry. Do you 

agree with that? 

 

From: john@opencarry.org 

To: Frank Wilkinson (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 

At: Apr 9 2014 16:33:07 

 

No.  But I believe that historically that was the opinion.  At 

one time concealed carry was seen as the act of a scoundrel such 

as gamblers and thieves.  None of that applies today.   

 

However, I do believe that open carry is more politically 

advantageous than concealed carry since it serves the dual 

purpose of self-defense and public awareness of the right. 

 

---- On Wed, 09 Apr 2014 16:40:14 -0400 Frank Wilkinson 

(BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:)  

 

 

Do you think the public is unaware of gun rights? 

 

From: john@opencarry.org 

To: Frank Wilkinson (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 

At: Apr 9 2014 17:02:11 

It varies by state and population segment.  

 

There is a great deal of misinformation out there, even amongst 

gun owners. 

 

For example, coming from New York were you aware that in the 

majority of states (30) any law-abiding citizen can open carry 

without any government permission being required? 

 



Did you know that only 6 states have any sort of gun 

registration? 

 

Did you know that in all but 8 states that machine-gun ownership 

is possible? 

 

I could go on but you get the point.  In my opinion, one of the 

goals of the gun control movement is to make the playing field 

so uneven that otherwise law-abiding citizens fear to even try. 

 

 

John 

 

---- On Wed, 09 Apr 2014 17:04:51 -0400 Frank Wilkinson 

(BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:)  

 

 

Don't you think the variety of laws has more to do with regional 

culture? Is carrying a gun on Fifth Avenue in Manhattan really 

the same as carrying a gun in rural Idaho? Eight million people 

live in New York City. Do you really think the city would be 

better off if all the adults were armed? 

 

From: john@opencarry.org 

To: Frank Wilkinson (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 

At: Apr 9 2014 17:12:21 

Frank, 

 

I have to strap on my gun and take my son to the park now.  :)   

 

After that, I have to go to my farm and feed the horses.  When I 

return we can continue our Q&A. 

 

Thanks. 

 

 

John 

 

---- On Wed, 09 Apr 2014 17:13:28 -0400 Frank Wilkinson 

(BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:)  

 

 

Have a good evening. I'll be in touch in the morning. F 

 

From: john@opencarry.org 

To: Frank Wilkinson (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 

At: Apr 9 2014 17:14:14 



Frank, 

 

That sounds great.  Have a good evening! 

 

 

John 

 

---- On Fri, 11 Apr 2014 13:13:36 -0400 Frank Wilkinson 

(BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:)  

 

 

John: Apologies. I've been traveling and bogged down in various 

work things. But would love to restart the thread as soon as I 

can sit down and think. 

 

From: john@opencarry.org 

To: Frank Wilkinson (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 

At: Apr 11 2014 14:40:23 

Frank, 

 

That sound fine.  We can continue at whatever time works best 

for you. 

 

Have a great weekend 

 

---- On Mon, 14 Apr 2014 08:03:33 -0400 Frank Wilkinson 

(BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:)  

 

 

John: Below is a data point from the CDC [Editor's Note: The 

data comes via the National Institutes of Health] -- stating 

that about one quarter of the adult U.S. population reports 

binge drinking in the previous month. Let's say this is wildly 

exaggerated -- by 100% -- and the actual figure is 12%. That's 

still more than one in ten Americans who binge drink. Obviously 

some percentage of those binge drinkers are alcoholics, and some 

are drug abusers as well. In addition, many young males have 

trouble controlling aggression and impulses. And I'm not even 

going to go into the number of people with mental health 

problems. Now, why is it a good idea for all these people to be 

walking around with guns on their hips? 

 

 

Percentage of Binge Drinkers and Heavy Drinkers: In 2012, 24.6 % 

of people aged 18 or older reported that they engaged in binge 

drinking in the past month (drinking 5 or more alcoholic drinks 

on the same occasion on at least 1 day in the past 30 days); 



7.1% reported that they engaged in heavy drinking in the past 

month (drinking 5 or more drinks on the same occasion on each of 

5 or more days in the past 30 days).2 

http://www.niaaa.nih.gov/alcohol-health/overview-alcohol-

consumption/alcohol-facts-and-statistics 

 

From: john@opencarry.org 

To: Frank Wilkinson (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 

At: Apr 14 2014 11:58:40 

Frank, 

 

My first comment on this question is that you really seem to be 

stretching.  When we started, the debate was about the relative 

constitutional, legal, and practical benefits of open carry.  

Now we have apparently transitioned into a discussion of whether 

or not our society is even worthy of rights because too many 

citizens engage in risky behavior.  Am I reading that correctly? 

 

My second comment is that, in the framing of your question, you 

are engaging in the age-old game of asking "Have you stopped 

beating your wife?" No one is advocating for those who have been 

adjudicated mentally unstable to be armed.  However, the key 

word in that sentence is 'adjudicated'. We have this key concept 

in the American judicial system called 'due process' that 

guarantees that someone will not lose their rights arbitrarily. 

 

Finally, I should point out that, if there truly are that many 

aggressive, impulsive, drug-addicted and mentally unstable 

people wandering the streets, then shouldn't the rest of us be 

equipped to defend ourselves? 

 

 

John 

 

---- On Mon, 14 Apr 2014 12:27:04 -0400 Frank Wilkinson 

(BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:)  

 

 

I don't think I'm stretching, John. It's no secret that some 

people in society drink too much, others take drugs and others 

are prone to act aggressively. (And some people exhibit all 

three traits.) After all, that's why many bars spend money to 

employ bouncers. So this falls pretty clearly under the 

practical considerations of expanding open carry. Given that you 

can't just wish away such people (many of whom may be perfectly 

pleasant under some circumstances, and out of control under 

others), what is the price you are willing to pay for such 



people to carry guns on their hips? Or is it your contention 

that there is no price to arming people who are prone to 

intoxication and/or aggressive behavior? The same question holds 

for the mentally ill -- unless you are suggesting that all 

Americans who are mentally ill have been adjudicated as such. 

(But I don't think you are saying that, are you?)In other words, 

is it your position that a little extra bloodshed will ensue 

every now and then due to open carry, and that that is an 

unfortunate but acceptable price to pay for maximum freedom, or 

are you suggesting that arming one and all will result in some 

sort of ballistic equilibrium, in which a large increase in gun 

carrying in public will not yield more violence precisely 

because so many people are armed? Or if I'm restricting your 

options when I present that choice, just disregard it and 

explain. I'm just trying to follow the logic of your position: 

What happens to violence in society when the majority of the 

public is armed? 

 

 

From: john@opencarry.org 

To: Frank Wilkinson (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 

At: Apr 14 2014 14:18:34 

Frank, 

 

In your argument you are making several assumptions that I 

question. 

 

First, you are assuming that open carry is something new that is 

being proposed for the country.  Nothing could be further from 

the truth although I do understand why you might have such an 

opinion living in the echo chamber that is New York City.   

 

As you can see on our site at the link below, in 30 states any 

law-abiding citizen may open carry today without any government 

permission being necessary.  That is a MAJORITY of the United 

States!  In an additional 14 states those who have a state-

issued carry permit (which has no way to test for the nebulous 

attributes you are discussing) may open carry or carry concealed 

as they see fit.  Together that is 44 states.   

 

We aren't trying to introduce anything new to society.  Rather, 

we are advocating for our fellow citizens to regain their rights 

in the remaining 6 states which have deviated from the freedoms 

on which this nation was founded. 

 

Second, you are assuming that those who meet your definition of 

undesirables are not currently carrying firearms either legally 



or illegally. 

 

Third, you are assuming that those who you consider undesirables 

would even be willing to open carry.  As a recent FBI study 

shows, “Because they eschew holsters, offenders reported 

frequently touching a concealed gun with hands or arms ‘to 

assure themselves that it is still hidden, secure and 

accessible’’ and hasn’t shifted.”).  See 

http://www.forcesciencenews.com/home/detail.html?serial=62 

 

So ... to answer your question.  If open carry were available in 

the last 6 rights-restricted states I would expect a net 

reduction in violence.  Why?  Because those who are prone to 

acts of violence are already carrying weapons (probably 

illegally) and the law-abiding are the only ones to obey any gun 

control laws.  If more law-abiding citizens were free to visibly 

carry the tools of self-defense then it would deter some crime 

that does occur. 

 

 

John 

 

-------------------------------------- 

Link to Open Carry Summary Map 

-------------------------------------- 

http://www.opencarry.org/?page_id=103 

 

 

---- On Mon, 14 Apr 2014 14:39:05 -0400 Frank Wilkinson 

(BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:)  

 

 

John: Unless I totally misunderstand your position, you don't 

simply want all Americans to have the RIGHT to open carry, you 

want them to EXERCISE that right. Obviously, if more people 

exercise that right, more people with poor judgment and shallow 

impulse control will be in the expanding pool of gun carriers. 

The world is not neatly divided into criminals who use guns for 

bad purposes and "law-abiding citizens" who deter crime. It also 

includes, to cite just two examples that do not include alcohol 

or drug abuse, reckless parents who leave loaded guns within 

reach of small children and insecure young men who feel a 

recurring need to assert their masculinity through aggressive 

poses. These people live in New York. They also live in 

Virginia. I am quite confident that they live in every state. My 

question does not concern responsible, law-abiding citizens who, 

for example, have undergone firearms training and take the power 



of a gun very seriously. It does not concern criminals with 

malice aforethought. It concerns the reckless, insecure and 

irresponsible (mostly young men) who live among us. Is there a 

social price to encouraging young men like that to carry guns? 

If so, what is it and why should I want to pay it? Or is it your 

position that no such price will be necessary because no such 

reckless people exist? 

 

From: john@opencarry.org 

To: Frank Wilkinson (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 

At: Apr 14 2014 14:57:39 

Frank, 

 

We want people to have the RIGHT to open carry and we want them 

to be FREE to exercise the right without fear of persecution 

from law enforcement.  However, we do not advocate for forcing 

anyone to do anything. 

 

As I said before, it is my belief that any of those dangerously 

reckless people you fear who want to carry arms are already 

doing do (illegally in many cases) and would not choose to open 

carry even if it were an option (see the FBI study I cited).   

 

Therefore, securing the right to open carry for law-abiding 

citizens will not change the number of dangerously reckless 

persons who are armed among us. 

 

 

John 

 

---- On Mon, 14 Apr 2014 16:02:15 -0400 Frank Wilkinson 

(BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:)  

 

 

Regarding the right to carry, at the top of your website is this 

quote: “A Right Unexercised is a Right Lost.” I assumed that 

means you encourage people to open carry. (If not, I'm confused 

about the purpose of your organization.) 

 

On human recklessness, I still feel my question hasn't been 

addressed. There are reckless people in the world. They are 

often dangerous when they drive, which is why we punish drunk 

driving and texting while driving. Presumably they would also be 

dangerous with a gun on the hip. Again, I am not talking about 

criminals. I am talking about people who are aggressive or 

impaired or reckless or otherwise dangerously irresponsible. We 

do not currently live in a society in which it is the norm for 



adults to carry guns in public. Unless I am mistaken, you are 

advocating a society in which that is the norm. ("A right 

unexercized is a right lost.") So how would the expansion of 

open carry to more people, including more reckless or aggressive 

or irresponsible people, affect society? When I consider the 

question, I assume there would be costs, in life and injury, to 

that expansion. Not because criminals would somehow change their 

stripes and grow more aggressive. But because more reckless 

people would have a gun at their fingertips. And reckless people 

behave recklessly. That just seems logical to me so I assume 

that you believe the costs, in accidental and intentional loss 

of life and injury, would be worth the expanded freedom of 

carrying more guns. If, on the other hand, your contention is 

that society would be as safe or safer if people who drink too 

much or otherwise behave irresponsibly all have ready access to 

firearms on their persons, I would like to know how that could 

be. 

 

From: john@opencarry.org 

To: Frank Wilkinson (BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:) 

At: Apr 14 2014 16:45:09 

Frank, 

 

Our constituents are those who CHOOSE to carry daily for 

personal protection and who furthermore agree that there are 

both political and social benefits to doing so open carry vs 

concealed carry. 

 

The motto you quoted "A Right Unexercised is a Right Lost" is 

directed toward those who advocate concealed carry vs open carry 

because they say that if we exercise the right to open carry we 

will lose it.  The quote exposes the circular logic involved in 

such an argument since, if you are afraid to exercise a right 

for fear that you might lose it it is already lost.  It is not a 

call for every single person in the country to be required to 

open carry. 

 

I agree that there are reckless people in the world. 

 

I agree that those who drive drunk should be punished 

criminally.  But I do not believe that we should stop making 

cars for fear of those people. 

 

I agree that those who carry firearms while drunk should be 

punished criminally.  But I do not believe that we should strip 

the rights from everyone for fear of those people. 

 



As for your assertion regarding whether daily carry is a 

societal norm, in the majority of the US, it IS the norm for a 

large percentage of the public to carry a firearm for personal 

protection as they go about their daily lives.  It just isn't 

always visible because, for every open carrier, there are dozens 

carrying concealed.  But the firearm is still there. 

 

Finally, I am not sure how many more ways I can say it.  I can 

only repeat what I said before.  It is my belief that any of 

those dangerously reckless people you fear who want to carry 

arms are already doing do (illegally in many cases) and would 

not choose to open carry even if it were an option (see the FBI 

study I cited).   

 

Therefore, securing the right to open carry for law-abiding 

citizens will not change the number of dangerously reckless 

persons who are armed among us. 

 

 

John 

 

---- On Mon, 14 Apr 2014 17:02:05 -0400 Frank Wilkinson 

(BLOOMBERG/ NEWSROOM:)  

 

 

Ok. You've been a good sport, John, but if you don't mind, I 

have one last question. Here's a line from an Associated Press 

story about an open carry rally last October, at which Texans 

carried firearms at the Alamo. "Volunteers walked through the 

crowd placing red plastic straws in rifle chambers, a visible 

assurance they were not holding a round." The logical (to me) 

inference is that the open carry activists tacitly understand 

that walking around with guns is an action that scares people 

and the reason it scares people is that guns are lethal and not 

everyone who carries one is a responsible citizen who can be 

trusted. Why do you think open carry activists felt it was 

important to put straws in the chambers? 

 

Here's the link at Yahoo:  

http://news.yahoo.com/armed-gun-rights-activists-rally-alamo-

181856390.html 

 

Frank, 

 

There are several reasons why the Alamo event was not 

representative of open carry in general. 

 



First and foremost, when we at OpenCarry.org talk about open 

carry, we are talking about the open carry of properly holstered 

handguns in daily American life. We do not promote the open 

carry of long guns. Long guns are great! I own quite a few.  But 

due to urban area issues of muzzle control, lack of trigger 

guard coverage, and the fact that the long gun carry issue 

distracts from our main mission to promote the open carry of 

handguns in daily life we do not advocate for long gun open 

carry.   

 

That does not mean that we condemn the practice and we DO think 

it is a constitutionally protected activity.  But we at 

OpenCarry.org do not host long gun open carry events. 

 

But I do know why this event in Texas featured long guns.  It 

was because Texas is one of the 6 states that still prohibits 

the open carry of handguns. So ... when that group choose to 

hold an open carry event, they were limited to long guns for 

legal purposes. 

 

Second, as the linked article clearly states, there is a local 

ordinance there which prohibits even the open carry of long guns 

but law enforcement had agreed to not enforce it for the event 

since the long guns were part-and-parcel to the expressive 

conduct that the participants were engaging in.  The red straws 

were a visible acknowledgement of the good-neighbor attitude 

that you will always find among gun owners. 

 

None of that supports your premise that America is comprised of 

untrustworthy men and women undeserving of civil rights and the 

concomitant responsibilities.  The key phrase from that article 

was "The rally proceeded peacefully without incident" and you 

will see some version of this same message repeated time and 

again when reading news reports of other rallies.  Despite the 

shrill, hysterical cries from the anti-gun crowd, as gun rights 

have been liberalized across the nation violent crime has 

dropped as well. 

 

See 

http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424052702304914204579

393493981280048 

 

I am not suggesting a correlation or causative effect because 

there is no data showing such relationships.  Rather I am 

pointing out that the opposite is clearly not true.  As the 

number of firearms carried daily on the streets of our nation 

continues to skyrocket, violent crime continues to fall. 



 

PS.  If you ever get out of New York I would love to invite you 

to the range some day.  I live in southwestern Virginia but I 

have an office near Allentown Pennsylvania where I can be found 

at least one week out of each month.  If you ever want to go to 

the range just let me know. 

 

 

John 

 

 

 


