
The Irrelevance of the Second Amendment 

My take on this controversial subject put me in the minority among my classmates in AP US History. – Isabelle Smith  

There is a popular camp game that in a way reflects our country’s current gun violence situation: 

click, click, bang, bang, click, bang, who died? Around the time of our country’s founding, the 

amount of trust people had in government was very low, and considering that our nation did not 

yet have an organized military, having regular citizens that owned guns and made up our 

country’s militia was vital to our nation’s independence and initial security. But what is essential 

to remember about the Second Amendment as it applies to modern times is that 1) we have 

developed a large and powerful military, 2) the founding fathers could never have predicted how 

far gun technology would go or how much guns would become part of American culture and 3) 

the amendment itself only grants the right to carry arms to the militia, an entity that no longer 

exists. Thus, the Second Amendment is no longer relevant, especially in the way of gun 

ownership, as we have developed into a strong and organized nation, whose government does 

not threaten its citizens, and one that has access to the most advanced gun technology 

available for which the founding fathers did not account. Not to mention that the Second 

Amendment cannot be used to justify gun ownership.  

 
The Second amendment reads as follows, “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."(Wex Legal Dictionary). When analyzing the text of the amendment itself and 

considering the relationship that regular citizens had with the government and military at that 

time, it is clear the right to own guns pertains to those who are defending the freedom of the 

state, aka the militia, as is directly cited in the text.  

 
While I am going to henceforth argue that this amendment is not relevant in current times, it is 

important to acknowledge this amendment was relevant in the time it was created. The militia 



had been a crucial part of American defense from the time of the early English settlements. As 

the museum at Yorktown puts it, “From the earliest years of English settlement, colonists had 

depended on local groups of part-time citizen soldiers to defend themselves from the Indians or 

at times to maintain law and order.” (Ayres, Edward, 2016). Also according to the museum at 

Yorktown, militiamen were vital to the Revolutionary War. The American soldiers at Concord 

were Minutemen, and when the Continental Army was fighting for their lives in Virginia and the 

Carolinas, militiamen were vital in combating the British. The Museum at Yorktown also 

describes their day to day operations as including suppressing Loyalists and serving as guards 

at forts and prison camps, which were also important operations to the war and American 

culture of the time. (Ayres, Edward, 2016).  

 
With their historical significance in America, their contributions to the Revolution, and the 

emphasis on the American government representing the people, it’s no wonder that a clause 

regarding the militia was incorporated into the Constitution. Not to mention that militiamen also 

played a role in suppressing citizen revolts at least through the 1790s, as evidenced by the Give 

Me Liberty textbook’s description of Washington’s response to the Whiskey Rebellion, in which 

it states, “But Washington dispatched 13,000 militiamen to western Pennsylvania (a larger force 

than he had commanded during the Revolution).” (Foner, Eric, 2010) This proves that militias 

were relevant not just around the time of the Declaration of Independence and Articles of 

Confederation, but around the time of the ratification of the Constitution as well.  

 
Now that I have proved that the Second Amendment was relevant around the time of the 

ratification of the Constitution, let me do the same for why the Second Amendment is no longer 

relevant in modern times. First, it is important to tackle the most basic concept regarding this 

issue, the evolution of American government. In the early days of America, democracy was 

fragile. The founding fathers knew how little everyday Americans trusted organized government 

after being a colony of Britain, thus they gave them the ability to overthrow the government if 



they found it not in their favor or power hungry. But as the American federal government 

matured and the American population grew, the power that individual politicians held dissipated, 

as they now more than ever relied on a large number of people voting for them, and laws were 

put in place that helped prevent corruption. Not to mention that over time, people began to trust 

the government more, at least in a relative sense. Thus the militias disappeared and the Second 

Amendment no longer technically applied to anybody.  

 
The concept of militias no longer existing as they were in the Revolutionary period is expressed 

by the following Wikipedia passage regarding the Twentieth Century, “The organized militia is 

the armed forces of the state. Each state has two mandatory forces, namely the Army National 

Guard and the Air National Guard. Many states also have state defense forces and a naval 

militia, which assist, support and augment National Guard forces.” (Wikipedia, 2016).  

 
The amendment is further made irrelevant by the advancement in gun technology. During the 

era in which the Constitution was ratified, the gun of choice was a musket. Muskets fire a single 

shot at a time, are difficult to aim, and take a long time to reload when compared to modern 

guns which can fire hundreds of bullets within seconds and take just a few seconds to reload. 

This is an unprecedented level of development, that our founding fathers could have in no way 

anticipated. This makes the amendment seem archaic to a further extent and brings into 

question whether they would have kept the amendment as is or at all if they knew how far 

technology was going to advance.  

 
Just look at the level of human life lost in shootings nowadays, an example of this being the 

recent Orlando nightclub shooting, in which CNN describes the assailant as follows, “Mateen 

carried an assault rifle and a pistol into the packed Pulse club about 2 a.m. Sunday and started 

shooting, killing 49 people and wounding at least 53, officials said.” (Ellis, Frantz, Karimi, 



McLaughlin, 2016). This is an unprecedented amount of tragic death that the founding fathers 

would both be shocked by, morally and legally.  

 
It’s questionable as to whether the original conceptualists of the Second Amendment would be 

in favor of the current system we have, in which mentally ill and even terroristic individuals can 

in most cases legally buy semi-automatic weaponry (as was the case in the Orlando nightclub 

shooting). I know I’m certainly not, nor are most people. According to the New York Times, “In 

the United States, the death rate from gun homicides is about 31 per million people - the 

equivalent of 27 people shot dead every day of the year”. (Sanger-Katz, Quealy, 2016). This 

figure is unacceptable, especially when compared to other powerful nations which have gun 

death rates around 3, 4, or at the most 5 per million people. (Sanger-Katz, Quealy, 2016). If our 

government is supposed to look out for the welfare of the many, then why aren’t they 

addressing this issue?   

 
Of course, an argument is not an argument without another side, and this issue most certainly 

has multiple sides. The phrase most tossed around by Second Amendment advocates is “guns 

don’t kill people, people kill people.” This point of view argues that we should adopt a stricter 

policy towards those with mental disabilities and be tougher on crime. Proponents of gun 

ownership also interpret the text of the Second Amendment in their favor, emphasizing ‘the right 

of the people’ part of the amendment. This they believe justifies all forms of gun ownership.  

 

Upon examination, there are many flaws with the opposition’s argument. First off, the ‘people kill 

people’ argument sounds logical, but think about how that plan would be executed. There are 

over 300 million people living in America. To determine which individuals in our country are 

potentially violent, we would have to expend a lot of money and manpower, and once that was 

done we would have to get those individuals to comply to the restrictions that had been decided 

upon. This could very well be considered potentially immoral if not unconstitutional, not to 



mention extremely costly. Whereas a gun is an inanimate object, with no inherent rights, thus it 

is much easier and more ethically sound to regulate guns which facilitate the violence being 

committed.  

 

The second argument that is primarily utilized by the opposition is that the Second Amendment 

grants regular citizens the right to keep and bear arms. This is a common misconception, as I 

have established earlier, since you have to understand the pretenses under which the Second 

Amendment was written and examine the language of the amendment. Then it is easy to see 

that the amendment applies to the militia. Overall, while the opposition is vehement in their 

points, in practicality their ideas are illogical and skirt dangerously around the edge of being 

immoral and unconstitutional.  

 
Having presented extensive evidence, I believe I have made it clear that though the Second 

Amendment was relevant at the time of its conception, it is no longer relevant today. Militias had 

been an important part of defense from the start of English settlement up through the 

Revolutionary War, and thus the Second Amendment was relevant, as it allowed these militias 

to function. But with the advancement of technology, the increased organization and efficiency 

of our government, the disappearance of militias, and the moral implications that come with 

utilizing guns, the Second Amendment is no longer relevant to modern society. This is further 

supported by the impracticality and potential legal ramifications of the opposition’s ideas on this 

issue. We are losing precious life day in and day out, and there are simple steps to be taken to 

fix this problem. As individuals we must refuse to fear each other, because that will only fuel our 

culture of violence and prevent us from working together. As a nation, let’s pressure our leaders 

to do the right thing  and serve the welfare of the masses.  
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