
A  serious  question  for  the
NRA Pt. 2
Nevertheless, reasons to be optimistic exist. One of them is
that,  just  as  this  country  is  being  confronted  by  ever-
increasing  dangers  to  its  “security”  as  “a  free  State”,
certain NRA programs are beginning to take on the character of
proper training for the Militia. In general, I could list all
of the basic courses in which I participate as a certified NRA
firearms instructor. More specifically, I could refer to such
newer courses as the “Survival Class”, the “Tactical Carbine
Class”, and the “Long Range School”. [See “NRA Outdoors Offers
Various Classes for 2016”, American Rifleman (January 2016),
at 102.] As more and more of such courses are offered, a rough
program  of  basic  Militia  training  will  take  shape  “by
accretion”, as it were, of one small piece of the requisite
structure at a time. The NRA’s development of these courses
may not be—most likely is not—intentionally motivated by a
concern for revitalizing the Militia. But that result will not
be inadvertent, accidental, or merely coincidental, either.
For any organization which seriously defends “the right of the
people to keep and bear Arms” will more or less automatically
promote some of the training which can prepare “the people”
for participation in “well regulated Militia”.

The problem is that the NRA is advancing only by fits and
starts, and only for a relatively small number of Americans,
the true and full agenda of the Second Amendment (as well as
of the Militia Clauses of the original Constitution)—namely,
the exercise of “the right of the people to keep and bear
Arms” for the ultimate purpose of their service, both as their
right and as their duty, in “well regulated Militia”. There
appears  to  be  no  conscious  appreciation  among  either  the
organization’s  leaders  or  its  members  of  “the  big
constitutional picture”, in terms of either what the NRA is

https://newswithviews.com/a-serious-question-for-the-nra-pt-2/
https://newswithviews.com/a-serious-question-for-the-nra-pt-2/


actually accomplishing (albeit perhaps unconsciously), or what
more  needs  to  be  done,  with  respect  to  the  prospect  of
revitalizing the Militia. Indeed, as far as I have been able
to determine, nothing in the NRA’s current literature links
any of its programs in any manner and in the least degree to
“well  regulated  Militia”,  even  in  principle  let  alone  in
practice. If the public perception naturally to be drawn from
this observation is correct, as far as the NRA is concerned
the Second Amendment contains only fourteen words, not twenty-
seven.

This is doubly unfortunate. First, as every student of the
subject  knows,  “‘[i]n  expounding  the  Constitution  of  the
United  States,  every  word  must  have  its  due  force,  and
appropriate  meaning;  for  it  is  evident  from  the  whole
instrument, that no word was unnecessarily used, or needlessly
added. * * * Every word appears to have been weighed with the
utmost deliberation, and its force and effect to have been
fully understood’”. Williams v. United States, 289 U.S. 553,
572-573 (1933). So, as a result of its truncated emphasis on
the  last  fourteen  words  of  the  Second  Amendment,  the  NRA
forfeits  credibility  in  the  all-important  “marketplace  of
ideas”. As Richard Weaver once famously observed, “ideas have
consequences”. And, as should be obvious to all, incorrect
ideas about critical matters all too often beget catastrophes.
Second,  because  of  its  unwarrantable  bisection  of  the
Amendment, the NRA’s programs are advancing too slowly, in
comparison to the acceleration of the dangers now impinging
upon  this  country,  to  be  expected  to  thwart  or  even
significantly militate against those dangers. The NRA should
be  aiming  at  the  election  of  public  officials  who  are
dedicated  to  promotion  of  “the  security  of  a  free  State”
through  revitalization  of  the  Militia,  and  through  such
officials at the passage of legislation for that purpose in
the several States. Absent such action, the NRA will remain
far less effective than it otherwise could and should be, not
only to its own detriment but also (and more importantly) to



the detriment of this country as a whole.

C. What, then, should be done? Simply put, the NRA must assume
the constitutionally proper leadership rôle with respect to
the Second Amendment.

1. To accomplish this, the organization’s hierarchy—primarily
its Board of Directors—must initially recognize that the NRA
is  in  an  anomalous,  but  also  a  peculiarly  advantageous,
position.

The NRA’s position is anomalous, because: First, it is merely
a private group. Second, there would be no need for the NRA at
all, had “the Militia of the several States” been in existence
to their full constitutional extent since (say) the end of
World  War  II.  Third,  and  of  most  consequence,  the  NRA’s
interpretation of the Second Amendment is of limited accuracy,
relevance, and practicality. The so-called “individual right”
theory of the Amendment is only marginally correct. “[T]he
security of a free State” as a whole (as opposed to the
security  of  individuals  as  such)  cannot  be  had  without  a
thoroughgoing  organization  of  the  populace  in  institutions
which exercise governmental authority. “[T]he right of the
people to keep and bear Arms” narrowly defined for the purpose
of enabling isolated individuals to defend themselves against
common criminals will prove of little use against any large-
scale tyranny worthy of the name, let alone against natural
disasters,  epidemics  or  pandemics,  catastrophic  industrial
accidents, failures of the systems necessary to maintain the
operations of a technologically advanced society (such as a
breakdown  of  the  national  electrical  grid),  an  economic
collapse engendered through a failure of the Federal Reserve
System, or any other catastrophic eventualities in response to
which  properly  organized,  armed,  disciplined,  and  trained
Militia  could  and  should  be  deployed  in  every  State  and
Locality throughout this country.

The NRA’s position is advantageous, though, because: First, no



constitutionally adequate Militia exists anywhere within the
United States today—so the ground is clear for up-to-date and
comprehensive revitalization everywhere. Second, Article II of
the NRA’s own Bylaws states (in pertinent part) that

[t]he purposes and objective of the National Rifle Association
* * * are: 1. To protect and defend the Constitution of the
United  States,  especially  with  respect  to  the  inalienable
right of the individual American citizen guaranteed by such
Constitution to acquire, possess, collect, exhibit, transport,
carry, transfer ownership of, and enjoy the right to use arms,
in order that the people may always be in a position to
exercise their legitimate individual rights of self defense
and defense of family, person, and property, as well as to
serve in the appropriate militia for the common defense of the
Republic and the individual liberty of its citizens; 2. To
promote  public  safety,  law  and  order,  and  the  national
defense; 3. To train members of law enforcement agencies, the
armed  forces,  the  militia,  and  people  of  good  repute  in
marksmanship and in the safe handling and efficient use of
small arms[.]
Observe that points 1 and 3 specifically refer to the Militia.
And point 2 refers to “public safety, law and order, and the
national  defense”,  which  are  the  explicit  constitutional
responsibilities of the Militia (and only the Militia) under
Article I, Section 8, Clause 15 of the Constitution, which
empowers Congress “[t]o provide for calling forth the Militia
to execute the Laws of the Union, suppress Insurrections and
repel  Invasions”.  Thus,  according  to  this  bylaw,  the  NRA
should be an ardent advocate, assistant, and even architect of
“the Militia of the several States”, so as fully (in the
bylaw’s own words) “[t]o protect and defend the Constitution
of  the  United  States”,  in  keeping  specifically  with  the
declaration of the Second Amendment that “[a] well regulated
Militia”  is  “necessary  to  the  security  of  a  free  State”.
Third, starting with the National Board for the Promotion of
Rifle Practice (1901) and the Civilian Marksmanship Program



(1903), the NRA has had a long and successful relationship
with the General Government—proving that the NRA has served,
and  can  continue  to  serve,  some  important  governmental
purposes notwithstanding that it is a private group. Compare
McCulloch  v.  Maryland,  17  U.S.  (4  Wheaton)  316,  407-423
(1819). Moreover, relationships of this kind can be extended
to the States as well—and should be, inasmuch as the Militia
are “the Militia of the several States” (not “of the United
States”). Fourth, throughout the process of revitalizing the
Militia the NRA will be ready and able to provide public
officials and the nascent Militia with expert guidance and
assistance available from no other private organization (and,
from  what  I  have  been  able  to  glean  from  the  relevant
literature, from no governmental organization anywhere within
the federal system, either).

2. In addition to the foregoing, the Board should recognize
that, if the NRA marshals the moral integrity, historical
hindsight, practical political foresight, and legal insight of
its officers, members, and many friends amongst the general
public, it can assume the leadership of a national political
campaign  to  revitalize  the  Militia,  and  by  doing  so  can
contribute decisively to the salvation of this country as “a
free State”. Indeed, the NRA is probably the only organization
even arguably capable of doing so at the present time.

None of us is unaware that the NRA has been criticized as
being too soft, too pliable, too apt to play politics, and
generally  too  willing  to  compromise  with  respect  to  “gun
control”.  Even  if  such  detractions  are  to  some  extent
justifiable, America does not enjoy the luxury of unlimited
time during which “to reinvent the wheel” where revitalization
of  the  Militia  is  concerned.  In  my  book  Constitutional
“Homeland Security”, Volume One, The Nation in Arms (2007), I
proposed that patriotic citizens should form numerous local
associations,  not  affiliated  with  or  dependent  upon  any
national organization, for that purpose. Yet, almost a decade



later,  vanishingly  few  people  have  responded  to  my
recommendations; and the growing-season still left to this
country may not prove long enough to plant and harvest such a
crop from seed. Anticipating that this may prove to be the
case, we need to utilize whatever resources are already at
hand,  and  the  performance  of  which  may  be  capable  of
improvement. For better or worse, arguably that boils down to
a single organization: the NRA.

The NRA disposes of the appropriate historical pedigree, the
structure, the staff, the programs, and the experience to
undertake the task. Based upon its successes in electoral
politics, its network of effective lobbyists, its ability to
access  and  influence  even  the  generally  antagonistic  mass
media,  its  large  number  of  members,  its  highly  qualified
instructors,  its  financial  resources,  and  its  good  repute
among most sensible Americans, the NRA can form the center of
a mass movement aimed at a goal much more important than
securing the so-called “individual right to keep and bear
arms” on which it focuses its attention today. For no merely
“individual  right  to  keep  and  bear  arms”,  exercised  by
individuals as individuals in mutual isolation, can defend
Americans from tyranny, let alone protect it from many other
dangers far more likely than full-blown tyranny to strike this
country in the short term. Only revitalized Militia—composed,
to  be  sure,  of  individuals,  but  of  individuals  acting  in
unison, and imbued with governmental authority of the highest
order—can provide that protection across the board.

That the NRA has survived, and even grown significantly in
strength and stature over the past several years, in the face
of  relentless  and  strident  attacks  from  “gun-control”
fanatics, their political allies, their transmission belts in
the  mass  media,  and  hordes  of  useful  idiots  among  the
intelligentsia, proves that the organization cannot easily be
swayed  from  its  chosen  course,  let  alone  silenced.  Such
attacks,  of  course,  would  become  ever  more  desperate  and



savage if the NRA should begin to promote revitalization the
Militia. For the “gun-control” fanatics understand perfectly
well  that  what  is  ultimately  at  stake  is  not  a  merely
“individual right to keep and bear arms”—the existence of
which even today only marginally inconveniences the political
dominance of the factions, special interests, and other dark
forces on behalf of which those fanatics bluster—but instead
the amalgamation of all individuals capable of exercising such
basically anarchic “individual rights” into fully organized
“well regulated Militia” authorized to execute the laws of the
Union and of their own States, the appearance of which would
change  the  balance  of  political  power  in  this  country
drastically, decisively, and permanently in favor of We the
People.  But  the  more  extreme  the  opposition  which  “gun-
control” fanatics mounted, the more conclusive would be the
proof of the value of revitalizing the Militia.

D. Finally, is all of this too much to ask of the NRA?

Indeed, can it be asked? Does the organization have the sense
and the courage to undertake such a daunting task? I believe
so. I believe that the NRA is capable of understanding why, in
the final analysis, “the right of the people to keep and bear
Arms” can be guaranteed only if “the people” are organized in
“well regulated Militia”. I believe that the NRA can commit
itself to the defense of “a free State” in the one and only
manner in which the Constitution tells us “a free State” must
be defended. And if cold ratiocination will not serve as the
decisive motivating factor, then fear will. It is said that
nothing focuses a man’s mind more than his impending hanging.
Surely the same must be true for a country faced with its own
imminent destruction.

Yet, for anything worthwhile to happen, someone capable of
exerting  influence  within  the  NRA  needs  to  convince  the
organizational hierarchy; then the hierarchy needs to convince
the organization’s own members; then the organization and its
members and other adherents need to convince the sensible



portion of the remaining population. The NRA’s Directors—such
as yourselves—are in the best position, and bear the greatest
responsibility, to begin this process:

• You can raise the question of why, when the Second Amendment
contains twenty-seven words, the NRA focuses on only the last
fourteen of them.

• You can raise the question of how the NRA can claim to be a
true defender of “a free State” when it neglects what the
Second Amendment itself declares in its first thirteen words
to be “necessary to the security of a free State”. And

•  You  can  demand  answers  to  these  questions  in  the  most
important  of  organizational  fora—from  your  own  fellow
Directors  and  the  rest  of  the  NRA’s  hierarchy  in  its
headquarters.

If not you, then who? If not now, then when? When it is too
late?

I enclose for your perusal a copy of my book The Sword and
Sovereignty. This, I admit, is something of a formidable work
which no one could reasonably be expected to read, let alone
to digest, at a single sitting. Having it readily at hand
will, however, provide you with some little evidence of the
seriousness of the historical and constitutional arguments in
favor of revitalization of the Militia. In addition, I should
be  willing  to  discuss  this  matter  with  you,  either
individually or in a group, at your convenience—whether to
make a fully structured presentation on the subject or just to
answer your questions informally.

Thanking you for your attention to this matter, I remain

Your servant,

Dr. Edwin Vieira, Jr.
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