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Introduction
By James Bovard
Not every firearms regulation leads inexorably to genocide.
But, as this sweeping historical study shows, supposedly "reason
able measures" such as licensing and registration of gun owners
have been followed too many times in recent history by govern
m ent atrocities. The issue is not the supposed good intention of
reformers who seek to reduce private gun ownership. The issue is
the nature of political power.
Aaron Zelman and Richard Stevens's book vividly reviews and
analyzes the slaughter of disarmed populaces from th e Turkish
slaughter of th e Armenians to Stalin's slaughter of the peasantry
to the Guatemalan slaughter of Indians. The book goes in-depth
into the bloodbath th a t was the Third Reich, as well as th e Khmer
Rouge urban renewal experiments, Mao's depredations, and other
atrocities. The book also recounts the abuse th a t Blacks suffered
in the United States after laws were passed to disarm them — for
the convenience of the Klan and other marauders.
Governments around the world have stripped hundreds of mil
lions of people of their right to own weapons and th en left them
to be robbed, raped, and slaughtered.
Sober American Skeptics

Some people may try to dismiss Zelman and Stevens's distrust
of government officials as un-American. But th e distrust of gov
ernm ent's grabbing guns has a long and honorable history in this
country. The American revolutionaries were concerned about the
potential for unlim ited power inherent in British laws and policies.
The initial conflicts at Lexington and Concord occurred because
British regim ents were marching out to confiscate th e colonists'
vii

arms caches. The British assumed th a t seizing the weapons would
quell resistance to the expansion of their power. George Mason,
the father of th e Bill of Rights, later declared th a t th e British
decided th a t "to disarm the people ...w as the best and most effec
tu al way to enslave them ." If the colonists reasoned like some
contem porary Americans, they would have interpreted the British
troops' attem pt to seize their guns as proof of how much they
"cared about the children."
Many proponents of restrictions on firearms ownership insist
th a t the specific measure they champion can have little or no
adverse im pact on people's freedom . Americans of th e
Revolutionary Era recognized th a t the passage of a law does not
signal th e end of a political onslaught. Instead, it is merely the
starting point for a push to further extend government in the
same direction—to pursue the "logic" of a new act to its conclu
sion. As James Madison wrote in 1787, "The sober people of
Am erica...have seen th a t one legislative interference is but the
first link of a long chain of repetitions, every subsequent interfer
ence being naturally produced by th e effects of the preceding."
Unfortunately, most Americans today seem naively unconcerned
about politicians planting their flag on new turf.
Dangerous Masters

Politicians continually complain about "loopholes" in exist
ing gun laws as a p retext to enact new gun laws. But th e u lti
m ate loophole is freedom: th e principle th a t citizens should not
be forced to depend on often lackadaisical governm ent employ
ees for th eir own safety and survival. Every restriction on citi
zens' rights to acquire and carry firearms m eans increasing
citizens' subordination to governm ent employees who are au th o r
ized to carry such weapons.
Broad restrictions on private gun ownership produce one
m ain result: The vast increase in th e power of politicians. But
political tyranny has destroyed far more lives in th e last century
th a n have abusive private gun owners. U nfo rtu n ately gun con
trol advocates offer no solution to th e problem of political
tyranny — alm ost as if th e problem will disappear if we all pre
ten d governm ent is our friend.
On gun control, we have to judge politicians as a class by their
records, not by em pty promises th a t can never be enforced after
viii

citizens have been disarmed. Gun control laws ultim ately rest on
the trustw orthiness of the political ruling class. The only way th a t
firearms could be less vital to defending freedom now th an in the
past is if politicians were no longer dangerous. But there is no
trigger guard on political ambition.
Jam es Bovard is the author o f Lost Rights: The Destruction of American
Liberty, Freedom in Chains: The Rise of th e State and th e Demise of the
Citizen, and m o st recently Feeling Your Pain: The Explosion and Abuse of
Government Power in the Clinton-Gore Years.

®Copyright 2001 by James Bovard.
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Chapter One

The Idea That Kills
Death by "Gun Control" is not ju st about "gun control" laws.
This book is about "gun control" as an idea. The "gun control"
idea outcrops in many forms, but it boils down to these two fun
dam ental beliefs:
(1) Only a government has any right to have and use firearms.
(2) Citizens have no right to use armed force for defense
against aggression (i.e. crime, invasion, repression, vio
lence, etc.).
The "gun control" idea, as explained in this book, means train 
ing decent non-violent citizens to:
•

Hate, fear and avoid guns as objects

•

Shun and ostracize civilian gun owners

•

Favor laws th a t restrict or prohibit firearms possession and
use

•

Accept as normal th a t citizens should be powerless to
overthrow an oppressive government

•

Applaud government's using armed force to achieve foreign
and domestic policy goals

•

Depend upon government agencies to protect individuals
from aggression and crime

The "gun control" idea implants hatred and fear into the
hearts and minds of people. The "gun control" idea breeds a tti
tudes, slogans, policies and laws th a t kill.
This book shows exactly how "gun control" means victim dis
armam ent — and how victim disarmam ent leaves millions of inno
cent people vulnerable to aggression: abuse, rape, robbery, murder,
1
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and government-made genocide.
To save millions of innocent lives, we m ust not merely mod
ify or repeal certain "gun control" laws. This book shows why
there can be no compromise. We m ust destroy th e very idea of
"gun control."

2
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Chapter Two:

What Do These People
Have in Common?
Four boys, ages 5 and 6, suspended from school for pointing
th eir fingers a t other children and saying "bang."
Two second-graders, charged by police for th e crime of m ak
ing "terrorist th reats" by threaten in g fellow students w ith a
paper gun.
A teenage girl who w itnessed th e pitchfork murder of two
young siblings.
Black men and women, who "insulted" a w hite person, die by
mob tortu re and lynching.
Women, children and old folks ordered by th e hundreds from
th eir towns, m arched to d istan t camps, and starved or butchered
on the way.
Whole villages of people searched for weapons and th e n m as
sacred.
An entire city of people subjected to unrestrained rape,
degradation, m utilation, mass killings and grisly "games" of cre
ative murder.
W hat do these people have in common?
All were victims of "g u n control" ideas.

5
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Chapter Three:

You Have the Power
Man is deeply vulnerable when faced w ith overwhelming
evil. Instead of consolidating his energy to fight it, he
wastes valuable time and effort puzzling over it, insist
ing it is not, cannot possibly be, w hat it seems.
— Konnilyn G. Feig1
Imagine 17 people standing in your living room. Multiply th a t
by 10: 170 people in ten living rooms. Multiply th a t by 100:
170,000 people in one thousand homes. Can you still imagine the
number? Multiply th a t by 100 again: 1 7 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0 people in one
hundred thousand homes.
That's a huge number, maybe too large to th in k about. A num 
ber larger th an the populations of most American states. In your
mind's eye you have been seeing fully clothed people standing
comfortably, maybe chatting, maybe snacking, maybe dancing,
maybe children playing.
Hold th e number — change the picture. They aren't standing.
They're crouched, crumpled, strewn about, sprawled, stacked in
piles. They are grandpas and grandmas, babies, men, women,
teens, children. They're sliced, strangled, gassed, stabbed, to r
tured, hacked, burned, starved, m utilated, shot.
Now multiply the number by 10 again: 1 7 0 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0 peo
ple. The victims of genocide by government in the 20th Century.

Imagine you were there. In each home. You saw it all. It will
happen again.
You can prevent it. This book shows you how.

First, you learn about the Genocide Formula and its three ele
ments. How it inflicted its horror around th e world. Even in
7
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America.
You learn th a t you can stop genocide. You and fellow decent
people can prevent the killing of innocents, w hether by govern
m ent or by criminals. You have th a t power — if you will use it.
You will also see how "gun control" stands against your pre
venting the deaths. This book shows exactly how "gun control"
clears the way for crime and murder at all levels: home invasions,
school attacks, death squads, death camps.
Read this book. Stop the crime. Stop the torture. Stop the
killing. Now.
End Notes

iFeig, Konnilyn G. 1979. Hitler's Death Camps: The Sanity o f Madness. New
York: Holmes & Meier Publishers, p. 444.
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Chapter Four:

What is "Gun Control"?
The term "gun control" does not have a clear definition. To dis
cuss things or ideas, such as neutrons or negligence, we could first
define them by consulting dictionaries and encyclopedias. "Gun con
trol" is not definable because it is a "buzz word" or slogan.
When people discuss im portant ideas by using slogans, the
meaning drains out of their conversation. Imagine asking a per
son, "do you favor gun control?" If the person answers "yes," then
w hat exactly does th a t person actually favor? If th e person
answers "no," th en w hat does th a t person actually oppose? You
ju st do not know w ithout asking more specific questions.
"Gun control" is a slogan, and it is loaded. It carries certain
unspoken ideas and emotions w ithin it. For starters, the term
focuses a tte n tio n on th e "gun", not on hum an beings. It also
implies th a t guns ought to be controlled.
The word "gun" itself is one of those gut-level Anglo-Saxon
rooted words th a t drive their meanings straight into the mind of
th e listener. But like so many of the three- and four-letter AngloSaxon rooted words, such as "back" and "life" and "dog," th e word
"gun" has a series of both distinct and overlapping meanings, and
those meanings conjure various m ental images.
Add the word "control" and w hat do you have? The term "gun
control" suggests the action of "controlling", but there are no
details. Who or w hat does th e "controlling?" How does one actual
ly perform "gun control"? The term leaves th e listener clueless —
and th a t gives th e term propaganda power.
By using th e term "gun control," people unconsciously accept
(1) th a t "guns" can be "controlled", (2) th a t the controlling can

1
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occur w ithout costs or side-effects, and (3) th a t once installed, a
system of "gun control" operates constantly w ith little additional
effort required. With "gun control," things will be "under control."
The term "gun control" does not contain th e seeds of doubt;
it suggests a problem solved once and for all. The term does not
describe anything about who would control or how the control
would be done. It does not even lim it itself to any type of "gun."

Minds Numbed by Newspeak
"Gun control" is Newspeak. In th e appendix to his novel 1984,
George Orwell described Newspeak, th e language of the book's
totalitarian socialist world. Newspeak was designed "to provide a
medium of expression for the world-view and m ental habits" of the
ruling class, and "to make all other modes of thought impossible."1
Newspeak category "B" words "consisted of words which had
been deliberately constructed for political purposes: words th a t
not only had in every case a political im plication, but were in te n d 
ed to impose a desirable m ental attitu d e upon the person using
them ."2 These Newspeak words were difficult to translate into
ordinary English because they "were a sort of verbal shorthand,
often packing whole ranges of ideas into a few syllables."3 These
"B words" were always compound words, a noun-verb combination
welded together and easy to pronounce.4
The term "gun control", although still a two-word phrase, fits
Orwell's definition of Newspeak "B words": Noun-verb, easy to pro
nounce, implying a wide range of concepts, molded to fit a distinct
world-view, and crafted to minimize questions about it.

Snappy Slogan - Disarming Details
So there is no single clear definition of "gun control." Rather,
the term serves as the advertising slogan for ideas and government
policies th a t affect people who own or use firearms. "Gun control"
ideas can be implem ented as government "gun control" policies.
Table 4A describes many of these government policies:
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Table 4A: What "Gun Control" Means
Government "gun control" policy

Effect / Implementation

Gun Registration

Collect information about firearms and owners.

Gun Licensing

Collect information about firearms and owners;
give permission for ownership and use of
firearms.

Taxes & Fees on guns /
ammunition
Waiting Periods for gun sales

Increase costs of legal transactions
and use of firearms.
Delay legal transactions in firearms; impose
financial costs on dealers.

Limits on number of

Delay legal transactions in firearms;

gun purchases

impose financial costs on dealers.

Restrictions on possession or
sales of certain types of guns
Restrictions on possession of
certain types of ammunition
Restrictions on who can own
or possess a gun
Restrictions on carrying
concealed weapons
Permit system s for carrying
concealed weapons

Make it unlawful for citizens to have
or use certain firearms.
Make it unlawful for citizens to have
or use certain types of ammunition.
Deny the right of armed self-defense
to certain classes of people.
Deny the right of armed self-defense
to certain classes of people.
Collect data about firearms owners
and firearms; impose financial costs and
delays on individuals seeking a permit; deny
the right of armed self-defense to certain class
es of people or certain individuals.

Background Checks on gun
buyers

Collect data about firearms buyers;
detect when a prohibited person attempts to
buy a firearm; delay lawful transactions in
firearms; inhibit sales of firearms to prohibited
persons.

“Gun Free Zones”

Impose legal penalties on citizens who possess
a firearm in specified locations or within a cer
tain distance of certain kinds of locations; deter
citizens from transporting or carrying firearms.

Mandatory “safe storage” laws

Create barriers to rapid retrieval and use of
firearms in emergencies.

Lim its on magazine / clip

Lim its function of firearm.

ammunition capacity
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Each one of th e "gun control" laws listed above in Table 4A
tend to discourage law-abiding citizens from owning, practicing
and using firearms. How? By making it
•

more difficult or inconvenient

•

more expensive

•

more embarrassing or hum iliating

•

more legally risky

for private citizens lawfully to own and use firearms.
Every type of "gun control" law discourages private firearms
ownership in one or more of these four ways. It is undeniably true
th a t whenever the cost of some activity goes up, all other things
being equal, the number of people doing the activity tends to go
down. So "gun control" tends to decrease the number of law-abiding people who own and use firearms. Table 4B shows how each
type of "gun control" policy impacts the citizens.
Raising the costs of firearms ownership does not much affect
criminals and others for whom having a gun is a high priority even
if it is illegal. In Japan where private possession of handguns is
outlawed, organized criminals im port the guns they need or have
them fabricated in the underground m arket.5 After England enact
ed a ban on private possession of handguns, the underground m ar
ket in unlawfully im ported firearms is thriving; criminals get all
th e guns they w ant.6 In an interview w ith a CBS-TV reporter, an
American convicted criminal explained how he had rented a gun
for "$150 ju st for this particular job... The more money you make
on a job, th e more you pay for this pistol."7 Guns are tools of the
trade for criminals, so th e cost of th e gun (including the risk of
being caught and punished) is factored in as a business expense.

Disarming By Paper Chase
When pressed hard, advocates will admit th a t "gun con
trol" schemes are designed to discourage private firearms own
ership — and thereby disarm the citizens. Way back in 1965,
Leonard E. Reisman, th en Deputy Commissioner of the New
York City Police Department, frankly adm itted this purpose of
th e harsh New York "gun control" laws when he testified
before the House Ways and Means Committee:
Senator Thompson: Commissioner, if a householder in
12
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New York wanted a pistol to keep in th e house for protection
of his home, how much trouble would it be for him to get it,
or could he get it?
Mr. Reisman: He could get it. It would be a fair am ount
of trouble for him to get it. He would have to make applica
tion, be fingerprinted, have persons vouch for his good char
acter, and his house, his premises, would be checked to see if
they are reasonably secure for the possession of such
weapons. We do issue some. We do not issue many.
Senator Thompson: You, in other words, discourage the
ownership of a pistol under any conditions?
Mr. Reisman: Yes, we do.8

Table 4B: Effects of "Gun Control" Policies
on Private Firearms Ownership
Government "gun control" policy Discourages Firearms Ownership by
Gun Registration / Licensing

Increased cost, inconvenience, hum iliation,
risk of penalties or crim inal prosecution for
paperw ork violations.

Taxes & Fees on guns /
am m unition
W aiting Period s for gun sales

Increased c o sts of lawful gun
transactions and use of firearm s.
Impaired self-defense, hum iliation, dealers’
c o sts of storage and risk of penalties or prose
cution for paperwork violations.

Lim its on num ber of

Inconvenience and hum iliation.

gun purchases
R estrictions on po ssession or

Inconvenience, hum iliation, legal risk

sales of certain types of guns

in innocent purchase or inheritance of

and am m unition

firearm s w ithout know ledge of the law.

R estrictions on w ho can own
or p o sse ss a gun

Inconvenience, hum iliation, risk of
penalties or prosecution for innocent use or
p ossession of firearm s by accident or for
defense (or for allow ing a restricted person
access to a firearm, even if no one is hurt).

R estrictions on carrying con

Inconvenience, expense, hum iliation,

cealed weapons; permit

risk of penalties or prosecution for

requirem ents for

carrying firearm s for im m ediate self

concealed carry.

defense.
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Table 4B: (continued)
Effects of "Gun Control" Policies
on Private Firearms Ownership
Government "gun control" policy Discourages Firearms Ownership by
B ackground Checks on

Inconvenience, em barrassm ent or

gun buyers

hum iliation, particularly if the background check
incorrectly flags buyer as prohibited from buy
ing firearm s.
Impaired self-defense, em barrassm ent or hum ili

“Gun Free Zones”

ation, legal risk of penalties or prosecution for
accidentally possessing a firearm within a zone
without knowledge of the zone or the law.
M andatory “safe storage” laws

Inconvenience, expense, risk of penalties or
prosecution for violation that harm s no one.

Lim its on magazine / clip

Impaired self-defense, risk of penalties

am m unition capacity

or prosecution for violations that harm no one.

Psyching Out the Victims
As listed above, "gun control" laws work in four main ways to
discourage firearms ownership and th e culture of self-defense:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

increase
increase
increase
increase

the
th e
the
the

difficulty,
financial cost,
psychic cost (embarrass or hum iliate), and
legal risk.

Least understood among these four ways is the psychic cost.
Most people won't admit it when something embarrasses them . If
a person feels uncomfortable being pushed into singing at a
karaoke bar, or gets too much a tte n tio n when he or she slips on a
banana peel, or feels scorned by a practical joke, th a t person like
ly won't walk around telling people about feeling embarrassed or
hum iliated. Instead, and quite silently, th a t person will work over
tim e to avoid getting into th a t situation again.
There is an expression: "fool me once, shame on you; fool me
twice, shame on me." It captures the idea th a t a person expects to
feel personally responsible for being embarrassed — at least when
th a t person knows how to avoid the embarrassing situation.
Many "gun control" laws and policies operate to raise the
14
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psychic cost of firearms ownership. There are six main ways to
raise psychic cost:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Raise interpersonal tension
Create an awkward scene
Force the need to beg or apologize
Draw unwanted public atten tio n
Construct an unfavorable stereotype
Reduce to a cliche

Raise the cost of a product, and fewer people will buy it. Raise
the psychic cost of an activity — make it less easy or pleasant —
and fewer people will do it. That is an elem entary fact of hum an
action.9 If the psychic costs of firearms ownership are raised, fewer
people will own firearms. The "gun control" strategy to raise psy
chic costs is perhaps the most dangerous because it is unspoken
by its advocates, and never adm itted by its victims.
How do "gun control" laws and policies raise psychic costs in
these six ways? Table 4C summarizes the cost-raising effects of
several common "gun control" laws.
"Gun control" ideas and policies, even if they fall short of
being actual laws, work to instill a culture of civilian disarmament.
For example, after several highly-publicized cases of students
killing fellow students in schools, some school districts devised
"zero tolerance" policies against guns. It makes sense to forbid
children from carrying firearms unless they are authorized to do
so, b ut these "zero tolerance" policies have been enforced to
embarrass and hum iliate students who even th in k about a gun.
The Wall Street Journal has created an archive containing
dozens of "zero tolerance" cases from all across the n a tio n .10
Consider these examples:
Sayreville, New Jersey: School authorities suspended four
kindergarten students for "frightening other pupils by using their
fingers as guns in a game of cops and robbers." All four boys, aged
5 and 6, received a three day suspension because they pointed
their fingers a t people and shouted words like "bang." One boy
said "I have a bazooka and I'm going to shoot you."11
Pacoima, California: When a substitute teacher looked into a

student's book bag and saw pictures showing a firearms practice
session, the teacher confiscated the photos and reported the boy
15
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to the school principal. The boy, aged 9, was sent to the principal's
office where th e school nurse questioned him about th e pictures.
The principal's secretary telephoned the boy's m other and th re a t
ened to call th e police unless the m other came to the school at
once. The school adm inistrators proposed to suspend the boy, but
the Los Angeles Unified School District officials overruled the sus
pension and eventually returned th e photos to the boy's home.
What did the photos show? Scenes from a session a t the shoot
ing range, where the boy and his brother were learning firearms
skills from their aunt, a certified police weapons instructor.12
Green Bay, Wisconsin: A third grader was suspended from

school because he had a key chain w ith a small replica of a gun.13
Atlanta, Georgia: School adm inistrators suspended an 11-

year-old girl from school because a chain attached to a "Tweety
Bird" wallet was too long and m ight be used as a w eapon.14
Holland, Michigan: Officials at Harbor Lights Middle School
flagged an academically-advanced 12-year-old boy as potentially
dangerous because of comments he made during a classroom dis
cussion. The boy had offered his opinion th a t he would feel safer
in school if some of the adults a t the school were trained and
allowed to carry firearms. School officials flagged the boy as a
potential violence risk and referred him and his parents to the
school's "Hazard and Risk Assessment Team." The boy had previ
ously stood out from the crowd by strongly favoring First and
Second Amendment rights. He had refused to sign a "vow of peace"
which called for students to renounce th e right to self-defense and
to never use a firearm or other weapon. He had also violated the
school's "zero tolerance" violence policy by fighting in self-defense
against three schoolyard attackers.15
Jonesboro, Arkansas: An 8-year-old boy was disciplined by

his elem entary school principal for "pointing a breaded chicken
finger a t a teacher and saying, 'Pow, pow, pow.'" The boy's conduct
violated th e "zero tolerance" policy against weapons, so he was
suspended for three days. The principal defended th e punishm ent
for th e boy's th re a t of violence: "[It] depends on the tone, the
demeanor, and in some m anner you judge the in ten t. It's not the
object in th e hand, it's the thought in the mind. Is a plastic fork
worse th a n a m etal fork? Is a pencil a weapon?"16
Irvington, New Jersey: "Two second-graders playing cops and
16

What Is "Cun Control"?

robbers with a paper gun were charged with making terrorist
threats." According to the Washington Post story, each boy had
pointed the same paper gun at classmates and said, "I'm going to
kill you all." Under the school district's "zero tolerance" policy, the
two boys were suspended and the police notified. The boys' parents
said th a t the m atter should have been handled by the school prin
cipal, but police charged both boys with the crime.17
These examples show how a "zero tolerance" policy can be
turned to embarrass, hum iliate and punish people for any thought
about or contact w ith anything th a t even suggests a weapon. Are
the school officials overreacting and irrational? No — they are car
rying out the policy to the letter.
In those cases where the children pretended to threaten vio
lence, it was the mock gun th a t triggered the serious punishm ent
— not the suggestion of killing. That these school officials ignored
the h int of violence is no surprise, given the numbers of assaults
and murders th a t are daily played out on television and in movies.
The purpose of the "zero tolerance" policy becomes clear by its
im plem entation: to make public examples by punishing a few chil
dren, so th a t everyone learns to avoid and hate weapons of any
type, regardless of their potentially lifesaving uses.
We know th e "zero tolerance" policies have an anti-gun propa
ganda purpose precisely because they are "zero tolerance." A poli
cy designed to promote nonviolence would not be "zero tolerance."
A good nonviolence policy would provide exceptions for:
• righteous self-defense
• lack of wrongful in ten t
• high improbability of injury based on type or condition of
"weapon"
• freedom of speech and expression
The "zero tolerance" anti-weapons policies do more th an pun
ish the occasional student. They teach youngsters th a t it is prop
er for governm ent to make laws to punish innocent conduct.

"Sensible" Gun LawPis
A teacher in Manassas, Virginia, obtained a state-issued per
mit to carry a concealed weapon, and did carry her sidearm for
protection at night. On March 6, 2000, she accidentally and
unknowingly brought the loaded sidearm onto school property
17
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in her closed purse. Another teacher came upon the purse left
unattended, opened it, and discovered the gun.
Nobody had been endangered and the dedicated teacher had
no history of violence whatsoever. Nevertheless, she was
charged and convicted of the felony crime of bringing a loaded
handgun onto school property. It didn't m atter th a t it was an
accident. It didn't m atter th a t she had no criminal intent.
The jury recommended a 12 month prison term with a
$2,500 fine. The judge suspended the prison term and reduced
the fine slightly. The teacher lost her job, probably perm anent
ly.
Virginia's "sensible" gun law snared this teacher for a mis
take th a t hurt nobody. The same law would never stop a school
attacker — but the armed teacher could stop th a t attacker.
The anti-self-defense ("gun control") lobby did not protest
this senselessly severe application of th a t "sensible" law. Do
those lobbyists actually prefer schools full of unarmed potential
victims? Are innocent teachers the real targets of their laws?

Punishment as Persecution
Punishing innocent conduct means the destruction of funda
m ental rights. For centuries the Common Law of England, im port
ed and sustained in America, declared th a t there could be no crime
w ithout in te n t.19 In modern times th a t principle has been w hittled
away. Time and again judges lately have held th a t society can pun
ish a person for a "crime," when th a t the person had no evil or
criminal in te n t and did not know the conduct was unlaw ful.20 The
schools' "zero tolerance" policies transm it this unjust notion to
the very young.
School rules and schoolyard behavior powerfully affect the
minds of children. Where those rules and behavior reflect natio n 
al policy, th e results can be horrifying. When the National Socialist
Workers Party (Nazis) took over Germany in 1933, they began a
policy of identifying Jews as filthy and dangerous to society.
During th e same pre-World War II period, anti-Jew ish policy
extended to ostracize Jewish pupils in elem entary grades.21 The
policy aimed to embarrass and hum iliate Jewish children, as part
18
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of a larger plan to expel them from m ainstream society.
The policy worked, as Richard L. Miller has reported:
• When a Jewish boy returned to school after a period of being
out sick, he was surprised by a new ritual. At the beginning of
class, the teacher shouted, "Heil Hitler!" and the class echoed the
shout. The teacher smilingly informed the boy:"The Jewish boys
are excused from giving the Hitler salute."22
• One Jewish girl felt "awkward and embarrassed" each m orn
ing when she had to remain seated and quiet while Aryan pupils
began th e day by standing w ith the patriotic shout, "Heil
Hitler! "23
• One Jewish boy who wanted to play in sports "was forced to
stand before th e class and repeat aloud, 'I don't want to play.'"24
• In 1935 th e Bavarian Education Authority decreed: "NonAryan pupils, w hether boys or girls, must not be taken on school
outings. During the break period of their own class they must
attend lessons in some other class selected by th e headm aster."25
• During games played in kindergarten, each pupil would be
given some anim al to play. Frequently Jewish children had to play
pigs. After being made a pig day after day, one six-year-old Jewish
girl refused to go to the school any more.26

Laws That Serve the State
What is the purpose of law? Does th e law provide a framework
of neutral rules, known in advance, th a t keep the peace among
individuals by punishing aggression and fraud? Or does th e law
exist to protect the state, and to serve the state by "educating"
th e people about how to act?
In a nation comprised of free individuals, th e law provides the
neutral rules. Friedrich Hayek described th a t system as liberty
under th e rule of law: "Within the known rules of th e game the
individual is free to pursue his personal ends and desires, certain
th a t the powers of governm ent will not be used deliberately to
frustrate his efforts."27 The legal system builds a framework to pro
tec t individuals in their pursuit of happiness.
In a totalitarian or police state, the law protects the state. The
law "educates" the citizenry by allowing judges to punish people
for acts which deserve punishm ent. The law forms the foundation
19
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Table 4C:
Psychological Costs of "Gun Control" Strategy
"Cun Control"

Psychological

Law

Cost Event

Typical Scenes / Comments

Gun
registration/

interpersonal tension

“You don’t have the right docum ents.”

awkward scene

“This ID is expired”

licensing

need to beg or apologize

“ Is this a photo of y o u ? ”
“We can’t accept this form of ID”

unwanted public
attention
unfavorable stereotype
cliche
fear of governm ent
intrusion

“You have to prove your citizenship”
“Seem s to be a problem with your background
check”
“ Police need to know exactly w ho has g u n s”
“ Need to be able to trace crim e guns to their
ow ners”
“ Sir, y o u ’ll have to show your license or w e’ll
have to confiscate all the gun s”

W aiting

interpersonal tension

“Sorry, y o u ’ll have to leave it here”

period/ one

awkward scene

“We can’t let you walk out of here with it now”

gun per

unwanted public
attention
unfavorable stereotype

“You have to com e back next M onday”
“Y o u ’ll just have to reschedule your hunting
trip, 1 can’t let you have the gun today”

cliche

“Otherwise, people will am ass huge arsenals”

R estrictions

interpersonal tension

on open carry

awkward scene
need to beg or apologize

“Sir, can you show me your identification?”
“ Honest, officer, 1 w as just bringing it home

month

of firearm s

unwanted public
attention

from the range”
“Hey, you’re scaring my kids by carrying that
gun around”

Federal bans
of selected

need to beg or apologize
unfavorable stereotype

“Only a real nut thinks he needs that kind of

types of

cliche

“ It’s the crim in a ls’ gun of ch o ice ”

gun”
“What, you gonna hunt ducks with an assault
rifle ?”

firearm s and
magazine

“Too m uch firepow er for sporting or selfdefense”
“They’ re only good fo r killing people”
“ Gun Free

fear fo r safety

Z o n e s”

need to beg or apologize
unwanted public
attention
unfavorable stereotype
cliche

“Yes, 1 have a felony conviction — for having
an unloaded gun in my trunk”
“Sorry, you can’t get this job because of your
crim inal record”
“ Keep dangerous w eapons away from our
k id s”
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for finding guilt and sets th e lower limits of punishm ent. Judges
are encouraged to show their dedication to the state by punishing
as much anti-social behavior as possible, and by showing no mercy.
Nazi laws and policies followed the service-to-state model. The
legal philosophy was "no crime w ithout punishm ent." S tatutes in
the 1935 Nazi criminal code put the philosophy into black and
white. Article 2 of th a t code required prosecutors and judges to
look for ways to punish people, even when there was no specific
law violation:
Whoever commits an act which the law declares as pun
ishable or which deserves punishm ent according to the
fundam ental idea of a penal law or the sound sentim ent
of the people, shall be punished. If no specific penal law
can be directly applied to the act, it shall be punished
according to the law whose underlying principle can be
most readily applied to the act.28
When th e law aims to serve the state and educate the people,
th en officials can do almost anything th a t could be viewed as pro
moting the public good. An official or judge would be violating his
civic duty if he were lenient or imposed lesser penalties upon
wrongdoers th an called for by law.29
When school officials exert themselves to sternly punish grade
schoolers for having pictures of guns or pretending to "shoot" a
chicken strip, these officials follow the pattern of Nazi law. Taking
these seemingly ridiculous, extreme interpretations of the "zero
tolerance" policies shows an in te n t to "educate" children to serve
the will of people in authority. Punishing people as though they
were criminals, when there is no evidence of criminal intent, runs
contrary to justice in a free society. These "zero tolerance" policy
attitudes have no place in the educational system of a nation of lim
ited government, neutral laws and individual rights.
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Chapter Five:

The Genocide Formula
This book shows the Genocide Formula in action in several coun
tries around the world.1 Simply stated, the formula is:
Hatred + Government + Disarmed Civilians = Genocide

Each term in the formula has a specific meaning:
Hatred:

Fear, loathing, disgust, or malicious disre
gard for the life and well-being of a human
being. The state of mind th a t would order,
encourage or perm it th e in ten tio n al
killing of innocent people.

Hatred appears in many forms. It can be racism: the belief th a t
one's race is superior to another, to the point th a t members of the
inferior race can be degraded, victimized and killed. It can be ide
ology, as with Marxism and Communism: the belief th a t members of
an economic class are parasites or traitors, and thus must be elimi
nated. It can be a doctrine of aggression: the demonization of des
ignated enemies to make it acceptable, easy, routine, even "fun" to
kill them . It can be personal resentm ent and desire for revenge. It
can be the extreme desire for wealth and power th a t will tolerate no
resistance.
Government:

An organization th a t considers itself
morally authorized to impose force and
violence against persons in the name of
religion or the greater good of the nation,
race or humanity. The social apparatus
th a t possesses the means to compel and
coerce persons over whom it claims to rule.
25
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Government includes popularly elected leaders, hereditary kings
and princes, military regimes, and those regimes established by
invasion, conquest or rebellion. For the Genocide Formula, the key
factors of Government are: the mechanisms to set goals, make rules
and determine programs for people to live under and carry out, com
bined with the physical power to force those people to comply (or
die). Thus, the term Government does not refer so much to a writ
ten system of laws and organization, as it refers to using Power to
achieve chosen goals for society. Government exerts its Power via
individuals and groups obeying orders or following expectations,
typically military, police, judicial and other agencies selected by
Government leaders.
Disarmed Civilians: Persons over whom Government exercises

Power, but who are not considered or act
ing as part of the Government, and who
have no lawful or no physical way to
obtain self-defense weapons such as
firearms (pistols, rifles, shotguns, etc.)
These are persons whose chief defense
against aggression is using hand combat,
wielding small knives or sticks, or running
away.
The difference between a Disarmed Civilian and an unarmed per
son is not large. The term Disarmed Civilian refers to a person who,
except for government law, cultural norms or other social pressures,
would have been free to possess firearms and other substantial
defense tools. The unarmed person is simply that: a person who does
not have a defense tool (such as a firearm) at the time it is needed,
for whatever reason.
Genocide:

Causing the destruction of any group of
people identifiable by their national, e th 
nic, racial, religious, regional or economic
background, whether by direct or indirect
means.

The term "genocide" typically refers to a plan and practice of
killing members of certain identifiable groups, such as when the
Nazis tried to exterm inate the Jews, or the Turkish government tried
to exterm inate the Armenians. In this book, Genocide refers to such
26
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group exterm ination, but it also includes the killing of people to
achieve political or economic goals, even if those people do not
neatly fit into a target group.2 The killings might be done by gov
ernments in place or by outside groups either advancing the cause
of the government or seeking to become the government. In place
of "genocide" we would happily use the word coined by Professor R.
J. Rummel, "democide," except th a t as yet most Americans do not
know or use th a t term .3

Government & Power
Ludwig von Mises, the Austrian economist, concisely explained
it: "State or government is the social apparatus of compulsion and
coercion."4 Thomas Paine, senior commando in the Idea campaign of
the American Revolutionary War, saw danger built into the very
essence of any such social apparatus, declaring "government, even
in its best state, is but a necessary evil; in its worst state, an intol
erable one."5 James Bovard, nationally recognized author and
columnist, pithily observed th at, "Government is ourselves —
armed with clubs."6
Professor Rummel concisely states the connection between
Government and Power: "The more power a government has, the
more it can act arbitrarily according to the whims and desires of the
elite, and the more it will make war on others and murder its for
eign and domestic subjects."7 Professor Rummel's work, Death by
Government, proves his point beyond dispute.
Perhaps the most famous phrasing of the point is Lord Acton's
dictum: "Power corrupts; absolute Power corrupts absolutely."8
Powerful Government stands guilty of the most heinous destruc
tion of 169,000,000 innocents in the 20th Century.9 This fact proves
th a t the citizens, the people, even if they initially vote for a gov
ernm ent, cannot always control it. Certainly the people lack direct
control when the government obtains power by rebellion, coup d'e
tat, or conquest. The people might not be able to directly control
the formation of Hatred and Government.
But the people can control the third element of the Genocide
Formula. The people can retain the ability to stop governments th a t
tu rn tyrannical or evil. The people keep their authority over gov
ernm ent by remaining armed.
It didn't take the 20th Century experience to teach this lesson.
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The American Founders knew it well from earlier world history. As
ju st one example, Noah Webster, an influential Federalist who
argued for the adoption of the U.S. Constitution, explained how
government can oppress only when it can overwhelm the people:
Another source of power in government is a military
force. But this, to be efficient, must be superior to any
force th a t exists among the people, or which they can
command; for otherwise this force would be annihilated,
on the first exercise of acts of oppression.
For oppression to prevail, disarmed civilians are needed, as
Webster continued:
Before a standing army can rule, the people must be dis
armed; as they are in almost every kingdom in Europe.
The supreme power in America cannot enforce unjust
laws by the sword; because the whole body of the people
are armed, and constitute a force superior to any band of
regular troops th a t can be, on any pretense, raised in the
United States.
By design of the Constitution, an armed civilian population
stops tyranny in America, as Webster concluded:
A military force, at the command of Congress, can exe
cute no laws, but such as the people perceive to be just
and constitutional; for they will possess the power, and
jealously will instantly inspire the inclination, to resist
the execution of a law which appears to them unjust and
oppressive.10
What the Founders like Noah Webster knew, so also have mod
ern Americans, such as Hubert H. Humphrey, long-time U.S. Senator
from Minnesota, Vice-President under President Lyndon Johnson,
and 1968 Democratic candidate for President. Mr. Humphrey wrote
in 1960:
Certainly one of the chief guarantees of freedom under
any government, no m atter how popular and respected is
the right of the citizen to keep and bear arms. This is not
to say th a t firearms should not be very carefully used and
th a t definite rules of precaution should not be taught
and enforced. But the right of the citizen to bear arms is
ju st one more safeguard against a tyranny which now
appears remote in America, but which historically has
proved to be always possible.11
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For an Armed Citizenry: John F. Kennedy
While running for president in 1960, then-Senator John F.
Kennedy gave an interview to Guns magazine about his position
on the right to keep and bear arms as set forth in the Second
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. Mr. Kennedy, who himself
owned and enjoyed shooting high-powered rifles and shotguns,
spoke about the relevance of the Second Amendment to America
in the nuclear age:
By calling attention to a well-regulated militia for the
security of the Nation, and the right of each citizen to
keep and bear arms, our Founding Fathers recognized
the essentially civilian nature of our economy. Although
it is extremely unlikely th a t the fears of governmental
tyranny, which gave rise to the second amendment, will
ever be a major danger to our Nation, the amendment
still remains an im portant declaration of our basic military-civilian relationships, in which every citizen must
be ready to participate in the defense of his country. For
th a t reason I believe the second amendment will always
be im portant.12
Mr. Kennedy thus recognized th e im portance of an armed
citizenry, b o th as a check on governm ental tyranny and as a
vital com ponent of national defense. On th e occasion of
Patriots Day, March 20, 1961, President Kennedy accepted
w ith appreciation a Life Membership in the National Rifle
Association.13

The "Gun Control" - Genocide Connection
How does "gun control" relate to genocide? As explained in
this book, "gun control" schemes try to make it unpopular and
th en relatively rare for private citizens to own and use firearms.
Anti-gun laws make it more costly and risky to have guns. A nti
gun rhetoric weakens the spirit of people to be armed.
Licensing, registration and safety-inspection laws do more
th an discourage firearms ownership. By enforcing these laws the
governm ent creates a list of people who could possibly resist
tyranny and oppression. As shown in this book, evil governments
use such lists to locate, disarm, and elim inate firearms owners
from th e population.
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When the firearms are confiscated and the defense-minded peo
ple gone, only the defenseless unarmed people remain. The third
element of the Genocide Formula — the only one th a t the people
can directly control — is in place.14
Bottom Line: Preventing genocide is the duty of the people;
only armed people can do it.
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Chapter Six:

Cambodia
Out of Cambodia's 1970 population of about 7,100,000, gov
ernm ents and those seeking control of government power mur
dered 2,035,000 men, women and children.1
Over one quarter of the population — 29% — every fourth
individual — killed in the span of 1970 to 1980. The Genocide
Formula a t work. The common factor: victims who had no means
to resist.

Brief History of "Gun Control" in Cambodia
Although Cambodia had existed as a kingdom for centuries,
France effectively ruled the land as a protectorate from 1864 until
withdrawing in 1954. Anti-colonial agitation and violence shook
Southeast Asia in the 1920's and 1930's, and in the 1930's
Cambodia suffered from bands of criminals robbing and terrorizing
villages all over the nation.
Likely designed to combat th e banditry and to deter armed
uprisings against the colonial government, a new "gun control"
law, Cambodian Royal Ordinance No. 55, was issued on March 28,
1938.2 Pre-existing laws had regulated the carrying of weapons
and air-rifles, but this new Ordinance established a more compre
hensive "gun control" scheme of licensing.
Cambodia's "modern" program of restrictions on firearms own
ership and possession thus began in 1938 and remained in force,
with supplem ents and amendments, u n til a t least 1970. The
Cambodian Penal Code retained the "gun control" laws after the
French left.
Most Cambodian people were poor and likely not able to afford
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many firearms. Those who could have afforded firearms were dis
couraged from doing so by the "gun control" laws. Combining these
facts with th e people's generally Buddhist beliefs in nonviolence,
the result was a population of defenseless civilians, unfamiliar with
the defensive tools necessary to deter or resist armed aggression.
Even were the Cambodians inclined to band together to obtain
firearms for defense of a community rather th an individually, the
"gun control" laws made th a t nearly impossible. The licenses for
firearms had to be issued to individuals; sharing firearms would
subject the participants to criminal penalties. Table 6A summarizes
the "gun control" laws of Cambodia.
The Khmer Rouge apparently enacted no laws (except their ini
tial constitution) and had little use for legal processes and paper
work.3 Thus, the Khmer Rouge "gun control" program was
essentially a firearms confiscation program. People who were forced
out of cities were typically searched for weapons and foreign cur
rency.4 Khmer Rouge troops th a t came into villages were known to
have conducted house-to-house searches for weapons.5
Given th a t there was a civil war between 1970 and 1975,
firearms were available illegally from military and rebel sources.
Apparently, few non-partisan Cambodians (regular citizens)
obtained firearms. Thus they were mostly defenseless against any
armed aggressors, large or small.

Massacres I: Norodom Sihanouk Regime
Between 1967 and 1979, three killer governments came to
power and inflicted death on the Cambodian people. The first and
least deadly arose during the period from 1967 to 1970 when for
mer Prince Norodom Sihanouk ruled. A powerful ruler who had
been crowned King in 1941, Sihanouk gave up the throne in 1955
to be more directly active in implementing his vision as Premier.
Sihanouk ruled w ith "a light authoritarian hand" and was
immensely popular with the Cambodian people.6
When there was protest or rebellion, however, Sihanouk
responded harshly. When the Sihanouk government in 1966 took
private land in Battambang province w ithout paying compensation,
local villagers were outraged. In 1967, the government deployed
troops to collect taxes from the people in the region, and villagers
attacked and killed two soldiers in a detachm ent.
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The government responded by sending in paratroopers and
national police. To pacify the region, soldiers employed maximum
force and were promised bounties for each severed head they sent
to headquarters.7 By June, 1967, 4,000 people had left the
Battambang province, yet the government repression grew more
brutal. Villages were bombed, strafed, and in several cases, totally
destroyed. Sometimes the army would surround a town and mas
sacre all the inhabitants. Heads of victims were sent by truckload
to headquarters.8
Unrest spread to other provinces. Fifty villages were burned,
villagers clubbed to death and beheaded. Thousands of people,
including many teachers and students, fled into the forests to
escape the killings.
Meanwhile, rebellions arose in other areas. Sihanouk blamed
communists and foreign agents for instigating the uprisings, and
launched a hunt for suspected communists. Provincial officials
were ordered to kill peasants who were guilty of living in areas
th a t harbored communists. Sihanouk ordered 40 school teachers to
be throw n off a cliff because of suspected anti-governm ent activi
ty. Prisoners from com m unist-influenced regions had their guts
cut open and were tied to trees to die slowly in agony. Rebel vil
lages were destroyed, their inhabitants wiped o u t.9
A low estim ate of outright killings of civilians by the Sihanouk
regime places the number at about 12,000 dead.10 That was ju st
the beginning.

Massacres II: Lon Nol Regime
As political tensions increased and economic conditions wors
ened, Prince Sihanouk increasingly lost support. Not surprisingly,
while Sihanouk was abroad, Premier and Chief General Lon Nol,
backed by the Acting Prime Minister, took over the government by
force in April, 1970. Under m ilitary guard, the Cambodian National
Assembly voted unanim ously to unseat the prince. Lon Nol became
prime minister, head of state, and commander in chief.
Lon Nol sported a history of ugly violence. As an army gen
eral, he had commanded th e troops who had so mercilessly put
down rebellions in 1967-1968 (see above). In earlier operations,
Lon Nol's troops reportedly had typically moved into villages,
killed all th e adult men and women, and th en held stren g th con
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tests in which soldiers would grasp babies by th e legs and pull
them a p a rt.11
Although he professed to be pro-American and anti-com m u
nist, Lon Nol also was fiercely racist. Dedicated to rebuilding the
Khmer people as an ethnic group, Lon Nol's regime targeted and
murdered in cold blood Catholics and ethnic Vietnamese. The
genocide count under Lon Nol came to about 15,000 dead.12
Com m unist
N orth
V ietnam ese,
n a tiv e
com m unist
Cambodians (Khmer Rouge), and forces still loyal to Prince
Sihanouk, joined forces for a tim e to drive Lon Nol out. The antiLon Nol fighters exacted retrib u tio n , invading towns and killing
people suspected of supporting th e Lon Nol coup.13 The m ega
murder was about to begin.

Megamurderers: The Khmer Rouge
The Khmer Rouge ("Red Khmers") were the Cambodian
Communists. Pol Pot had headed the Khmer Rouge since 1962.14
Pol Pot and the communist Khmer Rouge, betw een 1975 and 1979,
murdered Cambodian citizens at an annual rate eight times
that of Nazi Germany. The Khmer Rouge wiped out about one-

third of the nation's population in four years.
Before they toppled Lon Nol in April, 1975, the Khmer Rouge
had linked w ith th e Vietnamese communists and elements of
Prince Sihanouk's supporters. Once th e Lon Nol regime was weak
ened and on the defensive, the Khmer Rouge built itself up by
recruitm ent and training.15 By 1973, the Khmer Rouge had virtu 
ally disconnected from the other groups, and had purged (by
killing) from their organization and troops anyone who had been
trained in Hanoi or had served w ith Vietnamese communists or
who held "incorrect" beliefs. Whole families, whom the Khmer
Rouge believed had sheltered communist Vietnamese troops, were
massacred.16
In regions where the Khmer Rouge obtained control, they lit
erally em ptied whole towns and cities, sending the people into the
countryside to live as farmers and peasants. Khmer Rouge cadres
outlawed all free speech, travel, and any expression of religion.
Money was elim inated, all farming was collectivized, and the
Khmer Rouge cadres had absolute command over the life and death
of every person. Typically, people worked from morning until after
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dark. The smallest violation of any rule resulted in death .17
Food shortages and hunger spread under this communist sys
tem . People who stole food to eat were executed; the others scram
bled to find banana leaves, roots and weeds to eat. Meanwhile, all
persons over age 16 were drafted into the Khmer Rouge; refusal
usually m eant death.
As the Khmer Rouge took over more territory, their methods
only became more brutal. For example, when the Khmer Rouge
occupied the former capital of Oudong, they forced the entire pop
ulation out into the jungle. They burned houses everywhere and
destroyed th e town. The Khmer Rouge split people into groups,
executed any uniformed Lon Nol troops on the spot, and killed all
the school teachers and government officials they could identify.18
The rule by terror under the Khmer Rouge, and the resulting
forced labor and starvation, caused thousands of Cambodians to
flee. The U.S. bombing campaign had destroyed many towns and
farming areas, driving even more people to leave. A large number
of th e refugees w ent to Phnom Penh, th e capital, and swelled its
population to more th an two m illion.19
After steadily surrounding and laying siege on the capital city
for years, a Khmer Rouge army of 68,000 troops captured Phnom
Penh in April, 1975. Almost immediately, the Khmer Rouge
ordered every person out of th e city. No exceptions.
Other cities in Cambodia were em ptied in th e same way at the
same time. Including the population of Phnom Penh, over
4,000,000 million people were ordered out of the nation's cities.
No exceptions. It did not m atter if the person was actually under
going surgery or having a baby, he or she had to leave at once.
The millions of defenseless civilians left, any way they could.
They drove, pedaled, or walked. Ill, crippled, sick, it did not m at
ter. A British journalist reported th a t he had personally watched
as the Khmer Rouge were
Tipping out patients [from the hospitals] like garbage in
the streets. ... Bandaged men and women hobble by the
embassy. Wives push wounded soldier husbands on hos
pital beds on wheels, some w ith serum drips still
attached. In five years of war, this is the greatest cara
van of hum an misery I have seen.20
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Fear of death made it happen. Any person among the masses
of refugees would be instantly killed if he failed to obey any order
of the Khmer Rouge regime and troops.21 The troops had the guns.
The citizens did not.
The huge masses of city dwellers were force marched, for days
or weeks, wearing only w hat they had on their backs. In short
order th e very young and old, the sick, injured and infirm, died on
the roads and trails. The people had brought very little food or
water, because they had no tim e to prepare and because th e Khmer
Rouge had said th e evacuation of the cities would be tem porary.22
Pol Pot later adm itted th a t th e massive evacuation of the cities
was part of a plan, not a spur-of-the-m om ent security precaution.
Along the evacuation routes there were troops at checkpoints
already established. The underlying objective was to destroy the
old order of things and rebuild Cambodia by placing everyone who
survived in a collectivized forced-labor farm.23
To destroy the old order, however, required destroying as many
educated people as m ight pose any th re a t whatsoever. That m eant
any person who was "rich," all college students, teachers, police
officers, and former government officials. Doctors, lawyers, anyone
who could speak English or French, anyone w ith an education over
th e seventh grade, anyone who wore glasses. These all were to r
tured and either killed outright or worked to d eath .24
Rebuilding Cambodia m eant operating a nation-sized concen
tration camp, divided into sections and run w ith maximum cruel
ty. There were no personal rights, no freedoms of any sort, no
religions perm itted, no courts, judges or laws. Nobody could
receive mail, telephone calls, skilled medical care, books, periodi
cals or any schooling. Everyone ate in groups, nobody could grow,
raise, cook or eat food privately. Nobody could use their personal
names, and there were no holidays. There was no sexual freedom,
no private conversation, no independent family life.25
Everyone over age 5 had to work. Laughing or crying was pun
ishable, sometimes by death. Saying a kind word to a loved one
would result in interrogation, sometimes brutal torture. Showing
sadness at th e death of one's child would get a person killed on
the sp ot.26
The forced workday in communist Cambodia typically started
before dawn and sometimes extended late into the night.
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Exhausted and often starving, th e victims were mostly too weak to
resist or revolt. They also had no weapons; their captors were well
armed and ruthless.27
Terror and exterm ination were th e constant work of th e
Khmer Rouge. As th e com m unists extended and deepened th eir
control, th ey located suspected former m ilitary men, governm ent
officials, businessm en and religious leaders. These victims they
often viciously tortu red and th en m urdered, along w ith th eir
whole fam ilies.28
In one case, th e Khmer Rouge came to believe th a t th e people
of the small village of Kauk Lon were all former Lon Nol regime
employees. Communist troops forced all 360 villagers, men, women
and children, to march into a forest. Every one of the villagers was
cut down by waiting machine gunners.29
In the massacre at Mongkol Borei, the communist commander
ordered te n civil servants and their families to be bound and
trucked to a banana plantation. Going family by family, the com
m unists pulled out th e men, methodically stabbed each one, and
th en dragged th e horrified family members next to the dying men
and stabbed th e wives also by bayonet thrusts. The children and
babies were stabbed last.30
Not only were educated people th e imm ediate targets of the
communist death squads. The Khmer Rouge targeted specific e th 
nic and religious groups.
Buddhism, th e religion of 90 percent of th e people, was to be
extinguished. About 95% of all monks were defrocked and many
killed: Of th e 40,000 to 60,000 Buddhist monks, only an estim at
ed 1,000 survived the Pol Pot era. About 95% of all Buddhist tem 
ples in th e country were destroyed; th e rest turned to other uses.31
Islam, and the Muslim minority called the Cham, were slated for
exterm ination as well. Starting in 1973, the Khmer Rouge had per
secuted this minority by suppressing all Islamic practices and killing
Cham religious and community leaders. To humiliate and degrade
the Cham further, the Khmer Rouge often forced them to eat pork,
and then required they be buried upside down (not facing Mecca as
their religion requires).32 Top Islamic clergymen were tortured and
murdered (boiled alive, beaten to death, disemboweled, starved).
Cham villages were destroyed, and their people massacred or dis
persed. In one district alone, five towns were leveled and 20,000
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Cham people were killed. Half th e total Cham population of
Cambodia was killed.33
The genocide also aimed a t people of Chinese, Vietnamese,
Thai or Lao ancestry. Approximately 541,000 persons of these e th 
nic m inority backgrounds, including thousands of Catholic and
Protestant Christians, were murdered by the Khmer Rouge.34
Perhaps the least "innocent" victims of th e Khmer Rouge were
the members of the Khmer Rouge who themselves were "purged"
by Pol Pot. Based on a fear and loathing of the ancient enemy, Viet
Nam, any communist who was suspected of being pro-Vietnamese
was imprisoned, tortured and killed. Nearly 20,000 men, women
and children were questioned, tortured and murdered in ju st one
place, the infamous Tuol Seng facility located in a former high
school in Phnom Penh.35
In 1978, Pol Pot tried to purge the whole region th a t bordered
Vietnam by killing all officials, party members, village leaders and
innocent civilians.36 Many of these victims had access to weapons, so
they rebelled against the purge. Although the fighting was fierce,
the communist government troops won and exterminated as many in
the region as possible. The death toll was at least 100,000 people.37
There were several rebellions and coup attem pts instigated by
Khmer Rouge troops in 1976-1977. All of these uprising were sup
pressed, with whole units of rebels executed.38

Downfall of the Khmer Rouge
Killing Vietnamese people, part of the Khmer Rouge's overall
race hate and ethnic cleansing program, ultim ately caused the
downfall of the communist regime. Starting in earnest in March
1977, the Khmer Rouge began crossing the border and attacking
Vietnamese troops and civilians.39
For example, in September 1977 a Khmer Rouge brigade
charged across the border into the Vietnam's Tay Ninh province in
Vietnam. The Cambodian troops massacred nearly 300 Vietnamese
civilians. Attacks like this continued, sometimes involving battles
w ith Vietnamese m ilitary units. In a period ju st over a year, the
Khmer Rouge murdered an estim ated 30,000 Vietnamese people in
cross-border attacks.
While Pol Pot was purging (murdering) his own people along
the Vietnamese border, the Hanoi government on December 25,
40

Cambodia

1978, launched a full scale invasion of Cambodia. Between 60,000
and 200,000 Vietnamese troops, supported by heavy weapons, hel
icopter gun ships and tanks, easily overcame th e Khmer Rouge
defenders. Local villagers liberated by the Vietnamese helped
throw off th e communists. Within a m onth, th e Vietnamese occu
pied Phnom Penh.40
Violence and killing did not instantly end in Cambodia, as
Khmer Rouge guerrillas harassed the Vietnamese occupation force.
The puppet government in Phnom Penh may itself have killed
another quarter million people.41 Nevertheless, the Khmer Rouge
death state was gone.

Why Kill Millions?
What had m otivated the Khmer Rouge guerrillas and gov
ernm ent to kill so many Cambodians? Scholars suggest these
reasons:42
• Insecurity and paranoia among Khmer Rouge leaders who
desperately feared one another, foreign agents, and loss of
control over the country.
• Virulent racism of th e Khmer Rouge, who believed in the
superiority of ethnic dark-skinned Khmer over all others.
• Numbness of the Khmer Rouge troops, who had suffered
much deprivation before coming to power. Many of them
were trained as children to be cruel and unem otional
about hurting and killing. (They had practiced doing so
on monkeys, dogs, cats and other animals during tra in 
ing.)
• Fanatical communism: the desire to destroy all vestiges of
anything foreign, capitalist, or religious; th e vision of an
entirely socialized, collectivized, and pure communist
nation, where the communist party would indoctrinate
th e children and direct all activity for th e greater good.
• The express goal to kill off millions of Cambodians, except
for about 1 million, and make Cambodia entirely self-suf
ficient; subject the survivors to forced labor day and
night, seven days a week, to build infrastructure, expand
agriculture, and develop an industrial base rapidly.
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• Nationalism w ith purification: the desire to resurrect the
ancient glorious Khmer Kingdom, which involved extin
guishing all th e influences of Western culture and city life
by returning the people to a simple life of hard labor on
communal farms.
Hatred + Government + Disarmed Civilians = Genocide

Ugly images and horrific events from th e Cambodian genocide
teach m ankind a lesson. People who:
•
•
•
•

lose the power to affect government policy,
lack a culture of self-defense against tyranny,
have little or no familiarity with firearms, and
cannot feasibly and legally obtain firearms

become defenseless victims when their government turns evil.

Table 6A
Summary of Cambodian "Gun Control" laws
(Source: Penal Code and Penal Laws, 195643)
Laws a

R egulation / Prohibition

Ordinances

Penal Code
Art. 322
Penal Code
Art. 323

Pro hibits making, im porting, dealing in, or distribution of firearm s,
air-rifles, and am m unition.
Prohibits making, im porting, distributing “steel w eapons of the same
type used in the m ilitary” and of “concealable offensive w eapons”
such as daggers, sw itchblades, brass knuckles, truncheons.

Penal Code
Art. 324

Prohibits acquiring, possessing, carrying, and storage of firearm s,
air-rifles and am m unition, unless holding a perm it to do so.

Penal Code
Art. 324

Prohibits persons who hold a valid permit from selling, lending, renting
or otherwise transferring possession of any weapons or ammunition
to a person who lacks a permit.

Penal Code
Art. 325

Prohibits possession and transportation of “ offensive or concealed
steel w eapons," such as truncheons and brass knuckles, without
a “legitimate reason.”
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Table 6A (continued)
Summary of Cambodian "Gun Control" Laws
(Source: Penal Code and Penal Laws, 195643)
Laws 8

Regulation / Prohibition

Ordinances

Penal Code
Art. 326

Prohibits permit holder from buying or obtaining ammunition, and from

Penal Code
Art. 327

Violations of these regulations are punishable as crim inal offenses and
by revocation of weapons permits.

Penal Code
Art. 328

Keeping a weapon more than eight days after revocation or suspension

selling or exchanging weapons, without prior authorization.

of the permit, or possessing several weapons on a single-weapon
permit, or possessing more ammunition than authorized by a permit,
is punishable as a crim inal offense and by revocation of permits.

Royal Ord. 55,
Art. 1

Permit system installed for hunting rifles, specified carbines, and small

Royal Ord. 55
Art. 2

Perm its must have photographs and fingerprints of the holder. Permit
holder m ust present the permit for inspection every three months.
Perm it may be renewed during the December inspection visit only.

Royal Ord. 55

Permit is valid for five years.

caliber air rifles.

Art. 3
Royal Ord. 55
Art. 4

If permit and/or weapon is lost, holder in Phnom Penh m ust report it
within 24 hours; elsewhere m ust report it within 8 days.

Royal Ord. 55

Prohibits possession of more than one weapon at a time “except in

Art. 5
Royal Ord. 55
Art. 6

exceptional cases.”
Princes, sons and grandsons of the King, m inisters and their deputies,
and approved government officials, employees and agents, are entitled
to no-fee, non-expiring permits to carry military and hunting weapons.

Royal Ord. 55
Art. 7

Permit holders must get a permit to buy ammunition, and must present

Royal Ord. 55

Perm its may be revoked by order of the M ayor of Phnom Penh or any

Art. 8
Royal Ord. 55
Art. 9

their permit to do so to the seller.

provincial governor, “for reasons of ensuring public safety.”
Weapons permits are “strictly personal.” Prohibits permit holder from
entrusting a weapon to another person, and from selling a weapon
unless the permit has been transferred to the buyer. Prohibits permit
holder from carrying or possessing any weapon or am m unition that
is not authorized by the permit.

Royal Ord. 55
Art. 10

Violations of this Ordinance are punishable as crimes.
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Chapter Seven:

China: Empire of Genocide
Professor R. 0. Rummel summarized Chinese history in the 20th
Century: "no other people in this century except Soviet citizens
have suffered so much mass killing in cold blood as have the
Chinese."1 The Chinese example offers perhaps the clearest proof of
the Genocide Formula:
Hatred + Government + Disarmed Civilians = Genocide

In the Chinese experience, government power and civilian dis
armament are directly linked, and have been for centuries. Briefly
visiting the history of Chinese political theory helps show why.
Seeking and exercising political power has recurred as a them e
in the thousands of years of history in China. The earliest ruling
dynasty dates from about 2100 B.C.E. An emperor of the Qin
dynasty is credited with unifying, by military force, a large portion
of China in 221 B.C.E. The Chinese view of their history "is the idea
of a unified state with a strong central government led by a single
ruler exerting control over subordinate, weaker local governments
and neighboring states."2
Confucius (551-479 B.C.E.) and his followers assembled and
developed the body of thought th a t has most enduringly affected
Chinese thought for 2,500 years. Confucius's teachings specified a
system of ethics and proper behavior.3 Confucianism sees human
society as a "web of hum an relationships" involving "mutual
responsibilities: the subordinate was obliged to obey, the superior
to provide a moral example, and if all went well, laws, rewards, and
penalties would be superfluous."4
In Confucius's view, governmental functions and the social sys47
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tem were facts of life th a t should be sustained by ethical values. A
highly influential disciple of Confucius, Xun Zi, taught th a t
mankind is innately selfish and evil. His ideas formed a school of
thought called Legalism, which argues th a t government must be
strong enough to command the subjects to fulfill their ethical
duties.5
Under centuries-old tradition, the Chinese citizen serves fami
ly, society and state. Contrary to Western civilization's philosophi
cal grounding on the rights of individuals, "the concept on which
Chinese culture is based is the primacy of the family and the soci
ety, and the emphasis in th a t tradition is on individual obligations,
not rights or freedoms. The individual has obligations to the fami
ly, and the family has obligations to the society. The ruler's task is
to ensure th a t these obligations are fulfilled."6
As one Chinese scholar has put it, "Both in the Imperial period
and the PRC era the Chinese social order has been characterized by
a state-society relationship in which society is almost totally sub
ordinated to the state."7 In the thousands of years of Chinese impe
rial rule, five elements appear consistently:8
1.

State imposed official ideology.

2.

Power concentrated in th e hands of one person or a small
few, unrestrained by institutions or political traditions.

3.

State control over all aspects of social life and the econo
my.

4.

Law used as a tool to govern, while the rulers are above the
law.

5.

Private citizens serve as subjects and possessions of the
state.

Thus, ju st as in police states of Western civilization, govern
m ent in Chinese tradition had the duty to control and regulate as
many aspects of individual citizens' lives as necessary to achieve
the rulers' vision of a better society.9
In China, power traditionally was delegated from the central
authority to regional and local authorities. "State bureaucrats held
a monopoly on political power w ithin each local community."10
China has never truly followed the Western notion of the "rule of
law," where the government is subject to specific lim itations, and
everyone knows the rules of the game. Rather, "China's political
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system is rooted in the concept of the rule of men (in recent years
expanded in a lim ited way to include some women), and the indi
vidual officeholder stands above the law and serves as the arbiter
to whom disputes are referred."11
Local rulers, authorized by the central government to exercise
a monopoly of political power, unchecked by an objective system of
laws: these m ight be called "warlords." The citizens: pawns.

Twentieth Century "Gun Control" in China
For centuries in China, the people have served the society and
state. The early "gun control" laws of the Republic of China (found
ed in 1912 to replace the empire) would likely have roused practi
cally no public resistance at all. Article 205 of the Chinese criminal
code in 1914 thus forbade citizens from possessing rifles and can
non without government permission:
Whoever — without having received an official order,
permit or authority — manufactures, possesses, or
imports from abroad, rifles or cannons with military uses,
... will be punished by [prison, detention, or a fine].12
Most private Chinese citizens at th a t time could not afford to
buy and own firearms. Article 205 operated mainly to authorize the
new government to disarm private armies maintained by various
anti-government "warlords" still holding power in local areas of
China.13
In the early years of the Republic, the Communist Party and the
non-communist Nationalist Party had unified to drive out the incur
sions of the Japanese Empire and other foreign influences. In 1925,
the Nationalists under Chiang Kaishek formed an army and drove
north to pacify the warlords and unite them into the Nationalist
movement. In 1927, the Nationalists turned against the Communists
and drove them far to the northwest of the country.14
In 1935, the Nationalist-controlled government enacted anoth
er "gun control" law, Article 186 of the revised Criminal Code. This
law was similar to the Article 205 law, in th a t it prohibited making,
transporting and possessing any weapons, such as guns, ammuni
tion, cannons, and explosives, designed "for military use."15 Article
186 prescribed punishments of fine or imprisonment for violations,
regardless of the person's reason or in te n t.16 A companion law,
Article 187, m andated imprisonment for a much longer period for
the same offense if the convicted person did have criminal in te n t.17
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Killing by Nationalist Government
Was life under Nationalist rule serene and peaceful when "gun
control" was in place? No, not for the more th an 10,000,000 citi
zens who were killed by their Nationalist government. Lethal fea
tures of the Nationalist regime included:
1927-28: Wave of terror massacres th a t extended to every village,
town, and city; soldiers unleashed to loot, rape and
murder at will.18
1933-34: Campaign to exterm inate all communists, killing any
left behind from Mao's famous Long March retreat, and
attacking and destroying whole populations suspected
of any communist sympathy or support.19
1938:

1942-44:

1945-46:

1937-49:

1947:

As part of a plan to slow the Japanese m ilitary incur
sion, the Nationalist army dynamited the Yellow River
dikes in two places, intentionally causing massive flood,
destroying over 4,000 villages, wrecking vital crops, dis
placing millions of people and killing over 800,000
Chinese citizens.20
Government and army aggravated famines by extorting
grain from farmers, pressing the starving people for
taxes, confiscating whole harvests. Over 4,000,000 died
of starvation and related causes; likely half of these
directly because of government policies.21
Soldiers and officers returning to villages after the war
against Japan, took opportunity to murder or officially
prosecute and th en kill personal enemies or suspected
communists.22
During the Sino-Japanese war, and the following civil
war, Nationalist government forcibly drafted civilian
men into services. Civilians were paid bounties for cap
tured men sold to the army. Those who resisted con
scription were killed or m utilated; those who could not
keep up, or tried to escape, or disobeyed orders, often
were shot. Many conscripts, chained in gangs as they
marched, starved to death on the way to army camps;
the sick were left by the road to die. The death toll
exceeded 4,000,000.23
After strafing and bombing Chinese workers trying to
protect th eir lands, N ationalists again dynam ited
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1947-49:

dikes of th e Yellow River, causing a flood th a t in u n 
dated 500 villages, displacing hundreds of thousands
of people, destroying crops, and killing a t least 6,000
people. This was done to advance th e civil war against
th e com m unists.24
After invading Formosa (now Taiwan) and imposing
tyranny upon the Formosans, Nationalists launched a
bloody campaign of repression, murdering between
10,000 and 40,000 people.25

Defenseless people killed by Nationalist government and army:
10,214,000.26

Nanking: Defenseless Against Brutal Invaders
What single fact, seen in the world's reaction to the Rape of
Nanking, condemns m ankind to repeat the Genocide Formula? It is
the frightening ease with which th e mind can accept
genocide, turning us all into passive spectators to the
unthinkable. The Rape of Nanking was front-page news
across the world, yet most of the world stood by and did
nothing while an entire city was butchered.27
What single fact made possible th e Rape of Nanking?
Disarmament of the defenders and civilians.
Parts of China were attacked, subdued and occupied by forces
of the Japanese Empire starting in 1931. The Japanese occupied
Manchuria and installed a puppet emperor of China in th a t year.
The Chinese Communists and Nationalists (temporarily) united to
resist the takeover.28
Air raids began the Japanese Imperial Army's siege of Nanking,
China on August 15, 1937, and continued interm ittently for
months. Open war in China had already started in the summer of
1937, with three m onths of fierce fighting especially in Shanghai
where the Chinese lost 300,000 troops.29 The Japanese eventually
took Shanghai in November of th a t year, and started marching
toward Nanking.30
The Japanese forces did not merely move toward Nanking; they
burned, looted, raped and murdered whole towns and cities on the
way. An estim ated 300,000 or more mostly non-com batant Chinese
were killed.31
On December 5, 1937, the Japanese force of 225,000 soldiers
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was surrounding 300,000 Chinese troops near Nanking when the
initial order was given to Japanese commanders to kill all cap
tives.32 As the Japanese troops closed in upon Nanking in the next
few days, many Chinese soldiers literally threw away their firearms
and other weapons as they attem pted to flee the city.33 On
December 12,1937, the Chinese army leaders decided to retreat and
give up the city of Nanking to the invaders. The Japanese army
shelled the city, causing huge fires.
Then began a terror-driven rush of soldiers trying to escape in
any possible way out of the city and across the Yangtze River.
Blocking the path of the retreating men were huge quantities, lit
erally heaps, of military equipment dropped and ditched near the
gate of the city: machine guns, hand grenades, helmets, vehicles,
uniforms, everything.3*
The advancing Japanese troops faced almost no resistance at
all, and thousands of Chinese troops surrendered peacefully. One
Japanese military commander was astonished by the wholesale sur
render of the Chinese, given th a t even unarmed the 7,000 Chinese
men could have overwhelmed their armed captors. Instead of fight
ing, the surrendered men clung to white flags for protection.35 The
first to be systematically murdered in Nanking were the surren
dered disarmed Chinese troops, divided into small groups and dis
patched rapidly, by orders given on December 13 and December
17.36 Iris Chang, who has documented the events, has noted:
Those who remained after the [Chinese] soldiers depart
ed tended to be the most defenseless: children, the eld
erly, and all those either too poor or physically weak to
secure passage out of the city. W ithout protection, w ith
out personal resources, w ithout a plan, all these people
had was hope th a t the Japanese would treat them well.37
What took place in Nanking under Japanese occupation,
December 1937- February 1938, was "so sickening " th a t "even the
Nazis in the city were horrified."38 For those readers who need more
gruesome details to be convinced, there is Iris Chang's monumen
tal book The Rape o f Nanking: The Forgotten Holocaust o f World War
II (1997). For those readers who need to see pictures, there is The
Rape o f Nanking: An Undeniable History in Photographs by Shi
Young and James Yin (Second edition, 1997).
If it is possible to summarize the Japanese atrocities commit
ted during the Rape of Nanking, th en these are th e documented
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facts. The Imperial Japanese Army, at the direction and with the
participation of its officers, murdered betw een 200,000 and
350,000 unarm ed defenseless Chinese people in Nanking in about
seven weeks.39
In addition to shootings, either random or methodical, the
occupation troops:
• Raped, tortured and murdered up to 80,000 women
• Used Chinese men for bayonet practice and decapitation con
tests
• Buried people alive
• Carved out organs and roasted people alive
• Hanged people by their tongues on iron hooks
• Watched dogs tear apart people buried up to their waist
• Committed sadistic sex-related tortures and unprintable bar
barities
• Shoved bound groups of people into pits to burn alive
• Forced naked people onto the Yangtze ice to freeze to death
Author Iris Chang herself confirmed two of the three elements
of the Genocide Formula: Hate & Government.41
Had the civilians possessed firearms with amm unition and the
familiarity to use them , would the outcome a t Nanking been dif
ferent? There is no certain answer, of course. Iris Chang did con
sider whether it would have been better for the Chinese troops to
stay and fight to the death to defend Nanking, and observed:
Head-to-head combat would certainly not have worked.
The Japanese were much b e tte r armed and trained and
would surely have overcome the Chinese forces sooner
or later.42
Ms. Chang's argument overlooks the possibility th a t the citizens
themselves can form an army o f resistance. There were over 600,000
Chinese people in Nanking when it fell to the Japanese army.43
There had been an additional 300,000 Chinese troops in the area.
If only half of the civilians had owned and been trained in using
firearms, then th e number of Chinese fighters and guns opposing
the Japanese would have totaled 600,000 — over twice the num 
ber of the invaders.
Ms. Chang suggested how the Chinese army could have resisted
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the attack:
But a lengthy, drawn-out struggle using guerrilla-style
tactics m ight have demoralized the Japanese and elevat
ed the Chinese. If nothing else, many more Japanese sol
diers would have died fighting the Chinese and their
arrogance toward the Chinese soldier would have been
m uted by a fierce resistance.44
Ms. Chang evidently did not imagine the effectiveness of guer
rilla tactics when every able-bodied man, woman and teenager is
armed to help. Compare the civilian defense of the Ghetto in
Warsaw, Poland, from April 19 to May 16, 1943. At the beginning
of their urban guerrilla defense action, the Jewish resistance fight
ers a t the Warsaw Ghetto numbered about 1,000 men and women,
including youths. Using firearms and a few grenades th a t were
smuggled in or taken from dead Nazis, the defenders inflicted hun
dreds of casualties and stalled for 28 days the Nazi force of nearly
10,000 men who had aircraft and artillery support.45
The Warsaw Ghetto resistance fighters were outnum bered by
about 10 to 1, b ut were able to hold off the Nazi war machine using
urban guerrilla tactics. It seems likely th a t 600,000 armed citizens
and soldiers, who actually outnum bered the Japanese invaders by
at least 2 to 1, would have achieved at least as much success. At
the very least, widespread armed civilian resistance would have
cost the Imperial Japanese Army and slowed its advance.46
A culture of civilian disarmament, and "gun control" laws th a t
further discouraged firearms ownership and training, produced the
ironic plight of Nanking: awash in armaments, yet unable to defend
herself against vicious invaders. More evil and m egadeath would
befall the unarmed Chinese, however, a t the hands of their own
government.

Communists
At the end of World War II, warring resumed between the
Communists under Mao Zedong and the Nationalists under Chiang
Kai-shek. Ultimately, the Communists conquered China by driving
out the Nationalists in 1949. Little changed in the way political
power was used.
The government planned to destroy the traditional social and
political system of China, and replace it with a socialist "dictator
ship of the proletariat."47 During the 1950's and 1960's, m illions of
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landowners, bureaucrats, dissenters, intellectuals and Party mem
bers were stripped of wealth and power, sentenced to years of hard
labor or put to death, all w ithout employing the laws or the legal
systems.48 In addition, forced collectivization of agriculture to
achieve socialist visions caused the world's largest known famine
and the starvation of 27,000,000 people.49
Consider the "Great Leap Forward" (1957-1960), the govern
m ent program th a t promised to immediately advance China's eco
nomic standing. During th a t period there were increased arrests,
prosecutions and convictions as police dispensed justice "on the
spot" with executions or long imprisonment of people for even
minor offenses.50 Predictably, the socialist program was a great
flop. Some 10,000,000 to 30,000,000 Chinese people died from
starvation, m alnutrition and disease, the results of the govern
ment's policies causing massive famine.51 Some scholars view the
"Great Leap Forward" as the single most murderous program in
modern Chinese history.52
In total, from 1949 to 1987, the Communist government of
China worked to death, starved, and executed 35,236,000 citizens
— with some estim ates ranging over 100,000,000. What is more,
the Chinese government adm itted to many thousands of these
deaths and killings.53

Did "Gun Control" Laws Even Matter?
The laws of the Republic of China and the Nationalist regime
were abolished by the Communists in 1949.54 Starting in 1950, the
government moved to suppress "counter revolutionaries" — th a t
m eant killing or sending to forced labor millions of civilians, such
as landowners, scientists, scholars, intellectuals, "spies," "bad ele
ments," and their families, including their children.55 Few cases
came to any court. Instead, local administrative agencies and local
police conducted mass trials, executed hundreds of thousands, and
sentenced many more to prison camps.56
The Chinese Communists did introduce new legal codes in the
1950's, modeled after the Soviet Union. The Communist Chinese
legal system contained three main institutions: the Ministry of
Public Security (national police); a "procuracy" at each level of gov
ernm ent to prosecute crimes reported to the Supreme People's
Procuracy; and courts at each level of government which heard and
decided cases and set punishm ents.57
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These sta te organs of compulsion operated to advance
Communist ideology, however, not to apply the rule of law.
"Written law, courts, judges, and the whole paraphernalia of a func
tioning legal system," served the Communist government as "expe
dient political tools to construct a communist society, liquidate bad
classes, and punish opposition."58 Indeed, the founding dictator
Mao Zedong reportedly said, "We don't really know w hat is m eant
by law, because we have never paid any attention to it!"59
Did "gun control" laws directly give rise to the Chinese gov
ernm ent's killing of 35,000,000 citizens? Not really, because actual
"gun control" laws under the Communist regime scarcely existed.
What continued to exist, as it has for centuries, was a culture o f
millions o f unarmed civilians following the dictates o f the govern
ment. Confucian attitudes about the relationship of government
and citizen have persisted, including: "authoritarianism , un th in k 
ing obedience to leaders, deprecation of expert knowledge, lack of
appreciation for law, and the failure to apply laws to leaders."60
Marxism married with Confucianism only continued the ideol
ogy of rule by rulers, not the rule of law:
Marxism and Confucianism share the same elitist bias
and advocate the rule of man instead of the rule of law.
For Confucianism, the rule of man is realized by the Sage
sovereign leading a group of scholar officials. For official
Marxism, the new social order is directed by the party
leader and his corps of the "most advanced and progres
sive elements of the proletariat." Both Marxism and
Confucianism denigrated the role of law and neglected
institutional constraints on political power. ...The tradi
tional imperial effort of the emperor and his state to
"rectify" people's minds, especially since the Ming
dynasty, was revived in new form.61
"Gun control" laws are ju st part of a system to strip citizens of
the power to resist tyranny. Having a culture th a t prepares its peo
ple to worship leaders and follow orders is another direct route to
a powerless citizenry. Either way, if th e citizens cannot resist, then
the tyrants can rule.
When the tyrants rule, th en the citizens have no legal protec
tions. If the w ritten laws simply authorize the tyrants to act, then
the laws strengthen the tyrants. If the tyrants do not follow or
apply laws, th en the laws do not matter.
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Such has been the case in Communist China. The w ritten laws,
adapted from the Soviet Union's codes, gave w ritten authority to
the tyrants. Table 7A sets forth some examples.
Citizens of free nations under the rule of law m ight find it hard
to understand a Communist government. In a nation of laws, the
rules of society apply to ordinary citizens as well as to the govern
m ent and government officials. The rules are supposed to make it
easier for free people to get along, do business and live safely.
Under the Communist Chinese regime, the laws are political
devices. The laws demand punishm ent of people who commit
"counter-revolutionary" activities —■with the term "counter-revo
lutionary" being a political term th a t can apply to anyone or any
thing th a t is targeted. A "gun control" law in such a system
supplies ju st another excuse to arrest, imprison and execute peo
ple. But when the regime is all powerful and the people obey, then
"gun control" is not required. The tyrant has already everything he
needs.
The Communist Chinese laws against undermining the regime
cover much more territory th an "gun control" laws. If, w ithout any
proper trial or due process, government agencies can imprison or
execute a person for anything deemed "anti-government," th en the
government doesn't need "gun control" laws to kill people who
have guns.
Founding dictator Mao Zedong quite clearly understood how
firearms — guns — were and are the key to the balance of power
between the citizens and the government. Mao said:
Political power flows out of the barrel of a gun, [but] our
principle is th a t the Party commands the gun and the
gun must never be allowed to command the Party.60

Final Thought
Defenseless Chinese people in the 20th Century suffered
immensely at the hands of their own government, domestic forces
seeking power, and foreign invaders. Americans who advocate "gun
control" say th a t people are safer if all guns are controlled by the
police and the military. Were the Chinese victims really safer
because only police and military forces had firearms? Were the
people really safer because they were unarmed and unprepared
— physically and culturally — to resist oppression?
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Table 7A
Selected Laws of the People's Republic of China63
Counter-revolutionary
crim inals who intend to

Act of Feb. 20,1951,
Article 2

“undermine" the regime.
(Same), Article 6

Penalty is death or life
im prisonment for giving a
firearm to someone dubbed
a “domestic enemy.” “M inor”

foreign enemies with
weapons, ammunition, or
other war material” is

cases punished by at least 5
years in prison.

punishable.
Attacking, injuring or killing
government employees, or

Targets anyone labeled
“counter-revolutionary”;
punishes actions that

overthrow or to undermine the.
regime, are to be punished.
“Supplying domestic or

Notes

Source

Law

(Same), Article 9

Penalty is death or life
imprisonment, if crime com 

any “important public or

mitted with “counter
revolutionary intent.” “M inor”

private property” is
punishable.

cases punished by at least
5 years in prison.

“stealing from or destroying

“ Inciting the masses to resist
or to evade” any government

(Same), Article 10(1)

Penalty is at least 3 years in
prison; if crime is “major,”
then life imprisonment or

order or program, is

death.

punishable.
“Inciting strife” between

(Same), Article 10

Penalty is at least 3 years in

groups or between the

(2) - (3)

prison; if crime is “major,”
then life imprisonment or

people and the government,

death.

or “carrying out counter
revolutionary propaganda
and agitation,” or spreading
rumors, is punishable.
Punishments may be reduced
for those who willingly sur

(Same), Article 14

this act depend upon the
judge’s determination about

render and sincerely repent, or

whether the accused was con

who repent and reform them
selves after being accused.
Anyone who com m its any

The penalty for all crim es in

trite and “sincerely” repentant.
(Same), Article 16

Allow s judge to decide whether

crime, with “counter
revolutionary intent,” can be

the accused has “counter
revolutionary intent” and then

punished in a manner that is

increase the penalties based

“comparable” to crim es

on a comparison with a

listed in this Act.

listed crime.

Anyone convicted of listed

(Same), Article 17

Allow s judge to compound the
penalty by confiscating prop
erty of convicted person.

counter-revolutionary crimes
may lose “political rights”
and some or all of their
property.
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Table 7A (continued)
Selected Laws of the People's Republic of China63
Law

Provisions of the Act apply

Source

(Same) Article 18

retroactively to “counter
revolutionary crim inals."

Notes

The laws apply ex post facto,
to punish people for som e
thing they did before the law
w as enacted.

Fishing and hunting where
these are prohibited,
constitutes “disrupting

Act of Oct. 22 ,1 95 7,

Im plicit “gun control” law;

Article 7(1)

penalty is a fine or jail up
to 15 days.

Taking photographs where it
is prohibited, is punishable.

(Same), Article 7(2)

Penalty is a fine or jail
up to 15 days.

“ Unauthorized entry into
districts into w hich entry

(Same), Article 7(3)

Penalty is a fine or jail

public order.”

up to 15 days.

is banned,” is punishable.
Failing to register the

(Same), Article 14

household with the govern

Penalty is fine or jail
up to 5 days.

ment, or making a false
registration report, is
punishable.
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Chapter Eight:

Guatemala: The Textbook Case
Hatred + Government + Disarmed Civilians = Genocide

Guatemala's history shows all three elements of the Genocide
Formula in deadly interplay, with civilian disarmament laws and
policies playing a key role to set up the mass murder of Indians1
(mostly Mayans) between 1960 and the 1980's. World authorities
deem this mass murder a genocide.2
The first element, Hatred, has arisen in a number of ways.
During the 300 years of Spanish rule over Guatemala, from 1523 to
1821, the Indians who spoke Maya (or other native languages) were
systematically oppressed and enslaved. Landowners could actually
rent slaves from the Spanish Crown.3 Even after the withdrawal of
Spanish rule in 1821, the Indian peoples have lived as second-class
citizens to the more wealthy, Spanish-speaking, European-influenced society.4 Centuries of insecurity, resentm ent and fear
between the two cultures forms one clear basis for hatred.
Other factors helped divide Guatemalan society and pit one
segment against another. The government of Guatemala repeatedly
has been upset, overthrown and replaced by political intrigue,
assassination, and military coup d'etat. The more "stable" govern
ments survived with dictators at their helm .5
Poorer Indians suffered economically as a class for decades. A
system of debt-slavery was recognized and enforced by the govern
ment, whereby people sold themselves into slavery for a period to
pay a debt. Children of debt-slaves inherited th e debts of their par
ents.6 Landowners legally exercised nearly absolute power over
their plantations, and had the authority to punish persons who
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comm itted crimes on their lands.7 Society was thus divided as
landowners and their lieutenants tried to m aintain control of large
numbers of low-paid agricultural workers and debt-slaves.
The second element, powerful Government, added into the mix.
The government of Guatemala has frequently been headed by a dic
tator, and at many times has oppressed the Indian population.
Examples of economic oppression abound. Indians were required to
perform forced labor until 1878. The government early allowed
debt-slavery, and th en fully recognized debt-slavery by law in
1894. Under the regime of General Jorge Ubico th a t began in 1931,
the Vagrancy Law was enforced. That law required all Indians to
work at least 150 days per year. All male citizens were required to
carry a work card th a t would show th e number of days worked in
the past year — those who had too few hours were effectively
forced to work on plantations to make up their hours. The govern
m ent also required Indians to give two weeks of unpaid labor to
build or m aintain highways.8
The oppression of the Indians created opportunities for anti
government ideas and groups to gain supporters among the
oppressed. Movements advocating socialism, "land reform," and
communism found followings among the Indians. Demonstrations
and uprisings occurred, some of them violent.9
In 1944, Juan Jose Arevalo was elected by a huge majority to
be President. Arevalo did close down the secret police, repeal the
Vagrancy Law, and encouraged the drafting of a new constitution
th a t would guarantee civil rights.10 Arevalo did not abolish "gun
control," however, although he simplified th e law. His successor,
Jacobo Arbenz, was elected in 1951 and instituted "land reform" by
which the government bought unused farm land and turned it over
to landless families.11
Large corporate landowners, including th e U nited Fruit
Company, opposed the "land reform" program. United States
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles declared th a t Arbenz's regime
was comm unist.12 Then began a program where th e U.S. Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA) trained insurgents to attack and bring
down the Guatemalan government. Although Arbenz wanted to dis
tribute firearms to citizens to help defend the government, the
Army of Guatemala refused to follow his orders. Arbenz resigned.13
A series of m ilitary and civilian regimes followed. The reforms
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of Arevalo and Arbenz were reversed.14 Meanwhile, anti-government
revolutionary and guerrilla movements formed, and a civil war
began in 1962 th a t did not fully end until the 1990's. The United
States generally supported the ruling regimes because they were
"anti-communist."
Guatemala was nothing like a free country during this period.
The UN-sponsored Commission for Historical Clarification (CEH)
prepared and delivered in 1999 an extensive report on human
rights violations and genocide in Guatemala.15
The CEH report observed th e history and practice of
Guatemala's government, and among other things, noted these fac
tors:
• Long-standing racism against Mayans and other Indians.16
• A uthoritarian nature of government since inception.17
• Since 1962, an underground system of repression, directed
by the military, became the government's main means of
social control.18
• Judicial system historically supported or ignored govern
m ent repression and failed to protect individual rights.19
• Since 1952, government has repressed opposition political
parties.20
• Government developed notion of an "internal enemy", i.e.
communists, rebels and any other opposition, which had to
be rooted out and destroyed.21
• As resistance to government repression grew in the 1960's,
the government deployed military and national security
forces to intim idate and annihilate the opposition.22
• Beginning in the 1960's, police forces and security forces
were "militarized," i.e. placed under Army control.23
• The Army trained a special anti-guerrilla force, Los Kaibiles,
using extremely cruel and desensitizing techniques, such as
killing animals and eating them raw, to produce "killing
machines."24
• Targets of destruction between 1962 and 1970 were small
farmers, farmworker organizers, teachers, students, and an ti
government guerrilla sym pathizers.25
• Starting in 1981, the Army created Civil Patrols. Civilians,
many of them Mayan teenage males, were drafted to serve
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the Civil Patrols, and hundreds were forced at gun point to
rape, torture, m utilate corpses and kill. The aim was to break
down social cohesion among the Mayans.26
• The most violent and bloody period of repression (19781985) involved military operations in principally Mayan
areas.27 Mayans as a group were deemed to be guerrilla allies
and targeted.28
• Government forces perpetrated massacres, scorched earth
operations, "disappearances" and executions, against Mayan
communities even where proof of pro-guerrilla action was
lacking.29 Observers concluded th a t the brutality of these
m ilitary operations were m otivated in large part by racism.
Opposing the government were armed rebels (guerrillas or
"counter insurgents"). The anti-governm ent forces were actively
supported by Cuba to provoke an armed takeover of the govern
m ent. Cuba's objective was to empower Marxist revolutionaries in
Guatemala to ascend to power there.30 The anti-governm ent Marxist
guerrillas themselves targeted non-com batants as enemies, and
have been credited with hum an rights violations, calculated vio
lence against men, women and children, arbitrary executions and
forced "disappearances."31
The CEH reported th a t these guerrillas employed terrorism to
intim idate the people, often committing "violent and extremely
cruel acts" against victims in front of their families and neighbors.
These actions "accentuated the already prevalent climate of fear,
arbitrariness and defencelessness."32

Systematically Disarmed Civilian Victims
Over and again the reports indicate the oppressing and killing
of "defenseless" victims in Guatemala. Three factors of history sug
gest why the people were so defenseless. First, for the hundreds of
years the Indian peoples were slaves or serfs of Spanish rulers and
various landowners. In bondage the people likely developed few
ideas about a right to self-defense.
Second, since Guatemala's independence, the common people
have never had any legally-protected right to keep and bear arms.
Many of the people remained debt-slaves or working a t subsistence.
No tradition of an armed citizenry arose.
Third, starting w ith a "gun control" law in 1871, many of
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Guatemala's regimes reacted to displays of opposition or fear of rev
olution by increasing costs and legal restrictions on civilian owner
ship and carrying of firearms. Table 8A below summarizes the key
features of the "gun control" laws th a t discouraged people from
developing private armed self-defense.
Over time and increasingly restrictive, these laws banned pri
vate ownership of some guns and amm unition, licensed owners,
registered guns, imposed high fees, traced every private firearms
transaction, and even banned carrying "sharp-pointed" tools. Broad
vaguely-worded laws about "public order" empowered government
agents to seize firearms. All of these same laws carved huge excep
tions to allow the government and its agents, employees, officials
and military, to m aintain a monopoly of weapons and force.
When the government became tyrannical, the people had nei
th er a culture of armed resistance nor the tools (weapons) neces
sary to overthrow th a t government. Government entities and
officials, the military, and the (nationalized) police were always
fully armed. Groups wanting to seize the power from the regime
would gather armed forces (often from the rebellious military
units), and if they won, they would install a new autocratic gov
ernm ent. Marxism and socialism inspired some of the people to
organize in protest against their government, and Cuban commu
nists supplied these people with resources, weapons and training as
guerrillas. In the civil war starting in 1962 between the Cubanbacked guerrillas and the government, the common people suffered
— because both factions terrorized and murdered noncom batant
civilians for political ends. Unarmed, lacking a shared culture
that upholds fundamental hum an rights, and untrained to resist
killers, the common people were robbed, raped, tortured and
slaughtered.

Displacement and Death
What was the hum an cost of the Guatemalan genocide?
Estimates range from 100,00033 to 200,000.34 The vast majority of
the victims were Indians (Mayans).35 About 93% of all the killings
are attributable to the government, military, and Civil Patrols; about
7% attributable to Cuban-backed anti-government guerillas.36
The estim ated number of persons driven by terror to flee their
homes ranges from 500,000 to 1,500,000.37 The numbers of those
who died in flight is not accurately known.
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The CEH sum m arized th e m otivations th a t spurred th e
genocidal reign of terror in Guatemala:
The Army's perception of Mayan communities as natural
allies of the guerillas contributed to increasing and
aggravating the hum an rights violations perpetrated
against them , demonstrating an aggressive racist compo
nent of extreme cruelty th a t led to the exterm ination en
masse, of defenceless Mayan communities purportedly
linked to the guerillas — including children, women and
the elderly — through methods whose cruelty has out
raged the moral conscience of the civilized world.38
These massacres and the so-called scorched earth opera
tions, as planned by the State, resulted in the complete
exterm ination of many Mayan communities, along with
their homes, cattle, crops and other elements essential
to survival. The CEH registered 626 massacres attrib u ta
ble to these forces.39
The CEH has noted particularly serious cruelty in many
acts comm itted by agents of the State, especially mem
bers of the Army, in their operations against Mayan
communities. ... Acts such as the killing of defenceless
children, often by beating them against walls or throw 
ing them alive into pits where the corpses of adults were
later thrown; the am putation of limbs; the impaling of
victims; the killing of persons by covering them in petrol
and burning them alive; the extraction, in the presence
of others, of the viscera of victims who were still
alive....40

Message from Guatemala
The lesson from Guatemala is clear. When people are:
•
•
•
•

Second-class citizens or targets of hate
Lacking a culture of individual rights and self-defense
Unarmed and untrained in resisting killers
Ruled by an unrestrained government th a t turns bad

th en the defenseless people will suffer and die in very large num 
bers.
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Table 8A
History of "Gun Control" Laws in Guatemala
(Source:
Date

Nov. 25,
1871

Lethal Laws,3 pp. 229-269)
Decree /

Substance o f Law

Section

“New models of firearm s” are
“dangerous by their nature” and

No. 36,

Enacted by insurgents who

Preamble41

had overthrown previous
elected government after

should be possessed only by “wellknown persons.”

u

All persons who have “any new
model firearm ” must “register

Apparent Purpose

a two year war, to
consolidate power.
No. 36,
Art. 1

himself” with the commanding
general, and must indicate how

Identify the owners of
modern firearms, such as
rifles and carbines.

many cartridges possessed.
u

No. 36,

Restrict ability of citizens

or possess them “in large numbers.”

Art. 2

to acquire arms to resist
or overthrow government.

Registered firearms owner must
notify the commanding general of

No. 36,

Citizens may not trade such arms

Art. 3

Track owners and their
firearms.

the person to whom a firearm is
sold.
Registered owners of firearms must
turn them over to government (for

No. 36,
Art. 4

Empower government to
seize firearms upon nearly

temporary safekeeping) “if public

any circumstance deemed

order is disturbed in the smallest

a public disturbance.

degree.”
u

Violation of this Decree “will result

May 17,
1873

No. 36,
Art. 5

in the loss of the arm s.”
Prohibits importation and sale of all

No. 98,

firearms.

Art. 1«

Empower government to
confiscate firearms.
Ban sales of firearms to
rebels (country deemed in
a “state of war”).

Police chiefs and military
commanders must enforce law
requiring firearms dealers to store

No. 98,

Seize and detain supplies

Articles 2

of firearms from dealers,
until “tranquility shall be

and 4

restored.”

their entire stock with a government
agency within 3 days.
April 18,
1876

Prohibits importation and
exportation of firearms, ammunition,

No. 156

Prevent the supply of
firearms to or from El
Salvador, during war
between the two nations.

military munitions and military
clothing from or to El Salvador
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Table 8A (continued)
History of "Gun Control" Laws in Guatemala
(Source:
Date

Aug. 24,
1923

Lethal Laws, pp. 229-269)
Decree /

Substance o f Law

Section

Bans importation of most firearms;
bans carrying firearms in towns
(except for government officials);

Apparent Purpose

No. 834,
Art. 1 ,3 ,4 ,

Maintain control of
population after military

5 , 1 9 , 2044

coup had overthrown
civilian government.

No. 166145

Maintain control of
population under new

bans private ownership of firearms
of military calibers; requires licenses
to carry a firearm on roads and
railways; license requires proof of
“honesty” ; im poses high fees for
carry licenses.
June 14,
1930

Sim ilar to Decree No. 834 above.
Carry permit license fee set to
several weeks’ wages for average

ruler.

Ju a te m a la n worker.
May 20,
1931
May 31,
1932
June 27,
1940

Bans importation of cartridges (by
repealing part of prior law).

Legislative
Decree46

Replaces Decree No. 1661 with
more restrictive “gun control” law.

Legislative

Bans carrying of firearms, except

No. 239548

Act47

for hunting firearms, and except for
government officials and licensed

Protect new regime that
had just taken power.
Maintain government and
military m onopoly on
firearms possession.
Impose higher risks and
costs on unauthorized
firearms use. Protect
government system under

land owners on their own land.

which Indians were forced
to work on highways and
on plantations (where
plantation owners were
authorized to punish
anyone committing crimes
on their land).
May 19,
1947

Consolidates the law; licenses
required to carry private firearms

No. 386,
Art. 1-349

(except for government officials and

military hands.

their agents).
Prohibits carrying firearms in towns
(does not apply to government
officials).

No. 386,
Art. 10

Imposes annual fees for owning
revolvers and shotguns.

No. 386,
Art. 8
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Table 8A (continued)
History of "Gun Control" Laws in Guatemala
(Source:
Date

May 19,
1947

Lethal Laws, pp. 229-269)
Decree /

Substance of Law

Section

Requires license applicants to obtain
written character testimonials “from

No. 386,
Art. 6

two persons of known honesty.”
Government maintains registry of
license holders.
Aug. 3,
1949

Declares that carrying truncheons,
sharp-pointed tools or firearms
without a license, is punishable by
confiscation of weapon and 30 days

Apparent Purpose

Maintain m onopoly of
force in government and
military hands.

No. 386,
Art. 4
No. 147,50
Art. 40
(amended
by No. 653)

in jail — except for guns and tools
used for hunting, fishing and farm

Solve problem of farm
workers being punished
under “weapon control”
law for carrying ordinary
sharp-pointed farm tools.

implements.
July 2,
1958

Declares “that the ownership and
carrying of arms is exclusive to the

No. 1239,51
Preamble

Establish the government
m onopoly of force in
Guatemala.

Arm y of Guatemala.”
“It is forbidden to own and to carry
arms and all types of military

No. 1239,
Art. 1

supplies, of which the Guatemalan
Arm y is the sole user.”
Military weapons include larger
caliber handguns, rifles,
ammunition, grenades, and combat-

Outlaw civilian ownership
and possession of
“military” weapons and
“supplies.”

No. 1239,
Art. 2

Tilt scales of firepower in
favor of government and
military.

style knives and swords.
Oct. 27,
1964

tt

Carries out “the State’s obligation
to regulate” the importation,

No. 283,
Preamble

transportation, sale and carrying of
non-military arms.

and Art. 1

Permits citizens to possess smaller

No. 283,
Art. 2

caliber firearms “in private homes
for personal defense.”
Only licensed dealers and gun clubs
may sell firearms and ammunition.
Detailed records of transactions

No. 283,
Art. 14,15,
4 4 ,4 9

must be maintained. Private transfer
are allowed only by government

“To ensure internal security
and public order.”

“To ensure internal security
and public order.”
Maintain central
government surveillance
of firearms location and
ownership.

approval.
All sales of firearms and ammunition
(except lighter shotgun loads) must
be reported to M inistry of National
Defense.
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Table 8A (continued)
History of "Gun Control" Laws in Guatemala
(Source:
Date

Oct. 27,
1964

Lethal Laws, pp. 229-269)
Decree /

Substance of Law

Section

License (with high fee) required to
carry firearms. All carrying must be

No. 283,
Art. 20-22

A pparent Purpose

Maintain central
government surveillance
of firearms location and
ownership.

concealed.

No license to carry is required for
high level government officials,

No. 283,
Art. 26

brass knuckles, truncheons, and
“any kind of sharp-pointed or club
like tool or farming implement

between government
officials and civilians; place

judges, mayors, active duty military
and law enforcement personnel.

Prohibits carrying daggers, swords,

Maintain wide division

government agents
practically aove the law.
No. 283,
Art. 27-28

Impose “knife control” and
“tool control;” give legal
grounds to authorities to
arrest and punish non
violent citizens as though

outside of a town.” Pen knives with

they endanger the public
order.

2 inch blades are allowed.

Allows only the Ministry of National
Defense to manufacture firearms

No. 283,
Art. 46

Confer m onopoly of
firearms industry upon
government.

and ammunition.
Hunting rifles with telescopic sights,
and the sights themselves, must be

No. 283,
Art. 54

registered with the government.
All prohibited firearms and
ammunition possessed by citizens

No. 283,
Art. 58

must be surrendered within 60 days
of the date of this law.
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Chapter Nine:

Nazi Firearms Law and the
Disarming of the German Jews
by Stephen P. Halbrook*
We are in danger of forgetting th a t the Bill of Rights
reflects experience w ith police excesses. It is not only
under Nazi rule th a t police excesses are inimical to free
dom. It is easy to make light of insistence on scrupulous
regard for th e safeguards of civil liberties when invoked
on behalf of the unworthy. It is too easy. History bears
testim ony th a t by such disregard are the rights of liber
ty extinguished, heedlessly at first, th en stealthily, and
brazenly in the end.
Justice Felix Frankfurter1
The most foolish m istake we could possibly make would
be to allow the subject races to possess arms. History
shows th a t all conquerors who have allowed their sub
ject races to carry arms have prepared their own down
fall by so doing.
Adolph Hitler2
Gun control laws are depicted as benign and historically pro
gressive.3 However, German firearm laws and hysteria created
against Jewish firearm owners played a major role in laying the
groundwork for th e eradication of German Jewry in the Holocaust.
Disarming political opponents was a categorical imperative of the
Nazi regime.4 The Second Amendment to the U.S. Constitution
declares: "A well regulated militia, being necessary to the securi
ty of a free state, the right of the people to keep and bear arms,
shall not be infringed."5 This right, which reflects a universal and
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historical power of the people in a republic to resist tyranny,6 was
not recognized in th e German Reich.
This article addresses German firearms laws and Nazi policies
and practices to disarm German citizens, particularly political
opponents and Jews. It begins w ith an account of post-World War
I chaos, which led to the enactm ent in 1928 by th e liberal Weimar
republic of Germany's first comprehensive gun control law. Next,
the Nazi seizure of power in 1933 was consolidated by massive
searches and seizures of firearms from political opponents, who
were invariably described as "communists." After five years of
repression and eradication of dissidents, Hitler signed a new gun
control law in 1938, which benefitted Nazi party members and
entities, b ut denied firearm ownership to enemies of the state.
Later th a t year, in Reichskristallnacht (the Night of the Broken
Glass), in one fell swoop, the Nazi regime disarmed Germany's
Jews. W ithout any ability to defend themselves, th e Jewish popu
lation could easily be sent to concentration camps for the Final
Solution. After World War II began, Nazi authorities continued to
register and m istrust civilian firearm owners, and German
resistence to the Nazi regime was unsuccessful.7
The above topic has never been the subject of a comprehensive
account in the legal literature.8 This article is based on never
before used sources from archives in Germany, German firearms
laws and regulations, German and American newspapers from the
period, and historical literature. It contributes to th e debate con
cerning firearms ownership in a democracy and presents th e first
scholarly analysis of th e use of gun control laws and policies to
establish th e Hitler regime and to render political opponents and
especially German Jews defenseless.

I. A Liberal Republic Enacts Gun Control
Germany's defeat in World War I heralded th e demise of the
Second Reich and th e birth of th e Weimar republic. For several
years thereafter, civil unrest and chaos ensued. Government forces,
buttressed by unofficial Freikorps (Free Corps), battled Communists
in th e streets.9 The most spectacular event was th e crushing of the
Spartacist revolt in Berlin and other cities in January 1919, when
Freikorps members captured and murdered th e Communist leaders
Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht.10 This coincided with the
passage of th e Verordnung des Rates der Volksbeauftragten iiber
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Waffenbesitz (Regulations of the Council of th e People's Delegates
on Weapons Possession), which provided: "All firearms, as well as
all kinds of firearms am m unition, are to be surrendered immedi
ately."11 Whoever kept a firearm or am m unition was subject to
imprisonm ent for five years and a fine of 100,000 m arks.12 That
decree would remain in force until repealed in 1928.13
When Spartacists attacked a Berlin police station in March,
Reich Minister of Defense Gustav Noske declared th a t "any person
who bears arms against government troops will be shot on the
spot."14 A Social Democrat, Noske was known as the "Bloodhound
of the Revolution''.15 Another order was issued th a t anyone in mere
possession of arms would be shot w ith no tria l.16 Under these
orders, hundreds of Berliners were killed.17
An inept April 1919 Communist uprising in Bavaria fared no
b etter.18 Lieutenant Rudolf Mann, a regim ental adjutant in the
Freikorps, was humored by the "mopping-up operations" against
the Reds:
The supreme commander tacked proclamations to the
walls: "Warning! All arms are to be surrendered immedi
ately. Whoever is caught w ith arms in his possession
will be shot on the spot!" What could the poor citizen
of average intelligence do? Surrender — but how? If he
took his rifle under his arm to take it to th e place were
arms were collected, he would be shot on th e steps of
his house by a passing patrol. If he came to the door
and opened it, we all took shots at him because he was
armed. If he got as far as the street, we would put him
up against the wall. If he stuck his rifle under his coat
it was still worse . . . I suggested th a t they tie their
rifles on a long string and drag them behind them . I
would have laughed myself sick if I had seen them go
down the street doing it.19
Armed conflict continued into 1920 when Communists called a
general strike in the Ruhr, attacked the Freikorps, and th en were
defeated.20 A young Freikorps member wrote about the counterof
fensive:
Our battalion has had two deaths; the Reds 200-300.
Anyone who falls into our hands first gets the rifle b u tt
and th en is finished off w ith a b u llet... We even shot 10
Red Cross nurses (Rotkreuzschwestern) on sight because
they were carrying pistols. We shot those little ladies
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with pleasure— how they cried and pleaded w ith us to
save their lives. Nothing doing! Anybody w ith a gun is
our en em y....21
While the government officially proclaimed th a t it would no
longer rely on th e services of the Freikorps, th e latte r continued
obtaining financial support and arms from th e government, often
by th eft or fraud.22 Freikorps members would go on to become part
of th e backbone of National Socialism.23
The Gesetz iiber die Entwaffnung der Bevdlkerung (Law on the
Disarmament of the People), passed on August 7, 1920, provided
for a Reichskommissar for Disarmament of the Civil Population.24
He was empowered to define which weapons were "military
weapons" and thus subject to seizure.25 The bolt action Mauser
rifles Models 1888/98, which had 5-shot magazines, were p ut in
the same class as hand grenades.26 Persons w ith knowledge of
unlawful arms caches were required to inform th e Disarmament
Commission.27
Civil disorders would continue off and on, particularly the
Hamburg uprising of 1923. This revolt was in stig ated by
Communists who attacked a few police stations and seized arms,
only to be suppressed.28 Under Communist ideology, arms were to
be obtained in the course of the revolution itself.29 Whatever the
support or lack of support of members of the "working class" for
Communism, th e lack of arms in their hands would in later years
prevent them from creating armed resistance to th e Nazi regime.
By 1928, th e Weimar republic was ready to enact a compre
hensive firearms law. The Gesetz iiber Schufiwaffen und Munition
(Law on Firearms and Am m unition)30 required a license to m anu
facture, assemble, or repair firearms and am m unition, or even to
reload cartridges.31 A license was also required to sell firearms as
a trade.32 Trade in firearms was prohibited a t annual fairs, shoot
ing com petitions, and other events.33
Acquisition of a firearm or amm unition required a Waffen-oder
Munitionserwerbsschein (license to obtain a weapon or amm uni
tion) from the police.34 The requirem ent applied to both commer
cial sales and private transfers. It did not apply to transfer of a
firearm or amm unition to a shooting range licensed by the police
for sole use a t th e range.35 Exempt were "authorities of the Reich"
and various governm ent en tities.36
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Carrying a firearm required a Waffenscheirt (license to carry a
weapon). The issuing authority had complete discretion to lim it its
validity to a specific occasion or locality.37 "Licenses to obtain or
to carry firearms shall only be issued to persons whose reliability
is not in doubt, and only after proving a need for them ."38
Licenses were autom atically denied to "gypsies, and to persons
wandering around like gypsies"; persons w ith convictions under
various listed laws, including this law (i.e., the 1928 Gesetz) and
the 1920 Law on th e Disarming of the Population; and "persons for
whom police surveillance has been declared admissible, or upon
whom the loss of civil rights has been imposed, for th e duration
of the police surveillance or the loss of civil rights."39
The above categories of persons who were disqualified from
obtaining an acquisition or carry license were prohibited from pos
session of a firearm or am m unition. Persons not entitled to pos
sess firearms were ordered to surrender them immediately.40
Further, a license was required to possess a firearms or amm uni
tion "arsenal," which was defined as more th an five firearms of the
same type or more th an 100 cartridges.41 (These quantities would
have been very low for collectors or target competitors.) Also
included in the definition was more th an te n hunting arms or more
th an 1000 hunting cartridges.42 Licenses were available only to
"persons of unquestioned trustw orthiness."43 It was forbidden to
m anufacture or possess firearms which are adapted for "rapid dis
assembly beyond the generally usual extent for hunting and sport
ing purposes."44 Firearms w ith silencers or spotlights were
prohibited.45
The penalty for willfully or negligently violating the provi
sions of th e law related to the carrying of a firearm was up to
three-years imprisonm ent and a fine.46 The same penalty applied
to anyone who inherited a firearm or am m unition from a deceased
person and failed to report it in a tim ely m anner.47 Three years
im prisonm ent was also the penalty for whoever deliberately or
negligently failed to prevent a violation of the law by a member of
his household under 20 years of age.48 Other violations of the law
or implementing regulations were punishable w ith fines and
unspecified term s of im prisonm ent.49
The new law was passed on April 12, but did not take effect
until October 1, 1928. On the effective date, th e 1919 law requir
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ing immediate surrender of all firearms and am m unition would be
repealed.50 That would allow over six m onths for compliance with
th e new law while leaving the more draconian b ut widely ignored
law on the books for the same period.
The bill was sent to the Reichstag in 1928, and "the parties
unanim ously considered the swift settlem ent of this m atter as so
urgent th a t th e law passed imm ediately in the plenary session,
w ithout consultation in the comm ittee . . . and was adopted in all
three readings w ithout a debate."51
Thus, the law required a perm it for the m anufacturing
of
firearm s
and
am m unition,
although,
Reichskommissar Kuenzer commented, "it is im portant
to note th a t th e perm it may not be made contingent on
an exam ination of the applicant."52 Firearms sold com
mercially must bear the name or stam p of the manufac
turer or dealer "in th e interest of solving criminal acts
com m itted with firearms."53
Unlike th e 1919 regulation th a t required imm ediate sur
render of all firearms and amm unition and punished dis
obedience w ith five years im prisonm ent, the 1928 law
allowed possession of firearms in the home.54 The 1928
law was seen as deregulatory to a point b u t enforceable,
in contrast to a far more restrictive albeit unenforceable
order. Less regulation m eant fewer "denunciations,"
although it was unrealistic to anticipate th a t the odious
practice of "denunciations" would end. This would be
seen when th e Nazis came to power in 1933 and dis
armed all political opponents.
The law prohibited possession of firearms by "adolescents,
incapacitated persons, gypsies and persons traveling around like
gypsies, as well as persons who are considered unreliable because
of criminal convictions."55 Kuenzer added: "This will certainly be
welcomed by the general public."56
To "facilitate th e shooting sport," the 1928 law did not require
a license to acquire or use a firearm at a range w ith a police per
mit. Further, "special provisions were adopted for hunters":
When hunting, conducting game protection or practic
ing shooting, or on th eir way to or from those activi
ties, owners of a hunting perm it of a German State
may carry hunting weapons and a handgun w ithout
needing a special weapons perm it.57
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Implementing regulations adopted in 19 2 858 provided th a t,
unless otherwise specified, th e firearms acquisition perm it entitled
a citizen to acquire only one firearm, and the am m unition acqui
sition perm it entitled the holder to acquire only 50 jacketed or ball
cartridges.59 When the firearm(s) authorized by the acquisition
perm it was obtained, the transferor (whether a dealer or a non
dealer) was required to subm it the perm it to the police.60 Dealers
kept acquisition and disposition books which were subject to
police inspection on dem and.61
Within a decade, Germany had gone from a brutal firearms
seizure policy which, in tim es of unrest, entailed selective yet
immediate execution for mere possession of a firearm, to a mod
ern, comprehensive gun control law. Passed by a liberal republic,
this law ensured th a t the police had records of all firearms acqui
sitions (or at least all lawful ones) and th a t th e keeping and bear
ing of arms were subject to police approval. This firearms control
regime was quite useful to the new government th a t came to
power a half decade later.

II. 1933: The Nazis Seize Power
Adolph Hitler was named Chancellor of Germany on January
30, 1933. The Nazi regime imm ediately began a campaign to dis
arm and obliterate all enemies of the state, who were invariably
designated "Communists." The following describes this process
from contem poraneous sources.
On February 1, in the Charlottenburg area of Berlin, a large
police detachm ent arrived to investigate th e alleged shooting
deaths of two National Socialist officers by "Communists" the
night before. "The police closed off th e street to all traffic while
a t the same tim e criminal detectives conducted extensive raids in
the houses. Each individual apartm ent was searched for weapons.
The raid lasted several hours."62 Countless reports of this type
would appear in the coming months.
It took about a m onth for the Nazi party to consolidate its
power over th e central government. On February 28, the Hitler
regime persuaded President Paul von Hindenburg to issue an emer
gency decree, based on Article XLVIII of th e Constitution (a provi
sion passed by the Weimar republic), suspending constitutional
guarantees and authorizing the Reich to seize executive power in
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any State which failed to take "the necessary measures for the
restoration of law and order."63 The official explanation was th a t
evidence of "im minent Communist terrorism" was discovered in a
search of th e Karl Liebnecht House, Berlin's Communist headquar
ters, and th a t Communists were responsible for the Reichstag
(German Parliament) fire of the night before. The decree was
adopted after Hermann Goring, Minister w ithout Portfolio and
chief of the Prussian Interior Ministry, reported on the Reichstag
fire and plans for Communist terror. It was claimed th a t, on the
coming Sunday election day, the Communists intended to attack
Nazi party members and "to disarm the police by force."64 It is
widely believed th a t the Nazis themselves set th e Reichstag fire in
order to justify the repressive measures which followed.65
The decree authorized the government to suspend the constitu
tional guarantees of personal liberty, free expression of opinion,
freedom of the press, and the rights to assemble and to form asso
ciations. Secrecy of postal and telephonic communication was sus
pended, and the government was authorized to conduct search and
seizure operations of homes.66 It provided th a t whoever commits the
offenses defined in the Penal Code as "severe rioting" or "severe
breach of public peace" by "using weapons or in conscious and
intentional cooperation with an armed person ...shall be sentenced
to death or, if the offense was not previously punishable more
severely, to the penitentiary for life or to the penitentiary for up to
15 years."67 Since the terms "riot" and "breach of peace" could be
applied to a protest march by political opponents, the mere keeping
or bearing of a weapon might have become a capital offense.
It was reported th a t measures to suppress "subversive activi
ties" took place throughout Germany. Hamburg, Dresden, Hanover,
S tuttgart, and numerous other cities "reported bans on Communist
activities and the searching of houses for Communist literature
and illegal weapons.''68 Police were put on constant alert until
after the election.69 As Communist members of the Reichstag fled,
a government spokesman noted th a t votes for Communists would
not be counted because they were "non-Germ an."70
Meanwhile, non-Nazis throughout Germany were disarmed as
"Communists." "Party headquarters throughout the country were
raided and subversive literature and weapons were seized."71 At
th e same time, even more Nazis were armed by th e government.
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"Throughout Prussia some 60,000 Nazi storm troopers and mem
bers of the Stahlhelm have been enrolled as auxiliary police and
have been armed w ith revolvers and truncheons."72 The outcome
of the "election" could not be in doubt.
German news reports indicated the use of the "Communist gun
owner" bogeyman as a propaganda tool, the extensive searches
and seizures being conducted by the police to confiscate firearms
and arrest their owners, and the use of th e Firearms Law against
Nazi opponents. It is clear th a t firearms were being seized from
persons of all types, not ju st "Communists."
Not surprisingly, the Nazis won th e election, leaving th e Hitler
regime w ith executive power in all the German S tates.73 The
repression continued unabated. Anti-Semitic actions began to be
reported. One account noted, "The Produce Exchange in Breslau
was entered today by Nazi storm troops, who searched the place
for arms and ousted the occupants. Several Jewish-owned depart
m ent stores there were forcibly closed, and the storm troopers
ejected Jewish judges and lawyers from th e courts."74
In another incident, six Nazi storm troopers raided the apart
m ent of the widow of former President Friedrich Ebert.75 They
demanded her "mustard flag," the Nazi term for the republican
black, red, and gold emblem.76 When her son protested th a t they
had no flag on the premises, they conferred among themselves on
w hether to search the apartm ent anyway.77 "They decided finally
to look for hidden arms, b ut found only a revolver belonging to
Herr Ebert, which he handed to them together w ith a perm it th a t
had expired. With these the Nazis marched off."78
By this point in time the Nazis had foisted a totalitarian
regime over all of Germany. Not only had th e Socialist and
Communist presses been shut down, but also Centrist and neutral
presses were subject to imm ediate suppression should anything
objectionable to th e regime be published.79 Germans were forbid
den to reveal any inform ation to foreigners. To enforce this repres
sion, telephones were tapped and inform ants lingered in cafes.80
The police and the courts were instrum ents of the dictatorship.
Jews were fleeing persecution.81
Despite the repression, foreign presses continued to report the
news. The following New York Times account dem onstrates th a t the
Nazi drive to seize arms was in part a ruse to conduct searches and
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seizures and to harass selected persons:
NAZIS HUNT ARMS IN EINSTEIN HOME
Only a Bread Knife Rewards Brown Shirts'
Search for Alleged Huge Cache
OUSTING OF JEWS GOES O N ____
BERLIN, March 20. - Charging th a t Professor Albert
Einstein had a huge quantity of arms and am m unition
stored in his secluded home in Caputh, the National
Socialists sent Brown Shirt men and policemen to search
it today, but the nearest thing to arms they found was
a bread knife.
Professor Einstein's home, which for the present is
empty, th e professor being on his way back to Europe
from the United States, was surrounded on all sides and
one of the most perfect raids of recent German history
was carried out. The outcome was a disappointm ent to
those who have always regarded Professor Einstein's
pacifist utterances as a mere pose.82
If one could find humor in th e above, th e reality was not
humorous. The above report also described the elim ination of Jews
from the professions. Jewish physicians were being dismissed from
the hospitals, Jewish judges in criminal court were removed and
placed in civil court, and Jewish prosecutors were term inated.83
On March 23, th e Reichstag passed, by a vote of 441 to 94, the
enabling act th a t perm itted the Cabinet to make laws w ithout con
sulting th a t body and w ithout action by the President. The
Reichstag th en dissolved sine die. The Cabinet of eleven members
included three Nazis: Chancellor Hitler, Dr. Wilhelm F. Frick, and
Hermann Goring.84 The others were Nationalists and appointees of
President von Hindenburg.85
The enabling act made the Hitler cabinet a dictatorship
through three simple provisions. Article I provided: "Federal laws
may be enacted by th e government [the cabinet] outside of the
procedure provided in the Constitution . . . ."85 Article II stated:
"The laws decreed by the government may deviate from the
Constitution . . . ,"87 And Article III provided: "The laws decreed
by th e government are to be drafted by the Chancellor [Hitler] and
announced in the Reichsgesetzblatt."88
The above accounts concern Nazi policy to seize all arms from
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political opponents. Nazi policy also m andated the prohibition of
possession of "military" firearms by citizens a t large. An SA
Oberfiihrer warned about an ordinance issued by the provisional
Bavarian Minister of the Interior:
The deadline set by § 4 of the Ordinance for the
Surrender of Weapons will expire on March 31, 1933. I
therefore request the immediate surrender of all arms
from former army stores to the local stations of the
Gendarmie.
Pursuant to § 3 of the ordinance, individuals may be
perm itted to keep a handgun together w ith proper
amm unition for the protection of house and farm. Wellfounded requests in this regard may be subm itted to the
local Gendarmerie stations by way of the mayor.
The units of the national revolution, SA, SS, and
Stahlhelm, offer every German man with a good reputa
tion the opportunity to join their ranks for the fight.
Therefore, whoever does not belong to one of these
named units and nevertheless keeps his weapon w ithout
authorization or even hides it, must be viewed as an
enemy of th e national government and will be held
responsible w ithout hesitation and w ith th e utm ost
severity.89
In other words, anyone who possessed a military rifle or hand
gun was a public enemy unless he or she was a member of a Naziapproved organization. Of the three listed organizations, the SS
(Schutzstaffelri) or Elite Guard of the National Socialist Party, head
ed by Heinrich Himmler, emerged as the most powerful Nazi police
organization.90 The SA (Sturmabteilung) or storm troopers were
appointed as an auxiliary police force which carried out many of the
excesses of the Nazi revolution until its leadership, headed by Ernst
Roehm, were eliminated in the "night of the long knives" in 1934.91
The Stahlhelm or Steel Helmets, a veterans' organization,92 had as
its honorary commander President Hindenburg, whose death in 1934
would complete Hitler's consolidation of absolute power93 and
doubtlessly eliminated this organization's special privileges.
On March 28, the State Ministry of the Interior headed by Frick
issued a secret directive to the government units, police, munici
pal commissars, and special commissioners of th e highest SA lead
ers regarding the execution of the ordinance on the surrender of
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m ilitary weapons. It began: "Despite all of the measures taken so
far, parts of the population opposed to the national government
and the national movement behind it are still in possession of mil
itary weapons and m ilitary am m unition."94 It ordered the police
"immediately to order the population to surrender any m ilitary
weapons in a tim ely m anner to th e special commissars listed in the
official gazettes as well as in th e local press."95 Weapons to be sur
rendered included not ju st heavy weapons but also "military rifles"
(which were bolt actions) and "army revolvers."96 The directive
continued:
[T]he Special Commissar of th e Highest SA Leader may
exempt members of the SA, SS, and Stahlhelm units as
well as members of veterans' associations by confiden
tial order to th e pertinent leaders of those u nits/associ
ations. Under no circum stances may th e public,
especially the press, be informed about this exemption,
given the fact th a t the provisions on disarmam ent of
the Versailles Treaty are still in effect. Further, upon
request, the Special Commissar may allow reliable per
sons to keep a rifle together w ith the necessary ammu
nition for th e protection of house and farm. The same
applies to army revolvers th a t are the personal property
of the owner. Only such persons can be considered reli
able from whom a loyal attitu d e toward the national
government can be expected. These approved excep
tions must also be treated as confidential.97
The surrendered arms were to be stored with th e SA, SS, and
Stahlhelm .98 These groups in tu rn would assist the police "to con
duct weapons searches in places where m ilitary weapons and mil
itary amm unition are still suspected."99
A terse newspaper announcem ent about th e above began: "We
would like to point out one more time th a t all m ilitary weapons
and amm unition in private possession have to be surrendered by
March 31, 1933... ."10° It warned: "If we find m ilitary weapons or
amm unition after 31 March 1933, we will be forced to proceed
ruthlessly . . . ."101
Having disarmed and mopped up the "Communists," a t tim es a
euphemism for citizens who were not National Socialists, and hav
ing prohibited possession of "military" firearms to citizens who
were not members of Nazi-approved organizations, the Nazis now
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turned their a tte n tio n more toward the Jews. Apparently hoping
to depict Jews as subversive by proving them to be in possession
of illegal firearms, search and seizure operations were executed on
April 4, 19 3 3.102 The New York Times reported:
Raid on Jewish Quarter
A large force of police assisted by Nazi auxiliaries raid
ed a Jewish quarter in Eastern Berlin, searching every
where for weapons and papers. Streets were closed and
pedestrians were halted. Worshipers leaving synagogues
were searched and those not carrying double identifica
tion cards were arrested. Even flower boxes were over
turned in the search through houses and some printed
m atter and a few weapons were seized.103
The Volkische Beobachter contained a revealing account
of the raid on the Jewish quarter under th e headline:
"The Time of the Ghetto Has Come; Massive Raid in the
Scheunenviertel;104 Numerous Discoveries of Weapons—
Confiscation of Subversive Material; Numerous Arrests of
'Imm igrants' from East Galicia."105 The article included a
dramatic and lengthy description of how the police,
supported by th e SS and crim inal detectives,
approached the Scheunenviertel ("Barn District") of
Berlin and searched th e houses and basem ents of the
Jewish inhabitants. It reported:
During the very extensive search, th e search details
found a whole range of weapons. Further, a large
am ount of subversive printed m aterial was confiscated.
14 persons who did not have proper identification were
detained. Most of them were Jews from Poland and
Galicia who were staying in Berlin w ithout being regis
tered .106
Despite th e headlines, the article does not state how many or
w hat types of arms were seized or w hether they were even unli
cenced or otherwise illegal. Prohibition of Jewish possession of
firearms was enacted later in 1938. The article does expand on the
"subversive m aterial" discovered. It includes two illustrations:
first, the assemblage of SS and police on th e street, and second, a
pathetic picture of an elderly Jewish man in front of a microphone
explaining to Nazi radio broadcasters on the scene th a t he did not
know why he was being searched. Beobachter readers were appar
ently supposed to "get it," but th e picture and statem ent evokes
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sympathy for the old man.
Nazi repressive measures against Jewish firearms owners were
facilitated by the 1928 Weimar gun control law, which banned
firearms from "untrustw orthy" persons and allowed th e police to
keep records on who acquired or carried firearm s.107 As th e New
York Times reported:
Permission to Possess Arms Withdrawn From Breslau Jews
Breslau, April 21. The Police President of the city has
decreed th a t "all persons now or formerly of th e Jewish
faith who hold perm its to carry arms or shooting licens
es must surrender them forthw ith to th e police author
ities."
The order is justified officially on the grounds th a t
Jewish citizens have allegedly used their weapons for
unlawful attacks on members of the Nazi organization
and the police.
Inasmuch as the Jewish population "cannot be regarded
as trustw orthy," it is stated, perm its to carry arms will
not in th e future be issued to any member thereof.108
Meanwhile, Wilhelm Frick, th e Reich Minister of th e Interior,
wrote to Hermann Goring, Minister of the Interior of Prussia and
head of the police of th a t state, th a t pistol im ports had increased
tenfold, and th a t "for reasons of public security we cannot toler
ate th e unrestrained im port of such huge am ounts of weapons."
While the 1928 law already restricted firearm acquisitions, "the
rules will not be observed by all of the weapons dealers, [and] th a t
unauthorized persons will obtain foreign weapons flowing into the
country . . . ."109 Accordingly, on June 12, Frick decreed a prohi
bition on the im portation of handguns.110 Handgun ownership by
German citizens, including Jews and political opponents, was
apparently subversive to the Nazi regime.
Historians of the period have shown little or no interest in the
above phenomena, w ith th e exception of William Allen, whose The
Nazi Seizure o f Power is based on the experiences of the town of
Northeim in Lower Saxony. This work dem onstrates th e Nazi's
m anipulative hysteria about firearms owners in 1933.111 As Allen
dem onstrates, the town's citizens found "th a t it was extremely
unhealthy to have any sort of weapon around the house."112
Discovery of firearms by th e police "was a first-class justification
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for the repeated police raids and arrests."113
Allen observes th a t the town's Reichsbanner (armed section of
th e Social Democratic party) awaited orders from party headquar
ters in Berlin to fight the Nazis, b ut the order never came. "Had it
been given, Northeimer's Reichsbanner members would have car
ried out the tested plan they had worked on so long—to obtain
and distribute weapons and to crush th e Nazis."114 Social
Democrats were "the only defenders of democracy in Germany, the
men who should have been gathering guns and calling the gener
al strike," but instead their homes were being raided in m idnight
arms searches and they were being hauled off to concentration
camps.115
In any event, th e Nazi seizure of power was complete. It
remained to consolidate this power for the aims of National
Socialism.

III. Hitler's Gun Control Act of 1938
On seizing power, as the above demonstrates, the Nazis were well
served by the 1928 Firearms Law. Discussions about possible amend
ments were held over a five-year period among the highest Nazi lead
ership.116 The result was the Nazi Waffengesetz (Weapons Law) of
March 18, 1938.117 It was decreed and signed by Adolph Hitler and
Reich Minister Frick under the Enabling Act passed in 1933.
The 1928 Weimar firearms law th a t was still in place empow
ered the police with discretion to issue or refuse to issue permits
to acquire or carry firearms. As th e following 1936 memorandum
from the Bavarian Political Police to all subordinate police reveals,
in late 1935 the Gestapo had ordered th a t no weapons permits
would be issued to Jews w ithout Gestapo approval:
Pursuant to an order of the Political Police Commander
of the States [Lander] of December 16, 1935, No. I G 352/35, the police authorities always have to obtain the
opinion of th e Geheimen Staatspolizei [Gestapo or
Secret State Police] authorities on the political reliabil
ity of the individual requestor, before any permits to
carry weapons are issued to any Jews.
Requests by Jews for the issuance of weapons permits
therefore have to be sent to the Bavarian Political
Police, I I / l for special disposal, so th a t it can state its
89

Death by Cun Control

opinion about the political reliability of th e requestor.
In general, the following has to be taken into account
with regard to the issuance of weapons perm its to Jews:
In principle, there will be very few occasions where con
cerns will not be raised regarding the issuance of
weapons perm its to Jews. As a rule, we have to assume
th a t firearms in the hands of th e Jews represent a con
siderable danger for the German people. Therefore, in
th e future, an extreme measure of scrutiny will have to
be applied to the question of political reliability of the
requestor in all cases where an opinion needs to be
given about th e issuance of weapons perm its to Jews.
Only in this way will we be able to prevent numerous
Jews from obtaining firearms and causing danger to the
German population.
Most likely, th e forwarding of applications will come
into consideration only in special cases.118
In short, before the 1938 Weapons law was decreed, the legal
and police tools were already in place to disarm whatever group the
Nazis disfavored.
As adopted, the 1938 (Hitler-Frick) weapons law combined
many elements of the 1928 law with National Socialist innovations.
A license was required to manufacture, assemble, or repair firearms
and ammunition, or even to reload cartridges. "A license shall not
be granted if the applicant, or the persons intended to become the
commercial or technical managers of the operation of the trade, or
any one of them , is a Jew."119 Firms with licenses under the 1928
law had to comply with this provision within a year or the license
would be revoked.120
A license was also required to sell firearms as a trade. Again,
Jews were excluded.121 Trade in firearms was prohibited at annual
fairs, shooting competitions, and other events.122 This would have
included traditionally-popular events as shooting festivals and gun
shows.
Acquisition of a handgun required a Waffenerwerbschein
(license to obtain a weapon).123 That did not apply to transfer of a
handgun to a shooting range licensed by the police for sole use at
the range. Exempt were "authorities of the Reich," various govern
m ent entities, and "departm ents and their subdivisions of th
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National Socialist German Workers' Party designated by the deputy
of the Fiihrer."124
Carrying a firearm required a Wajfenschein (license to carry a
weapon). The issuing authority had complete discretion to limit its
validity to a specific occasion or locality.125 The decree further pro
vided:
1. Licenses to obtain or to carry firearms shall only be issued to
persons whose reliability is not in doubt, and only after prov
ing a need for them .
2. Issuance shall especially be denied to :...
3. gypsies, and to persons wandering around like gypsies;
4. persons for whom police surveillance has been declared
admissible, or upon whom the loss of civil rights has been
imposed, for the duration of the police surveillance or the
loss of civil rights;
5. persons who have been convicted of treason or high treason,
or against whom facts are under consideration which justify
the assumption th a t they are acting in a manner inimical to
the sta te ...
6. persons who have received final sentence to a punishm ent of
deprivation of liberty for more than two weeks...for resist
ance to the authorities of the state.126
Notably, on the face of the law, Jews were not named as auto
matically disqualified. Gypsies were the only ethnic group which
did not qualify. It could be th a t the Nazi leadership did not feel
confident of the support of enough Germans to disarm Jews at this
time. Many Jewish men had fought in the Great War and retained
their side arms.127 This reluctance would change later th a t year.
For officially-supplied firearms, a license to acquire or carry
firearms was not required of members of the armed forces, the
police, "members of the SS reserve groups and the SS skull and
cross-bones units [Totenkopfverbande] , "128 and lower echelon Nazi
and Hitler Youth leaders. 129
Possession of any kind
individual cases a person
toward the state, or it is to
lic security."130 This could
ply any disfavored person.

of weapon could be prohibited where "in
who has acted in an inimical manner
be feared th a t he will endanger the pub
include any opponent of Nazism or sim
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It was forbidden to m anufacture or possess "firearms which are
adapted for folding or telescoping, shortening, or rapid disassem
bly beyond the generally usual extent for hunting and sporting
purposes."131 Firearms with silencers or spotlights were prohibit
ed .132 Finally, .22 caliber rimfire cartridges w ith hollow point bul
lets were outlaw ed.133
The penalty for willfully or negligently violating the provisions
of th e law related to the carrying of a firearm was up to three-years
imprisonment and a fine.134 A fine and indeterm inate imprisonment
was imposed on anyone who violated other provisions of the law or
implementing regulations.135
The primary Hitler-Frick innovations to the 1928 Weimar law
were the exclusion of Jews from firearms businesses and the exten
sion of the exceptions to the requirements for licenses to obtain and
to carry firearms to include various National Socialist entities,
including party members and military and police organizations.
Although the 1938 law no longer required an acquisition license for
rifles and shotguns, but only for handguns, any person could be
prohibited from possession of any firearm based on the broad dis
cretion of authorities to determine th a t a person was "acting in a
manner inimical to the state," had been sentenced "for resistance
to the authorities of the state,"136 or "it is to be feared th a t he will
endanger the public security."137 An innovation of the 1938 law was
to ban .22 caliber rimfire cartridges with hollow point bullets, which
were mostly used for small game hunting b ut which could be lethal
to humans.
The major features of the 1928 law were retained as particular
ly suitable for Nazism's goals:
• the requirement of licenses to make and sell firearms, includ
ing recordkeeping on transferees and police powers to inspect
such records;
• the requirements of licenses to obtain and to carry weapons,
and the retention by police of the identities of and informa
tion on such licensees;
• the provision th a t "licenses to obtain or to carry firearms
shall only be issued to persons whose reliability is not in
doubt, and only after proving a need for them";
• the denial of licenses to "persons for whom police surveillance
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has been declared admissible," or who presumably "are acting
in a m anner inimical to the state";
• the prohibition on possession of any weapon by a person
"who has acted in an inimical m anner toward the state, or it
is to be feared th a t he will endanger the public security"; and
• the prohibition on firearms with certain features not general
ly used "for hunting and sporting purposes."
Again following the 1928 law, the 1938 law directed th a t the
Reich Minister of the Interior shall issue implementing regula
tions.138 Exercising th a t power, on March 19, 1938, Frick issued
extensive regulations governing the manufacture, sale, acquisition,
and carrying of firearms.139 The regulations began by entrusting the
higher administrative authority in the hands of the presidents of
the governments or highest officials in the various States, except
th a t in Berlin the power was in the hands of the Police Chief.140
Extensive recordkeeping was required. A manufacturer, which
included not only the original producer but also a person who
assembled firearms in his shop from parts made by others, was
required to keep a book with each firearm identified and its dispo
sition. A handgun seller was obliged to keep books on the acquisi
tion and disposition of each handgun. Once a year, the book for the
previous year was subm itted to the police authorities for certifica
tion. All records were subject to police inspection on demand. The
records were to be kept for ten years except th a t, on discontinuance
of business, they were required to be turned over to the police.141
Licenses to obtain or carry firearms, the form of which was
prescribed, were issued by the district police authority of th e res
idence of the applicant. A firearm acquisition perm it was valid for
one year, and a license to carry a specific firearm was valid for
three years.142 When a person obtained the handgun authorized by
an acquisition perm it, th e transferor, w hether dealer or private
person, subm itted the perm it showing the acquisition to the
police.143 Muzzle loading pistols and revolvers, and blank and gas
firearms, were exem pt.144 "Individual exceptions" were now per
m itted to th e 1933 ban on im portation of handguns.145 Apparently
because th e law itself covered th e subject in detail, the regulations
did not m ention th e prohibition on Jews being licensed as m anu
facturers or sellers or the numerous exceptions for government and
National Socialist party members.
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In short, under the 1938 law the police decided who could and
who could not possess firearms. Aryans who were good Nazis could
acquire firearms with relative ease. Any possession of firearms by a
person considered "undesirable" by the police was prohibited. The
Nazis thereby imposed on the German people a firearms law based
on totalitarianism and police-state principles.

IV. Reichskristallnacht The Disarming of the Jews
On November 7, 1938, Herschel Grynszpan, a 17-year old
German Jewish refugee whose father had been deported to Poland,
went to the German Embassy in Paris intending to shoot the ambas
sador. Instead he shot and mortally wounded Ernst vom Rath, the
third secretary in the Embassy, who ironically was being watched by
the Gestapo because he opposed anti-Semitism and Nazism.146 As
the following demonstrates, the Nazi hierarchy recognized the inci
dent as creating a favorable opportunity to disarm Germany's
Jewish population.
On the morning of November 9, German newspaper headlines
reported variously "Police Raid on Jewish Weapons,"147 "Armed
Jews,"148 "Berlin's Jews were Disarmed,"149 "Disarming the Berlin
Jews,"150 and "Surrender of Weapons by Jews in Berlin, A Measure
by the Police President."151 The articles all contained substantially
the same tex t as follows:
In view of the Jewish assassination attem pt in the
German Embassy in Paris, Berlin's Police President made
known publicly the provisional results so far achieved, of
a general disarming of Berlin's Jews by the police, which
has been carried out in recent weeks.
The Police President, in order to m aintain public securi
ty and order in the national capital, and prompted by a
few individual incidents, felt compelled to disarm Berlin's
Jewish population. This measure was recently made
known to Jews by police stations, whereupon— apart
from a few exceptions, in which the explicit nature of
the ban on possession of weapons had to be articulat
ed— weapons until now found by the police to be in the
possession of Jews who have no weapons permit were
voluntarily surrendered.
The provisional results clearly show w hat a large amount
of weapons have been found with Berlin's Jews and are
still to be found with them . To date, the campaign led to
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the taking into custody of 2,569 stabbing and cutting
weapons, 1,702 firearms, and about 20,000 rounds of
ammunition.
Upon completion of the weapons campaign, if a Jew in
Berlin is found still to possess a weapon without having
a valid weapons permit, the Police President will, in
every single case, proceed with the greatest severity.152
The Berlin Police President, Count Wolf Heinrich von Helldorf,
apparently announced the above results the day before.153 As
noted, the disarming had been carried out in "recent weeks" and
had been "prompted by a few individual incidents" which were not
specified. Was the disarming an attem pt to control any resistance
to the repressive measures currently underway which motivated
Grynszpan? Or was it in anticipation of a major pogrom against Jews
ju st waiting for the proper incident to exploit, which now existed
from the shooting at the Paris embassy? The disarming m eant th a t
Jews could not protect themselves from attacks.154
The New York Times reported from Berlin th a t "Nazis Ask
Reprisal in Attack on Envoy," and th a t "Berlin Police Head
Announces 'Disarming' of Jews—Victim of Shots in Critical
State."155 Its account repeated the above statistics from Police
President von Helldorf of weapons seized and the announcem ent
th a t "any Jews still found in possession of weapons w ithout valid
licenses are threatened with the severest punishm ent."156
The attem pted assassination was called "a new plot of the
Jewish world conspiracy against National Socialist Germany," and
th e German press called for retaliation. Recalling David
Frankfurter's shooting in 1936 of Nazi leader Wilhelm Gustloff in
Switzerland, the Borsen Zeitung declared: "International Jewry and
foreign Jews living in Germany as well will soon feel the conse
quences th a t the Reich will draw from the fact th a t for the second
time in three years 'a Jew has shot.'" The Angriff asked for "the
sharpest measures against Jews."157
Vom Rath died on the 9th, which by coincidence was the "Tag
der Bewegung" (Day of the Movement), the anniversary of Hitler's
failed 1923 Beer Hall Putsch in Munich. Hitler gave his annual
speech in the Biirgerbrdukeller to commemorate and remember the
"fallen heroes" who died in the shootout with the police.158 Vom
Rath's death was reported to Hitler early th a t evening while dining
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at Munich's town hall chamber. Hitler turned and spoke quietly to
Propaganda Minister Joseph Goebbels.159 Mentioning localized antiJewish riots the night before, the Fiihrer stated th a t the Nazi party
was not to initiate such demonstrations, but would not intervene to
halt "spontaneous" pogroms.160 Hitler was also overheard to say
th a t "the SA should be allowed to have a fling."161 Goebbels gave a
speech calling for revenge with such vehemence th a t the party and
police leaders would discern th a t they should take an active role.162
The telephone orders between chief of staff of the SA Group
Nordsee, Roempagel, and his superior, were included in a secret SS
report prepared the following year.163 Among the instructions
Roempagel received were: "All Jewish stores are to be destroyed
immediately by SA men in uniform"; "Jewish synagogues are to be
set on fire immediately, Jewish symbols are to be safeguarded";
"the police must not intervene. The Fiihrer wishes th a t the police
does not intervene." The following instruction would ensure the
success of the attacks as well as achieve an ultim ate goal: "All Jews
are to be disarmed. In the event of resistance they are to be shot
immediately."164
After 11:55 p.m. on November 9, SS Standartenfiihrer (Colonel)
Heinrich Muller sent an urgent teleprinter message from Gestapo
Headquarters in Berlin to every state police bureau in the Reich,
alerting them th a t "demonstrations against the Jews, and particu
larly their synagogues, will take place very shortly." The Gestapo
was not to interfere, but was to cooperate with the regular police
to prevent looting and other excesses.165 The last paragraph of
Muller's message read:
If, during the actions about to take place, Jews are found
in possession of weapons the most severe measures are to
be applied. The special task units of the SS as well as the
general SS may be employed for all phases of the opera
tion. Suitable measures are to be taken to ensure th a t
the Gestapo remains in control of the actions under all
circumstances.166
On the morning of November 10, the following decree appeared
in newspapers throughout Germany:
Jews Forbidden to Possess Weapons
By Order of SS Reichsfiihrer Himmler
Munich, November 10 [1938]
The SS Reichsfiihrer and German Police Chief has issued
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the following Order:
Persons who, according to the Niirnberg law, are regard
ed as Jews, are forbidden to possess any weapon.
Violaters will be condemned to a concentration camp and
imprisoned for a period of up to 20 years.167
All hell broke loose. The New York Times reported: "Nazis Smash,
Loot and Burn Jewish Shops and Temples Until Goebbels Calls
H alt."168 In Berlin and throughout Germany, thousands of Jewish
men, particularly prominent leaders, were taken from their homes
and arrested.169 The Angriff, Goebbel's organ, implored th at, "For
every suffering, every crime and every injury th a t this criminal [the
Jewish community] inflicts on a German anywhere, every individ
ual Jew will be held responsible."170 The Times account reported the
arms prohibition as follows:
Possession of Weapons Barred
One of the first legal measures issued was an order by
Heinrich Himmler, commander of all German police, for
bidding Jews to possess any weapons whatever and
imposing a penalty of tw enty years confinement in a
concentration camp upon every Jew found in possession
of a weapon hereafter.171
The destruction was carried out by Rollkommandos (wrecking
crews) under the protection of uniformed Nazis or police.172
However, the people a t large generally did not participate, and most
appeared to be gravely disturbed by the attacks.173 Some members
of the public helped Jews leave their stores unmolested, but citi
zens who protested against the attacks on Jews were threatened
and silenced by the Rollkommandos.174
The anti-Jewish pogrom extended into Austria, which Germany
had annexed earlier th a t year. Arson was committed against
Vienna's temples, and Nazis attacked Jewish businesses. The New
York Times reported: "Thousands of Jews had their dwellings
searched for concealed arms, documents and money. The police
claim to have found quantities of th e m ..." 175
On November 11, In te rio r M inister Frick issued th e
Verordnung gegen den W affenbesitz der Juden (R egulation
Against Jews' Possession of W eapons).176 Its preamble recites th a t
it was issued pursuant to § 31 of th e 1938 Weapons Law, which
in tu rn empowered the Interior M inister to issue "the necessary
legal and adm inistrative regulations for th e im plem entation and
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fulfillm ent of th is Law." § 1 of th e new regulation provided:
Jew s...are prohibited from acquiring, possession, and
carrying firearms and ammunition, as well as cutting or
stabbing weapons. Those now having in their possession
weapons and ammunition must at once surrender them
to the local police authority.177
Foreign Jews could be exempted by the Interior Minister or del
egate.178
Section 2 of the regulation stated: "Weapons and ammunition
found in a Jew's possession will be forfeited to the Reich without
compensation." Concerning any person in violation, § 4 provided:
"Whoever willfully or negligently violates the provisions of § 1 shall
be punished with imprisonment and a fine. In especially severe
cases of deliberate violations, the punishm ent is imprisonment in a
penitentiary for up to five years." The regulation was applicable in
Germany, Austria, and the Sudetenland.179
There were about 550,000 Jews in those jurisdictions. The num 
ber of Jews arrested during the rampage was approximately 30,000
males aged 16-80.180
The American Consulate in S tu ttg a rt reported to U.S.
Ambassador Hugh R. Wilson in Berlin on November 12 th a t "the
Jews of Southwest Germany have suffered vicissitudes during the
last three days which would seem unreal to one living in an enlight
ened country during the tw entieth century...." The Consulate's
office was flooded with Jews begging for visas or immigration assis
tance for themselves and families. He wrote: "Men in whose homes
old, rusty revolvers had been found during the last few days cried
aloud th a t they did not dare ever again to return to their places of
residence or business. In fact, it was a mass of seething, panicstricken hum anity."181
Searches for weapons in Jewish homes and arrests generally
continued. Jews who still had wealth, despite the recent campaigns
to deprive them of their property, were pinpointed.182
The Decree on an Atonement Fine for Jews with German
Citizenship (November 12,1938) levied Jews with one billion reichs
marks as payment to the German Reich for the destruction caused
by the Nazis.183 Ordered by Field Marshal Goring in his capacity as
Commissioner for the Four Year Plan, this was enforceable because
a registry of all Jewish property had been compiled six months pre
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viously.184 (Similarly, the order prohibiting Jews from possession of
arms under penalty of imprisonment and "protective custody" was
more enforceable because of the firearms registry laws.)185 Jews
were ordered to repair all damage th a t had been done to business
es and homes on November 8-10, and the Reich confiscated Jewish
insurance claims. Jews were excluded from economic activity in the
Reich by the year's end.186
A Swiss newspaper reported from Berlin on November 11 under
th e headline "Numerous Arrests?" the following:
Last night th e Gestapo started to arrest Jews in Berlin
and in other German cities. Most of those arrested were
respected Jewish personalities. At a reception for the
press, the Reich Minister for Propaganda [Goebbels]
denied th a t there had been any arrests; when asked
again later, however, [his office] said th a t the arrests
had been made in connection w ith Himmler's decree
prohibiting Jews from owning arms. The explanation
given was th a t the Jews had retained weapons even
though the Chief of th e German police in his latest
decree had threatened to punish them w ith protective
detention of 20 years.187
Reporting from Frankfurt, the British Counsel observed th a t for
several days beginning on the evening of November 10, SS troopers
and Gestapo agents intruded into Jewish homes to conduct search
es and seizures. If any arms or a large sum of money were found,
the occupants were arrested for illegal possession of arms or for
hoarding funds.188
French and Swiss newspapers saw Reichskristallnacht as the cul
m ination of earlier anti-Semitic measures of the Reich and as "pre
m editated destruction":
To illum inate the recent events one now better under
stands the special liabilities imposed on the Jews in
recent times. Events since last June make clear the obvi
ous methods of their measures. They have simplified the
destruction. One method was to confiscate their arms
from them , rendering the operation w ithout danger. The
other demanded from them a formal declaration of assets
(currency, jewelry, pieces of furniture, carpets), which
facilitated the confiscation thereof. All was ready.189
A month after the pogrom, the Gestapo in Munich issued a
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memorandum to the police, commissars, and mayors concerning the
regulation requiring Jews to surrender all weapons. It also explained
how the regulation was to be implemented:
All weapons of all kinds in the possession of Jews are for
feited to the Reich w ithout payment of compensation
and must be surrendered.
This includes all firearms including alarm (starter) pistols
and all cutting and stabbing weapons including the fixed
blade if like a dagger.
Requests by emigrating Jews to have their weapons
returned to them shall not be granted.
A list shall be made of all weapons th a t belonged to Jews
and the list shall be sent to this office by January 5,
1939. The weapons shall be well packaged and, if in small
numbers, sent as parcel, and if in larger numbers, by
freight.
Because this will have to be reported to the Gestapo
office in Berlin, this deadline will absolutely have to be
observed.190
Thus, over a period of several weeks, Germany's Jews had been
disarmed. The process was carried out both by following a combi
nation of legal forms and by sheer lawless violence. The Nazi hier
archy could now more comfortably deal with the Jewish question
w ithout fear of resistance.

V. Afterword: Precluding Armed German Resistance to
Nazism
The disarming of the Jews made individual or collective resist
ance in the future impossible. After Reichskristallnacht, the histor
ical record does not reflect th a t German Jews unlawfully obtained
or used arms as tools of resistance. In fact, the Reichsvertretung der
Juden in Deutschland (National Representative Organization of Jews
in Germany), the German-Jewish leadership, insisted th a t Jewish
activities be legal. Militant resistance was rejected as futile and
provocative of reprisals.191 The Reichsvertretung did sanction the
financing of escapes by opening illegal bank accounts,192 but it also
helped to register Jews selected for deportation and to ensure
transportation arrangements for deportees.193
Yet it is a myth, observes Arnold Paucker, th a t Jews did not
resist Nazism. Most Jews capable of bearing arms came forward,
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wherever possible, to fight either in regular armies or as partisans
in every European country.194 The exception was in Germany, where
"there was virtually no armed resistance of any sort, and thus no
armed Jewish resistance either."195 German Jews could not be fault
ed for not instigating military adventurism .196 Paucker does not
speculate on how the course of history could have been altered had
German opponents of Nazism, including both Jews and non-Jews,
been better armed, more unified, and ideologically more inclined to
resistance.
After Hitler launched World War II by attacking Poland in 1939,
many Germans blamed him for failing to spare Germany an armed
conflict. Anti-Nazi sentim ent existed. Opined the London Times:
"All this does not imply th a t Germany is ready for a revolution.
Civilians are disarmed, and so pow erless...."197 Germans generally
longed for, it was asserted, the return of legality, freedom, and
human dignity.198
When the Nazis conquered France (as in other countries),
they proclaimed th a t failure of civilians to surrender all
firearms within twenty-four hours would be punishable
with the death penalty, and they executed many who
failed to comply.199
Nor would the Nazis trust ordinary German firearm own
ers. In addition to the law and regulations already in
place, a secret Gestapo order in 1941 established a system
of central registration of persons obtaining firearms other
th an military officers, police, and political leaders.200
The existence of firearms regulations providing for records on
all individuals lawfully possessing firearms, coupled with searches
and seizures of firearms from the houses of potential dissidents,
guaranteed th a t firearms would be possessed only by supporters of
Nazism. These firearms policies made it far easier to exterm inate
any opposition, Jews, and unpopular groups.
German resistors were different than their European counter
parts in th a t there was no maquis or partisan force.201 The German
resistance to Hitler was not characterized by any armed popular
movements or uprisings against the Nazi regime. Lone individuals or
small military cliques with firearms or bombs sought to kill Hitler
himself.202 Heroic as these attem pts were, how might the course of
history been different had Germany (not to m ention the countries
Germany would occupy) been a country where large numbers of cit
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izens owned firearms without intrusive legal restrictions and where
the right to keep and bear arms was a constitutional guarantee?203
Three million Germans were imprisoned for political reasons in
the years 1933 to 1945, and tens of thousands were executed.
"These numbers reveal the potential for popular resistance in
German society— and what happened to it."204 The same could be
said about the far larger numbers of victims of the Holocaust and
the mass killings of unarmed peoples of the countries occupied by
the Nazis. Once again, w hat might have been the course of history
had firearm ownership been more prevalent and protected as a con
stitutional right?
Such questions have never been discussed in scholarly publica
tions because the Nazi laws, policies, and practices have never been
adequately documented. The record establishes th a t a well-meaning
liberal republic would enact a gun control act th a t would later be
highly useful to a dictatorship. That dictatorship could then con
solidate its power by massive search and seizure operations against
political opponents, under the hysterical ruse th a t such persons
were "Communist" firearm owners. It could enact its own new
firearms law, disarming anyone the police deemed "dangerous" and
exempting members of the party th a t controlled the state. It could
exploit a tragic shooting of a government official to launch a
pogrom, under the guise th a t Jewish firearm owners were danger
ous and must be disarmed. This dictatorship could, generally, dis
arm the people of the nation it governed and then disarm those of
every nation it conquered.
The above experiences influenced perceptions of fundam ental
rights in both the United States and Germany. Before entering the
war, America reacted to the events in Europe in a characteristic
manner. Seeing the Nazi threat and its policies, Congress passed the
Property Requisition Act of 1941 authorizing the President to req
uisition certain property for defense, but prohibiting any construc
tion of the act to "require the registration of any firearms possessed
by any individual for his personal protection or sport" or "to impair
or infringe in any manner the right of any individual to keep and
bear arms."205
Today, Germany's Grundgesetz (Basic Law) includes the following
provision: "When other avenues are not open, all Germans have the
right to resist attem pts to impose unconstitutional authority."206
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If the Nazi experience teaches anything, it teaches th a t totali
tarian governments will attem pt to disarm their subjects so as to
extinguish any ability to resist crimes against humanity.
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Chapter Ten:

Nazi Germany:
To Disarm and To Kill
The Nazi German governm ent aggressively disarmed German
civilians, especially Jews, in th e early years of th e Third Reich.
See Table 10A for key features of th e German "gun control" laws.
As th e Nazis invaded other countries, they imposed "gun con
trol" on th e people of those lands as well. Once disarmed and
rendered defenseless, th e civilian victims m et th e full horror of
th e Nazi death machine.
Most Americans know th a t th e Nazi German governm ent car
ried out a calculated campaign to destroy all persons of the
Jewish faith (i.e., Jews, or persons of th e "Jewish race"). Most
Americans know about th e concentration camps and death camps
built in Germany, Austria and Poland, and th a t Jews were im pris
oned and killed by th e thousands and millions in those camps.
Many Americans do n ot fully realize th is fact: it w a sn 't j u s t
th e Jews.
When thinking of Nazi Germany, its "gun control" program,
and its persecution of th e Jews, many non-Jew ish people feel
sorry, some even feel a sense of guilt — b u t they also see the
whole issue as one of Nazis vs. Jews. People nowadays can place
th e Third Reich and its Holocaust in a special category of h isto 
ry — it was som ething th a t happened to Jews, it had som ething
to do w ith Jew ishness and Naziism. The persecution, th e death
camps, did not affect anybody else... th ey th in k .
I t w a sn 't j u s t th e Jews.
Fact is, betw een 1933 and 1938, many concentration camps
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were b uilt to hold in "protective custody" th e enem ies of the
state. They were built to isolate, punish, to rtu re and kill Germans
who opposed th e Nazi regim e.1 For example, th e infamous prison
camp a t Dachau was b u ilt for th a t purpose, and u n til 1938, the
overwhelming m ajority of th e 6,000 inm ates were political pris
oners.2 Likewise th e death camp a t Auschwitz started as camp for
political prisoners, m ostly Polish people who were not necessari
ly Jew s.3
As described in th e preceding chapter, th e "gun control" laws
of Germany existed before th e Nazi governm ent came to absolute
power. Those laws operated to disarm all Germans, n o t ju st the
Jews.
Who were th e victims of th e Nazi murder m achine? Jews, yes,
b u t millions of non-Jew s also. Drawn from th e work of Professor
R. J. Rummel, here are th e civilian death counts, figures so huge
th a t th ey stu n th e im agination:4
Total civilians killed:

20,946,000 men, women and children

Gypsies:

258,000 killed

Homosexuals:

220,000 killed

Slavs (Eastern Europe): 10,547,000 killed
Jews:

5,291,000 killed

In th e death camps and other "in stitutions," th e Nazis killed
a to ta l of 11,283,000 people (including Jews, Gypsies, political
prisoners, campus rebels, dissidents, critics of th e regime, paci
fists and o th ers).5
By forced labor: 1,861,000 people died.
By forced euthanasia: 172,500 people were killed.
N on-com batant civilians were m urdered by th e Nazis all over
Europe: 256,000 French, 406,000 Hungarians, 64,000 Italians,
51,000 Belgians, and many more. About 12,250,000 Russian civil
ians were killed as well.
One million children under 18 years of age were victim s of
Nazi mass murder.
I t w a sn 't j u s t th e Jews. The victims could be anybody.
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The White Rose: A Lesson in Dissent6

by Jacob G. Hornberger7
The date was February 22, 1943. Hans Scholl and his sister
Sophie, along w ith their best friend, Christoph Probst, were
scheduled to be executed by Nazi officials th a t afternoon.
Hans, a medical student at th e University of Munich, was 24.
Sophie, a student, was 21. Christoph, a medical student, was
22. What brought them to this fate?
Hans and Sophie Scholl were German teenagers in the
1930s. Like other young Germans, they enthusiastically joined
the Hitler Youth. They believed th a t Adolf Hitler was leading
Germany and th e German people back to greatness.
Their parents were not so enthusiastic. Their father, Robert
Scholl, told his children th a t Hitler and the Nazis were leading
Germany down a road of destruction. Later, in 1942, he would
serve time in a Nazi prison for telling his secretary: "The war!
It is already lost. This Hitler is God's scourge on mankind, and
if the war doesn't end soon th e Russians will be sitting in
Berlin."
Gradually, Hans and Sophie began realizing th a t their
father was right. They concluded th a t, in the name of freedom
and the greater good of the German nation, Hitler and the
Nazis were enslaving and destroying the German people. They
also knew th a t open dissent was impossible in Nazi Germany,
especially after th e start of World War II. Most Germans took
the traditional position: once war breaks out, it is the duty of
th e citizen to support the troops by supporting the govern
ment.
But Hans and Sophie Scholl believed differently. They
believed th a t it was the duty of a citizen, even in times of war,
to stand up against an evil regime, especially when it is send
ing hundreds of thousands of its citizens to their deaths.
The Scholl siblings began sharing their feelings with a few
of their friends Christoph Probst, Alexander Schmorell, Willi
Graf as well as with Kurt Huber, their psychology and philoso
phy professor.
One day in 1942, copies of a leaflet entitled "The White
Rose" suddenly appeared a t the University of Munich. The
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leaflet contained an anonymous essay th a t said th a t the Nazi
system had slowly imprisoned th e German people and was now
destroying them . The Nazi regime had turned evil. It was time,
the essay said, for Germans to rise up and resist the tyranny
of th eir own government. At th e bottom of the essay, the fol
lowing request appeared: "Please make as many copies of this
leaflet as you can and distribute them ."
The leaflet caused a trem endous stir among th e student
body. It was th e first tim e th a t internal dissent against the
Nazi regime had surfaced in Germany. The essay had been
secretly w ritten and distributed by Hans Scholl and his
friends.
Another leaflet appeared soon afterward. And th en an o th 
er. And another. Ultimately, betw een 1942 and 1943, there
were six leaflets published and distributed by Hans and Sophie
Scholl and their friends: four under the title "The White Rose"
and two under the title "Leaflets of the Resistance."
The members of The White Rose, of course, had to act cau
tiously. The Nazi regime m aintained an iron grip over German
society. Internal dissent was quickly and efficiently smashed
by the Gestapo. Hans and Sophie Scholl and their friends knew
w hat would happen to them if they were caught.
People began receiving copies of the leaflets in the mail.
Students at th e University of Hamburg began copying and dis
tributing them . Copies began turning up in different parts of
Germany and Austria. The members of The White Rose did not
lim it themselves to leaflets. Graffiti began appearing in large
letters on streets and buildings all over Munich: "Down with
Hitler! . . . Hitler the Mass Murderer!" and "Freihart! . . .
Freihart! . . . Freedom! . . . Freedom!"
The Gestapo was driven into a frenzy. It knew th a t the
authors were having to procure large quantities of paper,
envelopes, and postage. It knew th a t they were using a dupli
cating machine. But despite the Gestapo's best efforts, it was
unable to catch the perpetrators.
On February 18, 1943, Hans' and Sophie's luck ran out.
They were caught leaving pam phlets a t th e University of
Munich and were arrested. A search disclosed evidence of
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Christoph Probst's participation, and he too was soon arrested.
The three of them were indicted for treason.
Four days after their arrest, their trial began. The presid
ing judge, Roland Freisler, chief justice of the People's Court of
the Greater German Reich, had been sent from Berlin. Richard
Hanser, historian of the student movement, described the trial
of the students before Freisler:
He conducted the trial as if the future of th e Reich were
indeed at stake. He roared denunciations of th e accused
as if he were not the judge b ut the prosecutor. He
behaved alternately like an actor ranting through an
overw ritten role in an implausible melodrama and a
Grand Inquisitor calling down eternal dam nation on the
heads of th e three irredeemable heretics before him ....
No witnesses were called, since the defendants had
adm itted everything. The proceedings consisted almost
entirely of Roland Freisler's denunciation and abuse,
punctuated from time to tim e by halfhearted offerings
from the court-appointed defense attorneys, one of
whom summed up his case with the observation, "I can
only say fiat ju stitia. Let justice be done." By which he
m eant: Let the accused get w hat they deserve.
Freisler and th e other accusers could not understand w hat
had happened to these German youths. After all, they all came
from nice German families. They all had attended German
schools. They had been members of the Hitler Youth. How
could they have turned out to be traitors? What had so tw ist
ed and warped their minds?
Sophie Scholl shocked everyone in th e courtroom when
she remarked to Freisler: "Somebody, after all, had to make a
start. What we wrote and said is also believed by many others.
They ju st don't dare to express themselves as we did." Later in
the proceedings, she said to him: "You know th e war is lost.
Why don't you have th e courage to face it?"
In the middle of the trial, Robert and Magdalene Scholl
tried to enter th e courtroom. Magdalene said to the guard:
"But I'm the m other of two of the accused." The guard
responded: "You should have brought them up better."
Robert Scholl forced his way into th e courtroom and told
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th e court th a t he was there to defend his children. He was
seized and forcibly escorted outside. The entire courtroom
heard him shout: "One day there will be another kind of ju s
tice! One day they will go down in history!"
Robert Freisler pronounced his judgm ent on the three
defendants: Guilty of treason. Their sentence: Death.
They were escorted back to Stadelheim prison, where the
guards perm itted Hans and Sophie to have one last visit with
their parents. Hans met w ith them first, and th en Sophie.
Richard Hanser wrote:
His eyes were clear and steady and he showed no sign
of dejection or despair. He thanked his parents again for
the love and warmth they had given him and he asked
them to convey his affection and regard to a number of
friends, whom he named. Here, for a moment, tears
threatened, and he turned away to spare his parents the
pain of seeing them . Facing them again, his shoulders
were back and he sm iled....
Then a woman prison guard brought in Sophie... Her
m other tentatively offered her some candy, which Hans
had declined. "Gladly," said Sophie, taking it. "After all,
I haven't had any lunch!" She, too, looked somehow
smaller, as if drawn together, b u t her face was clear and
her smile was fresh and unforced, w ith something in it
th a t her parents read as trium ph.
"Sophie, Sophie," her m other murmured, as if to herself.
"To th in k you'll never be coming through th e door
again!" Sophie's smile was gentle. "Ah, Mother," she
said. "Those few little years...." Sophie Scholl looked at
her parents and was strong in her pride and certainty.
"We took everything upon ourselves," she said. "What
we did will cause waves." Her mother spoke again:
"Sophie," she said softly, "Remember Jesus." "Yes,"
replied Sophie earnestly, almost commandingly, "but
you, too." She left them , her parents, Robert and
Magdalene Scholl, with her face still lit by the smile
they loved so well and would never see again. She was
perfectly composed as she was led away. Robert Mohr [a
Gestapo official], who had come out to the prison on
business of his own, saw her in her cell immediately
afterwards, and she was crying. It was th e first time
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Robert Mohr had seen her in tears, and she apologized.
"I have ju st said goodbye to my parents," she said. "You
understand..." She had not cried before her parents. For
them she had smiled.
No relatives visited Christoph Probst. His wife, who had
ju st had their third child, was in th e hospital. Neither she nor
any members of his family even knew th a t he was on trial or
th a t he had been sentenced to death. While his faith in God
had always been deep and unwavering, he had never commit
ted to a certain faith. On the eve of his death, a Catholic priest
adm itted him into the church in articulo mortis (at the point
of death). "Now," he said, "my death will be easy and joyful."
That afternoon, the prison guards perm itted Hans, Sophie,
and Christoph to have one last visit together. Sophie was then
led to the guillotine. One observer described her as she walked
to her death: "W ithout turning a hair, w ithout flinching."
Christoph Probst was next. Hans Scholl was last; ju st before he
was beheaded, Hans cried out: "Long live freedom!"
Unfortunately, they were not the last to die. The Gestapo's
investigation was relentless. Later tried and executed were
Alex Schmorell, 25, Willi Graf, 25, and Kurt Huber, 49. Students
a t the University of Hamburg were either executed or sent to
concentration camps.
Today, every German knows the story of The White Rose. A
square at the University of Munich is named after Hans and
Sophie Scholl. And there are streets, squares, and schools all
over Germany named for the members of The White Rose. The
German movie "The White Rose" is now found in video stores in
Germany and the United States. As Richard Hanser wrote, "Their
actions made them enduring symbols of the struggle, universal
and timeless, for the freedom of the human spirit wherever and
whenever it is threatened."
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Table 10A
Key Elements of German "Gun Control" Laws8
Date

January, 1919

March, 1919

Aug. 7,1920

Regulations of the
Council of the People's
Delegates on Weapons
Possession

“All firearms, [and] all kinds of firearms ammuni
tion, are to be surrendered immediately’’; severe
penalties for disobedience.

Executive orders (during
uprisings)

Anyone caught possessing firearms is to be shot

Law on the Disarmament

Empowers a Reichskommissarto define weapons
subject to confiscation.

of the People
Mar. 18,1928

Effect

Law/Regulation

Law on Firearms and
Ammunition
(replacing earlier laws)

without trial.

Government registration and licensing of everyone
having anything to do with firearms or ammuni
tion (manufacture, repair, possession, carrying,
etc.); licenses available only to persons of
“undoubted reliability.”

Mar. 28,1931

Unauthorized Use of

Prohibits carrying firearms, clubs or “stabbing
weapons” outside of home or business (except

Weapons

permit holders and government authorized per

Law Against

sonnel).
Dec. 8,1931

Fourth Regulations of
the President...on the
Defense of Civil Peace,
Part 8, Ch. 1

Authorizes police to place all firearms and ammu
nition into custody for “public security” reasons;
requires all license applicants to prove their
“need” for firearms; requires licenses for manu
facture and sale of clubs and “stabbing weapons.”

Mar. 18,1938

Weapons Law

Imposes special controls on handguns; excludes
Jews from any firearms business; prohibits any
one who is “hostile to the government” or “may
endanger public security” from possessing
firearms, clubs or “stabbing weapons,” exempts
Nazi party organs and govenment officials.

Nov. 11,1938

Regulations Against

Prohibits Jews from possessing any firearms,

Jews’ Possession of

ammunition, clubs or “stabbing weapons.”

Weapons
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Chapter Eleven:

Rwanda
Between April 7 and July 19, 1994, genocide in th e African
nation of Rwanda resulted in 800,000 deaths.1 That amounts to
about 11% of the country's population killed in ju st over 100 days
— about 80% of its Tutsi population exterm inated.2
Hatred + Government + Disarmed Civilians = Genocide

All three factors th a t seed th e Genocide Formula were present
in Rwanda.

Hatred
H atred in Rwanda came from two m ain sources. The first
source was th e long-standing tribal rivalry betw een th e Hutus
and th e Tutsis. In Rwanda, th e Hutus were 90% of population,
th e Tutsis were only 9%. Historically, th e Tutsis had dom inated
political life in th e land. A lthough the Tutsis and Hutus in te r
mingled and often interm arried, there rem ained la te n t tribal
resentm ents. When Belgium controlled Rwanda in th e early
1900's, th e Belgians tended to play one tribe against th e other,
favoring Tutsis over Hutus, and thus building tensions betw een
th em .3 Political unrest tu rn ed violent when Hutus rebelled
against Tutsis in 1959, resulting in 150,000 deaths and another
150,000 Tutsi refugees leaving th e country.4
In neighboring Burundi, th e m inority Tutsis m aintained con
tro l over th e largely Hutu nation. Responding to a Hutu rebellion
in 1972, Burundi's m ilitary moved to exterm inate all educated
Hutus — many uneducated Hutus were killed as well. This cal
culated genocide resulted in at least 100,000 killed and 200,000
Hutus fleeing to Rwanda.5 Burundi's genocide inspired Hutu
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hatred and increased persecution of Tutsis in Rwanda.
The second source of hatred was deliberate racial baiting and
a governm ent-sponsored anti-T utsi propaganda cam paign.6
A lthough anti-Tutsi prejudice, ostracism and violence had been
occurring steadily for years in Rwanda, th e central governm ent
jum ped firmly on th e bandwagon after th e Rwandese Patriotic
Front (RPF) started a revolt in October 1990.7 The RPF consisted
m ostly of Tutsis and openly sought to overthrow th e H utu-con
trolled regime. The governm ent responded by deeming all Tutsis
to be supporters of th e RPF. Hutus who disagreed w ith th a t view
were considered traitors.
In June, 1994, during th e genocide, th e UN Commission on
Human Rights reported th e extrem ist Hutu organizations direct
ly incited ethnic hatred and violence:
False rumours and tracts designed to inflame ethnic
hatred and encourage violence are constantly circulat
ing in Rwanda. The Tutsi are portrayed, for example, as
"bloodthirsty, power-hungry and determ ined to impose
th eir rule on th e people of Rwanda by m eans of the
gun."8
Radio stations controlled by th e governm ent and by Hutu
agitators did "not hesitate to call for th e exterm ination of the
Tutsi." One of th e stations, called th e "killer radio statio n ," pro
claimed th a t "by May 5, th e cleansing of th e Tutsi m ust be com
pleted" and th a t "the grave is still only half full, who will help
us to fill it?"9
The Hutu Ten Commandments had been circulating widely
and generating ethnic h a tre d .10 The first three "commandments"
targ eted Tutsi women as hostile "agents" and warned all Hutus
against having anything to do w ith them . Other comm andments
declared th a t every Tutsi was dishonest and Hutus who dealt
w ith Tutsis were traitors. Hutus were directed to unify against
"their common Tutsi enemy." The eighth com m andm ent chilling
ly said: "Hutus m ust stop having mercy on th e Tutsis."11
After identifying Rwanda's in tern al enemies as th e Tutsis and
th eir fellow travelers, th e governm ent began to arrest them .
Tutsis who were educated, prosperous, or who had traveled
abroad were th e first to be arrested. Prom inent Hutus who m ight
be out of step w ith th e regime were also tak en away.12
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Government
Ethnic identity cards had been required for decades. When the
genocide began, Hutu death squads and government troops
stopped Rwandans, checked their identity cards, and carted off or
imm ediately executed Tutsis.13 One American writer dubbed these
identity cards as "death tickets for Tutsis during the genocide."14
After Belgium gave Rwanda its political independence in 1962,
political power increasingly became concentrated in the central gov
ernm ent and a single ruler or party. By elections in 1960, the peo
ple had selected a Hutu-dominated government which persisted as
a Hutu President was elected in 1962 and remained in office until
overthrown by Hutu military officers in 1973.
Tutsi exiles in neighboring Burundi attacked the Rwanda gov
ernm ent in late 1963 w ithout success. The government not only
repelled the exile invasion, it also murdered about 10,000 Tutsis in
two months, including almost all of the Tutsi politicians in
Rwanda.15 Not surprisingly, the government enacted independent
Rwanda's first "gun control" law on November 21, 1964.16

Disarmed Victims
Civilians in Rwanda, most especially the Tutsis, were mostly
unarm ed people.17 As the UN observers reported, "most of the mas
sacres were carried o u t...ag ain st unarm ed and defenseless peo
ple."18 The killers were organized armed units and gangs of Hutu
civilians who were given weapons for the purpose.19 The most fre
quently used murder weapons were: machetes, firearms, nail-studded clubs (called masus), axes, and blunt instrum ents.

Inadequate Defense Tools
Victims often attem pted self-defense. When the defenders'
weapons were even comparable to the attackers', th en th e defend
ers could buy time. The killers would call in m ilitary forces for sup
port, however. The m ilitary always had firearms with plenty of
am m unition, and sometimes grenades and m ortars as well.
Firearms turned the tide against defenders who th en would be to r
tured, gutted, maimed and murdered.
Eyewitness testim ony and observer reports show unquestion
ably how vital it is for innocent civilians (men, women and chil
dren) to be armed when faced w ith violent attack.
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Kigali province: Threatened by Hutu death squads wielding

clubs and m achetes, civilians in Ntarama took refuge in a church
and nearby school. One survivor said, "We used stones, bows and
arrows" to hold off th e attackers for a week. The defenders' hope
ended when "well-armed soldiers and interaham w e [killer gang au th .] came towards th e church attacking from th ree fro n ts....
Our young men and women were overw helm ed.... They made
holes in th e back wall and threw grenades th rough th e holes....
The interaham w e th en came in w ith their m achetes and began
m assacring."20
The resisters who survived had wounded one soldier and killed
another, and had obtained a gun from th e dead man. Eyewitnesses
reported, "One of the refugees.... knew how to use th e gun. The
next morning, two busloads of soldiers arrived.... People tried to
keep up the resistance. But w ith only one gun, bows, arrows, and
stones we were no m atch for all these soldiers with their guns.
There were ju st too many soldiers. Everyone who could flee fled.
They came in and attacked the wounded, weak, old, young or ju st
frightened." Those tried to escape were chased toward a nearby
river where more killer gangs awaited them . Rather th an die by
m achete, "very many people jum ped and drowned, including many
women w ith babies strapped to their backs."21
Butare province: At a town meeting in Cyahinda, the mayor
asked the people to surrender their weapons and promised the
police would protect them . When some of th e people questioned
the order, the mayor commanded th e police to shoot the people
and many were killed in the building. Other townsfolk m ounted a
resistance: "The war of stones against bullets lasted for about
three days. There were betw een eight and eleven gendarmes
[policemen - auth.] who came and went, leaving th e interahamwe
to keep up the killing. They were more easily repulsed because
they did not have guns." The resisters managed to kill three
policemen — the attackers massacred more th a n 20,000 people.22

In Karama, betw een 35,000 and 43,000 people were slaugh
tered .23 A survivor recalled, "We tried to defend ourselves with
stones. [The attackers] shot bullet after bullet." The attackers kept
shooting for nearly seven hours — "there was an endless hail of
bullets" — until they ran out of am m unition. "Of course we had
run out of stones long before they had run out of bullets."24
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In Songa, the Rwandan Army helped murder several thousand
people, mostly Tutsis. One witness reported: "The men put up a
defense against th e continuous attacks of th e interahamwe. Our
defense continued [for three days]. Because they were fighting
interahamwe, our men had no problem repulsing them . But [then]
soldiers arrived. After th a t it was a calamity. As soon as the sol
diers arrived, they started shooting.... Everywhere, there was a
hail of bullets.... Some of the men bravely continued to fight back
with bows and arrows. But once the soldiers arrived, we did not
have a chance.... th e defense collapsed. How could men and boys
armed with stones fight their bullets and grenades?"25
Byum ba province: Refugees from interahamwe death squads
had gathered in city buildings in Gishari. The police started to kill
the refugees. A high school teacher recalled: "I saw some of the
refugees go into the [offices] and come out w ith four or five rifles
and am m unition. They started fighting back. It was then th a t the
soldiers started to use the rocket-propelled grenades which killed
far more people th an the old hunting rifles the refugees had
found.... The interahamwe came in to finish people off with
m achetes and [nail-studded clubs].... The firing, wounding and
dying continued for w hat seemed a lifetime. [After the intera
hamwe and soldiers left] the place was full of dead people.
Hundreds of families had been wiped out. Over a thousand people
had been killed. Hundreds more were seriously wounded." The
teacher pointed out: "M an y more would have died if those
refugees had not found those rifles."26

Similar stories replayed all over Rwanda during the genocide:
• Kabarando, Byumba province: Local "law enforcem ent"
refused to help refugees under attack in a church. The
refugees resisted initial attacks by throwing stones and bro
ken bricks, b ut th en the army set up three machine guns.
After eight hours of shooting into the church, the attackers
threw in grenades and th en invaded the church, killing the
remaining women and children.27
• Kibuye town, Kibuye province: Young people in a church
tried, by hurling rocks and stones, to fight back against
interahamwe and police guns and grenades. The attackers
prevailed, killing nearly all refugees inside.28
• Gitesi, Kibuye province: Soldiers opened fire on refugees col
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lected in a stadium. Refugees responded by throwing rocks,
and occasionally by returning unexploded grenades. In a sin
gle day, some 12,000 refugees were m urdered.29
• Cyangugu province: Four police officers were assigned to
protect 8,000 refugees in a church compound against m ur
der squads. The officers fought back bravely, so the attack
ers waited until they ran out of bullets. The provincial
governor arrived on the scene, had the policemen removed,
and the murder squads retreated. Later, however, the squads
returned fully armed with guns, grenades, spears, swords,
and machetes. The refugee men who fought back with stones
were shot first, th en the squads entered th e area to butcher
th e rest.30

No Defense Tools
The vicious attacks, m utilations and murders of entirely
defenseless people during the genocide defy accurate count.
Children, particularly Tutsi boys, were targeted especially for
killing. Many children who survived m achete attacks live massive
ly disfigured.31 Words can barely convey the horrors of the Rwanda
genocide. Observers on-site reported:
The massacres are system atic in nature. Whole families
are exterm inated — grandparents, parents and children.
No one escapes, not even newborn babies.... th e victims
are pursued to their very last refuge and killed
th e re ....32 This barbarism does not spare either children
in orphanages or patients in hospital.... Hutu staff
working for Doctors W ithout Borders were obliged to kill
their Tutsi colleagues.33
The Hutu attackers, the interhamwe, and especially the gov
ernm ent agents and troops, were armed. Why weren't the Tutsis
also armed for defense?
The answer is simple: Firearms were not available to the Tutsis,
because of cost and "gun control" laws. Firearms were available to
Hutu attackers because extrem ist groups and the government sup
plied th e weaponry.34
Victim disarmam ent laws had existed in independent Rwanda
since 1964. The Rwandan Decree-Law No. 12/79, issued in May,
1979, revoked the 1964 law and established the "gun control" laws
in effect during the 15 years ju st before the 1994 genocide. That
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decree aimed to "control firearms and their am m unition," and it
did so by imposing high license costs, registering all owners, pro
hibiting many types of firearms including concealable and "mili
tary style" weapons, giving unlim ited power to government
officials to disarm civilians, and giving unlim ited possession rights
to police and m ilitary forces only.
The result was: the disfavored group (Tutsis) were mostly
unarm ed people when their government and fellow countrym en
(Hutus) turned against them . The Genocide Formula is fact.
Unarmed minority groups die when the armed majority
decides to kill them.

Table 11 A:
Highlights of Rwanda's 1979 "Gun Control" Law
(Decree-Law No. 12/79, May 7, 1979, printed in
Journal Officiel De La Republique Rwandaise, June 1, 1979)
Article 3: Possessing "arms constituting th e weapons of the

Armed forces" is forbidden, except for m ilitary or professional
use, or as perm itted by the Minister of National Defense.
Article 4: No one may possess or carry a firearm of any type

w ithout a perm it, except those authorized to carry military
weapons.
Article 5: The Minister of National Defense may at any time

order "the taking of an inventory of all firearms and ammuni
tion" th a t are possessed according to permits.
Article 6: Officials may demand any perm it holder to "justify
th e possession of th e arm or arms m entioned on these per
mits;" those who lack the justification face penalties under
Article 13.
Article 8: "When circumstances or national security require

it," the Minister of National Defense may prohibit importing,
dealing in, possessing or carrying firearms and amm unition in
any given territorial area.
Article 9: Permits can only be issued to named individuals

who offer "a sufficient guarantee" th a t they will keep the
firearm and am m unition themselves and not allow third par
ties to have it even temporarily.
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Article 10: Annual fees of 1,000 francs charged for perm it to

carry "modern" firearms. (Other fees for display models and
obsolete guns.)
Article 12: All perm its "are revocable in case of abuse, or when

public security is in danger." The Minister of National Defense
has the right to revoke the permits.
Article 13: Penalties for unlawful possession, sale, im porta

tion, or carrying of regulated firearms: prison from 7 days to
1 year, a n d /o r a fine from 5,000 to 50,000 francs. Prison is
m andatory w ith a term up to 10 years if the violation occurs
"in regions in which m ilitary operations have taken place."
Article 14: Possession for any reason of prohibited firearms is

prohibited.
Article 15: Prohibited firearms include collapsible rifles and

"all offensive and concealable arms."
Article 16: Penalties for possessing prohibited firearms: Up to

one year in prison or up to 15,000 francs. The Armed Forces
are exempt from prohibition of firearms.
Article 17: Except for Armed Forces and police training and

use, "it is forbidden to shoot and to carry loaded arms in all
built-up areas and near dwellings."
Article 18: Penalty for violating Article 17: 15 to 30 days in

jail, or a fine up to 2,500 francs.

Lists of Victims
The Hutu-controlled regime prepared lists of people targeted
for destruction first during the genocide.35 The general organizer
of the genocide of Tutsis was the director of services in the
Ministry of Defense and the Defense Minister him self.36 It seems
likely th a t the list of priority targets would be developed, a t least
in part, from th e list of firearms perm it holders, because the
Defense Minister is the licensing and fee collecting authority.
Cross-referencing th e list of perm it holders to a list of identity
cards bearing th e designation of "Tutsi", and th e genocide plan
ners would have all they needed to find and kill primary targets.
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Chapter Twelve:

Ottoman Turkey
Who Was Protecting These Women and Children?
"I saw through th e windows of th e [building] a cara
van of several hundred Christian women and children
resting in th e m arketplace. Their sunken cheeks and
cavernous eyes bore th e stam p of death. Among the
women, alm ost all of whom were young, were some
m others w ith children, or, rather, childish skeletons, in
th eir arms. One of them was mad. She knelt beside the
half petrified cadaver of a new-born babe. Another
woman had fallen to th e ground, rigid and lifeless. Her
two little girls, believing her asleep, sobbed convul
sively as they tried in vain to awaken her. By her side,
dying in a scarlet pool, was yet another, beautiful and
very young, the victim of a soldier of th e escort. The
velvety eyes of the dying girl, who bore every evidence
of refinem ent, mirrored an immense and indescribable
agony....
When th e hour struck for departure, one after another
of those filthy, ragged skeletons struggled to its feet
and, taking its place in th a t mass of misery th a t
shrieked silently to heaven, to ttere d off, guarded by a
group of bearded gendarm es."1
How could it be th a t so many women and children were
inarched to death and murdered — w ithout being able to resist?
Surely they were th e families of someone. Why were there no
wen to defend them ? What left these victims unprotected?

133

Death by Cun Control

The Armenian Genocide of 1915
To Ottoman Turkey belongs th e infamy of conducting the 20th
Century's first genocide. Between 1915 and 1917, th e Turkish gov
ernm ent planned and carried out th e killing of all Armenians in
the land — men, women, children. The goal was to eradicate
2,000,000 souls.2 In th a t short two years, th e Ottoman Turks sys
tem atically butchered betw een 1,000,000 and 1,500,000 unarmed,
defenseless Armenian citizens of Turkey.3
This Armenian Genocide was not the first time Ottoman Turks
had attacked and killed Armenian citizens in large numbers. The
Muslim Turks had long h a te d and resented th e Christian
Armenians scattered across the Ottoman Empire. When law and
order broke down or a disaster occurred, Muslim Turks would pre
dictably attack the Armenians.4
The worst previous massacre took place betw een 1894 and
1896 under Sultan Abdul Hamid II, when Turks killed between
100,000 and 300,000 Armenians.5 Because the Armenian victims
were Christians, the "Christian" governments of Europe condemned
the massacre and finally forced the Sultan to h alt th a t genocide
and to confer greater political equality and self-government upon
the Armenian m inority.6

History Delivers The Victims
What made possible the Armenian Genocide of 1915-1917?
Consider the factors in this time sequence:
(1) The Ottoman Empire was a declining m ulti-cultural patchwork
of competing ethnicities and interests, originally dominated by
Muslim Turks.
(2) A supposedly "liberal-oriented" entity, called the "Young
Turks," overthrew the Sultan's government in 1908 and forced
the Sultan to establish full religious and political liberties for
all Turkish citizens and a fully representative governmental
system (to include Armenians).7
(3) Armenians had long been "rigorously prohibited from possess
ing firearms" and were generally not perm itted to serve in the
army. Armenians were largely excluded from the highest admin
istrative posts, and they played little part in provincial govern
ments.8 [Young Turks did at times arm Armenian factions to
help them overthrow the Sultan and consolidate power.9]
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(4) Blaming th e th re a t of a coup against th eir regime, th e Young
Turks declared a national emergency and suspended consti
tu tio n al rights. The governm ent turned to repression and
terror, destroying in tern al opposition parties and suppress
ing m inorities who sought more political autonom y.10
(5) The Young Turk governm ent expanded "gun control" laws to
apply to all Turks.11 The laws banned unauthorized m anu
facture or im portation of weapons (firearms), and forbade
carrying of weapons, cartridges and gunpowder.12
(6) Domestic chaos and popular discontent rose against the
Young Turks.
(7) A m ilitary coup briefly ousted th e Young Turks in 1912, but
members of th e Young Turks seized back power violently and
ruled autocratically for th e next six years.13
(8) Many Muslim Turks still h a te d Christian Arm enians.14
(9) As World War I broke out, Russia attacked Turkey and occu
pied more territo ry — among th e Russian m ilitary forces
were many Russian Armenians.
(10) During World War I, th e European governm ents th a t had pre
viously intervened to protect th e Armenians had become
wartim e enem ies of Ottoman Turkey and th u s had no influ 
ence over how Armenians would be treated .
These historical elem ents set th e stage for th e Turkish gov
ernm ent to commit genocide. Next came th e deliberate decision
to destroy all Armenians.

Deliberate Decision to Destroy
The Young Turk rulers quite literally decided to commit geno
cide. In a secret m eeting, th e Turkish m inister of education said:
"Let us th in k well. Why did we bring out th is revolu
tion? What was our aim ?...It was to revive Turkism
th a t I became your comrade, brother and fellow-traveler. I only w ant th a t th e Turk shall live. And I w ant
him to live only on these lands, and be independent.
With th e exception of th e Turks, let all th e other ele
m ents be exterm inated, no m atter to w hat religion or
faith they belong. This country m ust be purged of
alien elem ents. The Turks m ust do th e p u rg in g ..."15
At th e same m eeting, a Muslim religious leader spoke:
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"Your servant is prepared to present a holy edict in
th is respect...S ince th e collective society is en d an 
gered, th e individual becomes sacrificed. This is
Kaidahi Fiykiyeh (the principle of Islam philosophy).
Therefore they m ust all be killed, men, women and
children, w ithout discrim ination."16
The same Muslim leader outlined th e genocide program:
[Saying th a t we are mobilizing for war], we [take] into the
army all those who can carry arms. We send them (the
Armenians) to th e front line of th e battle. Then we will take
them in a cross-fire betw een th e Russians in front, and our spe
cial forces from behind. Having th u s removed th e menfolk, we
give th e order to our [believers] to exterm inate th e rem ainder
of women and children, th e oldsters and th e sick and the
maimed in one full sweep. ..." 17

Summary of the June 26,1915
Official Proclamation to Deport Armenians
Official
Proclamation Announcement, Law or Effect
Provision

Preamble

"For a few years our Armenian compatriots, who are a
part of the Ottoman population, have been, with foreign
instructions, harboring wrong and lawless ideas. They
have been injuring, besides their own comfort and inter
est, the tranquility and peacefulness of the Ottoman
Empire, and of their other compatriots; committing
bloody acts and even daring to join the enemy with
whom our government is now at war and who is also the
enemy of the Armenian people as a community. For the
purpose of both protecting the peace and tranquility of
the land and also of preserving the existence and safety
of the Armenian population, our government has been
compelled to undertake extraordinary measures and sac
rifices and is obliged to deport the Armenian population
into the interior provinces where they will reside in
places indicated by the government until the end of the
war. For this reason we point out that all Ottomans must
obey literally the following orders."
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Summary of the June 26,1915
Official Proclamation to Deport Armenians (cont'd)

Item 1

"Five days from [this date] all Armenians, except the
sick, are required to start by sections and villages under
the guard of gendarmes."

Item 2

Permits Armenians to take "any portable goods." Forbids
selling any other property, or storing that property with
others for safekeeping. Promises that, because the depor
tation is "temporary," the government will store all such
goods "in large strong buildings," and such property will
be "given back" on return of the owners. The army may
buy goods from Armenians. Violators face court martial.

Item 3

Roadside accommodations ("proper buildings") are to be
prepared "to secure their comfort" and safety until
arrival at temporary destinations.

Item 4

"The guards will use arms against those who threaten the
life or goods of one or more of the Armenian population
or dishonor any of them. Any such person will be at once
arrested, sent to Court Martial and condemned to death."

Item 5

Armenians "who dare to use arms" to resist the deporta
tion orders shall be "arrested dead." Persons who hide or
help Armenians to hide face court martial and the death
penalty.

Item 6

Armenians must turn in any and all firearms, bombs and
daggers to the government. Severe punishment awaits
any person who hides any of these items from the gov
ernment.

Item 7

"The soldiers and gendarmes acting as escort are permit
ted and required to use arms and to kill those who try to
seize by force or plunder the Armenians on the roads or
in villages."

Item 8

Armenians may leave goods with the Imperial Ottoman
Bank and other creditors to secure debts. Government
may buy such goods when "necessary" for "military pur
poses."

Item 9

No animals may be taken on deportation, and will be
bought by the army.

Item 10

"The officials of villages, towns, districts and provinces on
the way must assist the Armenians as much as possible."
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Preparation for Genocide
Once the plan was form ulated, th e Young Turks selected police
chiefs, governors and other officials who were loyal to them and
their cause. After being given the more detailed secret instructions
for liquidating the Armenians, these officials were sent out to the
Armenian towns. They waited for the telegram th a t starkly read
"Take care of the Armenians" to begin the slaughter.18
The steps of th e genocide plan fell into place:
✓

The Turkish government drafted over 200,000 Armenian men
into the army, thus taking most of the men capable of resist
ing away from the Armenian areas.

✓

In February, 1915, the Minister of War issued this order to all
army commanders:
"In view of the present situation the to tal exterm ina
tion of the Armenian race has been decided by an
Imperial order. The following operations are to be per
formed to th a t effect:
1. All Ottoman subjects over th e age of five years bear
ing the name Armenian and residing in the country
should be taken out of the city and killed.
2. All Armenians serving in th e Imperial armies should
be separated from their divisions, w ithout creating inci
dents, taken into solitary places, away from th e public
eyes, and shot.
3. All Armenian officers in the army should be impris
oned in their respective m ilitary camps u n til further
notice.
48 hours after the above instructions are transm itted to
the commanders of the army specific orders will be
issued for their execution."19

✓ Armenian soldiers were disarmed and transferred to labor b a t
talions, where they were killed by various m eans.20 Some were
worked to death. Others died of exposure, hunger and disease
in the freezing winter. Still others were bound into groups,
marched to a secluded area and shot.21
✓

Exterminating Armenians in th e army still left many males
who could fight and m ight have the weapons to do so.22 The
Turkish governm ent th u s directly confiscated as many
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weapons as possible from the Armenian civilians:
"Under the guise of wartime necessity and to protect
against possible sabotage and rebellion by Armenians,
the first stage was to demand throughout all towns and
villages th a t Armenians tu rn in their arms or face severe
penalties. Turk soldiers and police ransacked Armenian
homes, and many suspected of having weapons were
shot or horribly tortured."23
Government terrorism against civilians can drive them to
extreme acts of attem pted self-preservation. The Turkish civilian
disarmam ent campaign "created such terror th a t Armenians
bought or begged from Turkish friends weapons th a t they could
tu rn in to authorities."24 The Armenians' reaction was not alto
gether unreasonable because in some areas Armenians were
expected to fulfill quotas of guns to be relinquished to authori
ties.25 Where authorities suspected hidden firearms, they proceed
ed w ith house to house searches, torturing Armenians and their
families to discover the locations of weapons.26
The procedure was confirmed by British and American sources:
A decree went forth th a t all Armenians should be dis
armed. The Armenians in the Army were drafted out of
the fighting ranks, re-formed into special labour b a tta l
ions... The disarming of the civil population was left to
the local authorities, and in every adm inistrative centre
a reign of terror began. The authorities demanded the
production of a definite number of arms. Those who
could not produce them were tortured, often in fiendish
ways; those who procured [firearms to tu rn in], by pur
chase from their Moslem neighbours or by other means,
were im prisoned for conspiracy against th e
Government.27
The Turkish search for weapons not only disarmed the people,
it served the purpose of further thinning out the ranks of ablebodied and influential men. The observers thus reported:
Few of these [tortured or imprisoned] were young men,
for most of the young had been called up to serve; they
were elderly men, men of substance and the leaders of
the Armenian community, and it became apparent th a t
the inquisition for arms was being used as a cloak to
deprive the community of its natural heads. Similar meas
ures had preceded the massacres of 1895-6, and a sense
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of foreboding spread though the Armenian people.28
The ultim ate "gun control" — forcible confiscation — left the
Armenians servile and helpless.
✓

There were more ways to elim inate the able-bodied Armenian
men. Late in April 1915, th e Turkish government arrested 235
prom inent Armenians in Constantinople and "deported" them
to the interior. These first victims were educated people,
politicians, physicians, lawyers, teachers, clergymen and w rit
ers. Hundreds of others like them were taken away by the
Turks in raids all over the country. Another 5,000 "blue collar"
Armenians shortly met the same fate.

✓

Mopping up the remaining Armenian men was a grimly clever
process. Proceeding from town to town, "a town crier or bul
letin would call for all Armenian males over age 15 to appear
by a certain time in the town square or in front of the central
government building. Once they had gathered, the authorities
th en imprisoned them all. After a day or so, soldiers and police
roped the prisoners together in batches, marched them out to
a secluded spot, and slaughtered them ."29

✓

Once the men capable of resisting the genocide were elim inat
ed, and the civilians disarmed, the genocide of the women and
children progressed as planned:30
1. Turkish authorities would order all Armenians in a town to
prepare for internal deportation in a week.
2. The Armenians (then mostly women) were forbidden to sell
their real property or livestock. They were forced to sell most
other family and personal property for next to nothing, often
to governm ent officials. (After th e dep o rtatio n , th e
Armenians' abandoned real property and livestock was given to
Muslim Turks.)
3. The Turks collected Armenian families into convoys —
groups numbering betw een 200 and 4,000 women, children
and old people. Although hired oxcarts w ith drivers would
sta rt the trip carrying some Armenians' belongings, these
hirelings would quit and tu rn back w ithin a few days, leaving
th e Armenians to hand carry w hat they could.
4. Through hot and dry summer months, the convoys were
force marched over rough terrain where water was scarce. The
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Turkish guards assigned to "protect" the deportees sometimes
forbade them to stop for water, and killed stragglers. Those
marchers who took too long to die of hunger, th irst or exhaus
tion, the Turk guards massacred.
5. During th e march, Muslim villagers would attack the
Armenians, plundering, raping and killing a t will. When pass
ing through m ountainous areas, Kurdish tribes were encour
aged to loot, rape, kidnap women and kill. The Turks released
convicted criminals and literally invited them to attack the
convoys.
6. In some cases, Turkish army troops were ordered to murder
a whole convoy. In one well-known case, th e Turkish 86th
Cavalry Brigade attacked a large convoy from Erzindjan,
stripped all the people of their clothes and led them naked to
Kemakh Gorge. There the Turkish troops tied up the Armenians
and threw them down a rock crag into the flowing Euphrates
River. Some 20,000 to 25,000 Armenians, roughly half th e pop
ulation of their town, was swiftly murdered there in this m an
ner or by bayonet.
7. Some Armenians, chiefly those from cities, were confined in
concentration camps or transported in overcrowded cattle cars.
Many were also force marched during part of their transporta
tion. All of these victims died by the thousands, from disease,
exposure, hunger and murder by troops and attackers.
8. The 10% or so of the Armenians who survived their "trips"
arrived as naked diseased skeletons at concentration camps.
Disease, starvation and mass execution ended most of their
lives.

Propaganda: gun ownership proves disloyalty
Repeating a p attern found in persecutions worldwide, the
Turkish government used a gun scare as a propaganda tool
against targeted victims. To build more public support for
rounding up Armenians, the government publicly charged th a t
some rural Armenians still possessed firearms even after the
confiscation order:
The pattern was repeated for each town and city.
Politicians and leading citizens were ordered to report to
th e authorities and jailed. Armenians were required to
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hand over any arms in their possession and police
searched their homes. Those arrested were forced, some
times under torture, to confess their part in the gener
al uprising. Such confessions were rarely obtained, and,
w ith the Ittihad [ruling party -ed] lacking sufficient
evidence to support its allegations of an insurrection,
th e government simply published as proof photographs
of stocks of weapons and m unitions seized in Armenian
homes throughout the country, as if it were surprising
th a t peasants and mountain-dwellers had kept rifles and
gunpowder in spite of the order to hand over all
weapons. Shortly afterwards, th e men themselves were
ordered to report and arrested. All those imprisoned
were taken out into the country and either cut down or
shot.31

Didn't Anyone Resist the Genocide?
Innocent Armenian citizens largely did not resist the deporta
tion and destruction in 1915-1917, for several reasons:32
• Communication technology, especially in remote parts of the
Ottoman Empire, was slow. Armenians did not know w hat
was happening elsewhere and could not see the m aster plan
unfolding.
• Armenians were mostly loyal and obedient citizens of the
Empire. They obeyed the orders given to them .
• The Armenian leadership and intelligentsia had been killed.
• The Armenian men capable of fighting had mostly been
drafted, called away, and killed.
• Weapons had been confiscated from civilians.
Where Armenians knew about the Turkish th re a t and pos
sessed arms, there was fierce resistance. In the region of Van,
Armenians fought desperately against the vastly more powerful
Turkish army. An Armenian woman offered this eyewitness
account:
Gradually we got news th a t th e Turks wanted to finish
off all th e Armenians by massacring them . ... Every
night, taking turns in homes, we had secret meetings to
figure out when this was going to happen and how we
could prepare to resist and defend ourselves. [The
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Armenians preparing to resist] came to our house many
times. They would do drills to get used to the rifles.
Suddenly word came to us th a t the Turks were going to
attack in three days. Everyone got ready; the men, who
were th e only fighters, positioned themselves in the
basem ents and were ready w ith their rifles by small win
dows. ... The Protestant churches opened up their m eet
inghouses for the people to take cover, and waited for
the outcome.33
The Turkish army had been marching through, sacking and
burning Armenian villages in the region. About 24,000 Armenians
were butchered, mostly women, children and th e aged, in about 80
villages.34 The American Ambassador to Turkey, Henry Morgenthau
learned from two reputable American eyewitnesses how th e trig 
gering events took place on the auspicious date of April 20 in the
year 1915:
"On April 20th, a band of Turkish soldiers seized several
Armenian women who were entering the city; a couple of Armenians
ran to their assistance and were shot dead. The Turks now opened
fire on the Armenian quarters with rifles and artillery; soon a large
part of the town was in flames and a regular siege had started."35
Morgenthau reported the inequality of forces in battle:
The whole Armenian fighting force consisted of only
1,500 men; they had only 300 rifles and a most inade
quate supply of ammunition, while [the Turks] had an
army of 5,000 men, completely equipped and supplied.36
The Armenian defenders, all civilians, held off the Turkish
army for five weeks. Another eyewitness detailed how the defend
ers managed to do it:
The whole population was involved, because even we
children used to go from house to house to gather the
brass candle bars to make shells for th e bullets. They
even learned to make powder. Everyone was involved.
Sometimes th e fighting was a t a very close range, from
one house to th e other. The Turks had all th e am m uni
tion and ours was very lim ited, we had to be very, very
careful not to waste any. Some of th e Armenians had
th e ingenuity th a t, when a Turk was killed, they pulled
him in w ith a long pole to get th e am m unition he was
carrying.37
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After a m onth of prolonged fighting, and when Armenian vol
unteers and Russian troops approached the city, the Turks pulled
back. When the Turks returned six weeks later w ith reinforce
ments, however, the Armenian defenders packed up and fled to
Russia.

But the Armenians Were Protected By Law!
Americans tend to tru st their leaders, judges and laws. If the
government promises to protect a citizen's goods, then an
American would likely tru st th a t promise. Most Americans cannot
imagine how the Turkish government murdered about 1,500,000
people whom th a t governm ent had promised to protect by law.
Indeed, the Turkish law assuring the Armenians protection
was about as strongly-worded as a law could be. Under the Official
Proclamation of June 26, 1915, which ordered the Armenians to be
deported internally, th e Ottoman Turkish government promised:
• th a t the deportation of Armenians was tem porary
• th a t the Armenians' property would be safeguarded
• th a t Turkish escort troops would shoot to kill anyone who
attacked or looted Armenians during th e deportation
• th a t roadside inns would be available to Armenians "secure
their comfort" during the trip
• th a t a Turkish m ilitary court would condemn to death any
one who threatened the life or goods of an Armenian or who
even showed "dishonor" to an Armenian
The Ottoman Turkish government lied. That government
organized and executed the plunder and murder of th e very peo
ple whom it promised to so fiercely protect.
Lesson of the Armenian genocide: never be so trusting of a
government to protect you that you give up your own means
of self-defense.
A

good government will never try to render its citizens

defenseless — an evil government always will.
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Table 12A
Key Turkish "Gun Control" Laws that Disarmed Victims38
Turkish Law

Operational Language

Citation

Article 166,
Ottoman
Penal Code,
June 4,1911

“Whoever, without obtaining permission from the department concerned,
manufactures within the Ottoman territories gunpowder...or prohibited
weapons or cartridges for them or imports into the Ottoman territories
[the same], or becomes a medium for this sort of smuggling, or transports
or imports [the same items smugged] within the Ottoman territories...is,
in addition to the confiscation of such, put in prison for from two months
to two years, and a fine [5 to 50 ‘gold pieces’ or ‘lira’] is taken.”

Article 166,

“Those who, without permission, carry or sell such prohibited cartridges,

Ottoman

weapons, gunpowder or explosive substances are also punished with

Penal Code,

im prisonment for from one month to six months and by taking a fine [1

June 4,1911

to 10 ‘gold pieces’ o r ‘lira’].

Article 166,
Ottoman

“For the purposes of the Penal Code ‘prohibited weapons’ mean generally

Penal Code,
June 4,1911

State or military weapons and revolvers of which the barrels are more
than 15 centimetres.” [15 cm = 5.9 inches — auth.]

Official

Item 5. [Referring to the deportation order], “Armenians are compelled

Proclamation,

to obey the government’s decision. If there be any persons among them

June 26,1915

who dare to use arms against soldiers or gendarmes, arms will be used
against such persons and they shall be ‘arrested dead.’”

Official

Item 6. “Armenians being prohibited to carry any fire arms, they must

Proclamation,

surrender to the government all kinds of arms, pistols, bombs and
daggers that they have in their houses or out of doors. The government

June 26,1915

has been informed about a quantity of these arms, and those persons
who try to secrete them instead of delivering them up to the government
will be very severely punished when the arms are discovered by the
government."
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Chapter Thirteen:

Uganda
Can "gun control" laws avert social disasters th a t result from
m ilitary and political policies? Can such laws prevent tribal war
fare and government-sponsored mass murder?
In Uganda's case, the laws not only failed to work — they
achieved the worst results. Under the dictatorship of Idi Amin and
a fully developed "gun control" scheme, betw een 1971 and 1979,
300,000 people were murdered by government agents and troops.1
Based on th e estim ated total population of ju st over 10 million
people, the average government murder rate for th a t nine-year
period was 300 murders per 100,000 persons. Uganda's murder rate
under severe "gun control" was over 30 tim es higher th an th a t of
the United States in th e same tim e period (9.4 per 100,000).2
What factors set the stage for government murder in Uganda
under Amin? There were several.

Hostile Peoples Forced Together
First, Uganda was a nation created by the British government.
In th e late 1800's, Great Britain controlled Egypt, and wanted to
ensure th a t the Nile River's water supply would not be disturbed.3
The previous kingdom of Buganda lay at th e source of the Nile.
When religious civil war broke out in Buganda, Britain took con
trol of the country in 1894 as a "protectorate," and later made it
a colony.4
Through a series of political and m ilitary maneuvers, Britain
managed to transfer control of a large part of th e territory neigh
boring kingdom of Bunyoro into the Uganda colony.5 Similarly,
other nearby tribal kingdoms were pulled under British control.6
To form Uganda, these rival and m utually hostile tribes and lands
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were cem ented together.
Britain apparently little cared th a t its colony would be a land
divided by hate. The people of Bunyoro had historically been hos
tile to the people of Buganda, and had fiercely resisted the forced
u nion.7 Meanwhile, to get the Buganda forces to surrender their
weapons, the British gave a privileged status to th e Buganda
province over the rest of Uganda.8 This program of inequality
among the peoples and provinces could only make inter-tribal
resentm ent worse.

Rule By Foreign Or Hostile Occupation Forces
Second, the British strategy of m ilitary control was designed
to keep the peoples of Uganda divided. The British m ilitary forces
were organized such th a t "a soldier should be of a different race,
a different (and distant) geographical origin, and a different reli
gious faith from th e population in the area of posting. The under
lying rationale was th a t the army would be more effective if the
troops did not feel a sense of identity with the local populations,
but owed allegiance only to the adm inistration."9
Troops from Sudan, th en from India and Kenya, were im port
ed to keep order in Uganda. By 1913, however, most of the British
forces were African.10 From th a t point on, the men of Uganda's
m ilitary came mostly from the northern regions, n ot from the
southern Buganda province. As most leaders in Ugandan society
were from Buganda, there remained a tension betw een the m ilitary
and civilian elements.

Society Divided Against Itself
Third, Ugandan society was fractured in five key aspects:11
(1) Buganda (in th e south) and its people received privileged
treatm ent and dom inated the adm inistration.
(2) Tribes w ithin the country remained hostile; th e Bunyoro
people particularly resented the loss of territories.
(3) The peoples were divided by religious differences so severe
th a t a civil war had erupted owing to them (Catholic vs.
Protestant vs. Muslim).
(4) The m ilitary was comprised chiefly of northern tribesm en
(who were typically less educated than the southern people of
the Buganda province in the south).
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(5) In economic m atters, the people of Buganda dom inated the
farm sector, while people of Indian descent largely controlled
commerce.

Victim Disarmament Laws
Fourth, the British-imposed system of "gun control" had made
it difficult or impossible for Ugandan citizens to possess and use
firearms. From 1955 to 1970, the Firearms Ordinance comprehen
sively controlled th e lawful access and use of firearms. Ju st before
Idi Amin took power, Uganda in 1970 replaced th e older law with
an essentially similar Firearms Act. The key elements of the 1970
Firearms Act were:
•

National registration of all firearms and licensing of all
firearms owners.

•

Licensing officials could deny or revoke firearms licenses at
will.

•

Police could demand to inspect firearms and licenses at any
time.

•

No firearms could be im ported sold or transferred between pri
vate citizens except w ith government approval via licensing.

•

Firearms dealers and gunsm iths must be nationally registered
and could be searched and inspected for regulatory compliance
a t any time.

•

Firearms owners would be criminally liable for failure to store
firearms in approved manner.

•

No person (except a dealer) could m anufacture or assemble any
am m unition or firearm.

•

The Firearms Act restrictions did not apply to members of the
military, nor to others whom the government authorities
m ight select.

•

Government authorities under statutory order could ban or
confiscate firearms in any region at any time.
See Table 13A below for more details.12

About six m onths before the enactm ent of the 1970 Firearms
Act, Uganda's Prime Minister Milton Obote had banned the posses
sion of all firearms and amm unition (except government officials
and others selected by the Prime M inister).13 Prime Minister Obote
also banned nearly all political parties.14 The government monop
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oly on lawful firearms possession, followed by the highly restric
tive 1970 Firearms Act, made it quite difficult or impossible for
disfavored citizens to legally have firearms. Those who sought to
obey th e law would remain disarmed, or would subm it themselves
to continuous government identification and m onitoring. Political
parties th a t could have opposed a power grab had to operate
secretly if at all.

Ascent of the Ruthless "Tyrant
Fifth, w ithin two m onths of his seizing power in January,
1971, Idi Amin concentrated all political power in himself. His per
sonal decrees became law.15 He became commander in chief of the
military, and abolished all lower levels of governm ent.16 He o u t
lawed all political parties, abolished the legislature and transferred
its powers to th e "Council of M inisters."17
To forestall resistance to his rule, Amin made it a punishable
crime for three or more persons to be found together if any one of
them were arm ed.18 He also authorized any member of the military
or prison authorities to make arrests w ithout a w arrant.19

Genocide Begins
To consolidate further his personal power, Idi Amin purged the
Ugandan Army of soldiers who were hostile to him or otherwise
suspect. Soldiers from the ethnic and language regions th a t did
not strongly support Amin were his first targets. Thousands of sol
diers were initially transferred away from central units, and then
later killed. Soldiers transferred away were replaced by others
deemed loyal to Amin, including soldiers from other countries. An
estim ated 16,000 m ilitary men became "missing" (dead) in 1971
alone.20 By September 1972, Amin had rebuilt the Army in his
image. By 1973, at 90,000 people had been murdered: soldiers,
ordinary citizens, and many people ju st because they were related
to a person seen as a th re a t to the Amin regime.21
When the Army purge was nearly complete, Amin ordered on
August 4, 1972, th a t all Asians who were not citizens to leave the
country in 90 days.22 Approximately 50,000 Asians left Uganda as
ordered, abandoning property to be seized by the Army.23 Many
Asians were robbed of their personal belongings and had their lug
gage confiscated as they tried to leave via airports.24
In December 1972, Amin ordered th e "nationalization" (con
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fiscation by government) of all British companies' property in
Uganda, and gave Britons two weeks to leave the country .25 The
effect of expelling the Asians and seizing the British holdings was
to severely damage the economy of Uganda.26
A small army numbering about 1,000 Ugandan exiles tried to
overthrow Amin by force in September, 1972, but failed.27 The
overthrow attem p t gave Amin the excuse, however, to murder more
of his "enemies," including th e Chief Justice, the Vice Chancellor
of Makerere University, and the former Interior Minister who "was
dismembered alive" and had "his severed head displayed on the
end of a pole."28

Government Death Agencies
The Amin regime empowered three government agencies to
terrorize th e civilian population into submission. Their means: to r
ture and murder. Amin created a Military Police unit in 1971, and
empowered another force, the Public Safety Unit. Most feared and
powerful of th e agencies was th e State Research Bureau, which was
established supposedly as a m ilitary intelligence agency.29
By 1977, these three units had killed an estim ated 189,000
persons.30
What sort of person ran the government death agencies? One
Ugandan described them :
Who ran the State Research Bureau? Who operated and
served in those organs of hum an destruction which sent
innocent men and women to their deaths on mere sus
picion and over trivial rivalries centered on such petty
issues as girl- or boy-friends or cars? Highly educated
men, with post-graduate degrees [and] those who head
ed the key m inistries such as Justice, th e Interior,
Regional and Local Government, and Defence, and of
course the state's security organs.31
How did th e government death agencies operate? Eyewitnesses
described w hat they saw at th e side of the State Research Bureau
building in Kampala, Uganda:
[a] bloodstained drainage gutter....Prisoners had been
forced to lie down in the drain and were shot there so
th a t their blood would not stain the premises. The next
person to be executed was th en forced to carry the body
to th e pile at the side of the building and th en climb
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into the g u tter himself. Sometimes prisoners were
forced to club the person next to them to death and
th en await their tu rn .32
Confirming th e reality of th e wholesale murder factory were
the thousands of identity cards of victims found a t the State
Research Bureau after the fall of the regime.33
When Tanzanian army troops occupied Uganda in 1979, they
found prison cells "where prisoners had been forced to eat the
bodies of those who died. ...Broken, starved, incoherent prisoners
were released. Mass graves of thousands were found, victims of the
State Research Bureau. Most exhumed bodies had beaten heads.
Many had been killed by strangulation. Children's bodies were
found impaled on stakes."34

Do Armed Citizens Die Easy?
What if the civilians of Uganda had possessed and known how
to use firearms? Would th a t fact have made any difference? Could
Idi Amin's death machine have been slowed or stopped by armed
civilians? Consider this incident:
In th eft, as in war, Amin's soldiers displayed no inclina
tion to stand up to opposition. One heavily armed group
approached th e locked gate at the front of th e home of
Ricarda and Charles Hetsch, th e first secretary at the
French embassy. At the tim e only Ricarda Hetsch was at
home, but she was no stranger to weapons. Her previous
marriage had been to a w hite hunter in the Sudan, and
Ricarda Hetsch herself was a crack shot and a cool head.
When Amin's soldiers leveled th eir weapons and
demanded the Hetsches' car, she calmly pulled a pistol
from her clothing and fired off three shots th a t sent the
raiders into flight, their autom atic weapons dangling at
their sides as they ran for their lives down the stre e t.35
Who ultim ately ended th e blood-soaked tyranny of Idi Amin?
It was not an uprising of the citizens; they were mostly disarmed,
and many of the potential fighting men were already dead. It was
th e 1979 counter-attack by the Tanzanian army responding to an
invasion by Amin's forces, th a t finally drove Amin o u t.36

A good governm ent w ill never try to render its citize n s
defenseless — an e vil governm ent always w ill.
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Table 13A
"Gun Control" Under Uganda's Firearms Act of 1970

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

Firearm Act Provision

Citation

Penalty for
Violation

National regulation of firearms ownership by appointed
“chief licensing officer.”

Part 1, §1

n.a.

Part I, §1

n.a.

Chief licensing officer appoints local police commander in
districts to act at his direction.

(1)-(5)

Citizens prohibited from possessing firearms or ammunition

Part II, §2

without having a “valid firearms certificate” for each item.

Fine and/or
prison up to
10 years

Licensing officer may refuse to issue a firearms certificate
for any reason or no reason.
Firearms certificate can be issued only to persons who prove
to the licensing official that they have “reasonable cause,”
are “competent to use a firearm,” are at least 25 years of

Part II, §3

n.a.

(4)(b-g)
Part II, §3

n.a.

(4)(b-g)

age, are “of sound mind and of temperate habits,” will
“ensure the safe custody" of firearm, and are “fit and proper”
to have a firearm.
To obtain a firearms certificate for a firearm to be used “for

Part II, §3

sporting purposes,” the citizen must also obtain a hunting
license.

(5)

Firearms certificates may be restricted in scope as the

Part II, §3

licensing official sees fit.

(7)

Licensing official may “suspend or revoke" a firearm
certificate for any reason or no reason.

(1)

Firearms certificates may not be renewed unless the firearm
is produced to the licensing official for inspection.

(1)

Police may demand to see a valid firearms certificate at any

Part II, §8

Part II, §4

Part II, §7

time from a person in possession of a firearm.
Police may demand at any time that a citizen produce for
inspection the firearms and ammunition held under any

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

Seizure of
firearm

Part II, §9

Fine and/or
prison up to

certificate.

6 months

Citizens prohibited from manufacturing or assembling

Part II, §10

Life
im prison
ment

Citizens prohibited from selling, transferring, or possessing,

Part II, §11

without a certificate, a firearm for testing or repair (unless
a registered dealer).

(1)(a)

Fine and/or
prison up to

firearms or ammunition (unless a registered dealer or
gunsmith).
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Table I3A (continued)
"Gun Control" Under Uganda's Firearms Act of 1970
Citation

Firearm Act Provision

Penalty for
Violation

Citizens prohibited from repairing or testing a firearm without
a certificate (unless a registered gunsmith).

Part II, §11
(1)(b)

Fine and/or
prison up to
5 years.

Firearms dealers and gunsm iths must be registered by
licensing official.

Part II,
§12-13

Fine and/or
prison up to
5 years.

Part II,

Firearms dealers and gunsmiths may be refused registration
for any reason or no reason.

§12(2)

Firearms dealers and gunsm iths must maintain log of all
transactions (including identity of customer) and report all

§16

Part II,

n.a.

Fine and/or
prison up to
6 months

transactions to licensing official.
Prohibition of transfers of firearms and ammunition between

Part II,

Fine and/or

private citizens, unless both parties hold certificates and
report transaction to licensing official.

§20

prison up to
5 years

Part IV,

Fine and/or

§29

prison up to
1 year

Citizens must not use firearm or “imitation firearm” to resist

Part IV,

Prison up to

lawful arrest, or to “threaten violence” to any person.

§31(1)

14 years

Citizens must not “display any firearm or imitation firearm”
publicly in a manner that causes “alarm ” to any person.

Part IV,

Fine and/or

§31(2)

Citizens lawfully possessing firearms and ammunition
required to keep them in “safe custody” at all times, and
must not allow them to be lost, stolen, or used by any other
person not lawfully entitled to do so.

prison up to
6 months

Citizens must not discharge any firearm, negligently or

Part IV,

deliberately, publicly in a manner that causes “alarm” to any

§31(3)

Fine and/or
prison up to
2 years

person.
Police officer with “reasonable cause” to suspect a violation

Part IV,

of any provision of this Act, may search any premises,

§33

n.a.

container or vehicle, and may seize any person, firearm or
ammunition found.
To verify compliance with this act, chief licensing officer
may order a search of a firearms dealer “at all reasonable
tim es” without a warrant.
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Part IV,
§34

n.a.

Uganda

Table 13A (continued)
"Gun Control" Under Uganda's Firearms Act of 1970
Firearm Act Provision

Citation

Penalty for
Violation

National authority by statutory order can prohibit carrying,
sales or transfer of firearms, and can order confiscation of
all firearms, in any region of Uganda.

Part IV,
§40

for citizen
opposition
to such
order: fine
and/or
prison up to
5 years.

None of this Act applies to members of the military.

Part IV,

n.a.

§43(a)
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Chapter Fourteen:

The Soviet Union:
The Bone Yard of "Gun Control"
The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) styled itself a
"workers' paradise." Economically, the Soviet Union could never
succeed because the government attem pted to run the entire
country by central planning. Trying to operate a national econo
my via budgets, targets, and bureaucratic plans and directives,
resulted in colossal inefficiency, waste and poverty.1
The Soviet government did more th an engineer a doomed
social experiment th a t wasted resources and frustrated people. The
Soviet government murdered its own citizens by the millions. "Gun
control" laws made th a t megamurder possible.

Same Oppression, Different Day
Before its end in 1917, Russia had a long history of political
violence and oppression of the people. The emperors and empress
es of the Russian Empire exercised nearly absolute power for cen
turies. Local rulers owned whole villages and had extensive powers
over the people living and working there. There was no tradition
of religious tolerance: Jews and dissident Christians suffered direct
persecution.2
Tsar Nicholas II of Russia gave up his throne on March 15,
1917. After a provisional government failed to lead Russia into vic
tory during the on-going World War, a small group of Bolsheviks
seized power on November 7, 1917. The Russian Empire ceased to
exist.3
When Vladimir I. Lenin took power as the Bolshevik leader of
the Soviet Union, the (Bolshevik) Communist Party numbered only
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about 115,000 members from a nation of about 130,000,000. Lenin
was not elected by th e Russian people; his party am ounted to less
th a n 1/10 of 1% of th e population.4
Shortly after the Bolshevik takeover, a civil war erupted in the
spring of 1918. The Bolsheviks (renamed the Russian Communist
Party) fought to hold power against an alliance of m ilitary forces
from th e tsarist regime and troops from Britain, the United States,
France and Jap an .5 A number of domestic insurgents from various
regions in and around Russia also fought against th e Communist
governm ent.6

Civil War: Excuse for "Gun Control"
At the start of th e civil war, th e Communist government enact
ed its first "gun control" measures. The first measure was a reso
lution of the Presidium of the All-Russian Central Executive
Committee, adopted on April 1, 1918, and modified by addendum
on April 3, 1918. That April 3 Resolution required any person who
would possess a firearm to have a "certificate" or license issued by
the Central Executive Committee (the national governm ent).7 Each
firearms certificate had to be "serially numbered" and bear the sig
natures of the Chairman and the secretary of the Central Executive
Committee, and bear the official seal of th a t Committee.
As a word of warning, the April 3 Resolution stated: "Every
forgery of said certificates will be severely punished."8
On its face, th e April 3 Resolution contained no exceptions
and appeared to apply to everyone. The next "gun control" step
was to carve an exception for persons who had received firearms
c e rtific a tes issued by th e secret police (know n as th e
Extraordinary Commissions, nicknam ed "Cheka"). Thus, the
Central Executive Committee adopted a resolution on April 27,
1918, to extend legal perm ission to persons holding th e secret
police certificates.9 The grounds for th e exception; "the protec
tion of railway lines." Based on th e wording of th e April 27
Resolution, th e governm ent would confiscate weapons from per
sons who did n o t have a proper certificate.
As the civil war continued in 1918, with various rebellions and
Communist repression, th e em battled n a tio n a l governm ent
installed more "gun control" regulations to disarm actual and
potential enem ies.10 By a resolution dated August 17, 1918, the
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Central Executive Committee standardized the firearms certificate
format and imposed new requirements. The new certificate identi
fied the holder as a "Comrade" and "Party member," implicitly
suggesting th a t only Communist Party members would be issued
such a certificate.
The new certificate also provided for specifically identifying
th e revolvers by type and serial number, and both rifles and "edged
weapons" by description.11 Each certificate would have an expira
tion date.
In addition to revising the firearm certificate format, the August
17 Resolution required holders of previously-issued certificates to
exchange them for the new certificates, and to register them with
their local governments. All "comrades" were required to "get their
certificates registered with the local Councils before exchanging
them ." If the certificates were not registered, the certificate would
become "invalid." Local Councils were "strictly responsible" for ver
ifying the certificates noting the expiration dates.

Single Murder Gives Propaganda Excuse
to Confiscate Firearms
Days later, on August 30, 1918, one Fanny Kaplan shot and
wounded Lenin. Kaplan was executed w ithout a trial, and the
assassination attem pt served as the excuse for a wave of govern
ment terror across the country.12 Lenin recovered quickly. The
Council of People's Commissars responded by preparing a draft
Decree on October 29, 1918, which ordered all citizens to surrender
all firearms and amm unition, as well as sabers, to the authorities:
The Council of People's Commissars has resolved th a t :
1) All citizens in possession of machineguns, rifles, revolvers
of all kinds, cartridges, and all models of sabres, are obliged,
w ithin a period of a week, to surrender th e m ....13
Who would get the surrendered weapons? "All weapons sur
rendered are to be used by the Red A rm y...."14
What if a person does not surrender a weapon? "Concealment
of weapons, delay in — or opposition to — the surrender of
weapons are to be punished by the deprivation of freedom for a
term from one to ten years."15 This language suggests th a t merely
“opposing" the surrender of weapons was a crime.
The October 29 Decree had real tee th . High ranking officials
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were held "personally responsible for using all available means to
show full cooperation to Military Commissariats to receive the
above-mentioned arms from th e citizenry."16 "Officials guilty of
negligence in collecting weapons, or who oppose this collection,
[were] subject to immediate dismissal and [were] later to be tried
by m ilitary and revolutionary courts."17
Holding a political official "personally responsible" means th a t
th e official faced punishm ent if the Decree were not successfully
carried out. The official who fell short in some way would not ju st
lose his job; he would be criminally prosecuted. The Decree thus
strongly m otivated officials to implem ent it.
By expressly requiring officials to use "all available means,"
the Decree gave the officials the legal authority to use any and all
forcible methods. Ominously the Decree required the officials to
"show full cooperation." That phrase indicates th a t officials will be
rewarded for "showing" their efforts — meaning th a t the more
aggressively they "show" their cooperation, the more likely it is
th a t officials would avoid punishm ent.
The bottom line: the firearms confiscation Decree of October
29 strongly motivated officials to strongly enforce th e law. At a time
when the Communist government was already trying to rule by
force and terror, this Decree was another green light to brute force
and oppression.
Lenin signed a somewhat modified Decree with accompanying
Instructions, dated December 10, 1918. The December 10 Decree
achieved the same objectives:
The Council of People's Commissars has resolved that:
1) All citizens and all civil organizations should surrender
machineguns, rifles, revolvers of all kinds - whether work
ing or defective - as well as cartridges, and all models of
sab res....18
The deadline for turning in weapons was adjusted in the
December 10 Decree, giving 7 days for citizens in Moscow and
Petrograd, 14 days in provincial capitals, and 21 or 30 days in
regions lying farther away from th e major cities.19 The December
10 Decree softened somewhat th e language holding officials "per
sonally responsible for using all means available" to confiscate
weapons and for showing their "cooperation," b ut left unchanged
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the language holding officials personally accountable and crimi
nally punishable for negligence in collecting the weapons or for
opposing th e collection.20 Likewise, citizens who concealed,
delayed or opposed the collection of weapons faced prison terms
of 1 to 10 years.21 The other provisions of th e October 29 draft
Decree appeared in nearly identical form in the December 10
Decree.
New in the December 10 Decree was a cash reward payable to
citizens who discovered weapons th a t had not been turned in .22
Citizens who found even inoperable firearms would be rewarded.
Double cash awards were payable for discovering illegal machine
guns.
With the December 10 Decree was also issued an "Instruction."
That Instruction carved an exception to the Decree for Party mem
bers:
The Military Commissariats are ordered not to take rifles
and revolvers in the possession of members of the
Russian Communist Party, if a request has been made by
— and responsibility has been taken by — the Chairmen
of the Committees of the Russian Communist Party; but
every Party member for whom this request has been
made can have no more th an one rifle and one revolver.23
The Instruction also provided for recording the make and seri
al number of each firearm possessed by Party members.24
The December 10 Decree and Instruction thus commanded offi
cials to confiscate firearms from those persons who had earlier
obtained certificates and had registered under the previous Decree
of August 17. Registration had paved the way fo r confiscation.

War Means Even Tighter "Gun Control"
War erupted betw een the USSR and Poland in spring of 1920.
The Polish Army captured and held Kiev, th e capital of the
Ukraine, from early May until late June, 1920. These events likely
triggered enacting more Soviet "gun control" laws.25
The Council of People's Commissars delivered a Decree on the
Issuing, Keeping & Handling of Firearms on July 12, 19 20.26 In the
words of the July 12 Decree, the new law was necessary "to com
bat the illegal keeping of arms and the negligent and unskillful
use of [arms].27 The Decree thus declared:
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§1. The keeping and use of firearms is only perm itted to
those whose service-related firearms [Army and other
military] as well as to persons to whom this right is
given under [the December 10, 1918 Decree, another
decree on hunting, etc.]
In a note the Decree authorized the Secret Police to make
exceptions to these restrictions for persons outside of the stated
categories. Otherwise, only m ilitary personnel and other specified
Party members could lawfully possess firearms. Section 2 of the
July 12 Decree provided th a t minors could be issued firearms only
if done under th e name of a responsible "manager" or other offi
cial.
Section 3 of the July 12 Decree imposed a "zero tolerance" rule
upon those persons allowed to possess firearms:
§3. It is absolutely forbidden to hand over weapons to
anyone, w hether for tem porary use, or for storage.
Section 4 of the Decree spelled out more "gun control" regu
lations.28 Immediate arrest and jail time awaited any person guilty
of "illegal possession" or "negligent handling" of firearms. Under
Section 4, a person "legally accountable" for any of the following
acts would be "immediately arrested" and "punished with a sen
tence of deprivation of freedom for a period of not less th an six
months":
a. "the illegal possession of firearms, even if th e possession is
not w ith criminal intent;
b. "shooting into the air, w ithout special need in crowded
[areas] ...";
c. "shooting w ithout reason" by m ilitary on guard;
d. "the illegal issuance of weapons to persons not having a
legal right to them , or to persons who are not entitled to
have them ";
e. "negligent handling of firearms resulting in an accident."
Section 5 of the Decree imposed serious punishm ent upon a
person for "taking aim" where there "may be danger to other peo
ple":
§5. A person guilty of taking aim in a street, or in gen
eral at any place, where there may be a danger to other
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people, even if he fires his weapon w ithout conse
quences, should be tried by adm inistrative order, and
punished by confinement in a concentration camp for
up to three months.
Notice how th e words of Section 5 presume guilt. Taking the
language as w ritten, it says th a t "a person guilty" of the offense
"should be tried" and th en "punished." This kind of phrasing
shows how very different the legal culture was in Soviet Russia.
Under the British and American common law system, a person
is not deemed "guilty" and th en given a tria l.29 A person in a com
mon law country is first accused, th en given a trial to determine
w hether th a t person is guilty. Punishm ent follows only from a con
viction after a trial. Section 5 of the Decree set up a Soviet equiv
alent of a formal lynching: "let's hang him after we give him a
trial."
Section 6 punished persons who were liable for "issuing arms
to others who do not know how to use them , and who do not take
steps to familiarize themselves with the handling of weapons, if
this negligence gives rise to an accident."30 In other words, the
authorities would punish anyone who issued a firearm to a person
who (1) was unfam iliar w ith th e firearm, (2) failed to get firearms
training, and th en (3) caused a firearms-related accident.
Section 7 imposed a "duty" on the secret police (and the "mili
tia") to ensure th a t "weapons are to be found only on a person
having the legal right to them ." The secret police was also empow
ered "to hold legally responsible" any person who violated the
Decree.31
The July 12 Decree by itself achieved two key purposes. First,
it stacked onto existing laws, reinforcing strictly the rule th a t only
m ilitary and Party members could possess firearms. Second, it cre
ated even more incentives for firearms owners and the secret
police to "enforce the law." The Decree held officials criminally
liable for any failure to restrict firearms possession and any failure
to control who possessed firearms — and it empowered the secret
police to enforce the Decree itself.
The war w ith Poland ended in October, 1920, and by mid-1921
the Communist government had quelled nearly all armed resist
ance to their regime.32 The "gun control" laws were collected in
Article 220 of the Criminal Code of 1922.33
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"Gun Control" In Stalin's Criminal Code
Lenin died in 1924, and was succeeded by Josef Stalin. A new
criminal code was established in 19 2 5.34 Under th e 1925 code,
unauthorized possession of firearms was punishable by three
m onths of forced labor or a large fine.35
The 1925 code was replaced th e following year, but it still con
tained Article 182 w ith its forced labor and fines:
Art. 182: The preparation, possession, purchase or sale
of explosive substances or bombs w ithout the necessary
licence, or any infringem ent of th e regulations regard
ing the acquisition, possess and use of rifled firearms,
[is punishable by]
forced labor for a period not exceeding six months
or a fine not exceeding one thousand roubles, with
confiscation in every case [of th e offending
item s].36
If there were "aggravating circumstances of a particularly seri
ous character," th en the punishm ent would be increased to up to
one year forced labor or two years im prisonm ent.37

Stalin Builds The Killer State
In the power vacuum after Lenin's death, Josef Stalin ascended.
Stalin had for years administered the Communist Party under Lenin,
and had managed to place his supporters into key positions within
the Party and the government.38 According to Robert Conquest, pre
em inent historian of the Soviet Union, Stalin's supporters "were
truly disgusting characters by any standards, a cadre which had
abandoned all normal or even Communist standards and which may
be regarded as in effect a personal group of hatchet men, ready for
any violence or falsification at the orders of their leader."39
Stalin, backed by a government loaded with hand-picked loyal
ists, then set about to place all economic power into the central gov
ernm ent while personally gaining all political power. To build the
nation into a world class economic power, Stalin had to force the
only large and reasonably successful industry to pay for the transi
tion. That industry, grain agriculture, employed or supported about
80% of the population.40
To generate the revenue, the farmers would have to sell their
grain to the government at prices so low th a t the government could
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resell the grain at a profit.41 True to doctrine, Stalin forced social
ism onto the farmers. Between 1929 and 1933, the Soviet Army and
secret police agencies collectivized all farming, placing livestock,
land and tools into huge government farms.42
"Forced collectivization" sounds clean, neat, scientific. What
actually happened was systematic wholesale slaughter of men,
women and children. Megamurder by government.
The plan was to liquidate or send to concentration camps about
5.000.000 farmers and their families.43 Brutalizing those initial
5.000.000 people would serve as the terror threat, and cause all oth
ers to give in to collectivization.44 Many farmers resisted, and the
Army was called to put down insurrections.45 To finally complete the
forced collectivization process, starting in about 1930, whole
regions of farmers in the Ukraine were deliberately starved to
death.46 One conservative estimate places the numbers of dead at
4.000.000.47 Other researchers have estim ated the numbers killed
during the collectivization to be between 6,000,000 to 11,400,000.48

What is a "kulak"?
The Russian Communists singled out a category of people
for exterm ination. Those victims were called "kulaks." Farm
owners who owned "a couple of cows or five or six acres more
th an their neighbors" were declared kulaks.49 Calculated gov
ernm ent propaganda inflamed popular hatred of the kulaks.
One woman Communist activist reportedly explained: "What I
said to myself at th e tim e was 'they are not hum an beings,
they are k u la k s '... In order to massacre them it was necessary
to proclaim th a t kulaks are not hum an beings."50
Vicious hatred works. The Communist anti-kulak activists
"would th reaten people w ith guns ... calling small children
'kulak bastards,' screaming 'bloodsuckers!' ... They had sold
themselves on th e idea th a t the so-called 'kulaks' were pariahs,
untouchables, vermin. They would not sit down a t a 'parasite's'
table; the 'kulak' child was loathsome, the young 'kulak' girl
was lower th an a louse. They looked on th e so-called 'kulaks'
as cattle, swine, loathsome, repulsive; they had no souls; they
stank; they all had venereal diseases; they were enemies of the
people and exploited the labor of others. ... And there was no
pity for th em .''51
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Eyewitness to Genocide:
A Communist Remembers
One Communist government employee recalled: "[We all]
believed th a t the ends justified the means. Our great goal was
the universal trium ph of Communism, and for the sake of th a t
goal everything was permissible - to lie, to steal, to destroy
hundreds of thousands and even millions of people, all those
who were hindering our work or could hinder it, everyone one
who stood in the way."
What did "total collectivization" mean? Systematically rob
bing the farming families of their produce. Said th e Communist
employee, it m eant "scouring the countryside, searching for
hidden grain, testing the earth w ith an iron rod for loose spots
th a t m ight lead to buried grain." The government raiders would
search entire homes, rifling through personal belongings,
ignoring the protests and cries of the women and children. The
raiders felt justified because they were "accomplishing the
great and necessary transform ation .... the people who lived
there would be better off for it; th a t their distress and suffer
ing were a result of their own ignorance or the m achinations
of th e class enemy." The government, the planners, the leaders
who directed the robbery, even the government employees
themselves "knew better th an the peasants how they should
live, and w hat they should sow and when they should plough."
In spring 1931: "I saw people dying from hunger. I saw
women and children with distended bellies, turning blue, still
breathing but with vacant, lifeless eyes. And corpses - corpses
in ragged sheepskin coats and cheap felt boots; corpses in
peasant huts, in the melting snow ... under the bridges ..." For
some raiders, the suffering and dying of fellow Soviet citizens
all around them did not cause them even to question their
motives or their superiors — they would still "take away the
peasants' grain in the winter," and in the spring "persuade the
barely walking, skeleton-thin or sickly-swollen people to go
into the fields in order to 'fulfil the bolshevik sowing plan ...'"52
How could megamurder take place w ithout anybody knowing
it was happening? In July 1932, th e government deprived all
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workers of the right to transfer to other jobs.53 Farmers could not
move to get work anywhere else. In December, 1932, the govern
m ent required all persons to carry an internal passport w ith them
at all tim es.54 Soviet troops forcibly prohibited people from leav
ing their villages even to look for food.55 Foreign visitors could not
readily visit the afflicted areas. Circulating rumors, even if true,
was punishable by d eath .56 Because the victims were cut off from
th e rest of the world and could not travel or safely communicate,
the news of their fate did not travel far.

Eyewitness to Genocide:
Malcolm Muggeridge, Reporter
On a recent visit [in 1933] ... I saw something of th e b a t
tle th a t is going on betw een the government and the peasants.
The battlefield is as desolate as in any war and stretches wider;
stretches over a large part of Russia. On the one side, millions
of starving peasants, their bodies often swollen from lack of
food; on th e other, soldier members of the [Party] carrying out
the instructions of the dictatorship of the proletariat. They
had gone over the country like a swarm of locusts and taken
away everything edible; they had shot or exiled thousands of
peasants, sometimes whole villages; they had reduced some of
the most fertile land in the world to a melancholy desert.57
The forced collectivization of farmers hugely failed. Stalin's
response was to blame his political opponents. His strategy was to
accuse his enemies of trying to wreck his plan to industrialize the
nation. The "saboteurs" had to be found, arrested and publicly
trie d .58 The tactic was to force those accused to confess to crimes,
name others who were also involved, public abase themselves for
their acts, and th en be punished severely.59
Not surprisingly, an incident of "gun violence" initiated the
campaign. An assassin shot the head of the Leningrad branch of
the Communist Party on December 1, 1934. Robert Conquest wrote
of th a t fateful incident:
This killing has every right to be called the crime of the
century. Over the next four years, hundreds of Soviet
citizens, including th e most prom inent political leaders
of the Revolution, were shot for direct responsibility for
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the assassination, and literally millions of others went
to their deaths for complicity in one or another part of
the vast conspiracy which allegedly lay behind it.60
In fact, this single crime "was the keystone of the entire edi
fice of terror and suffering by which Stalin secured his grip on the
Soviet peoples."61 The assassin was tried, condemned and execut
ed w ithin a m onth of the shooting. Only decades later did the o u t
side world learn th a t the assassination was organized by Stalin
himself.62
For the next five years, until 1939, the secret police invented
conspiracy theories by which to charge people with crimes against
th e state. There were alleged plans to assassinate Stalin and other
officials, acts of industrial sabotage (an accident m ight be consid
ered sabotage), and espionage by Soviets working for foreign gov
ernm ents and other enemies.63 Table USSR-1 lists some of the
statu tes th a t were applied broadly to as many defendants as need
ed to fill quotas.64
The now-infamous show trials took place betw een 1935 and

Table 14A
Counter-Revolutionary Crimes
Source: Penal Code of the Russian Socialist Federal Soviet Republic, 1926, as amended
through 1932 (His Majesty’s Stationery Office, London: 1934), Chapter 1, Crim es Against
the State (selected articles; em phasis added).

58(1)

Penalty

Crim e

Article

“Any action is considered counter-revolutionary

[definition only]

which is directed [a] towards the overthrow,
undermining or weakening of the authority [any
government entity], or [b] towards the
undermining or weakening of the external security
of the U.S.S.R. or of the fundamental economic,
political, and national conquests of the proletarian
revolution.”
58(2)

“Any armed rising” or other act of revolt against

“The supreme measure of

the U.S.S.R.

social defense: death by
shooting,” or confiscation
of all property, deprivation
of citizenship, and
banishment from the
territory of the U.S.S.R.
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Table 14A (continued)
Counter-Revolutionary Crimes
Article

58(3)

Crime

Penalty

“Communication with counter-revolutionary intent
with foreign governments [or their agents], or

[same penalties as 58(2)
above]

aiding any foreign goverment at war with or
blockading the Soviet Union.”
58(4)

“ Rendering assistance of any kind” to the
“international bourgeoisie” that is adverse or

“ Deprivation of liberty” for
at least 3 years and

hostile to the Soviet Union.

confiscation of property; or
under “aggravating
circum stances” death by
shooting; or loss of

citizenship, confiscation of
all property, and permanent
banishment from U.S.S.R.
58(6)

“Espionage”, i.e. obtaining specially protected
data with intent to transmit to foreign governments

[Same penalties as 58(4)
above]

or “counter-revolutionary” organizations or
persons.
58(7)

“ Undermining” any aspect of the economy “with

[Same penalties as 58(2)

counter-revolutionary intent,” including “working

above]

against” or “opposing” state institutions.
58(8)

“Terrorism” against Soviet authorities.

58(9)

“ Destruction or damaging, with counter

[Same penalties as 58(2)

revolutionary intent” of any public utility, function,
or building.

above]

58(10)

[Same penalties as 58(2)
above]

“ Propaganda or agitation containing an appeal to

[Same penalties as 58(2)

overthrow, undermine or weaken the Soviet

above]

authority...or the dissemination, preparation or
possession of literature containing such matters.”
58(11)

58(12)

Any “organized activity” directed towards

[Same penalties as set forth

“preparation or com m ission” of any of the crimes
set forth in this chapter.

for the specific crim es
implicated]

Any failure by a person with “certain knowledge”

Deprivation of liberty for 6
months or more.

to report any “counter-revolutionary crime” or the
preparation for such a crime.

171

Death by Gun Control

Table 14A (continued)
Counter-Revolutionary Crimes
Article

58(14)

Crim e

Penalty

“Counter-revolutionary sabotage,” i.e. failing to

Deprivation of liberty for 1

discharge a duty properly, either knowingly or
with deliberate carelessness, with intent to weaken
the government or its operations.

year or more, confiscation
of property; if under
“aggravating
circumstances,”
confiscation of all property
and death by shooting.

59(1)

A “crime against the administration" includes any
act that disturbs or obstructs the regular activities

[definition only]

of the government and involves opposition to the
government, or if it otherwise weakens “the power
and authority of the Government.”
59(3)

Theft of firearms, parts of firearms or ammunition
from any government building or from the military.

Deprivation of liberty for 1
year or more; if done by
force, 3 years or more; if
under “aggravating
circumstances,”
confiscation of all property
and death by shooting.

1938. Those accused of crimes against the state would be forced to
sign (usually false) confessions, implicate supposed accomplices,
and publicly declare their guilt. As th e current slate of "criminals"
was executed, the next wave of defendants would be rounded up
to go through the same cycle.65
By summer, 1937, the police, courts and jails were jam med far
beyond capacity. There weren't enough workers to process all the
defendants and criminals, and there w eren't enough hours in the
day. There w asn't enough transportation to handle the load. The
jail cells and prison camps were veritably bursting a t the seams.
The "courts" were operating 24 hours a day.66 By the end of 1938,
th e secret police agencies had files th a t could "prove" th a t nearly
every im portant government official was a spy. Nearly half the
urban population was logged in a secret police file.
Stalin's 1934-1941 megamurder cost about 10,000,000 lives.67
Who were these people? "Old and young, healthy and sick, men
and women, even infants and the infirm, were killed in cold blood.
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They were not com batants in civil war or rebellions; they were not
criminals. Indeed, nearly all were guilty o f...nothing."68
Nearly all the victims were also unarmed. Soviet "gun control"
made firearms ownership so rare and unpopular th a t few citizens
could have even tried to resist the death machine. Professor
Conquest documented the pre-genocide civilian disarmament:
In 1929-30, a great effort had been made to prevent the
peasantry [from] possessing arms. Registration of h u n t
ing weapons had become compulsory in decrees of 1926,
1928 and 1929, and rules were also established to
ensure th a t "criminal and socially dangerous elements"
should not be sold guns...69
Despite the efforts to disarm them , the peasants had contin
ued to resist forced collectivization, occasionally using violence.
There were a few serious riots and insurrections in the first half of
1930, so in August of th a t year "a massive arms search was
ordered. By this time, however, few arms were left" among the
civilian population.70

Stalin's Post War Genocide
Soviet megamurder did not end with World War II. Stalin's
regime racked up another 10,000,000 corpses in its slave labor
camps during th e war. After th e war, Stalin and his successors sent
another 18,000,000 people to th e camps and early death by forced
labor.71 Not all of these later 18,000,000 victims were Soviet citi
zens, and many of them were not killed as part of a plan to destroy
resistance or to improve the economy. For these reasons, perhaps
their deaths are less well linked to the "gun control" policies
implem ented in the 1920's. To th e extent their deaths were need
less, arbitrary, political or otherwise unjust, they were still victims
of the Communist government — a government th a t reigned for
nearly 72 years — a government th a t the unarm ed population was
powerless to stop.
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Table 14B
Elements of Citizen Disarmament Policies in the USSR
Type of Law

Reference &
Date

Effect

Licensing of any person who

Resolution of

Identified and located law abiding

possesses a firearm; license
certificates serially numbered and
signed by officials of the Central

April 3,19 18

firearm owners and users.

Resolution of
April 27,1918

Government officials and Communist

Executive Committee.
Exceptions to licensing requirements
for persons holding certificates

Party members could possess arms
with less risk of punishment.

issued by the secret police.
Confiscation of weapons from

Resolution of

Empowered local authorities to

persons not holding valid license
certificates.

April 27,1918

disarm unlicensed persons.

Revision of certificate format,

Resolution of

requiring relicensing of all firearms

August 17,
1918

Old certificates must be exchanged
for new; only Party members could

owners and users.

obtain new certificates; certificates
bear an expiration date.

License certificates required for
handguns, rifles and “edged

Resolution of

Identified and located all law abiding

August 17,

persons who possessed weapons;

weapons” (knives and swords).

1918

records types of weapons.

Penalties imposed on local officials
who fail to verify the new certificates

Resolution of
August 17,

Encouraged local enforcement of
law.

and expiration dates.

1918

Nationwide confiscation of all

Decree of
December 10,

privately-held firearms (working or
not), all ammunition and all “sabres.”
Severe criminal penalties for
“opposition” to the confiscation
program, and for delay or failure to
surrender weapons.

1918, item 1.

Persons holding license certificates
now lost their firearms, unless they
fit into an exception.
Prison terms of 1 to 10 years were

Decree of
December 10,
1918, item 11.

imposed on persons who resisted
weapons confiscation.

Severe criminal penalties imposed

Decree of

Fear of penalties strongly motivated

on local officials for opposing the
confiscation, or for any negligence
in collecting the weapons.

December 10,

local officials to enforce the law, even
against popular sentiment.

Rewards payable to citizens who
discover weapons not turned in;
double rewards for machine guns

Decree of

Enlisted support of citizens to report

December 10,
1918, item 12.

others to authorities; increased
incentives to turn in firearms.

1918, item 13.

found.
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Table 14B (continued)
Elements of Citizen Disarmament Policies in the USSR
Type of Law

Reference &

Effect

Date

Com munist Party members, who

Instruction

receive approval, may retain their

issued with
December 10

firearms (one rifle and one handgun
maximum).
All confiscated firearms turned over
to the military.

Exception for approved members
of the government and military.

Decree,
December 10
Decree, (above)

Helped stock army with small
arms.

Item 8.

Possession of firearms limited to
military and authorized Party
members.

Decree on the
Issuing, Keeping

Reaffirmed existing “gun control”
policy.

& Handling of
Firearms, July 12,
1920, section 1.

Absolute prohibition on allowing
an unauthorized person to hold,
use or store firearms for any period

<same as above,
section 3.>

“Zero tolerance” for unauthorized
firearms possession.

of time.
Criminal penalties for “illegal

<same as above,

Punishment for violating “gun

possession” or “negligent handling”

section 4.>

control” laws; punishment of gun

of firearms.

users for accidents caused by
others.

Criminal penalties for issuing a
firearm to an untrained person,
when that person causes an

<same as above,
section 6.>

accident with the firearm.

Officials held personally liable for
gun accidents and failing to
ascertain the training background
of gun users.

Duty of secret police to enforce the
“gun control” laws.

<same as above,
section 7.>

Secret police empowered to arrest

<same as above,

National law enforcement officers

and punish violators of the Decree.

section 7.>

were prosecutors, judges and

National law enforcement officers
responsible for “gun control.”

executioners in “gun control”
matters.
Stealing of firearms, parts, or
ammunition punishable by
imprisonment or death.

Article 59 (3-a)
and Article 182 of
the Soviet Penal
Code (1926)
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Eyewitnesses to Genocide:
Watching the Children Die
• Soviet collectivization spared no victims. Children living in
farming communities suffered long and died slowly. One observ
er said the children looked like prisoners in Nazi death camps:
"their heads like heavy balls on thin little necks, like storks, and
one could see each bone of their arms and legs protruding from
beneath the skin ... the entire skeleton was stretched over with
skin th a t was like yellow gauze. And the children's faces were
aged, torm ented, ju st as if they were seventy years old."72
• Observers collected and published stories from children
caught in the government starvation plan. One seven-year old
boy reported th a t after his father died, his mother became
bloated and couldn't move; she sent him away to fend for him
self. Two other boys, just eight years old, had witnessed their
parents become physically helpless or die ... the boys became
homeless wanderers in search of food.73
• Dead and dying mothers and babies were the fruit of Soviet
social planning: "Sometimes the mother would wander off with
her last baby. There are many stories of mother and infant lying
dead in the road or in a city street; others of a dead woman with
a still living infant at her breast."74
• Starvation drove some parents in farm areas to give up their
children to state-run orphanages. Some orphanages became
death camps. When the Soviet-planned famine deepened, the
orphanages became overcrowded. At one such orphanage, excess
children reportedly were "transferred to a 'children's town'
where they could ostensibly live 'under the open sky.' They got
nothing to eat and starved to death away from the public eye,
their deaths being listed as caused by a weakness of the nerv
ous system." People outside the camp could hear "frightening
inhuman cries" emanating from behind the walls. At night,
trucks reportedly hauled away the bodies of dead children. The
death toll overtaxed even the cemetery facilities: "The burial
pits would be filled so high and covered so poorly th a t dogs and
wolves would partly dig th e bodies up."75
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Chapter Fifteen:

Zimbabwe: None So Blind
The history of the Twentieth Century repeatedly proved this
formula:
Hatred + Government + Disarmed Civilians = Genocide

At th e cost of at least 60,000,000 civilian deaths, hum ankind
should have learned the lesson. Yet the standard textbooks on
government and political science scarcely refer to any genocide
(except the Nazi holocaust), and none seem to suggest the
Genocide Formula. Professor Rummel observed in 1996 th a t
"library stacks have been w ritten on the possible nature and con
sequences of nuclear war" but perhaps one book had been w ritten
about the very real fact of government megamurder.1 Rummel fur
ther noted "in virtually no index to any general book on politics
and government will one find a reference to genocide, murder,
killed, dead, executed, or massacre. Such is not even usually
indexed in books on the Soviet Union or China."2
Educated people should be able to spot th e warning signs of
genocide a mile a way. The vast m ajority cannot. Many people can
not see a p attern of government persecution even if they are the
victims.
Zimbabwe is mixing the formula for genocide as this book is
w ritten. The victims barely see how potentially dangerous their
situation has become.

Government-Sponsored Land Invasions
After a civil war th a t ended in 1980, the African-ruled nation
°f Zimbabwe was established from the former British colony of
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Rhodesia. Many of th e nation's farmers were w hite descendants of
British settlers. While most of th e whites were native-born, they
formed a small m inority in the country. In the late 1990's,
Zimbabwe's President Robert Mugabe proposed a "land redistribu
tion" plan, by which Great Britain would pay w hite farmers to give
up their farms to black citizens.
The British government did not fulfill Mugabe's expectations.
In November, 1999, Mugabe announced: "We want to warn the
British th a t the future m ight see the people of Zimbabwe lose their
patience and therefore seize land on their own."3
Mugabe sought a new constitution for Zimbabwe th a t would
have allowed th e government to seize land w ithout paying com
pensation. A referendum of Zimbabwean voters defeated the pro
posed new c o n stitu tio n in February 2000. Thousands of
"squatters" started, on February 28, 2000, to invade mostly whiteowned farms. As th e farm invasions broke out in all regions of
Zimbabwe, observers believed th a t central government authorities
were orchestrating the attacks.5
Mobs of self-styled "war veterans," many too young to have
fought in the battles for independence from Britain, would crowd
onto properties, announce th a t they were taking the farm, and
blockade th e owners inside their homes or demand th a t they leave.
Farm laborers were threatened with death unless they stopped
working.6 By March 3, 2000, 70 farms had been occupied.
The farm invaders have not been peaceful. Early reports told of
crowds surrounding homes, chanting, cutting down trees, tearing
up crops, and threatening violence. One farmer reported a mob of
300 people armed w ith sticks and axes. An elderly white couple
was beaten. Squatters, armed with knives, clubs, spears and guns,
in April, 2000, sealed off for several days the home of one farmer,
J.J. Hammond, demanding th a t he give up ownership of his prop
erty and leave in seven days.7
By April 8, squatters had seized and occupied 975 farm prop
erties. Ju st hours after a brutal attack on a husband and wife by
squatters, President Mugabe publicly encouraged the farm inva
sions, saying: "Those who have invaded the farms, they are going
to stay. I support them . We will not remove them ."8
Things only got worse. By June, 2000, over 1,200 farms had
been invaded. Human rights observers had documented over 5 , 0 7 8

Zimbabwe: None So Blind

incidents of political violence against opponents of Mugabe's rul
ing party. At least 19 farm owners, farm workers and other oppo
sition party supporters had been murdered. At least 417 houses
and properties had been destroyed.9

No Defense Of Victims
While th e threats, killings and destruction were on-going,
police officers frequently did nothing.10 President Mugabe, in an
April 7 speech, blamed th e farmers for the violence: "We appeal for
the farmers to be reasonable... Let there be no clashes between
them and the war veterans. There have been some cases of vio
lence, but many of these have been due to resistance by the farm
ers."11 In short, the victims deserve th e blame for failing to
surrender their homes and lands to armed mobs.
By July 8, it became clear th a t the Zimbabwean police and
army were part of the invasion campaign. Some 1,684 properties
had been invaded, while the government in many cases had tran s
ported, fed and paid the squatters. In some cases, Zimbabwean
police and army troops actually conducted the invasion and occu
pation of farm properties.12

Genocide Formula In Place
All of the factors needed to support a genocide were falling
into place by mid-2000. The first factor, Hatred, is plainly evident.
Stemming from long resentm ent of British colonial rule, many
black Zimbabweans could simply hate w hite people enough to
want to take their property and expel or kill them . Reacting to the
white farmers' resistance to th e government's land grab, President
Mugabe echoed racial them es when he said he would "declare the
fight to be o n ... The w hite man has not changed."
The Hatred elem ent also crops up as fierce envy of land own
ers, white and black. Mugabe has publicly declared: "Farmers are
enemies of th e state!"13
The second factor, Government, has been a major source of the
persecution of farmers. President Mugabe and his ruling party have
long favored "land redistribution," which means taking land from
existing owners and giving it to others. Mugabe offered a consti
tutional amendm ent by which th e government could seize land
without compensating owners. When th e amendm ent failed to
pass, th e government covertly sponsored and supported mobs of
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"war veterans" to seize the land by force.14 The Zimbabwe National
Army actively supplied food, vehicles and some 21,000 fully auto
matic AK-47 rifles to soldiers and squatters engaging in attacking
and occupying farms.15
When pro-Mugabe thugs attacked a peaceful march by opposi
tion party supporters on March 1, the police did nothing. A police
inspector was reportedly asked w hether "it was the role of the
police to protect all Zimbabweans?" The inspector answered, "No,
we are here to protect the interests of the governm ent."16
In practice, there has been no equal protection under the law.
Zimbabwe's highest court ruled th a t the farm invasions were ille
gal. Zimbabwean judges have ordered police to remove squatters,
but th e police ignored those orders.17 The police became an arm of
the executive branch, not a servant of the law nor a protector of
the people.
"Gun control" th en rapidly became the pivotal third factor.
Farm invaders often managed to overwhelm farmers by sheer force
of numbers, b u t some farmers were armed and could resist.
W hether the victim was armed made the difference in many cases.

Kidnap-Murder
April 15, 2000: On the second day of their siege of Dave
Stevens' farm, the gang of land invaders got inside his home
and kidnaped him. Stevens, father of four (including two-yearold twins) was driven in his own car to a town and murdered
in an alleyway by the kidnappers. Five other farmers tried to
rescue Stevens, b u t came under fire and retreated to a police
building. Several policeman passively watched when the
invaders broke in, took the men away at gun point and beat
them . The gang forced two of th e farmers to lie blindfolded
under Stevens' corpse on the floor of a pickup truck, and
transferred them to other vehicles, and abandoned them on a
country road. After finally managing to untie themselves, the
two men walked barefoot about 10 miles to a farm, and even
tually were taken to a hospital.
Government-run radio reported th a t Stevens had shot and
wounded some of the land invaders, but other farmers denied
th a t claim. When a television crew tried to visit Stevens' farm,
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where several buildings including farm workers' quarters had
been burned down, squatters threw spears and stones to drive
them away.
Forty other farming families in the vicinity fled their
homes to stay w ith friends far from the scene of the kidnap
ing and violence. Many planned to stay away until they were
assured of their safety. Meanwhile their properties lay desert
ed at the mercy of the mobs.18

Odds: 70 to 1 Against
April 18, 2000: An hour before dawn, 70 armed men in cars
and trucks invaded the farm owned by Martin Olds. The
invaders held Olds' staff personnel at gun point, and eventual
ly shooting erupted. Olds' polio-stricken wife and his two
teenage children were n ot there, so he fought alone.
Barricaded in his home and returning fire, Olds was h it in the
leg. He splinted the leg w ith planks and fought on. The
invaders set his house on fire to burn him out, but Olds con
tinued to defend himself and his home as bullets flew through
the windows and peppered th e walls with holes.
Unlike the vast m ajority of white farmers who had given
up their lands and livelihoods to squatters w ithout resisting,
Olds had previously told police th a t he would shoot anyone
who tried to take his land and property.
Martin Olds was tough. A former elite m ilitiaman and
nationally-recognized karate expert, he had received an award
from President Mugabe for bravery when he dived into the
Zambezi River to rescue a young girl from a crocodile.19
Despite being wounded, Olds used his shotgun and rifle to
hold off th e mob for over three hours. Olds had called police
for help, but the police not only ignored his call — the police
prevented the ambulance from reaching him. When he ran out
of am m unition, the invaders overwhelmed his position and
riddled him w ith bullets at point blank range.
Shortly after this incident, the police campaign to disarm
farmers began in earnest. One observer noted: "it became clear
th a t the official goal was to render th e victims defenceless
even as the criminals were being arm ed."20
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Waiting For The Mobs
April 18, 2000: Peter Robart-Morgan bucked th e trend of
surrender to retu rn to his farm property after th e kidnapm urder of his close friend, David Stevens. Robart-Morgan and
his wife drove past th e squatters camp to re-enter th eir prop
erty, prepared to defend it by force if necessary. The farm
house is protected by razor wire, and Robart-Morgan won't
travel even th e short distance to his barns w ithout securing
th e gates around the house. Inside th e home is a wellstocked gun cabinet, although neither of th e them carries a
sidearm. "It's not my style," rem arked Robart-Morgan, "but
th e mobs should know I will defend my home w ith my life."
The couple carries w alkie-talkies w ith them a t all tim es,
however. The radios provide th eir only emergency link to
neighbors 40 miles away. Farm families formerly living near
by had fled th e violence, and they could get no assurances
th a t th e police would safeguard th eir retu rn to th eir homes.
The Robart-Morgans's 6,000 acres of land includes the
homes of some 100 farm worker families. The couple returned
to help protect th e workers from intim idation and violence
from squatters. Everyone on th e farm lives in fear of an
attack a t any tim e.21

The Nationwide Gun Search
The violence betw een squatters and farm owners, and the
claim th a t farmers were trying to sabotage th e nation's economy
and overthrow th e governm ent, provided th e pretext for the
Mugabe governm ent to search every farm property in Zimbabwe
for firearms. In April 2000, squads of up to 20 police entered
farm properties to search for weapons. Zimbabwe's Inform ation
Minister confirmed th a t police had orders to search all 4,000
w hite-ow ned farms for unlicensed firearms, am m unition, stock
piles of diesel fuel, and evidence of para-m ilitary training facili
tie s.22
The Inform ation Minister, Mr. Chimutengwende, reportedly
said: "There is so much m ilitary activity on farms. So many white
farmers have applied for licenses to train security guards. But we
now know th a t th is is for m ilitary purposes and it includes
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firearms training. They have m any unlicensed weapons."23
Farmers reported th a t th e searches were so detailed th a t
"every single inch of th e farm house was searched."24 The n a tio n 
al firearms licensing system gave police a list of firearms owners,
so the searches included a check of licensed firearms as well.
As one observed noted: "Instead of protecting lives and prop
erty, w ith farm invasions and widespread violence increasing
th rou ghout Zimbabwe, th e police had added to the harassm ent
— turning to system atic searches of targeted farms to confiscate
any 'illegal weapons' from th e besieged farmers, their only means
of pro tectio n ."25
Using th e governm ent's firearms search program as a ju stifi
cation, some squatters invaded farm properties especially to dis
arm farmers. The invaders would raid farms and homes, remove
all th e guns they could find, and th en tu rn th e guns over to the
police.26 Firearms confiscation assured th e squatters th a t they
would encounter little homeowner resistance if they chose to
invade.

Zimbabwe's "Gun Control" Laws
Zimbabwe m aintains a comprehensive "gun control" law, first
enacted in 1956, and known as th e Firearms A ct.27 The laws are
summ arized below in Table 15A. Briefly stated , th e Firearms Act:
•

Forbids a person from possessing for any reason a firearm or
am m unition w ithout a firearms certificate.

•

Forbids a person from possessing more am m unition for a law
fully owned firearm th a n is allowed by th e certificate.

•

Authorizes governm ent officials to deny an application for a
firearms certificate if th e applicant doesn't have a "good rea
son" to have a firearm (or am m unition).

•

Authorizes governm ent officials to revoke a firearm owner's
certificate w hen the owner becomes "intem perate" or no
longer has a "good reason" to have th e firearm.

•

Authorizes police to demand to inspect firearms, am m uni
tion, and certificates a t any time.

•

Allows only governm ent employees to possess fully autom at
ic firearms.

•

Holds firearms owner crim inally responsible for th e loss or
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th e ft of firearms, unless owner can prove innocence.
•

Punishes any infraction of th e Firearms Act, however te c h n i
cal, as a crime.

•

Allows police to conduct weapons searches, w ith or w ithout
warrants, and to confiscate all firearms and amm unition from
any person or place where th e officer believes a violation of
the Firearms Act has occurred or will occur.

•

Authorizes police officers to request, and m agistrates to grant
such requests, to destroy any firearms seized by th e police dur
ing a search.

Question: W hich provisions of the Firearms Act protect lawabiding Zimbabwean property owners and their families from
land invaders who attack with the approval of the national
government?

Table 15A
Summary of Key Provisions of Zimbabwe Firearms Act
Firearm s
Act

§3

Language / Effect of Statute

Penalty

All firearms and ammunition are regulated by
this Act. All air-powered guns over .177 caliber
are regulated as firearms by this Act (by order
of Minister of Home Affairs, Declaration of
Specially Dangerous firearms Notice, 1998)

§ 4 (1 -3 )

§4(4)

Unlawful to buy, acquire or possess any firearm

Fine and/or imprisonment

or ammunition without a valid firearm certificate.

of 5 years (min) to 10
years (or more).

Unlawful to buy, acquire or possess any
ammunition for any firearm unless a certificate

Fine and/or imprisonment

is held for that firearm. Also, unlawful to buy,
acquire or possess more ammunition than is
specified on the firearms certificate.
§5(2)

Government official grants a firearm certificate
if the applicant has “good reason” for buying or
possessing firearm or ammunition, so long as
the applicant’s possession of them poses no
“danger to the public safety or to the peace.”
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Table 15A (continued)
Summary of Key Provisions of Zimbabwe Firearms Act
Firearm s
Act

§ 5 (3 -5 )

Language / Effect of Statute

Penalty

One certificate per firearm, valid for three years,
renewable unless revoked. Applicant must present
firearm for inspection and testing if requested.

§5(8)

Government official may revoke firearm certificate
if owner “is of intemperate habits or of unsound
mind or is otherwise unfitted to be entrusted
with the firearm" or “no longer has a good reason
for possessing that firearm.”

§6

Certificate holder must notify government official
of any change of address and any “material’’

Fine and/or imprisonment
up to 6 months.

change in occupation, within 21 days of change.
§10

Prohibition of manufacturing ammunition without
government license or outside of the lim its of

Fine and/or imprisonment
up to 5 years.

that license. (License may be revoked at any time
by government official “if he thinks fit” to do so.)
§11

Prohibition of manufacturing firearms without

Fine and/or imprisonment

government license or outside of the limits of
that license. (License may be revoked at any time

up to 5 years.

by government official “if he thinks fit” to do so.)
§12

§13

“Any police officer may demand” to know the

Failure to produce

identity and to inspect the firearm certificate
“from any person whom he believes to be in

certificate in 7 days, officer
may seize firearm or

possession of a firearm or ammunition.”

ammunition.

Any police officer may demand that firearm

Failure to comply results
in fine.

certificate holder produce his firearms or
ammunition for inspection, at any time set by the
officer.
§ 18( 1)

May not sell or give a firearm or ammunition to

Fine and/or imprisonment

any person lacking a firearm certificate or other

up to 2 years.

legal authorization.
§18(2)

Every person who sells, gives or lends a firearm to

Fine and/or imprisonment

any person other than a firearms dealer or proper

up to 2 years.

certificate holder, must report the transaction to
government officials by registered mail.
§19

Firearms dealers must maintain register of all

Fine and/or imprisonment

firearms and ammunition transactions. Dealers
must allow any police officer to enter the premises

up to 5 years.

and inspect all stock and the transaction register.
Dealers who cease business must turn over
register to government official.
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Table 15A (continued)
Summary of Key Provisions of Zimbabwe Firearms Act
Firearm s
Act

§24(1)

Penalty

Language / Effect of Statute

Only those “in the service of the state” or expressly
authorized by the government may possess or
conduct any transaction involving a fully automatic
firearm or ammunition for same. All others are

Fine and/or
imprisonment up to 5
years.

forbidden.
§28

Persons possessing firearms and ammunition

Fine and/or

must take “reasonable” precautions to ensure that
these are not lost, stolen, or accessed by

year.

imprisonment up to 1

unauthorized persons. Burden lies with firearms
owner to prove that precautions were reasonable.
§29

Any person having a firearm or ammunition, with

Fine and/or

or without certificate or other legal authorization

imprisonment up to 2

to possess firearms, must report to the nearest
police station within 24 hours of when the firearm

years.

or ammunition is lost, stolen or destroyed.
§31

Court that convicts a person of any offense under
the Firearms Act may order forfeiture of any or all
firearms or ammunition possessed by that person,
and may cancel any or all firearms certificates of
that person.

§32(1-2)

On “reasonable grounds” supported by information
given under oath, a magistrate or justice of the
peace may grant a search warrant to police to
search (by force if necessary) any place named in
the warrant, and to search every place and every
person in that place.

§32(2-3)

Police may seize, detain and obtain permission to
destroy any firearms found by an officer during a
search, if the officer suspects that any violation of
the Firearms Act has been or will be committed
with that firearm or ammunition.

§34

“Any police officer.. .o r.. .any other person
authorized by the [government]... may at any time
enter and inspect any premises used for: (a) the
storage of ammunition or firearm s.” (No warrant
required.)

§35

All persons must give to police all information they
have about the manufacture, location and storage
of firearms or ammunition, and must not in any
way obstruct police in collecting this information.

Fine and/or
imprisonment up to 6
months.
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Table 15A (continued)
Summary of Key Provisions of Zimbabwe Firearms Act
Firearms
Act

§37

Language / Effect of Statute

Penalty

All firearms certificates and permits will be
maintained by the police in a centralized
government file.

§42

The Firearms Act does not apply to “the State.”
Government employees may possess firearms
or ammunition only as authorized by the State.

Victims Bewildered by Falling Dominoes
of Persecution
Reports streaming out of Zimbabwe betw een 1999 and 2001
showed the government's attitu d e toward the farmers: th a t the
farmers' land should be taken w ithout com pensation, th a t the
farmers were economically draining the economy and the cause of
th e nation's ills. President Mugabe authorized and th en openly
encouraged squatters to do with private force w hat his govern
m ent had wanted to do by confiscation laws: take the farm lands
and drive off the farmers.
When the farm invasions began in February 2000, the govern
m ent, army and police did next to nothing to prevent or stop the
attacks and violence against farmers. Meanwhile, due to previous
ly enacted "gun control" laws, the government knew where
licensed guns were kept and who had them . A nationwide firearms
license check and confiscation program started ju st after some
farmers tried to defend their properties and lives by force of arms.

"It's like the beginnings of genocide"
The Genocide Formula was playing out against the farmers of
Zimbabwe. Consider these statem ents (below) showing the fear
and confusion of the victims, and then ask yourself: Were these
people educated enough about the warning signs of genocide?
Would these people have benefitted from understanding the
Genocide Formula?
•

A leader of the Commercial Farmers Union described the farm
invasions in February, 2000: "It's breaking out in all regions.
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It's clearly orchestrated by a central authority. We're having
difficulty getting th e authorities to react."28
•

One farmer stated, in April 2000, th a t before th e squatters
murdered one of his neighbors, he had "never felt so close to
black Zimbabweans since independence. Mugabe is trying to
split us up ahead of the elections. But we have never felt so
close. We feel left out as whites. No one, but no one, supports
Mugabe down here. They remember the massacres of the
1980's, they are scared and they won't say anything, but they
remember."29

•

Commenting upon th e reported attack and brutal beating of
two elderly farm owners, one woman remarked: "Mugabe is so
unstable th a t it really worries me. He could ju st wake up in the
morning and decide to ethnically cleanse us. I'm not leaving
— we ju st have to remain determ ined and see this through —
b u t this man is ju st so frightening." Another farmer said: "We
[farmers] care about this country, but look w hat he [Mugabe]
says about us."30

•

After learning th a t th e local police did nothing to intervene in
the kidnaping and murder of one farmer or to stop th e b e a t
ings of several other farmers in April, 2000, th e president of
th e Commercial Farmers Union said: "This has been our biggest
fear all along. When you are outside the rule of law, the dan
ger every m inute is very great." Farmers in th e area were
reportedly "pinning their hopes on the army, which they
regard as more credible th an the police."31

•

Hearing the reports of a farmer attacked and killed by squat
ters in April, 2000, one farmer said:"How many more of us are
going to die before Zimbabwe pulls itself back from the
brink?"32

•

Referring to the police campaign to inspect all firearms licens
es and confiscate "illegal" firearms, one farmer observed: "It is
psychological action. It is harassm ent of the citizenry, giving
us one hassle after another." Another stated: "I'm so sad th a t
they have to use us all as scapegoats. It's almost like the
beginnings of genocide."33

The Lesson of Zimbabwe: Minorities w ho fail to prepare for
self-defense against their own government are easy targets of
the Genocide Formula.
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A good government will never try to render its citizens defense
less — an evil government always will.

South Africa Smoldering
Press coverage of the Zimbabwe land invasions and related
violence has been scant in the United States. Moral outrage at
th e persecution has been virtually non-existent. Yet in South
Africa, farmers have been suffering violence and murders for a
decade.
According to Agri South Africa, the South African farmers'
union, there have been over 4,241 attacks against farmers
since 1991. The union counted a t least 618 farmers who have
been killed betw een 1994 and th e year 2000. Other observers
estim ate more th an 1,000 farmers killed, and th a t many vio
lent attacks go uncounted.
In recent years, the South African government, like the
Mugabe regime in Zimbabwe, has been planning "land redistri
bution" schemes. South African farmers see the parallels in
Zimbabwe and fear their land will be forcibly taken. The long
term history of violence against farmers is viewed by many as
politically m otivated to intim idate the farmers. As one observ
er noted: "The South African feelings a t the moment — every
farmer you speak to — they're waiting for something to hap
pen."34
As if planning for genocide, the government of South
Africa in 1999 proposed "anti-gun" legislation th a t would o u t
law 90% of legally-owned firearms. Under this victim disarma
m ent proposal, all of th e 2.5 million licensed gun owners
would be required to reapply for their licenses. In addition,
• All applicants would be screened and have to undergo
psychometric testing; any applicant having a domestic vio
lence conviction or any "inclination" toward violence would be
disqualified.
• License fees would be increased by a factor of 10.
• Licenses for handguns would be lim ited to one (1) per
person.
• License holders would be lim ited to possessing only 100
rounds of am m unition.35
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Imagining the victim disarming effects of this proposed
"gun control" scheme brings to mind the story of Martin Olds.
Mr. Olds was the Zimbabwean farmer who was killed by an
armed mob when he ran out of am m unition to defend his
home. Given th e history of violence and murder of farmers in
South Africa, this "gun control" proposal's limits on numbers
of guns and am m unition diabolically work against the lonely
defender who faces attacks by gangs. If the South African gov
ernm ent turns hostile to the farmers, as did th a t of Zimbabwe,
th en the underpowered defenders will have no hope at all. The
comprehensive licensing system will provide the road map for
gun confiscation as well.
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Chapter Sixteen:

In America:
When a Race Is Disarmed
The experience of black people in America proves beyond a
shadow of a doubt: Armed oppressors have absolute power over
unarmed victims.
Some readers m ight dismiss this book's message by saying th a t
th e history of genocide and mass murder in other countries does
not apply to America: "That's ancient history." "It can't happen
here." "Our Constitution wouldn't allow it."
The facts say the opposite. Government-sponsored oppression
did happen here on such an overwhelming scale th a t few modern
Americans can even grasp it. Hundreds and thousands of books
and articles and speeches have described every aspect of it.
Perhaps Americans have heard about it too much, b ut understood
the fundam ental tru th s too little.
Certainly this book cannot possibly present all of the history
and details of black slavery, racist terrorism, discriminatory laws
and policies, and thousands of lynchings. One point, however, can
and must be made: because they were unarmed and undefended,
black people in America suffered world-class oppression in America.

Slavery in America
Millions of black people lived as slaves in America until 1865.
In 1790, there were over 697,000 black slaves; by 1860 there were
°ver 3.9 m illion.1 In the South where slavery was legal and com
mon, black slaves numbered about one-third of th e total popula
tion. Three-quarters of the slave population lived on large farms
and small plantations, where the number of slaves would be less
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th an fifty, and where the owner and m aster was personally
involved in directing their work.2 In fact, by 1860, approximately
350,000 white families owned th e roughly 4 million slaves — on
average, th e slaves outnum bered the w hite families by 10 to 1.3
Many slaves in America lived a t a higher standard of living
th an did non-slaves in other parts of th e world.4 That fact does not
change the basic immorality of owning hum an beings as property.
Whatever their living conditions in economic terms, slaves were
held captives, forced to work, and beaten, raped and brutalized in
myriad ways.
Frederick Douglass, escaped slave and leader of the movement
to abolish slavery, described the system of slavery:
The law gives the m aster absolute power over the slave.
He may work him, flog him, hire him out, sell him, and
in certain instances, kill him, w ith perfect imm unity.5

Slave Resistance
To control such a large number of slaves, either as a percent
age of the population or in the groups on plantations, the slave
masters had to be armed, and th e slaves unarm ed. Only because
th e masters had a virtual monopoly on physical force could slav
ery and brutality continue.
Force was needed especially because the slaves consistently
worked against the system. Resistance to slavery appeared every
where, and took these forms:6
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Playing ignorant, stupid, injured or lame
Obtaining education in violation of rules
Women (and their husbands) fighting m asters' and overseers'
attem pts to force sexual favors
Repeatedly disobeying orders, despite whippings
Pilfering crops, food items and other property from owners
Singing pro-freedom songs couched as religious hymns
Slowing down or stopping work all at once
Setting fire to woods and buildings
Poisoning the m asters' food
Sabotaging farming and industrial equipm ent
Planning, attem pting, and succeeding in escapes
Self-mutilation
Suicide
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Slavery in th e American South was not a relaxed, carefree exis
tence for any of th e parties involved. Conspiracies and outright
rebellion against slavery occurred often enough to impel state and
local governments in slave states to deploy slave patrols, forbid
meetings of black people, forbid free black people from entering
the state, and forbid im portation of slaves from places where
revolts m ight be expected.7
William Loren Katz, author, examined the realities of slave
rebellion:
By the n in eteenth century, slave holder power rested on
thousands of well-trained troops and command of com
m unication and transportation. Slaves began with few
weapons, no m ilitary training, and perhaps a hope of
seizing an enemy arsenal. They had no experience with
guns, no way to practice being an army, and few places
to hide once th e m ilitia appeared.8

Slaves with Guns
Which slave rebellions most terrified the slave owning society?
The rebellions where the rebels had the magic ingredient: firearms.
In the Stono Rebellion of 1739, about 20 blacks seized a ware
house of guns and am m unition in South Carolina. Thus armed,
they attacked and killed a number of whites and destroyed sever
al houses, tried to rally other slaves to join them , and began a
march th a t ended only after a pitched battle with government
forces.9
Starting with six slave men, Nat Turner in 1831 started a rebel
lion aim ed a t conquering Southam pton County, Virginia.
Organized with a plan, the small band stealthily went from house
to house, killing all whites and gathering slaves into their team .
Over 50 white people were killed, most of them having had no
chance to defend themselves. The rebels gathered weapons, ammu
nition and money from each house, until they numbered nearly 60
armed men. When a party of 18 armed w hite men surprised the
rebels and commenced firing, the rebels returned fire, injuring sev
eral and chasing th e whites away. Only when another white party
arrived to join th e fight did the slave rebels scatter.
Many of the slave rebels were caught, tried and executed,
including the leader, Nat Turner.10 Because of this rebellion, laws
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restricting slaves were further strengthened, e.g., prescribing the
death penalty for inciting insurrection and criminal penalties for
teaching slaves to read and w rite.11
Most dramatic was the 1791 armed revolution in the French
Caribbean island of San Domingo (now called Hispaniola) where
80% of the population was enslaved under harsh conditions.
Massive slave revolts in th a t year, with fearful atrocities commit
ted by both sides, spelled the end of slavery by the following year.
A former slave, Toussaint L'Ouverture, commanded th e army
and formed a new government in San Domingo. His army of former
slaves repulsed Spanish and British invasions. Napoleon rejected
the new government's constitution in 1801, however, and sent
large forces to restore direct French rule in the island. L'Ouverture
was captured, b ut his successors continued th e war and defeated
the French in 1803.12
The San Domingo slave revolution worried U.S. slave owners
because it could have inspired American blacks to likewise revolt.
If armed former slaves could defeat Napoleon's armies, th en what
would happen if American blacks got the inspiration — and the
firearms?

"Gun Control" - The Racists' Solution
Before slavery in the United States was perm anently ended in
1865, white-run governments had enacted many "gun control" laws
th a t heavily restricted or prohibited black people from owning
firearms. The fear of slave uprisings was enough reason to motivate
the governments to disarm black slaves, but there were many free
blacks living in slaveholding states. Professors Robert Cottrol and
Raymond T. Diamond have explained why free blacks were targeted:
The th reat th a t free blacks posed to southern slavery was
twofold. First, free blacks were a bad example to slaves.
For a slave to see free blacks enjoy the trappings of white
persons — freedom of movement, expression, and asso
ciation, relative freedom from fear for one's person and
one's family, and freedom to own the fruits of one's labor
— was to offer hope and raise desire for th a t which the
system could not produce....[A] slave with visions of
freedom threatened rebellion.13
The second "threat" was th a t free blacks would help slaves to
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rebel. Limiting the freedom of free blacks was a way to lessen the
dangers. The various states passed laws to control free blacks,
which:14
•
•
•
•
•

limited how many could meet in a group
restricted choices of employment
limited trading and socializing with slaves
allowed "patrols" to question, search and summarily punish free
blacks
restricted or prohibited possession of firearms.

To control the blacks in America, the governments tried many
different approaches, but one method was always part of the plan:
disarmament. After the Civil War and passage of the 13th, 14th and
15th Amendments, governments could no longer openly enslave
black people — but they did try "gun control" to keep black peo
ple under control. Table 16A describes many of the "gun control"
laws enacted in America, both before and after the Civil War, th a t
worked to disarm blacks and other minorities.
Some state court judges have adm itted the racial motivation for
these "gun control" laws in the South. Discussing a Florida "gun
control" statute, Judge Buford of the Florida Supreme Court in 1941
stated its purpose plainly:
I know something of the history of this legislation. The
original Act of 1893 was passed when there was a great
influx of negro laborers in this State drawn here for the
purpose of working in the turpentine and lumber camps.
The same condition existed when the Act was amended
in 1901 and the Act was passed for the purpose o f dis
arming the negro laborers and to thereby reduce the
unlawful homicides th a t were prevalent in turpentine
and saw-mill camps and to give the white citizens in
sparsely settled areas a better feeling of security. The
statute was never intended to be applied to the white pop
ulation and in practice has never been so applied.15
An Ohio Supreme Court judge also observed th a t "gun control"
laws in Southern states had roots in the "race issue" and showed "a
decisive purpose to entirely disarm the negro."16 As the "gun con
trol" laws in the South did not entirely prohibit firearms ownership,
however, blacks sometimes were empowered to defend themselves
against violence.
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Table 16A: Racist Disarmament Laws17
Black persons excluded from militias
(United States, 1792)
Slaves cannot use any weapon, even in
self-defense
(Louisiana, 1806, 1811)
Slaves cannot possess gun without mas
ter's permission
(So. Carolina, 1819)
White citizen patrols empowered to
invade and search homes of any Black
person — to look for and take any guns
or other weapons
(Florida, 1825, 1831, 1847, 1861)
Black persons must have license to
carry a firearm, or have a judge's
approval
(Florida, 1825, 1828) (Delaware,
1831)
Guns banned — applies only to free
Black persons
(Virginia, 1831) (Maryland 1831)
(Georgia, 1833)
(No. Carolina, 1844) (Mississippi,
1852)
Guns banned — applies only to slaves
(Florida, 1840) (Texas, 1840) (No.
Carolina, 1845)
(Mississippi, 1852)
(Georgia 1860)
Blacks must obtain gun licenses from
local police
(Mississippi, 1865)
(Louisiana, 1865)
Total gun ban — applies to Black per
sons only
(Alabama, 1866)
Ban of all inexpensive handguns (the
only kind that poor Black people could
afford)
(Tennessee, 1870, 1879) (Arkansas,
1882) (Maryland, 1988)

Supreme Court rules that Federal gov't
has no power to protect Black citizens
against private (non-government)
attacks on their rights
(United States, 1875)
High taxes on sale of handguns (to pre
vent poor Black persons from buying
them)
(Alabama, 1893)
(Texas, 1907)
Ban of all handguns — except for police
and their deputies
(So. Carolina, 1902)
Sellers of firearms required to keep
records on buyers; the records included
indication of the race of the buyer
(Mississippi, 1906)
Police control who can buy guns (per
mits frequently denied to
minorities)
(New York, 1911)
Florida Supreme Court judge admits
that gun control law aimed to disarm
poor Black persons
(Florida, 1941)
Gun Control Act (passed "not to control
guns but to control Blacks" after race
riots in California, New Jersey, and
Mississippi)
(United States, 1968)
Gun bans, warrantless searches of pub
lic housing, confiscation of firearms
(effectively deprives poor people of
right to possess firearms)
(Illinois, 1988) (Virginia, 1990)
(United States, 1994 [law not passed])
(Maine, 1995 [law struck down])
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Bitter Fruit of "Gun Control:" Lynching:
The end of legal slavery did not end oppression of blacks in
America. Immediately after the end of the Civil War, many of the
formerly slave states enacted "black codes." These were laws th a t
(1) required black farm workers to sign labor contracts requiring
them to work for their employers for a year, (2) barred blacks from
serving on juries, (3) prevented blacks from testifying against or
suing whites in court, and (4) required blacks to have jobs and
homes or face penalties ("vagrancy law s").18 At the same time,
these states imposed "gun control" laws on blacks only. (See Table
16A above) Roy Innis, National Chairman of the Congress of Racial
Equality (CORE), noted: "The specter of a black man w ith the right
of a freeman, bearing arms, was too much for the racist to bear."19
Although the earliest "black codes" were partially invalidated
by the 14th Amendment and other federal laws, the Supreme Court
restricted the federal government's power to enforce civil rights for
black people.20 The result Professors Cottrol and Diamond noted
was "blacks would have to look to state government for protection
against criminal conspiracies" and th a t "gave the green light to
private forces, often with the assistance of state and local govern
ments," to try to "subjugate the former slaves and their descen
dants."21 Threats of violence intim idated blacks so th a t they would
live and work as second class citizens w ithout even the effective
right to vote.22
State and local governments and officials, hostile to blacks,
enforced laws th a t allowed public and private discrim ination.23
Worse still, the governments and their officials often did precious
little to protect blacks from mobs, terrorism, and lynching.
Between 1882 and 1968, there were 3,446 black people
lynched (i.e. killed unlawfully by mobs).24 The typical case
involved a group of armed white men seizing a black man (or
sometimes a woman) on suspicion of committing an insult or a
crime, and th en killing the victim in a public and especially bru
tal way.
Victims would be beaten, sliced, dragged through the streets,
shot, hanged or burned alive. In some lynchings, th e victims would
be m utilated also. Large crowds would sometimes form to watch
and cheer.25
Sometimes the given "reasons" for lynchings included charges
205

Death by Cun Control

of real crimes such as arson, rape, th eft, or murder. Far too often
the victim was not guilty and had never had any benefit of due
process. Other times victims were lynched for being too familiar
w ith or talking to a w hite woman, hindering a lynch mob, failing
to show "respect," or working to help get black people registered
to vote. And sometimes there was no "reason" for the lynching at
all — the mob apparently ju st felt like torturing and killing a
black person.26
Why was it possible for lynchings to take place so frequently?
Because generally black people were unarm ed — due to their
poverty, the laws th a t discouraged their having weapons, and their
lack of community defense planning. Sometimes an individual ta r
get of a mob would be armed and able to hold off attackers for a
time. In one case, before he was tortured and burned to death, an
armed black man had held off the mob for hours u ntil his ammu
nition ran o u t.27
Lynchings were common for another reason: th e police fre
quently did not effectively protect many black people. Sometimes
non-protection was deliberate policy: Senator Coleman L. Blease of
South Carolina bragged in 1930 th a t, as governor of his state, he
had not called out the state m ilitia to protect blacks against
mobs.28 Other tim es the police or militia were too little or too
late.29

What About the Second Amendment for Blacks?
The Second Amendment to th e U.S. Constitution declares:
"A well-regulated m ilitia being necessary to the security of a
free state, the right of the people to keep and bear arms shall
not be infringed." Before the Civil War, black people were not
considered citizens of the United States and thus the Second
Amendment did not protect their rights.
After th a t War, slavery was abolished, th e Fourteenth
Amendment was adopted, and th e Freedmen's Bureau laws
were passed. The framers of the Amendment and laws had
openly discussed their intention th a t freedmen (former black
slaves) should have their Constitutional rights, including their
right to keep and bear arms, protected against state govern
m ent laws aimed a t returning the blacks to a second-class, dis
armed statu s.30
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Rep. Thaddeus Stevens argued th a t the "rights, privileges
and im m unities" of citizens, as protected by the Fourteenth
Amendment, should include all of th e citizens' unalienable
rights:
What are those rights, privileges, and immunities?
W ithout excluding others, three are specifically enu
m erated — life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness...
It follows th a t everything necessary for their establish
m ent and defense is w ithin those rights.... Disarm a
community and you rob them of th e means of defend
ing life. Take away their weapons of defense and you
take away the inalienable right of defending liberty....
The fourteenth am endm ent, now so happily adopted,
settles the whole question.31
Enjoying their new freedom and exercising their rights,
blacks in 1867 formed citizen militias in th e District of
Columbia for example. Public figures and newspaper editorials
supported the right of blacks to do so, despite fears of an
insurrection and legal moves to stop them .32
Not surprisingly, when several whites were charged with
disarming and massacring blacks and thereby violating the
blacks' Constitutional rights, th e w hites' lawyer argued to the
U.S. Supreme Court th a t the Second Amendment protected the
right to bear arms only "for the purpose of m aintaining, in the
states, a well-regulated m ilitia."33 Walking in the footsteps of
racist killers, gun prohibition lobbyists still make the same
argum ent about the "militia" clause of the Second Amendment
today. Regrettably, several federal courts have agreed with
th a t argum ent as well.34

Armed Defense Saves Lives
There have been scattered cases when a single armed person
held off a lynching. In Columbia, South Carolina, in 1917, the jail
er's 14-year-old daughter holding a revolver single-handedly held
a mob a t bay and protected a black prisoner for quite a while until
her father returned to the jail.35 More often, successfully stopping
a lynch mob or terrorist attack required a group of armed citi
zens.36
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For example, in 1891 a black m ilitia u n it guarded a jail in
Memphis for several nights to protect 100 black prisoners who
were a t risk of lynching. When the th re a t seemed to have passed,
the m ilitia left — and a mob storm ed the jail and lynched three of
the prisoners. In many unpublicized cases, armed black men stood
guard to ward off lynchers and deter other mob violence.37
During the period of the Civil Rights movement, the white
supremacist Ku Klux Klan intim idated and terrorized black people
and white civil rights workers all over the South. Klan-inspired
and other racist violence flared, w ith attacks on civil rights
demonstrators, riots, bombings and murders.38 Armed volunteers
were organized to defend civil rights workers, the most wellknown being the Deacons for Defense and Justice.39
In 1965 the Deacons formed over 50 chapters in Louisiana,
Mississippi and Alabama, to protect blacks and civil rights workers
by force of arms. Because they promised to m eet force w ith force,
the Deacons successfully deterred terrorist attacks.40 For this work
many of the Deacons preferred to carry rifles.41
Defense work rarely required actual shooting. As one organiz
er of th e Deacons put it, "The showing of a weapon stops many
things. Everybody wants to live and nobody wants to die."42 When
this man became known as a Deacon, he was able to drive away
harassers ju st by his reputation fo r being armed:
"I didn't have to [brandish a firearm] — they know me.
I showed my face. That was weapons enough. And they
know whenever they see me, my gun and the Deacons
are close."43

"Gun Control" is Race Control
The founder of the National Black Sportsman's Association,
General Laney, gave his opinion of "gun control":
Gun control is really race control. People who embrace
gun control are really racists in nature. All gun laws
have been enacted to control certain classes of people,
mainly black people, but the same laws used to control
blacks are being used to disarm white people as well.44
Robert Sherrill, a well-known journalist strongly opposed to
widespread firearms ownership, angrily charged in 1973 th a t the
federal Gun Control Act of 1968, being worthless to "control guns",
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was instead a reaction rooted in thinly-veiled racial fears:
The Gun Control Act of 1968 was passed not to control
guns but to control blacks, and inasmuch as a majority
of Congress did not want to do th e former b ut were
ashamed to show th a t their goal was the latter, the
result was th a t they did neither.45
Sherrill noted th a t after "the horrendous rioting of 1967 and
1968, Congress again was panicked toward passing some law th a t
would shut off weapons access to blacks..."46 The Gun Control Act
of 1968 ("GCA 68") was supposed to be th a t law.
To fashion a law designed to "shut off" m inority groups' access
to weapons, w hat better example to use th an the Nazi Weapons
Law of 1938? Comparing th e 1938 Nazi law (extending the reach
of its predecessor, the 1928 "Law on Firearms and Ammunition")
to GCA 68, the parallels betw een the laws stand out:
• similarities in firearms transaction record keeping and
reporting,
• the delegation of authority to a bureaucrat to perm it or
restrict certain types of weapons and am m unition,
• the requirem ent th a t the buyer establish his qualifications
to obtain a firearm,
• the concept of "sporting purpose" as a class of firearms.47
Who was instrum ental in preparing and getting GCA 68 enact
ed? The late Senator Thomas Dodd, th en Chairman of the Special
Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency, and member of
th e Senate Judiciary Committee. According to a Senate document
now publicly available, Senator Dodd asked the Library of Congress
to deliver to him an English translation of the Nazi "Law on
Weapons of March 18, 1938" at about the tim e the GCA 68 was
being fashioned in Congress.48 Senator Dodd had worked with
prosecuting attorneys at the Nuremburg trials of Nazi leaders after
World War II, and the evidence suggests th a t he possessed a
German-language copy of the Nazi Weapons Law before he con
tacted the Library of Congress for the translation.
So it seems th a t American legislators in 1968 enacted a Nazilike "gun control" law designed to disarm a feared m inority group.
Historical experience w ith the Genocide Formula proves th a t com
bining racial fears, powerful government, and civilian disarmament
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moves a nation closer to genocide.
Whether it was Divine Providence or the sturdy traditions of
liberty and a democratically-elected government answerable to the
people,49 America was spared a massive persecution or race war in
the late 1960's. If th e federal government grows much stronger and
the three elements of the Genocide Formula interplay once more,
will America escape genocide again?
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Chapter Seventeen:

How "Gun Control" Threatens Jews
and Righteous Gentiles1
Some Jews and Jewish organizations support "gun control" or
take no position on the issue. Yet it flies in th e face of centuries
of Jewish history and tradition to favor policies th a t disarm vic
tims. Jewish law m andates armed self-defense if th a t is necessary
to preserve an innocent life. The Jewish experience shows, beyond
any shadow of a doubt, th a t when Jews have been disarmed they
have been victimized.
For a Jew to urge "gun control" is a self-destructive and evil
act. Some Jews who back "gun control" don't know the facts. On
the other hand, Jewish "gun control" m ilitants are cut from the
same cloth as the Jews who urged non resistance to th e Nazis and
even helped to arrange deportations to death camps. Jews who
urge "gun control" similarly betray their fellow Jews.
When a vocal and visible Jewish m inority supports "gun con
trol," it hurts all Jews because it:
1.

Creates ill will against all Jews on the part of millions of
decent, law-abiding American gun owners. These Americans
become righteously angry as they see their civil right to own
firearms being taken away for no fault of their own.

2.

Makes Jews appear to be "criminal lovers" in the eyes of mil
lions of Americans who are increasingly upset by our govern
ment's failure to curb criminals of all types.

3.

Will recreate in America the vulnerability w ith which Jews
have lived in many lands over the centuries, and which too
often resulted in bloody persecutions at th e hands of govern215
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m ent officials or violent mobs.
4.

Promotes public policies based on irrationality rather th an
analysis. It is irrational and dangerous for people to blame
things (like guns) for th e evil actions of people. The trend to
blame "guns" instead of criminals is dangerous, because Jews
often have been made scapegoats when irrationality replaces
analysis.

Each of these four results works against th e interests of
America's Jews. We (Jews) are a small p art of th e vast, peace-lov
ing and law-abiding m ajority in America th a t makes th is such a
w onderful country in which to live, work, and worship. We have
a great in te rest in defending these values of th e American m ajor
ity. One of those values is th e fundam ental right to self-defense,
which includes th e right to keep and bear arms.
Long-held Jewish beliefs support those rights. Well-known
teachings from a range of Jewish sources show th a t Jews are
commanded:
1.

To ensure th eir own defense against evildoers.

2.

To be skilled in th e use of weapons for self-defense where the
situation requires it.

3.

Not to show compassion to those who deserve none.

4.

To clearly distinguish betw een evildoers and upright persons.

Our long and rich history shows th a t when Jews failed to fol
low these rules, for w hatever reasons, th ey brought great disas
ters upon them selves.

A Basic Duty of Jews
Our position is really not controversial w ithin Judaism ,
because it is based on long established principles. The relation
ship betw een G-d and th e Jewish people is such th a t a Jew must
fulfill specified obligations if he is to receive Divine blessing and
help. Neither worldly nor spiritual benefits are generally gained
w ithout effort . 2
A Jew m ust live in order to carry out these Divine comm and
m ents, so his life m ust be preserved. Therefore a Jew is required
to exercise caution in all activities, so as to protect him self or
herself against undue risks of harm . 3 A person cannot rely on
prayer alone in defending himself; he m ust take appropriate
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steps before Divine help will be available.

Using lethal force for self-defense
Jewish law and th o u g h t greatly respect th e sanctity of life,
so th a t means Jews have a duty to oppose attackers. Lethal force
should be used to save innocent lives, such as to defend oneself
or to prevent an attack on another person.
In cases where a person is attacked, th e m andate of Jewish
law is crystal clear: "he who comes to kill you, arise and kill
him . " 4 Thus, if a Jew is reasonably certain th a t someone is com
ing to kill him or her, he or she m ust kill th e would-be m urder
er.
When an attacker is pursuing another person to kill him,
th en using force is m andated. A Jew who sees such an incident
is obliged to kill th e attacker, if th a t is necessary to save th e life
of th e person in p eril . 5
A Jew who is obligated to kill an attacker, b u t who does not
do so, violates th e law set forth in Leviticus 19:16, "thou shall
not stand idly by th e blood of your brother," and other com
m andm ents . 6 This injunction is very severe: it is related to th e
prohibition against murder. Some Jewish authorities would con
sider th e failure to protect an endangered person to be th e pas
sive form of th e act of murder . 7
People responsible for protecting others carry an awesome
obligation. In Ezekiel 33:6, th e A-mighty imposes a high duty on
guardians of th e people, saying:
But if th e w atchm an sees th e sword coming and does
not blow th e tru m p et to warn th e people and the
sword comes and takes th e life of one of th e m ,... I will
hold th e w atchm an accountable for his blood.
The Sixth Commandment expresses a powerful bias in favor
of life, and against th e taking of innocent life: "Thou shall not
murder . " 8 Sometimes this command has been tran slated as "thou
shall not kill," b u t th is cannot be correct, because elsewhere th e
Hebrews (including th e Jews) were ordered to kill th e
M idianites , 9 th e Amalekites, and many of th e Canaanites . 10 As
th e A-mighty is consistent, we would not expect him to com
mand us to violate his own comm andment.
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Distinguishing between the righteous
and the evil doers
Jewish law and thought require th a t the law-abiding person not
be treated the same as the evildoer. The concept first appears in
Genesis. The A-mighty warned Noah of the impending, all-destroy
ing flood. Noah was told to build an ark in which to preserve him
self and all other non human life. Noah was spared from the flood
because he was "perfect in his generation," i.e., Noah did not do the
evil things th a t moved the A-mighty to unleash the deluge . 11
The story of Noah clearly proves th a t the upright person must
be treated differently from the evildoer. The same concept recurs
w ith dazzling clarity later in Genesis. 12
The A-mighty told Abraham th a t everyone in the cities of
Sodom and Gomorrah would be destroyed because of their evil
deeds. Nonetheless, Abraham implored the A-mighty to spare all of
the people in the cities, because he felt th a t some upright persons
m ight be living there. Abraham actually challenged G-d, saying:
"Will you also stam p out th e righteous along with the wicked?...
it would be sacrilege to You to do such a thing, to bring death
upon th e righteous along with the wicked; letting the righteous
and the wicked fare alike. It would be sacrilege to You! Shall the
Judge of all the earth not do justice?"
The A-mighty agreed to spare the cities if 10 righteous persons
could be found. Not even th a t few decent persons were to be
found, so the cities were destroyed. Yet the A-mighty sent an
angel ju st to lead out of the city th e only righteous persons — Lot
and his family. So im portant was it to separate the righteous from
th e evildoers th a t th e angel told Lot th a t the destruction could not
commence until Lot was in a safe place . 13
The Ninth Commandment also requires separating the lawabiding from the evildoer in legal m atters. The Commandment for
bids a person from "testifying falsely," because false testim ony
could cause an innocent person to be punished . 14
"Gun control" laws discourage private ownership of defense
tools, thus making it harder for people to carry out their duty of
defense. Sometimes these laws are employed to punish upright,
peace-loving people who have com m itted no aggression. (Innocent
citizens sometimes are punished severely for "gun law" violations
to "set an example.") Violent criminals who are caught m ight also

How "Cun Control" Threatens Jews and Righteous Centiles

be punished under these same laws — which shows only th a t the
righteous and th e criminals are being treated alike. That result
violates G-d's laws and Jewish tradition.
Those who advocate "gun control" measures th a t target the
law-abiding in effect are testifying falsely against innocent perK sons. These advocates seek to create a new class of law-breaker —
firearms owners — when the firearms owners have threatened or
injured no one. These advocates thus are claiming th a t the
firearms owners have done wrong, when in the overwhelming
majority of case, they have not.
Not surprisingly, many persons who advocate "gun control"
have also urged lenient treatm ent for violent criminals. These
advocates show compassion to those who do not deserve it (crim
inals) and show cruelty to those to whom they should show com
passion (law-abiding firearms owners).

The folly of showing mercy to evildoers
Some of these rules may seem to be rather harsh, but to show
compassion to those who did not deserve it, such as an attacker,
produces a double standard th a t always is harmful. Rabbi Shimon
ben Levi has said, "all who act compassionately in instances
requiring cruelty ultim ately become cruel in instances requiring
actions of compassion." Other sages state th a t a person who acts
this way, "ultim ately... is punished harshly . " 15
For example, King Saul was notew orthy for his inconsistent
moral standards. He spared King Agag of Amalek from death,
directly disobeying G-d's command delivered by th e prophet
Samuel to destroy every Amalekite. Samuel himself later executed
Agag . 16 King Saul later wrongfully destroyed the priestly city of
Nob. 17 Saul ultim ately was deprived of the kingship of Israel which
passed to David instead.
American legislators and judges behave the same way as Saul,
with equally harm ful results. They persistently show compassion
to violent criminals, and then show cruelty to the law-abiding by
imposing "gun control" and other restrictive laws on them .
Showing leniency to those who repeatedly commit crimes, espe
cially violent crimes, is very costly, and not ju st to th e victims,
and not ju st in money. All law-abiding Americans suffer as their
freedoms are eroding. "Gun control" is only one of many examples
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of how criminals are being allowed to define the limits within
which th e law-abiding live. "Gun control" advocates help criminals
by creating conditions favorable to criminals.
America is supposed to be the land of the free, b ut law-abiding Americans increasingly are not free. Instead, they huddle
behind locked doors, window bars, alarms, and security guards.
Criminals seem more free to do w hat they please, to whom they
please, where they please, when they please, and as much as they
please. This sad state of affairs results from m istakenly showing
compassion to violent criminals.
Those who back "gun control" and similar policies th a t target
or m ainly affect law-abiding people are helping to make America
into a zoo, one in which dangerous animals run free and th e visi
tors are behind bars. With "gun control," people who claim to be
compassionate deliberately victimize a group of law-abiding peo
ple. So, Patrick Purdy, who shot schoolchildren in Stockton, Calif.,
had several previous convictions for violent crimes but was still at
liberty. Willie Horton, a convicted murderer on weekend release,
killed again. Neither deserved compassion and should not have
been shown any. As mercy was wrongly extended to them , lawabiding people paid w ith their lives. All law-abiding persons suf
fer from the "gun control" measures enacted by the same
legislators and enforced by the same judges who wrongly showed
mercy to these men.

Jews in exile: demoralized, disarmed, defenseless,
disenfranchised, despoiled, destroyed
After the destruction of th e Second Temple, in 70 CE (Common
Era), Jews spent th e next 1,878 years living in countries where
they were at best a tolerated minority. In almost all of these places
they were persecuted to some degree. They were usually forbidden
to own arms. Faced w ith active persecution (e.g., mob violence,
forced conversions, etc.) or passive persecution (e.g., punitive
taxes, confiscations of property, confinem ent to ghettos, special
dress codes), disarmed Jews found th a t flight proved to be a reli
able means of salvation in the long run. That conclusion, though,
ultim ately produces catastrophic consequences.
All sorts of regimes have persecuted Jews in recent centuries.
This list shows only a few of the more infamous examples:
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Germany: 1096-99. Thousands of Jews slaughtered by cru
saders on the way to the Holy land.
Spain: 1130-1269. Expulsion or conversion to Islam (Almohad
regime)
England: 1144. Jews accused of ritual use of hum an blood.
England: 1290. Expulsion of Jews.
France: 1306. Expulsion of Jews.
Europe: 1347-51. Jews wrongly blamed for th e Black Death,
th e Bubonic Plague epidemic th a t killed one-third of Europe's
population, some 25 million people, spread by rat-borne fleas.
Spain: 1492. Expulsion of Jews.
Portugal: 1497. Expulsion of Jews.
Ukraine: 1648-49. Pogroms and riots against Jews.
Russia: 1783. Jews confined to certain regions of the country.
Russia: 1881. Pogrom after th e murder of Czar Alexander II.
While only one Jew was involved, Jews in over 200 cities and
towns were brutalized.
France: 1894-1906. Army captain Alfred Dreyfus, a Jew, under
w ent court-m artial on an espionage charge, in which th e authori
ties used fabricated evidence to protect th e well-connected actual
culprit.
Russia: 1903. Kishniev Pogrom. Mobs, led by Russian govern
m ent provocateur, massacre Jews in Moldavia.
Germany: 1933-45. Nazi regime murdered six million Jews
(tw o-thirds of all European Jews, and three-quarters of all the
Jews in German-controlled areas).
Syria, Iraq, Yemen: 1948. Jews forced to flee after Israel estab
lished and won its war of independence.
Russia: 1949-53. Stalin prepared a show trial of Jewish doctors
accused of plotting to kill top Communists. Stalin's death in ter
vened.
Algeria: 1964. Jews forced to leave after Algeria won inde
pendence from France.
Russia: 1967-85. Jews suffer intense official discrim ination
after Israeli victory in Six-Day War against Egypt, Jordan, and
Syria (Russian allies).
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Iran: 1979. Jews persecuted by fundam entalist Muslim regime
after ouster of Shah.
Ethiopia: 1980-91. Jews held for ransom by Marxist regime and
allowed to leave when ransom paid.
Most of the expulsions in th e above list were accompanied by
confiscations of property and had long lasting impacts. For exam
ple, Jews could not legally live in England for more th an 350 years,
until the end of the 17th century. Jews had no civil rights in
France until Napoleon's era (1791-1815).

The impacts of 1,900 years of victimization:
Jews don't matter
The history of the victim ization of Jews had an even more
harm ful impact: it affected their treatm ent even in countries
where they were not persecuted. For example, Jews have never
been system atically persecuted in America by the government.
There have been isolated incidents of violence against Jews, and
non-life threatening discrim ination (e.g., exclusion for certain
schools, jobs and clubs).
In the 1930's, as Nazi oppression of Jews in Germany grew and
th en spread to other countries such as Austria (occupied by the
Nazis in 1938), few countries — including America — wanted to
give refuge to Jews fleeing for their lives. Some would-be refugees
were even sent back to Germany!
During World War II, even after it was clear th a t the Nazis were
exterm inating Jews (and others), the U.S. government did not
directly try to intervene. American bombers were never sent to
destroy Nazi m urder factories (e.g., Dachau, Buchenwald,
Auschwitz in Poland) or even th e nearby rail lines th a t supplied
them . Although the object of the war was to destroy the Nazi
regime, saving some of its intended victims was not a priority.
Simply put, Jews ju st did not m atter . 18
Jews are not the only disarmed people to suffer horribly. This
book catalogs the genocides and massacres of disarmed peoples of
different races and religions th a t occurred in Europe, Africa, and
Asia in the 20th century.
Many of these genocides and massacres occurred after the
Holocaust and took place over several years. Yet, as in the case of
th e Jews, no one much cared. In many cases these mass killii "
222

How "Cun Control" Threatens Jews and Righteous Gentiles

were stopped only when a neighboring power intervened for rea
sons of its own.
Consider this question: Amnesty International is an organiza
tion th a t fights against the taking of political prisoners and seeks
to liberate these victims. Would Amnesty International be needed
if everyone in the world owned a m ilitary-type rifle and plenty of
cartridges for it?

The impacts of 1,900 years of victimization:
Jews forget how to defend themselves
Nearly 1,900 years of victim ization has reshaped many Jews'
attitudes toward ownership and use of arms. Increasingly, Jews
disregarded their teachings and came to see arms only as a means
by which they were oppressed. Each incident of victim ization
moved some to rely more completely on Divine protection. Prayer
alone is not usually enough to stop aggression, however, if the
people fail to use readily available means of self-defense.
Being treated as aliens (and being ineligible to own arms) for
nearly 1,900 years has caused some Jews to forget the very notion
th a t owning weapons is essential to fulfillm ent of the Torah's com
mands to defend life.
Neither the Torah nor the Talmud contains any direct equiva
lent of the Second Amendment to the United States Constitution
th a t declares an individual right and duty to keep and bear arms.
There was no need for such language in the Torah and Talmud,
because th e ownership of weapons by both th e righteous and the
evildoers is assumed. In th a t age-old view, w hat decided th e o u t
come of battles betw een armed Jews and their armed enemies was
not the supply and kind of weapons, b ut the will of the A-mighty.
When the Jews have upheld their Covenant to G-d, none could
beat them . And when the Jews did not uphold their Covenant,
their enemies prevailed against them . For example, the First and
Second Temples in Jerusalem were destroyed by th e Babylonians
and the Romans, respectively, because the Jews no longer merited
Divine help.
After their dispersal from Israel following the destruction of the
Second Temple, the practice of armed defense often was not feasi
ble because of government restrictions or simple poverty. As a
result, Jews sought to be liked, or if th a t were impossible, invisible.
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Jews tended to support a benevolent, prevailing power. But when
the prevailing power was actively hostile as it became with the rise
of the Church of Rome and, later, the spread of Islam, Jews found it
more difficult to be liked, no m atter how hard they tried. As a
result, they were mainly defenseless and without protectors.
Jews slowly learned th a t invisibility was healthy. Jews tended
to avoid actions th a t attracted official attention. Ultimately, in
some countries (mainly in Western Europe) Jews were segregated
by government decree. They had to live in special areas, called
ghettos. It became ingrained in the Jewish psyche th a t invisibili
ty was the key to survival. Failing th a t, flight was the last resort.
For most of th e past 1,900 years, Jews almost always were
oppressed by some government, w hether national or local, which
instilled hatred of Jews and encouraged viewing the Jews as scape
goats. To ensure th a t the Jews were submissive, often they were
forbidden to own arms, whether edged weapons (e.g., swords) or
firearms.
Alert Jews who had the means would flee from such evil
regimes. Almost always, there was a haven somewhere. Jews who
did not or could n ot flee often were massacred. Jews, who passed
up chances to flee, forgot th a t the sanctity of life requires th a t
one flee an overwhelming foe, if th a t would save one's life. Many
ultim ately paid with their lives.
Ironically, nearly 1,900 years of being victimized tau g h t Jews
th a t something so precious as life could be best defended by flight
— bu t ultim ately th a t proved to be a fatal teaching. It was in the
1930's and 1940's, when escaping from the Nazis proved nearly
impossible, th a t the futility of relying on flight as a means of sal
vation was finally proved.
The Nazis' zeal to root out Jews made it particularly hard for
Jews to hide. Only a few survived by hiding or by using false iden
tities. Therefore we th an k G-d for his kindnesses to them , and we
applaud their courage and th a t of th e righteous Gentiles in many
countries who helped them , often at the risk of their own lives.

What needs to be done: learn from experience
We should learn from these experiences. But many Jews o u t
side Israel still do not realize th a t in many cases the best defense
of life is not flight — or concealment — b ut fight. This lesson
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from our Scriptures, forgotten by many for nearly 1,900 years, has
been tau g h t again b ut some Jews and self-appointed Jewish "lead
ers" have not grasped it.
These Jews respond to an upsurge in activity by America's tiny
criminal m inority by attributing inherent evil to the class of in an 
im ate objects: firearms. These Jews have failed to grasp th a t
weapons in the hands of the righteous protect lives from evildo
ers. Not understanding this key fact has cause inestim able damage
to Jews throughout history. Unfortunately, more th an a few of
today's American Jewish leaders are cut from th e same cloth as
those who urged non-resistance to the Nazis, some of whom even
helped the Nazis to organize deportations to th e death camps. The
"leaders" during the Nazi era betrayed their fellow Jews then, and
some Jewish leaders now are doing exactly the same thing by back
ing "gun control."

The lessons of Jewish law and experience: Some Jews
who back "gun control" are morally corrupt
Judaism exalts the sanctity of life . 19 Jewish law prescribes
practices which enhance the length and quality of life, both phys
ical and spiritual. Jewish law forbids practices which degrade or
shorten life. Consequently, Jewish law m andates th e use of lethal
force against evildoers, when necessary to protect an innocent life.
Jewish law also specifies clear penalties to be imposed upon evil
doers, if carefully validated evidence of wrongdoing is found and
presented to a com petent court. Once again the emphasis of
Jewish law on treating evildoers and upright persons very differ
ently shines through.
When rightly understood, Jewish law and tradition view "gun
control" as the essence of moral perversion. "Gun control" requires
th a t all persons be treated as evildoers, and th a t the law-abiding
and the evildoer be treated alike. In so doing, it deprives the rig h t
eous, law-abiding person of his advantage over th e evildoer. The
evildoers flourish.
Jews, more th an other people, have suffered from arms con
trol, and from lack of criminal control. Would th e Holocaust have
occurred had world powers crushed the Nazis in th e early 1930's,
before they went on their murderous rampage?
Could the Nazis and their allies have killed so many Jews in
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Poland if Jewish "leaders," such as Adam Czerniakow, head of the
Warsaw ghetto Jewish Council, had responded to th e first Nazi bru
talities in 1939 by leading open armed resistance? Mordechai
Anielewicz and others urged armed resistance with stirring if not
totally successful results — while Czerniakow had tried "working
with" the Nazis ... selling out his people to death camps.
Only in mid-April 1943 did Warsaw's Jews begin to fight openly.
They took action when the Nazis moved to deport the few Jews
remaining there after hundreds of thousands had been sent to and
gassed at the Treblinka death camp. Although the Nazis had superi
or forces and weapons, the Jewish fighters inflicted heavy casualties
in the following weeks. Stung by these gutsy Jews' ferocity, the Nazis
burned down the ghetto and took few prisoners. Mordechai
Anielewicz, a commander of the Jewish fighting forces, and some
56,000 others, sanctified G-ds' name there.
Even Jews in concentration camps took up arms: in October
1943, inm ates a t th e Sobibor death camp seized guns from guards,
smashed some of th e gas chambers, and escaped. A few survived;
the Nazis promptly closed the camp. The lesson seems clear: had
more Jews been skilled in the use of arms, more would have been
ready and able to fight back, and many m ight have been saved.
The example of these Jewish heroes should inspire all Jews in
America to reject immoral and dangerous "gun control," and
instead to endorse criminal control. Jews should reject as irra
tional any policy th a t allows criminals and criminal conduct to
define the civil rights of th e innocent and law-abiding citizens.
Jews have been persecuted most harshly when supporters of
such irrational policies have prevailed. Thus, the Nazis made all
sorts of pseudo-scientific argum ents to justify their persecution of
the Jews, in order to make this evil easier for the German public
to accept. Those who back "gun control" in America now do the
same thing to law-abiding firearms owners. These decent citizens
are now made scapegoats for years of hopelessly flawed public
safety policies based on showing compassion to violent criminals.
Jews who support "gun control" thus endorse a moral perversion
so profound as to be frightening. If this perversion prevails, it will
arouse righteous anger against those who support it. To the extent
th a t Jews are seen supporting this perversion, th e resulting back
lash will endanger all of us. G-d, let this not be your will!
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Conclusions:
1

. Jewish law clearly demands we defend innocent life and have
th e means to do so.

2

. Jewish history clearly shows th a t disarmed Jews were always
horribly victimized.

3.

Jewish "gun control"

advocates create ill will

4.

Jewish "gun control"

advocates are self-destructive.

5.

"Gun control" makes Jews and vulnerable to those who hate
us.

6

.

"Gun control" is moral perversion because it
abiding persons the same as the criminal.

against Jews.

treats the law-
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Chapter Eighteen:

What Does the Bible Say
about "Gun Control"?
A Christian View
by Larry Pratt1

The underlying argum ent for gun control seems to be th a t the
availability of guns causes crime. By extension, the availability of
any weapon would have to be viewed as a cause of crime. What
does the Bible say about such a view?
Perhaps we should start at the beginning, or a t least very close
to the beginning — in Genesis 4. In this chapter we read about
the first murder. Cain had offered an unacceptable sacrifice, and
Cain was upset th a t God insisted th a t he do the right thing. In
other words, Cain was peeved th a t he could not do his own thing.
Cain decided to kill his brother rather th an get right w ith God.
There were no guns available, although there may well have been
a knife. Whether it was a knife or a rock, the Bible does not say.
The point is, the evil in Cain's heart was the cause of the murder,
not th e availability of the murder weapon.
God's response was not to ban rocks or knives, or whatever, but
to banish the murderer. Later (see Genesis 9:5-6) God institu ted
capital punishm ent, but said not a word about banning weapons.

Did Christ Teach Pacifism?
Many people, Christians included, assume th a t Christ taught
pacifism. They cite Matthew 5:38-39 for their proof. In this verse
Christ said: "You have heard th a t it was said, 'An eye for an eye
and a tooth for a tooth.' But I tell you not to resist an evil person.
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But whoever slaps you on your right cheek, tu rn th e other to him
also."
The Sermon on the Mount from which this passage is taken
deals w ith righteous personal conduct. In our passage, Christ is
clearing up a confusion th a t had led people to th in k th a t conduct
proper for th e civil government — th a t is, taking vengeance —
was also proper for an individual.
Even the choice of words used by Christ indicates th a t He was
addressing a confusion, or a distortion, th a t was commonplace.
Several times in the rest of the Sermon on the Mount Christ used
this same "you have heard it said" figure of speech to straighten
out m isunderstandings or falsehoods being tau g h t by the religious
leaders of the times.
Contrast this to Christ's use of the phrase "it is written" when
He was appealing to the Scriptures for authority. For example, see
Matthew 4 where on three occasions during His tem ptation by the
devil, Christ answered each one of the devil's lies or misquotes
from Scripture w ith th e words: "it is w ritten".
To further underscore the point th a t Christ was correcting the
religious leaders on their teaching th a t "an eye for an eye" applies
to private revenge, consider th a t in the same Sermon, Christ
strongly condemned false teaching: "Whoever therefore breaks one
of the commandments, and teaches men so, shall be called least in
th e kingdom of heaven..." (Matthew 5:19). Clearly, th en , Christ
was not teaching something different about self-defense th an is
tau g h t elsewhere in th e Bible. Otherwise, He would be contradict
ing Himself for He would now be teaching men to break one of the
commandments.
The reference to "an eye for an eye" was taken from Exodus
21:24-25 which deals with how th e m agistrate must deal with a
crime. Namely, the punishm ent must fit the crime. The religious
leaders of Christ's day had tw isted a passage th a t applied to the
government and misused it as a principle of personal revenge.
The Bible distinguishes clearly between the duties of the civil
magistrate (the government) and the duties of an individual.
Namely, God has delegated to the civil magistrate the administration
of justice. Individuals have the responsibility of protecting their
lives from attackers. Christ was referring to this distinction in the
Matthew 5 passage. Let us now examine in some detail w hat the
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Scriptures say about the roles of government and of individuals.
Both the Old and New Testaments teach individual selfdefense, even if it means taking the assailant's life in certain cir
cumstances.

Self-Defense in the Old Testament
Exodus 22:2-3 tells us "If the thief is found breaking in, and
he is struck so th a t he dies, there shall be no guilt for his blood
shed. If th e sun has risen on him, there shall be guilt for his
bloodshed. He should make full restitution; if he has nothing,
then he shall be sold for his theft."
One conclusion which can be drawn from this is th a t a th reat
to our life is to be met with lethal force. After the sun has risen
seems to refer to a different judgm ent th an the one perm itted at
night. At night it is more difficult to discern w hether the in tru d 
er is a thief or a murderer. Furthermore, th e nighttim e makes it
more difficult to defend oneself and to avoid killing th e th ie f at
the same time. During the daytime, it had b e tte r be clear th a t
one's life is in danger, otherwise, defense becomes vengeance, and
th a t belongs in th e hand of the m agistrate.
In Proverbs 25:26 we read th a t "A righteous man who falters
before the wicked is like a murky spring and a polluted well."
Certainly, we would be faltering before th e wicked if we chose to
be unarm ed and unable to resist an assailant who m ight be th re a t
ening our life. In other words, we have no right to hand over our
life which is a gift from God to the unrighteous. It is a serious mis
take to equate a civilized society with one in which the decent
people are doormats for the evil to trample on.

Trusting God
Another question asked by Christians is "Doesn't having a gun
imply a lack of tru st th a t God will take care of us?"
Indeed, God will take care of us. He has also told us th a t if we
love Him, we will keep His commandments. (John 14:15)
Those who tru st God work for a living, knowing th a t 1 Timothy
5:8 tells us: "But if anyone does n ot provide for his own, and espe
cially for those of his household, he has denied the faith and is
worse th an an unbeliever." For a man not to work, yet expect to
eat because he was "trusting God" would actually be to defy God.
231

Death by Cun Control

King David wrote in Psalm 46:1 th a t God is our refuge and
strength, a very present help in trouble. This did not conflict with
praising the God "Who trains my hands for war and my fingers for
battle" (Psalm 144:1).
The doctrine of Scripture is th a t we prepare and work, b u t we
tru st the outcome to God.
Those who tru st God should also make adequate provision for
their own defense even as we are instructed in the passages cited
above. For a man to refuse to provide adequately for his and his
family's defense would be to defy God.
There is an additional concern to taking the position th a t "I
don't need to arm myself. God will protect me."
At one point, when Satan was tem pting Jesus in the wilder
ness, he challenged Jesus to throw himself off th e top of the tem 
ple. Satan reasoned th a t God's angels would protect him. Jesus
responded: "It is w ritten again, 'You shall not tem pt the Lord your
God'" (Matthew 4:7).
It may seem pious to say th a t one is trusting in God for pro
tection, and we all must, but it is tem pting God if we do not take
the measures th a t He has laid out for us in the Bible.

Role of Government
The Bible records th e first murder in Genesis 4 when Cain killed
his brother Abel. God's response was not to register rocks or
impose a background check on those getting a plough, or w hatev
er it was th a t Cain used to kill his brother. Instead, God dealt with
the criminal. Ever since Noah the penalty for murder has been
death (Genesis 9:5-6).
We see th e refusal to accept this principle th a t God has given
us from the very beginning. Today we see a growing acceptance of
th e idea th a t checking the criminal backgrounds of gun buyers will
lessen crime but we should seldom execute those who are guilty of
murder.
In Matthew 15 (and in Mark 7) Christ accused the religious
leaders of the day of also opposing the execution of those deserv
ing of death — rebellious teenagers. They had replaced the com
m andments of God with their own traditions. God has never been
interested in controlling the means of violence. He has always
made it a point to punish, and where possible, restore (as with
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restitution and excommunication) the wrongdoer. Control of indi
viduals is to be left to self-government. Punishm ent of individuals
by the civil government is to be carried out when self-government
breaks down.
Man's wisdom today has been to declare gun free school zones
which are invaded by gun-toting teenage terrorists whom we
refuse to execute. We seem to have learned little from Christ's
rebuke of the Pharisees.
Nowhere in th e Bible does God make any provision for dealing
with the instrum ents of crime. He always focuses on the conse
quences for an individual of his actions. Heaven and hell only
applies to people, not to things. Responsibility only pertains to
people, not to things. If this principle, which was deeply embed
ded in the common law, still pertained today lawsuits against gun
m anufacturers would be throw n out unless the product m alfunc
tioned.
Responsibility rightly includes being liable for m onetary dam
ages if a firearm is left in a grossly negligent fashion so th a t an
ignorant child gets th e gun and misuses it. The solution is not to
require th a t trigger locks be used on a gun to avoid being subject
to such a law suit. Some m ight argue th a t this is nothing more
th an an application of the Biblical requirem ent th a t a railing be
placed around the flat rooftop of a house where people m ight con
gregate (Deuteronomy 22:8). But trigger locks are to be used with
unloaded guns — which would be as pointless as requiring a rail
ing around a pitched roof where people do not congregate.
Surely in protecting against accidents we must not end up
making ourselves more vulnerable to criminal attack, which is
w hat a trigger lock does if it is in use on the firearm intended for
self protection.
The firearm th a t is kept for self-defense should be available in
an emergency. Rooftop railings have no correspondence to the
need for in stan t access to a gun. On the other hand, guns th a t are
not intended for immediate use should be kept secured as a rea
sonable precaution. But to make th e owner criminally or m onetar
ily liable for another's misuse violates a basic commandment of
Scripture: "the righteousness of the righteous shall be upon him
self, and the wickedness of th e wicked shall be upon himself"
(Ezekiel 18:20b).
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Self-defense Versus Vengeance
Resisting an attack is not to be confused with taking
vengeance which is the exclusive domain of God (Romans 12:19).
This has been delegated to the civil m agistrate, who, as we read in
Romans 13:4, "is God's m inister to you for good. But if you do evil,
be afraid; for he does not bear th e sword in vain; for he is God's
minister, an avenger to execute wrath on him who practices evil."
Private vengeance means one would stalk down a criminal
after one's life is no longer in danger as opposed to defending one
self during an attack. It is this very point th a t has been confused
by Christian pacifists who would take the passage in the Sermon
on the Mount about turning the other cheek (which prohibits pri
vate vengeance) into a command to falter before th e wicked.
Let us consider also th a t the Sixth Commandment tells us
"Thou shall not murder." In the chapters following, God gave to
Moses many of the situations which require a death penalty. God
clearly has not told us never to kill. He has told us not to murder,
which means we are not to take an innocent life. Consider also
th a t the civil m agistrate is to be a terror to those who practice
evil. This passage does not in any way imply th a t the role of law
enforcement is to prevent crimes or to protect individuals from
criminals. The m agistrate is a m inister to serve as "an avenger to
execute w rath on him who practices evil" (Romans 13:4).
This point is reflected in the legal doctrine of the United
States. Repeatedly, courts have held th a t the government has no
responsibility to provide individual security. One case (Bowers v.
DeVito) put it this way: "there is no constitutional right to be pro
tected by the state against being murdered."

Self-defense in the New Testament
The Christian pacifist may try to argue th a t God has changed
His m ind from th e tim e th a t He gave Moses th e Ten
Commandments on Mount Sinai. Perhaps they would want us to
th in k th a t Christ canceled out the Ten Commandments in Exodus
20 or the provision for justifiably killing a th ief in Exodus 22. But
the writer of Hebrews makes it clear th a t this cannot be, because
"Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, today and forever" (Hebrews
13:8). In the Old Testament, the prophet Malachi records God's
words this way: "For I am the Lord, I do not change" (Malachi 3 : 6 ).
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Paul was referring to the unchangeability of God's Word when
I he wrote to Timothy th a t "All Scripture is given by inspiration of
God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for
I instruction in righteousness, th a t the man of God may be com
plete, thoroughly equipped for every good work" (2 Timothy 3:1617). Clearly, Paul viewed all Scripture, including th e Old
Testament, as useful for training Christians in every area of life.
We must also consider w hat Christ told his disciples in his last
hours with them : "...B ut now, he who has a money bag, let him
take it, and likewise a sack; and he who has no sword, let him sell
his garm ent and buy one" (Luke 22:36). Keep in mind th a t the
sword was the finest offensive weapon available to an individual
soldier — the equivalent then of a m ilitary rifle today.
The Christian pacifist will likely object at this point th a t only
a few hours later, Christ rebuked Peter who used a sword to cut off
the ear of Malchus, a servant of the high priest in the company of
a detachm ent of troops. Let us read w hat Christ said to Peter in
Matthew 26:52-54:
Put your sword in its place, for all who take the sword
will perish by the sword. Or do you th ink th a t I cannot
now pray to My Father, and He will provide Me with
more th an twelve legions of angels? How th en could the
Scriptures be fulfilled, th a t it must happen thus?
In the companion passage in John 18, Jesus tells Peter to put
his sword away and told him th a t He had to drink the cup th a t His
Father had given Him. It was not the first time th a t Christ had to
explain to the disciples why He had come to earth. To fulfill the
Scriptures, the Son of God had to die for the sin of man since man
was incapable of paying for his own sin apart from going to hell.
» Christ could have saved His life, but then believers would have lost
their lives forever in hell. These things only became clear to the
disciples after Christ had died and been raised from the dead and
the Spirit had come into the world at Pentecost (see John 14:26).
While Christ told Peter to "put your sword in its place" He
clearly did not say get rid of it forever. That would have contra
dicted w hat he had told the disciples only hours before. Peter's
sword was to protect his own m ortal life from danger. His sword
Was not needed to protect the Creator of the universe and the King
°f kings.
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Years after Pentecost, Paul wrote in a letter to Timothy: "But
if anyone does not provide for his own, and especially for those of
his household, he has denied th e faith and is worse th an an unbe
liever" (1 Tim. 5:8). This passage applies to our subject because it
would be absurd to buy a house, furnish it w ith food and facilities
for one's family, and th en refuse to install locks and provide the
means to protect th e family and th e property. Likewise it would be
absurd not to take, if necessary, the life of a night-tim e th ief to
protect the members of the family (Exodus 22:2-3).
A related, and even broader concept, is found in the parable of
the Good Samaritan. Christ had referred to the Old Testament sum
mary of all the laws of the Bible into two great commandments:
"'You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, with all your
soul, with all your strength, and with all your mind,' and your
neighbor as yourself" (Luke 10:27). When asked who was a neigh
bor, Christ related the parable of the Good Samaritan (Luke 10:3037). The Good Samaritan who took care of the mugging victim was
acting as a neighbor to the victim. The others who walked by and
ignored the victim's plight were not acting as neighbors to him.
In the light of all we have seen the Scriptures teach to this
point, can we argue th a t if we were able to save another's life from
an attacker by shooting th e attacker with our gun th a t we should
"turn the other cheek instead?" The Bible speaks of no such idea.
It only speaks of our responsibilities in the face of an attack — as
individual creatures made by God, as householders or as neighbors.

National Blessings and Cursings
The Old Testament also tells us a great deal about the positive
relationship betw een righteousness, which exalts a nation, and
self-defense. It makes clear th a t in times of national rebellion
against the Lord God, the rulers of the nation will reflect the spir
itual degradation of the people and th e result is a denial of God's
commandments, an arrogance of officialdom, disarmament and
oppression.
For example, the people of Israel were oppressed during the
time of the rule of the Judges. This occurred every tim e the peo
ple apostatized. Judges 5:8 tells us th a t, "They chose new gods;
th en there was war in the gates; not a shield or spear was seen
among forty thousand in Israel."
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Consider Israel under Saul: The first book of Samuel tells of the
turning away of Israel from God. The people did not want to be
governed by God; they wanted to be ruled by a king like the pagan,
God-hating nations around them . Samuel warned the people w hat
they were getting into — the curses th a t would be upon them —
if they persisted in raising up a king over themselves and their
families. Included in those curses was the raising up of a standing,
professional army which would take their sons and their daughters
for aggressive wars (I Samuel 8 : 1 1 ).
This curse is not unknown in the United States. Saul carried
out all th e judgm ents th a t Samuel had warned th e people about.
His build up of a standing army has been repeated in the U.S., and
not ju st in term s of the military, b ut also the 650,000 full-time
police officers from all levels of government.
Saul was the king whom the Israelites wanted and got. He was
beautiful in th e eyes of th e world but a disaster in the eyes of the
Lord. Saul did not tru st God. He rebelled against His form of sac
rifice unto th e Lord. Saul put himself above God. He was impa
tien t. He refused to wait for Samuel because God's way was taking
too long. Saul went ahead and performed th e sacrifice himself,
thus violating God's commandment (and, incidentally, also violat
ing th e God-ordained separation of duties of church and state!)
Thus was the kingdom lost to Saul. And, it was under him th a t
the Philistines were able to defeat the Jews and put them into
bondage. So great was the bondage exerted by the Philistines th a t
"Now there was no blacksmith to be found throughout all the land
of Israel: for the Philistines said, 'Lest the Hebrews make them
swords or spears.' But all the Israelites went down to the Philistines
to sharpen each man's plowshare, his mattock, his ax, and his sick
le;... So it came about, on the day of battle, th a t there was neither
sword nor spear found in the hand of any of the people who were
with Saul and Jo n ath an ..." ( 1 Samuel 13:19-20; 22-23).
Today, the same goals of the Philistines would be carried out
by an oppressor who would ban gunsmiths from the land. The
sword of today is th e handgun, rifle or shotgun. The sword control
of th e Philistines is today's gun control of those governments th a t
do not tru st their people with guns.
It is im portant to understand th a t w hat happened to the Jews
at the time of Saul was not unexpected according to the sanctions
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spelled out by God in Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 28. In the
first verses of those chapters, blessings are promised to a nation
th a t keeps God's laws. In the la tte r parts of those chapters, the
curses are spelled out for a nation th a t comes under judgm ent for
its rebellion against God. Deuteronomy 28:47-48 helps us under
stand the reason for Israel's oppression by the Philistines during
Saul's reign:
Because you did not serve th e Lord your God w ith joy
and gladness of heart, for th e abundance of all things,
therefore you shall serve your enemies, whom the Lord
will send against you, in hunger, in th irst, in nakedness,
and in need of all things; and He will put a yoke of iron
on your neck until He has destroyed you.
The Bible provides examples of God's blessing upon Israel for
its faithfulness. These blessings included a strong national defense
coupled w ith peace. A clear example occurred during the reign of
Jehoshaphat. 2 Chronicles 17 tells of how Jehoshaphat led Israel
back to faithfulness to God which included a strong national
defense. The result: "And th e fear of the Lord fell on all the king
doms of the lands th a t were around Judah, so th a t they did not
make war against Jehoshaphat" (2 Chronicles 17:10).
The Israelite army was a m ilitia army (Numbers 1:3, ff.) which
came to battle with each man bearing his own weapons — from
the time of Moses, through the Judges, and beyond. When th re a t
ened by th e Midianites, for example, "Moses spoke to the people,
saying, 'Arm some of yourselves for the war, and let them go
against the Midianites to take vengeance for th e Lord on Midian'"
(Numbers 31:3). Again, to dem onstrate the Biblical heritage of
individuals bearing and keeping arms, during David's time in the
wilderness avoiding capture by Saul, "David said to his men, 'Every
man gird on his sword.' So every man girded on his sword, and
David also girded on his sword" (1 Samuel 25:13).
Finally, consider Nehemiah and those who rebuilt the gates
and walls of Jerusalem . They were both builders and defenders,
each man — each servant — armed w ith his own weapon. Those
who built on the wall, and those who carried burdens loaded them 
selves so th a t w ith one hand they worked at construction, and
w ith the other held a weapon. Every one of th e builders had his
sword girded a t his side as he built (Nehemiah 4:17-18).
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Conclusion
The wisdom of the framers of the Constitution is consistent
w ith the lessons of the Bible. Instrum ents of defense should be
dispersed throughout the nation, not concentrated in the hands of
th e central government. In a godly country, righteousness governs
each man through the Holy Spirit working w ithin. The government
has no cause to want a monopoly of force; th e government th a t
desires such a monopoly is a th re a t to the lives, liberty and prop
erty of its citizens.
The assum ption th a t only danger can result from people car
rying guns is used to justify th e government's having a monopoly
of force. The notion th a t the people cannot be trusted to keep and
bear their own arms informs us th a t ours, like the time of
Solomon, may be a time of great riches, but it is also a time of peril
to free people. If Christ is not our King, we shall have a dictator
to rule over us, ju st as Samuel warned.
For those who th ink th a t God treated Israel differently from
the way He will tre a t us today, please consider w hat God told the
prophet Malachi: "For I am th e Lord, I do not change..." (Malachi
3:6).
End Notes:

Executive Director, Gun Owners of America, 8001 Forbes Place, Suite 102,
Springfield, VA 22151. All Rights Reserved. This article has been previ
ously published on the GOA Internet site at www.gunowners.org.
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Chapter Nineteen:

Roman Catholicism and
Self-Defense
How does the Roman Catholic Church view th e right to selfdefense and the duty to resist tyranny? In a nutshell, the Church's
official statem ent of its views, the Catechism,'1 outlines a consis
te n t Christian view.
Section 2263 of the Catechism states th a t using deadly force in
the "legitim ate defense of persons and societies" is not murder.
Section 2264 explains the concept of defense further:
Love toward oneself remains a fundam ental principle of
morality. Therefore it is legitim ate to insist on respect
for one's own right to life. Someone who defends his life
is not guilty of murder even if he is forced to deal his
aggressor a lethal blow.
The Church views armed defense as m andatory in some cases.
Section 2265 of the Catechism states:
Legitimate defense can be not only a right b ut a grave
d uty for som eone responsible for another's life.
Preserving the common good requires rendering the
unjust aggressor unable to inflict harm. To this end,
those holding legitim ate authority have th e right to
repel by armed force aggressors against the civil com
m unity entrusted to their charge.
When government turns evil, w hat does th e Catholic Church
declare? Section 2242 states the moral duties plainly. First, citi
zens must not obey laws th a t violate fundam ental rights:
The citizen is obliged in conscience not to follow the
directives of civil authorities when they are contrary to
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th e demands of th e moral order, to th e fundam ental
rights of persons or the teachings of the Gospel.
Refusing obedience to civil authorities, when their
demands are contrary to those of an upright conscience,
finds its justification in the distinction betw een serving
God and serving the political community.
Second, citizens may defend themselves and their fellows
against abusive government:
When citizens are under the oppression of a public
authority which oversteps its competence, they should
still not refuse to give or to do w hat is objectively
demanded of them by the common good; b ut it is legit
im ate for them to defend their own rights and those of
their fellow citizens against the abuse of this authority
w ithin the limits of the natural law and th e Law of the
Gospel.
The Church cautions in Section 2243 th a t "armed resistance to
oppression by political authority is not legitim ate," however,
unless the violation of fundam ental rights is "certain, grave, and
prolonged," all other means have been exhausted, there is no
other alternative, resistance will not provoke worse violations, and
there is a reasonable chance of success.
Based on these Catechism sections, it appears th a t the Church's
doctrine fundam entally supports the concept of widespread civil
ian ownership of firearms for defense of individuals and the com
munity, as well as a last resort against tyranny.
Following are three stories about Catholics and defensive
firearms; two with happy endings, one giving a warning to future
generations.

The "Patron Saint" of Handgunners
As a youth, Gabriel Possenti had been fairly well-to-do, a lit
tle wild, and an excellent marksman. He received a calling, how
ever, and entered seminary in the m ountain village of Isola, Italy.
One day in 1860, soldiers in the army of Garibaldi storm ed into the
town, terrorizing the villagers, plundering and burning.
With the permission of his superior, Gabriel Possenti walked in
the center of town, and, unarm ed, faced down th e attackers. One
of th e soldiers, pulling a young woman for likely rape, laughed at
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th e young monk standing alone. Gabriel Possenti seized th e snig
gering soldier's handgun from his belt, pointed it at the man, and
demanded he release the woman.
As th e one soldier freed the woman, another soldier came
upon the scene. Gabriel Possenti grabbed the second man's gun as
well. The rest of the soldiers came running toward Gabriel Possenti,
now holding two guns.
At th a t charged moment, a small lizard ran across th e road
betw een Gabriel Possenti and the men. The lizard paused — the
young monk took aim — and w ith a single shot h it the lizard.
Then Gabriel Possenti pointed his two handguns at the gang of sol
diers and told them to drop their weapons. They did.
Gabriel Possenti proceeded to march them around the village
to put out the fires they started and th en drove them out of town.
The villagers were amazed and grateful, and celebrated Gabriel
Possenti as "the Savior of Isola." Gabriel Possenti was canonized
later for other reasons, b ut th e St. Gabriel Possenti Society has
been promoting him as th e "the Patron Saint of Handgunners,"
and has asked th e Vatican to make it official. 2

Nuns With Guns
Roman Catholic nuns at th e Sanctuary of the Virgin of Miracles
in Bogota, Columbia, had personal knowledge of crime. Seven
times burglars had broken into their facilities to steal chickens and
religious relics. The nuns finally had to post a night patrol to
guard the church and grounds.
One night in July 1999, two nuns heard strange noises in the
halls of the Sanctuary of th e Virgin of Miracles. Armed w ith a
revolver, they confronted the intruder and ended up shooting him
dead . 3 Initially the nuns were charged w ith th e killing, but they
eventually were exonerated.
Had the nuns failed to protect themselves and their home,
their laxity m ight have invited more serious and violent criminal
invasions. Their brave defense doubtless telegraphed the news to
would-be criminals not to bother th a t church in th e future.

When "Peacemaking" Gets People Killed
It was 1798 in Wexford County, Ireland. The United Irish
organization struggled to sta rt w hat became known as the
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Rebellion of 1798, to throw off British rule as the American
colonies had done. Father John Murphy, a Catholic priest, con
vinced most of his parishioners to pledge their allegiance to the
British crown by signing an oath. It was a way he thought would
avoid persecution .4
The British ordered a search of homes in Wexford to look for
illegal weapons — firearms. Local men (mostly Catholics) in the
North Cork m ilitia carried out th e searches with fearsome brutali
ty. By May of 1798, people literally retreated from their homes and
slept in the fields because the gun confiscators were burning hous
es a t night. Uprisings and massacres all over Ireland had been
reported, so people were worried.
The authorities had issued an Arms Proclamation requiring res
idents of Wexford to hand over their guns w ithin 14 days. Father
Murphy encouraged his parishioners to surrender their firearms.
Many of the parishioners took his advice, relying on promises of
British government protection.
Unfortunately, th e local authorities and m ilitia troops did not
wait 14 days — torture and flogging began almost immediately to
compel surrender of guns. Many Wexford people were shot before
they could even comply w ith surrender demands.
Most of the Irish men of Wexford had rendered themselves
defenseless by turning over their arms. One fateful day an English
contingent fired into a crowd of men working the fields and set
fire to th e farm. In a fight betw een th e Irish men and the soldiers,
the senior lieutenant was killed. The next day, the English regi
m ent took revenge by ravaging the whole region, burning over 170
homes — and Father Murphy's chapel.
On th a t tu rn of events, Father Murphy had a change of heart.
He and about 1,000 men gathered to fight back, having perhaps
50 guns total. The North Cork m ilitia attacked w ith 110 men, but
the Wexford men drove them back. After a few other victorious
encounters, however, the ill-equipped Wexford community defense
force was driven out and slaughtered by cannon fire and massive
attacks.
By cajoling the Wexford Catholics to surrender their weapons
to their oppressors, Father Murphy opened wide the door to
destruction of his people, their lands, and even his church. When
he saw the government betray his people and th e law, Father
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Murphy tried to lead a defense force of men whom he earlier had
helped disarm. Ultimately, he was executed for rebellion.
Sad as it is, the tale of Father Murphy describes perfectly the
"gun control" idea: the government promises protection in
exchange for the monopoly on power; the civilian leaders exhort
the people to tu rn in their defense tools in the name of peace and
safety. If th e people comply and disarm themselves, th en they
become easy victims of persecution and murder by the next armed
aggressor, whoever it m ight be.
David Dieteman, lawyer and scholar, wrote in a 2001 article:
"The story of Father Murphy has rather obvious implications for
America today. Rather th an blindly surrender our freedoms and
firearms in exchange for paper promises of 'protection,' Americans
are better served to rely upon them selves . " 5
End Notes
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New York: Penguin). The story is retold in an Irish folk song entitled
"Boulavogue."
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Chapter Twenty:

Ban Guns, Crime Soars in Britain
In September, 1991, Roy Innis, National Chairman of the
Congress of Racial Equality (CORE), noted a connection between
anti-gun laws and high crime. He saw th a t places in American hav
ing the most restrictive anti-gun laws also have seven characteris
tics in common : 1
1. They have the most crime.
2. They have the highest murder rate.
3. They have the largest number of illegal guns in criminal
hands.
4. Illegal guns are available in the underground m arket in the
widest variety.
5. The cost of a firearm is higher there th an in less restrictive
areas.
6

. Criminals "are able to afford better guns th an ordinary peo
ple, even better th an the police."

7. Criminals are "more bold;" the environm ent is "safer for
criminals but unsafe for the unarm ed citizens."
Just a few years later, the British government unintentionally
put Roy Innis' observation to the test. In June, 1997, the British
Parliament enacted a ban on private possession of all handguns,
including the relatively small .22 caliber pistols . 2 Ownership of pis
tols and long guns had already been tightly restricted . 3 At least
2 0 0 , 0 0 0 firearms of all types had been turned over to th e govern
m ent since 1996 in a general "amnesty" program. What was the
result?
Most of th e seven characteristics predicted by Roy Innis now
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apply in Britain after the "total gun ban":
On the first point, Britain's crime rate has soared. According to
the British Home Secretary, Jack Straw, "levels of victim isation are
higher [in England and Wales] th an in most comparable countries
for most categories of crime." Figures assembled for 1999 in the
International Crime Victims Survey showed th a t "England and
Wales were second only to Australia in "victim isation rates . " 5
About 3.6% of people in England and Wales suffered violent crime
in 1999, compared to 1.9% in the United States.
Overall, England placed second among the studied countries
with 26% of its people suffering a serious crime. The United States
with a 21% rate did not even place in the top te n . 6 In June, 2000,
CBS News proclaimed Great Britain "one of the most violent urban
societies in the Western world . " 7
On the second point, Britain's to tal murder rate has not great
ly increased, b ut there has been "a rise in drive-by shootings and
gangland-style executions .8
On the third, fourth and sixth points, criminals have access to
greater numbers of a wide variety of high power firearms.
According to reports in 2000, "Criminals have m aintained a steady
flow of smuggled guns, exhibition weapons reactivated in illegal
'factories' run by underworld leaders, and guns stolen from private
collections . " 9 Research data suggested th a t a third of "young crim
inals" (15-25 years of age) possess guns ranging from subm achineguns to Luger pistols. What's more, according to national
police detectives, "there is a move from the pistol and the shot
gun to autom atic weapons . " 10
While anti-gun lobbyists in Britain had claimed the handgun
ban would reduce crimes com m itted with firearms, the opposite
has occurred. The British Home Office revealed th a t armed crime
rose 10% in 1998.11
The Home Office has also adm itted th a t the handgun ban was
never intended to combat firearms-related crime . 12 The figures
thus far confirm th a t the gun ban did not reduce crime. Disarmed
Britons now face a greater risk of crime. Indeed, the Daily
Telegraph pointed out th a t "the main reason for a much lower bur
glary rate in America is householders' propensity to shoot in t r u d 
ers. They do so w ithout fear of being dragged before courts and
jailed for life . " 13
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On the fifth point, w hether the costs of firearms has risen or
dropped on th e underground m arket is uncertain. One report indi
cated th a t sub-m achineguns and Luger pistols were selling to
street criminals for a little as 200 British Pounds (a little over $300
US), i*
On th e seventh point, it is difficult to prove th a t criminals are
less or more "bold" in Britain at this date. Crime data has shown,
however, th a t half of th e burglaries com m itted in Britain and
Canada are "hot burglaries," i.e., the burglar enters when the res
ident is home. Only 13% of burglaries in th e U.S. are "hot burgla
ries." The difference? Handgun ownership is tightly restricted in
Britain and Canada, b ut much less so in th e U.S. 15 In survey
responses criminals in the U.S. admit th a t they "are much more
worried about armed victims" th an being intercepted by police . 16
There seems little doubt th a t Britons are not feeling any safer
being unarm ed. Yet the Chief Constable of Norfolk advised rural
gun-owning homeowners who m ight face burglars to "scream for
help, shout and make a lot of noise" but "not shoot" at in tru d 
ers . 17 The chief gave this advice, despite rising crime in Norfolk
and the frank admission th a t "police help could take 2 0 m inutes
to arrive . " 18
Roy Innis has been ju st one of many Americans pointing out
th a t "gun control" disarms innocent citizens who obey laws, while
it has little or no deterrent effect on violent criminals. The British
experience not only supports this conclusion — it also shows th a t
criminal activity can increase when the victims are more likely to
be unable to resist.
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Chaper Twenty-one:

Japan: Exception to the Rule?
For centuries, Japan has banned or rigidly lim ited most private
ownership of firearms. During th a t time and until today, Japan has
enjoyed a very low violent crime rate. Do these two facts prove
th a t disarming civilians can drastically reduce violent crime? More
im portantly, does the example of Japan disprove the Genocide
Formula?
The short answer is: no. Because of Japan's unique history, tra 
dition, demographics, and its culture and social system, the
Japanese crime rate is low and would be low — with or w ithout
the private ownership of firearms. Unfortunately, the Japanese
culture and social system yields no guarantee against oppressive
government. Rather, the Japanese system in the past unleashed
militarism and brutality th a t caused death and destruction on a
huge scale all over Asia. Even today many elements of a police
state prevail in Japan.

Low Crime Rate -- With A Cost
David Kopel, scholar a t the Independence Institute, examined
the potential connection betw een firearms prohibition and low
crime rates in several countries, including Japan, in his book The
Samurai, The Mountie, and the Cowboy.1 Kopel's research pinpoint
ed several factors peculiar to Japan th a t account for the low crime
rate there:
1. The police have broad powers to stop and search citizens on
a hunch; police search citizens at will, usually with the cit
izens' perm ission . 2
2

. The Japanese population is 97% of one race: Japanese.
Immigrants and their descendants can never become full
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citizens .3
3. The differences in incomes and wealth betw een citizens is
narrower th an in some Western countries such as the United
States . 4
4. Policemen, even riot police, have rarely carried firearms;
police officers rely mostly on m artial arts and batons when
necessary . 5
5. Japanese people for centuries have lived in a culture of
strict obedience to family and authorities, where an indi
vidual who deviated from society's expectations would bring
shame and hum iliation not only upon himself but upon his
family and community . 5
6

. Accused criminals confess to their crimes about 95% of the
time; the conviction rate in criminal trials is 99.91%.7

Summing it up, Kopel observed:
Powerful social authorities, beginning with the
father and reaching up to the state, create a strict
climate for obeying both the criminal laws and the
gun-control laws. The voluntary disarmament of
the Japanese government reinforces this climate.
Ethnic homogeneity and economic equality remove
some of the causes of criminality. Simply put, the
Japanese are among the most law-abiding people
on e a rth ... . 8
Those same factors come with heavy costs to the Japanese
people:
1

. Police surveillance and intervention are p art of citizens'
daily lives. Once or twice a year, police prepare "residence
inform ation cards" for every home and person: logging
who lives where, how many live in each house and their
relationships, how much money each person has, where
they work and w hether they work late, w hat kind of car
they own, even dating and sexual activity. The police
m aintain a file on every person in th e country . 9

2. Persons who are arrested may be detained for up to 23

days before being brought before a judge . 10 Because the
police can release and th en rearrest a suspect on a differ
en t charge or to prevent him from possibly destroying evi
dence, some defendants have been held in jail for m onths
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w ithout a hearing or bail . 11
3. Suspects in custody usually cannot be visited except by
their lawyers. Lawyer visits are strictly lim ited and very
short, and sometimes denied entirely. Suspects can be
questioned up to 1 2 hours per day, denied a b ath for a
week, or forced to stand up or lie down continuously in
th eir cells. Seemingly endless questioning can induce sus
pects to falsely confess ju st to end th e pressure . 12 Amnesty
In tern atio n al reportedly called th e Japanese police cus
tody system a "flagrant violation of U nited Nations hum an
rights principles . " 13
4. Defendants have no right to a ju ry tria l . 14 Illegally
obtained evidence is admissible in court, even when the
evidence is a confession obtained by to rtu re . 15
5. The culture of shame has resulted in a very high suicide rate
among Japanese people, including teenagers. Kopel reported
th a t the suicide rate in Japan was twice as high as th a t in
the United States . 16 More recent figures pegged the Japanese
suicide rate at 40% higher than the U.S. rate . 17 Alarmingly
frequent is one horrific result of tight family structures:
"family suicides" in which a parent kills the children and
then commits suicide. The Japanese authorities count these
family deaths all as suicides, not homicides . 18
6

. According to some Japanese researchers, Japanese individ
uals feel perennially insecure, and feel a "dread of power."
People feel th a t dread, a t least in part, because individu
als cannot count on others in Japanese society to help
them against violence or against auth o rity — and because
individuals them selves are forbidden to possess weapons
for self-defense . 19

Is The Ruler's Conscience Enough?
Using language ordinarily applied to tyrannical and to talitari
an governments, Kopel wrote about Japan in 1992: "There is hard
ly any check on th e power of th e state, save its own conscience . " 20
What about th e conscience of the Japanese government? Is
conscience enough to prevent genocide? Consider the historical
record of Japan in th e 20th Century.
In the early 1900's, th e Emperor and the civilian government
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installed Shinto as a national religion and established emperorworship (especially by members of th e armed forces). Shinto was
form ulated into "an endorsem ent of a modern, totalitarian
sta te . " 21 Added in th e 1920's was a warriors' code of honor known
as bushido, which glorified extreme nationalism and m ilitarism . 22
In the 1920's and 1930's, th e armed forces exerted increasing
control over th e government of the Empire of Japan, especially
over foreign policy. Bribery flourished and political assassinations
were common in th e internal struggles for power. 23 Japan's mili
tary rulers embraced national socialism, working to exert control
over th e entire national economy and to direct all activities to
achieve the public welfare . 24
When th e Japanese Empire went to war, the Genocide Formula
came into play:
Hatred + Government + Disarmed Civilians = Genocide

Part of th e Japanese culture, especially a t th a t time, was a
strong belief th a t th e Japanese were racially superior to all other
Asian peoples . 25 That view, combined w ith a m ilitary culture of
bru tality toward its own servicemen and ruthlessness toward
"enemies," resulted in Hatred as defined in Chapter 5: the
loathing and disgust for other people, th e state of mind th a t
would order, encourage or perm it th e in ten tio n al killing of inno
cent people.
As described above, th e Im perial Japanese Government
adopted such ideas as racial supremacy, national socialism, and
th e desire for national expansion and power. 26 The increasingly
well-armed m ilitary largely controlled foreign affairs. Thus there
existed th e elem ent of powerful Government.
Civilian Disarmament was a near certain ty in Japan a t th a t
tim e. Nearly five centuries ago, Hideyoshi conquered and unified
Japan, and in 1588 he announced "the Sword Hunt" — th e ban
on possession of swords and firearms by anyone other th an
noblem en. All other privately-held weapons were confiscated . 27
The Samurai, warriors of th e noble class, retained a right to carry
swords ...a n d held a privilege to kill w ithout consequences mem
bers of th e lower class who m ight show disrespect . 28
For centuries in Japan, weapons were reserved for th e ruling
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class, n o t for th e subjects. At th e same tim e, th e concept of indi
vidual freedom was non-existent; th e concept of opportunity,
such as to travel or b e tte r oneself, was extinguished . 29 There has
been in Japan no culture of individual rights or healthy distrust
of governm ent . 30 As th e m ilitarist rulers acquired greater control
in th e 1920's and 1930's, th e "army and th e navy were vast
organizations w ith a monopoly on physical violence. There was
no force in Japan th a t could offer any resistance . " 31
When th e elem ents of th e Genocide Formula came together,
it resulted in th e astonishingly savage destruction of nonJapanese betw een 1937 and 1945. In China alone, th e Japanese
Empire's m ilitary killed 400,000 prisoners of war and others in
custody, 142,000 forced laborers, and 2,850,000 others by m as
sacres and atro cities . 32 Throughout Asia and th e Pacific, includ
ing th e Philippines, French Indochina, Malaysia, Indonesia,
Singapore, Burma, and other islands, th e Japanese m ilitary
butchered another estim ated 1.7 million civilians . 33 Apparently
no elem ent of conscience slowed th e m urderous frenzies of vic
torious Im perial Japanese troops.
So, w hat about th e conscience of th e Japanese governm ent?
Iris Chang, author of The Rape o f Nanking, docum ented how for
decades after World War II th e Japanese governm ent and aca
demic in stitu tio n s have continued steadfastly to deny the
aggression, barbarism and atrocities com m itted by th e Im perial
Japanese m ilitary in 1937 to 1945.34 For example, Ms. Chang
quoted th e leading member of Japan's Liberal Democratic Party,
Ishihara Shintaro, who said: "People say th a t th e Japanese made
a holocaust there [in Nanking], b u t th a t is not true. It is a story
made up by th e Chinese. It has tarnished th e image of Japan, but
it is a lie . " 35
According to Ms. Chang, textbooks used in Japan m ust be
approved by th e Japanese M inistry of Education, and th e history
tex ts have typically w hite-w ashed or ignored th e wartime aggres
sion and atrocities com m itted by the Im perial governm ent. Many
Japanese academics have avoided even discussing th e Rape of
Nanking, for example, and others have tried to minimize or
excuse th e massacre of civilians th e re . 36
Unlike th e governm ent of Germany, which has adm itted the
Nazi experience and vowed to prevent it from recurring, th e gov
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ernm ent of Japan has n ot fully adm itted and explored the
Im perial governm ent's heinous past crimes against hum anity . 37
The present governm ent o f Japan seems to lack a conscience on
matters o f genocide.

Is the Future Secure?
Japan:
* A nation of unarm ed citizens trained to obey authority
* A society th a t embraces police state policies
* A government th a t fails to admit the historical fact of geno
cide
Will the people of Japan be able to detect a looming genocide?
Will the unarm ed citizens have any means to resist a future ty ran
ny in their own land ...o r to stop a future m ilitary regime from
launching a murderous rampage again?
The example of Japanese "gun control" does not disprove the
Genocide Formula. If anything, the history of th e Empire of Japan
in th e 20th Century tragically proves the formula true.

Defenseless in a Sacred Zone
Bursting into a second-grade music class, a man began
stabbing children randomly at the elem entary school using a
six-inch kitchen knife. In ju st 10 m inutes on June 8 , 2001, the
man had killed eight children and injured 15 other pupils and
two teachers . 38 Mass murder - by knife - in Japan, where, as
one Japanese teacher put it, "schools were always regarded as
sacred zones."
Intense social pressures upon Japanese individuals to con
form to group norms, coupled w ith close police monitoring of
private lives, have created a nation th a t can boast a very low
murder rate. Trusting the social system to deter crime, the
Japanese schools have left their pupils and teachers unde
fended against violent attackers.
In this case, th e school attacker, a 37 year old man, con
fessed to police and told them : "I want to die ... If I killed
children, I knew I would get the death penalty." His attack was
an attem pted suicide. His victims were defenseless children.
He knew they were undefended by law and custom.
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A knife-wielding Japanese woman invaded a kindergarten
classroom ju st two weeks later, stabbed a teacher and fled . 39
This woman, too, knew her victim(s) would be unarm ed and
unprotected against violence.
Japanese officials worry th a t th e system of social
restraints is falling apart. In th e previous year, a 17-year-old
boy attacked and bludgeoned people w ith a baseball bat.
Another teenager, also 17, beat his m other to death with a
m etal bat. Yet another teenager murdered an elderly neighbor
with a knife ju st for th e experience of killing someone. In
1999, a man attacked and stabbed a 7-year-old boy in a
schoolyard w ith a kitchen knife. A 14-year-old murdered and
beheaded a younger boy in 1997.40
Japan, the nation th a t almost totally prohibits its citizens
from possessing firearms, leaves its people defenseless to
vicious or suicidal murderers. As increasing numbers of dan
gerous individuals ignore the laws and customs in Japan, so
also will increase the numbers of innocent and defenseless vic
tims h urt and killed. Tragically, people who most tru st the
"gun control" idea will suffer and die by its effects.
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Chapter Twenty-two:

The United Nations:
Governments Helping
Governments Disarm Citizens
A key elem ent in the Genocide Formula is powerful govern
ment. So w hat happens when there is world government? The
United Nations, founded in 1945, has been advertised as a union
of nations designed to prevent war and facilitate world peace. As
popularly understood, the UN was "an attem pt to stabilize world
politics ... by bringing the nations of the planet into a single,
cooperative, deliberative forum w ith sufficient authority to resolve
international disputes peacefully . " 1
In reality, th e United Nations more accurately should be
dubbed the United Governments. There has never been a world
wide vote of the people to ratify the UN Charter. There has never
been a world election to select representatives from each nation to
the UN. Rather, the delegates to the UN are appointed by their
respective governments.
And who are these governments? Surveys of civil and political
rights by Freedom House show th a t 55% of the world's nations are
not "free" countries . 2 Most of th e "free" nations themselves labor
under varying forms of "democratic" socialism (welfare statism ).
Perhaps a b e tte r name for th e UN is the Union of Socialist and
Military Regimes: a collection of entities, in Tom Paine's terms,
ranging in degrees of evil from "necessary" to "intolerable."
Not surprisingly, the UN member governments seek to preserve
and enlarge their powers. To concentrate political power into the
hands of national and th en world governments, UN policy has late263
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ly shifted toward "microdisarmament" — which means disarming
individual citizens w ithin its member states.

TWo Faces of Microdisarmament
There are two types of microdisarmament: post-conflict disar
m am ent and population disarmament. In recent years, post-conflict disarmament comes into play when the United Nations has
intervened to stop internal or civil wars.
At its inception in 1945, the UN worried about preventing
international or global wars (e.g., World War III). The United
Nations In stitu te for Disarmament Research (UNIDR) has stated
th a t after the end of the Cold War, however, "the main objective of
global action" has become "to stabilize domestic situations . " 3
"Global action" here refers to situations where the UN has sent
m ilitary forces into a nation to quell an insurrection or civil war,
or to enforce a truce or a cease-fire. As soon as the UN has estab
lished some kind of peace in the nation (term ination of armed
conflict), the UNIDR suggests th a t UN forces create a "situation of
stability . " 4 "Such stability can be facilitated by troop withdrawals,
th e dem ilitarization of border zones, and effective disarmament,
demobilization and demining . " 5 The plan makes some sense: if you
w ant to prevent a flare up of conflict betw een armed factions, then
you move the armies away from each other, and th en disband them
and remove their weapons.
The UNIDR states th a t "the way to implement peace, defined in
terms of long-term stability, is to focus not ju st on the sources of
violence (e.g. social and political development issues) but also on
the material vehicles for violence (weapons and m unitions ) . " 6
Moreover, "weapons th a t are not managed and controlled in the
field will invariably flow over into neighboring countries, becoming
a problem in themselves . " 7 Here the UNIDR embraces the idea th a t
weapons by themselves cause problems — the same idea th a t under
lies the "public health" arguments for "gun control" in America. 8

Fatal Flaws In Disarmament Agenda
Post-conflict disarmam ent seems to be a reasonable way for a
neutral party (UN) to quiet a civil war betw een armed factions.
Two fatal flaws make such disarmam ent dangerous.
First, the UNIDR assumes th a t firearms (weapons) cause vio
lence. This assum ption appears often in UN discussion of microdis
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arm ament. The Report o f the Panel o f Government Experts on Small
Arms presented to the United Nations in 1997, refers to "the
excessive and destabilizing accumulation of small arms and light
weapons . " 9 Perhaps to defuse criticism, the Report remarks th a t
th e "accumulation of small arms and light weapons by themselves
do not cause the conflicts in which they are used . " 10 The rest of
th e Report deals almost entirely w ith the problems of th e exis
tence or "accumulation" of weapons, as though the weapons them 
selves do actually cause the problems.
Starting by assuming th a t the presence of weapons does cause
violence, the Report quietly expands th a t premise from civil wars to
also include ordinary criminal violence. "The excessive and destabi
lizing accumulation and transfer of small arms and light weapons is
closely related to the increased incidence of internal conflicts and
high levels o f crime and violence . " 11 "Small arms" refers to ordinary
firearms: revolvers, semi-automatic pistols, rifles of all types, and
machine guns . 12 Once "small arms" can be linked with "high levels
of crime and violence," the door opens to global "gun control."
The second fatal flaw in the UN post-conflict disarmament
agenda is its moral emptiness. UN disarmament agencies cannot
tell the difference betw een aggressor and victim; betw een govern
m ent oppression and popular resistance; betw een government
genocide and victim defense. The proof of th e UN's moral blindness
shows in its careful choice of morally neutral words — words th a t
erase th e distinction betw een evil aggression and righteous
defense, and betw een beneficial government and evil government.
Consider these examples:
•

"Since weak states are susceptible to ethnic tensions,
secession, and outright criminality, many regions are now
afflicted by situations of violent intrastate conflicts. In tra
state conflict occurs a t immense hum anitarian cost . " 13
NOTE: This language does not distinguish between aggres

sive versus defensive use of force. A rebellion against a
ty ra n t is an " in tra s ta te conflict." The American
Revolutionary War was an "intrastate conflict" involving a
desire for "secession."
•

"The UN has necessarily shifted its focus from a supporting
role, in which it could ensure long-term national and inter
national stability, to a role which involves obtaining a quick
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peace and easing hum anitarian pressures immediately . " 14
NOTE: A "quick peace" does not indicate, let alone guar
antee, a morally right result. Communist Chinese military
forces obtained a "quick peace" after killing over 3,000
mostly unarm ed demonstrators at Tiananmen Square,
Beijing, on June 3-4, 1989. Shooting escaping slaves
obtains a "quick peace."
•

"Small arms and light weapons" play prom inent roles in
"several of th e armed conflicts dealt with by the United
Nations, particularly where fighting involves irregular
troops among the conflicting parties. Many of these con
flicts have inflicted heavy casualties on the people
involved. The vast majority of these casualties have been
civilians, mostly women and children . " 15
NOTE: Seemingly neutral language referring to "armed

conflicts" involving "irregular troops among the conflict
ing parties" makes no distinction betw een marauding gov
ernm ent death squads and parties of resistance fighters
trying to stop the squads and protect towns.
•

"The availability of [small arms and light weapons], how
ever, co n tributes towards exacerbating conflicts by
increasing the lethality and duration of violence, by
encouraging a violent rather th an a peaceful resolution of
differences, and by generating a vicious circle of a greater
sense of insecurity, which in tu rn leads to a greater
demand for, and use of, such weapons . " 16
NOTE: This logic of a "vicious circle" of using weapons

does not distinguish betw een aggression and self-defense.
It does not allow the possibility th a t th e "greater demand"
for weapons to defend a persecuted m inority m ight be
entirely justified on moral grounds.
•

"In many instances, weapons procured at an earlier stage
for purposes of national liberation have become available
for the violent overthrow of new Governments by insurgent
forces or terrorists, or for acts of crim inality for personal
gain . " 17
NOTE: This language assumes th a t "new Governments" are
th e product of "national liberation," and th a t these gov
ernm ents are legitim ate, non-aggressive and beneficial.
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The "insurgents" must be disarmed because they oppose
the government — yet there is no consideration for the
possibility th a t the government is oppressive and ought to
be stopped by the armed citizenry.
•

"[Wjhere [non-m ilitary and home-made] weapons are used
and accum ulated in numbers th a t endanger the security
and political stability of a state, the [UN] Panel considered
them relevant" to the microdisarmament agenda . 18
NOTE: Weapons th a t "endanger the security and political

stability of a state" are those th a t m ust be taken away,
according to the UN. The "states" must be protected from
accumulations of non-m ilitary and home-made weapons —
th a t are held by non-governm ent parties. What about the
accum ulation of weapons in the hands of governments and
their agencies th a t endanger the people? Hardly a word.

Protecting Governments First
The above examples show how the UN views post-conflict dis
armament as a means to protect governments first. Protecting peo
ple's lives, liberty and property rights falls in at lower priority.
Consider also th a t several of the "governmental experts" consulted
for the UN's 1997 Report represented countries th a t Freedom House
does not consider "free": Egypt, Russian Federation, Iran, Belarus,
and Colombia. 19
"Guidelines for international arms transfers" were published
w ith the 1996 Report o f the Disarmament Commission,2° Among
the statem ent of "Principles" was the following:
[Paragraph 14:] States should respect the principles and
purposes of the Charter of th e United Nations, including
the right to self-defense; the sovereign equality of all
its members; non-interference in the internal affairs of
States; ...an d continue to reaffirm the right of selfdeterm ination of all peoples, taking into account the
particular situation of peoples under colonial or other
forms of alien dom ination or foreign occupation, and
recognize the right of peoples to take legitim ate action
in accordance with the Charter of th e United Nations to
realize their inalienable right to self-determ ination.
By this wording, the Disarmament Commission has affirmed
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the sanctity of governments and the right of "self-determ ination"
of peoples (not individuals), especially if they are under colonial
or foreign dom ination.
The "right to self-defense" refers to defense of nations, not of
individuals. The 1996 Report o f the Disarmament Commission s ta t
ed: "All States have the inherent right to self-defense, as enshrined
in the Charter of the United Nations, and consequently the right to
acquire arms for their security . " 21 The same paragraph slams the
brakes on popular resistance to established governments:
This shall not be construed as authorizing or encourag
ing any action th a t would dismember or impair, totally
or in part, the territorial integrity or political unity of
sovereign and independent States conducting them 
selves in compliance with the principle of equal rights
and self-determ ination of peoples and thus possessed of
a Government representing the whole people belonging
to the territory w ithout distinction of any kind.
The principle of "equal rights" preserves no rights in particu
lar. All citizens can be equally unfree and have "equal rights." The
idea of "self-determ ination" has no real substance, especially con
sidering how the large majority of the world's nations are not
"free." Having a "Government representing th e whole people" also
has little meaning when the government is a m ilitary ju n ta, cen
tral communist party or other domestic dictator.
As a m atter of historical fact, the United Nations Security
Council (the select body where each perm anent member has veto
power) long included Communist Russia and still includes
Communist China. Neither country has been known for human
rights, liberty, or a free society, and post-Cold War Russia is still
not classified as a "free" country. There can be little doubt th a t
th e UN microdisarmament concept works largely to protect gov
ernm ents in unfree countries from uprisings of their own people.

World "Gun Control" Propaganda Technique
UN strategists for microdisarmament cleverly weaved a world
government mandate for "gun control" by small shifts in language.
At first the UN targeted weapons of international war, then weapons
of civil war, then weapons of "intrastate conflict," then weapons of
crime. Watch how the UN expanded its mission by gradual steps:
1. The UN tries to prevent war between nations by discussion
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and negotiation.
2. The UN works to prevent war between nations by cutting
back the stockpiles of weapons of war th a t each nation has.
3. When wars between nations are fairly rare, the UN turns its
attention to "intrastate conflicts" or "civil wars." The UN
tries to stop such violence by brokering peace talks and
agreements.
4. The UN forcibly intervenes in "intrastate conflicts" to stop
violence. To make sure th a t peace (cessation of violence) is
m aintained, the UN tries to reduce or eliminate the stock
piles of weapons of war possessed by the various factions.
5. To protect "stability" of governments after "intrastate con
flicts," the UN disarms those parties th a t oppose the gov
ernments.
6. Parties th a t oppose governments frequently are equipped
with small arms and light weapons. Therefore, the UN must
confiscate as many such weapons as possible in regions of
former "intrastate conflict."
7. Small arms play a major role in "intrastate conflicts" and
rebellions against governments, as well as criminal violence
and crime, so the UN must confiscate small arms where such
conflicts and rebellions have recently taken place.
8. To prevent future "intrastate conflicts" in countries where
no such conflict has occurred recently, to prevent shipments
of weapons from nations at peace to factions in civil wars, as
well as to prevent criminal violence and crime, the UN must
confiscate small arms from citizens of countries at peace.
Using these eight steps over a period of years, the UN has
moved from a world body seeking to prevent huge wars, to an
interventionist world power th a t works to disarm nonviolent citi
zens in nations a t peace. Consider next the UN world population
disarmam ent proposal.

Disarming Populations
UN-sponsored microdisarmament's second face is population
disarmament. Post-conflict disarmament aims a t ending civil wars
and keeping peace (cessation of violence), but population disar
m ament more clearly aims to keep governments in power and their
peoples in submission.
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The reasons for population disarmam ent start w ith th e idea
th a t the mere physical presence of weapons causes or stim ulates
violence in everything from international war to street crime. To
make firearms ownership an international issue, th e UN and other
microdisarmament advocates frame th e problem as "illicit traffic in
arms."
Read how the 1996 Report o f the Disarmament Commission
treats war and street crime as the same, and blames "illicit traffic
in arms" for making them happen:
The problem of the illicit traffic in arms has a social and
hum anitarian com ponent in addition to its technical,
economic and political dimensions. The hum an suffer
ing th a t is caused, inter alia, by the devastating conse
quences of war, destabilizing violence and conflicts,
terrorism , mercenary activities, subversion, drug traf
ficking, common and organized crime and other crimi
nal actions cannot be ignored.22
The solution to "illicit arms trafficking"? All governments must
enact "gun control":
• by restricting im port and export of weapons:
States should ensure th a t they have an adequate
system of national laws a n d /o r regulations and
administrative procedures to exercise effective
control over armaments and the export and im port
of arms in order, among other goals, to prevent
illicit arms trafficking.23
• by restricting the m anufacture, sales and possession of
weapons:
States should scrutinize their national arms-control legislation and procedures, and, where neces
sary, strengthen them in order to increase their
effectiveness in preventing the illegal production,
trade in and possession of arms in their territory
th a t can lead to illicit arms trafficking.24
• by authorizing government agent access to firearms while
restricting civilian ownership and possession of firearms:
States should define... which arms are perm itted
for civilian use and which may be used or pos
sessed by th e m ilitary and police forces.25
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World Gun Control Lobby: BASIC
The British American Security Inform ation Council (BASIC)
lobbies th e UN for global disarm am ent, which includes popula
tion disarm am ent.26 Using th e "illicit arms traffic" as its starting
point, BASIC takes th e "guns cause violence" line: "The in te rn a 
tionalization of th e gun trade enables gun control measures in
one country to affect th e levels of gun-related crime and violence
in other countries."27 To im plem ent world "gun control" there
m ust everywhere be national "gun control." BASIC urges, "It will
be difficult, if not impossible, to control the illicit intern atio n al
m arket in light weapons w ithout also m onitoring and controlling
domestic access to w eapons."28
In parallel w ith its efforts to end th e th re a t of nuclear war,
BASIC targets "light weapons" which include pistols, revolvers,
rifles, m achine guns and other portable weapons system s.29
BASIC wants in tern atio n al laws to ban th e m anufacture, sale and
possession of "junk guns" (handguns lacking "essential safety
features)" and "other dangerous weapons such as Saturday Night
Specials (non-sporting, low quality handguns)."30
BASIC's position teaches a key lesson. The goal of population
disarm am ent is to make it extrem ely difficult for average citizens
and poor people to obtain th e weapons necessary to stop a Rape
of Nanking or to overthrow a Hitler, Stalin, or Pol Pot. When an
in tern atio n al disarm am ent lobby busies itself trying to get the
U nited Nations to ban "junk" and inexpensive handguns, th en
you know th a t g o vern m en ts fe a r a c itize n ry arm ed w ith a n y 
thing.

The BASIC Strategy: Global Norms, Local Outcry
BASIC n o t only recommends "gun control" proposals, it also
has published a strategy to push worldwide population disarm a
m en t.31 The BASIC Plan suggests:
1. "Improving domestic gun control," and employing "gun
guy-back programs." The buy-back programs are "not a t all
assured" of success; they serve instead a propaganda goal
because "they tie control of weapons transfers to an issue
th a t is much more readily understood — violence in the
streets."
2. "Eliminating or restricting certain types of weapons. The
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prospects for success of these m easures are g reatest when
global norms against particular weapons and th eir effects
have been established. ... This approach can also be
undertaken in th e domestic sphere, as w ith assault
weapons and th e 'Saturday night special' pistol in the
U nited States."
3. "When such control measures are well-defined and linked
directly to specific problems, they ten d to generate more
support th a n more sweeping measures. Later on, when the
principle of controlling particular weapons or am m uni
tion has been accepted, broader measures may be more
easily implemented. " 32

4. Banning specific weapons has tactical advantages: "There
are several advantages to o u tright bans on certain types of
weapons. Perhaps m ost prom inent is th a t such bans are
much easier to m onitor and enforce th a n are qualitative or
quantitative lim its. ... Focusing on particularly harm ful or
indiscrim inate weapons can also mobilize public outcry."
Under th e category of "making th e argum ent," BASIC teach 
es how to sell population disarm am ent: "the issue ...is frig h ten 
ingly obvious: light weapons kill, maim and destroy; they cause
instability and prolong wars; they promote a culture of violence
...a n d they divert m uch-needed resources away from social and
economic developm ent."33
As described above for post-conflict disarm am ent, BASIC's
argum ents focus on firearms as th e cause of violence and war.
BASIC scarcely recognizes th e possibility th a t individuals must
use force righteously to repel invaders or to stop tyranny. Yes,
"light weapons kill" — but th ey kill attackers and murderers and
death squads, too. By failing to account for th e m orality of indi
vidual self-defense, BASIC itself advocates immorality.

The United Nations "Gun Control" Plans
The United Nations is expanding its mission from in te rn a 
tional peacekeeper to th e arbiter of family disputes. In its April
1998 session, th e UN Commission on Crime Prevention and
Criminal Justice ("Crime Commission") issued its report entitled
Criminal Justice Reform and Strengthening o f Legal Institutions:
Measures to Regulate Firearms ("Firearms Regulation Report").
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That report responded to th e Economic and Social Council's
request to develop "a programme of continuing education for
crim inal justice adm inistrators and of public education and
awareness-building in relation to th e links betw een firearms in
civilian use and th e unacceptable levels of violence in cities,
com m unities and fam ilies. "34 Evidently, th e UN now considers
"violence in families" to be w ithin its scope of concern.
To develop suggestions for world "gun control," th e UN Crime
Commission conducted several m ulti-national "regional work
shops on firearm regulation." Participants in these workshops
included representatives from such decidedly non-free and to ta l
itarian countries as Communist China, Gambia, Guinea, Iran,
Kenya, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Swaziland, Viet Nam.35 The
Firearms Regulation Report collected and summ arized th e results
of th e workshops. Here are some of th e key points and sugges
tions from th e participants as published in th a t rep o rt:36
• "Participants recommended th a t ownership of firearms
should be authorized for specific purposes only" and " th a t
firearms should be used strictly for th e purpose for which
they were authorized."
• Purposes of firearms th a t m ight be authorized included:
"sports," "hunting," "protection of life and property,"
"collections," and corporate private security services.
• "Persons applying for authorization to use firearms for
personal protection should be obliged to establish real and
serious reasons for th eir use."
• "Only when a State could not protect its citizens ade
quately" would th e citizens have a right to possess
firearms.
• When considering applicants for possession or ownership
of firearms, th e governm ents m ight decide th e question
based on considerations of th e applicants'
°
°
°
0
°
o
°

age
proof of need for firearms
knowledge of firearms use
prior crim inal record
prior record of drug or alcohol abuse
prior record of domestic violence
"m ental fitness"
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o "physical fitness"

o "paym ent of all taxes"
o "com m unity approval th rough letters of reference"
° spouse's approval
° proficiency in firearms use
° ability to store firearms in a "safe place"
• "A uthorization for firearm ownership or possession should
be renewed every year or two."
• "Intensive media campaign to urge residents to register
th eir firearms."
• Require registered firearms owners to verify residence,
prove th eir knowledge of firearms laws and restrictions via
w ritten tests, and subm it to periodic inspection.
• Require firearms owners over age 60 to undergo annual
physical exams as a condition of keeping th eir license.
• "Strong em phasis on firearms training."
• "Intensive background checks."
• Limits on th e num ber of firearms one person could buy.
• Applicants for firearm license m ust provide picture id en ti
fication, b irth certificate, firearm training certificate,
proof of paym ent of license fee, fingerprinting record, and
results of intensive background check.
• As a condition of keeping th e firearm license, th e gun
owner m ust comply w ith restrictions on lending firearms,
strictly obey lim its on carrying, renew th e license period
ically, register all firearms, obtain a liability insurance pol
icy for firearms use, and establish "real and serious reasons
for requesting authorization to use firearms for personal
protection."
• Necessary elem ents of any "firearm control" program
would have to include "regular inspection, proper supervi
sion, periodic audits and prosecution for negligence."
• To recover and remove "illegal firearms" from th e popula
tion, governm ents could offer am nesty surrender and
"buy-back" programs, destroy all surrendered and confis
cated firearms, and outlaw all private firearm collections.
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Visualize World Police
Who would enforce all of th is world "gun control?" The
Firearms Regulation Report answers th a t question: "global law
enforcem ent cooperation and assistance." Government law
enforcem ent agencies helping one another, exchanging in te lli
gence and technical data on firearms tracking, and using Interpol
to share inform ation.37

Im agin e: your local police chief and your FBI will be helping
th e M inister of Death Squads in a killer State to track down "ille
gal gun traffickers" and unlicensed gun owners. Your tax money
a t work.
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Chapter Twenty-three:

Is Self-Defense Rocket Science?
Human experience, Judeo-C hristian ten e ts of belief, and sim
ple reasoning together show Seven Basic Truths:
1. There is a difference betw een good and evil, and evil
exists among m ankind.1
2.

Aggression means in itiating force against people to
deprive them of life, liberty or property w ithout ju st
cause.

3. Aggression by one person or group against another is
evil.
4.

All things being equal, an aggressor w ith superior force
will defeat a victim who employs less force in defense.

5.

Evil people who aggress will generally prevail over good
people who cannot defeat th e aggression.

6.

For good people to protect th eir lives, liberty and prop
erty, th ey m ust be able use superior force to defeat
aggression.

7.

Ideas th a t in h ib it good people from being able to defeat
aggression are ideas th a t confer an advantage to aggres
sors, and thereby reduce good people's ability to protect
th eir lives, liberty and property.

Are these Seven Basic Truths difficult to understand?
The Genocide Formula described in this book does no more th an
illustrate these seven tru th s in the context of government mega
murder. "Gun control" schemes are simply laws th a t give authority
to governments to enforce th e idea of disarming citizens. Cesare
Beccaria, one of the founders of modern criminology, pointed out
the perverse silliness of "weapons control" about 350 years ago,
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when he wrote:
The laws th a t forbid the carrying of arms ... [act to] dis
arm those only who are neither inclined nor determ ined
to commit crimes. . . . Such laws make things worse for
th e assaulted and b e tte r for th e assailants; they serve
rather to encourage th an to prevent homicides, for an
unarm ed m an m ay be a tta cked w ith greater confi
dence than an arm ed m a n .2
The danger of civilian disarmam ent ("gun control") seems to
have been obvious for centuries. Yet some people in the modern
era cannot grasp th e simple fact.3
Let's bring the problem close to home. In recent years there
have been several publicized cases where civilian disarmament
laws and anti-firearm s ideas made it not only possible, but actual
ly easier, for a violent person to kill innocent people.

Unarmed Victims Murdered at Yosemite
Three women visiting Yosemite National Park were abducted
and killed in February 1999 by a lodge employee. A few m onths
later the same employee also brutally killed and decapitated
another woman who worked at Yosemite.4 Did these women have
the means to defend themselves against this killer? No — for at
least one reason: possession of firearms in Yosemite is prohibited
(except for authorized government employees).5
If th e women had been carrying a firearm, would their lives
have been saved? There is no certain answer, b ut statistics show
th a t women who do not resist an attack face a 250% higher risk
of injury th an women who resist using a firearm .6 When people do
use firearms for self-defense, studies show th a t 19 out of 20
defenders escape injury.7
Statistics are not th e only proof. When aggressors suspect
their victims are armed, the aggressors shy away from attacking.
During the Los Angeles riot in spring of 1992, attackers used crow
bars and sledgehammers to smash into a shuttered but otherwise
undefended store owned by Korean-Americans in Hollywood, and
looted and burned it. Rioters avoided businesses th a t were defend
ed by armed m erchants — even, as in one case, where th e mer
chants were dressed up as "commandos" and their "Uzi" machine
guns were toy guns.8 One teenager explained why houses and
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apartm ent buildings near the riot area were mostly left alone:
"They (the residents) got guns and everybody knows th a t.
Nobody's going to want to mess w ith folks in houses."9
Suppose the women at Yosemite had been each carrying a
sidearm in a holster. Would the evil man have even approached
them ? Human experience says he likely would have looked for
other, less well-defended, prey.
Suppose the evil man had reason to worry th a t th e women
m ight be carrying concealed sidearms? Professor John Lott inves
tigated th a t very question by examining th e effect of changes in
laws to make it easier for decent citizens to carry concealed
weapons for defense. His exhaustive study of nationwide data,
published in his book, More Guns, Less Crime, strongly suggested
th a t liberalizing the concealed-carry perm it laws on average
resulted in :10
• an 8% decrease in murders
• a 5% decrease in rapes
• a 7 % decrease in aggravated assaults.
Statistics don't predict an individual's behavior. Still, the evil
man m ight have thought twice about approaching the women at
Yosemite if he had thought there was a chance they were "pack
ing heat." As it was, th e women were forbidden to possess firearms
at all at Yosemite.

Schools As Defense-Free Zones
If an aggressor has a choice betw een a group of defenseless
victims and a group of possibly armed victims, which group is he
likely to attack? Unless the aggressor is suicidal, the answer is
obvious: attack th e defenseless people.
Where in America can an aggressor be nearly certain to find
large numbers of potential victims cornered, unarm ed and unde
fended? The answer: elem entary and secondary schools.
What practically guarantees th a t people in schools are unarmed
and undefended? The federal Gun Free School Zones Act th a t forbids
possession of a firearm in "a school zone."11 Making sure the civil
ians were disarmed in schools allowed tragedies such as:12
• Moses Lake, Washington, February 2, 1996: Teenager walks
into a junior high classroom and w ith a rifle kills the
unarm ed and defenseless teacher and two students.
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• West Paducah, Kentucky, December 1, 1997: Teenager enters
school, shoots and kills three and wounds five defenseless
students praying in a school hallway.
• Jonesboro, Arkansas, March 24, 1998: Two boys, aged 11
and 13, set off a false fire alarm and from hidden positions
snipe at unarm ed teachers and students filing out into the
yard; four students and one teacher killed, 10 others
wounded. The boys faced no return fire.
• Springfield, Oregon, May 21, 1998: In a possible copycat
incident, a 15-year old first murders his parents and th en
opened fire in a high school cafeteria, killing two unde
fended students and wounding 19 others.
• Littleton, Colorado, April 20, 1999: Two young men plant
bombs and th en , heavily armed, invade a high school and
methodically shoot and kill 13 people and wound 28 others.
The single armed guard only briefly fired a t th e killers but
did delay them u n til he had to seek cover from homemade
grenades.13 A teacher who heroically tried to rescue and
save students from the attackers was unarm ed and thus
unable to prevent his own murder.14
Reacting to calls for even more "gun control" laws after the
April 20, 1999 mass murder at Columbine High School in Littleton,
one student's father wrote:
I
wonder: If two crazy hoodlums can walk into a "gun
free" zone full of our kids, and police are totally inca
pable of defending th e children, why would anyone
want to make it harder for law-abiding adults to defend
themselves and others? ...Of course, nobody on TV m en
tions th a t perhaps gun-free zones are potential magnets
for crazed killers. 15
Now consider the saving effects when responsible adults use
firearms to stop killers in the schoolyard:
• Pearl, Mississippi, October 1, 1997: A 16-year old boy stabs
his mother, th en attacks his high school where he kills two
undefended students and injures seven others. In this case,
however, the assistant principal, Joel Myrick, runs to get his
Colt .45 pistol gun from his car after he hears the first
shots. As the killer is driving away from th e high school,
Myrick catches up w ith him and points the gun at him.
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Seeing the gun through his windshield, the killer crashes
the car. Myrick gets close and holds a gun to the killer's
head until police arrive over four m inutes later. Lives are
saved because the killer's plan was to invade the nearby ju n 
ior high school n ex t.16
• Edinboro, Pennsylvania, April 24, 1998: A 14-year old boy
shoots a teacher a t a middle-school graduation dance. While
the killer is reloading, a nearby restaurant owner, James
Strand, points a shotgun at the boy and prevents further
violence. Police arrive 11 m inutes later.17
In these two high-profile cases, anti-firearm s laws did n o t
and could n o t save anyone. What stopped th e killing and pro
tected other possible victims? Citizens w ith firearms. Ironically,
Mr. Myrick, who heroically intervened to capture the killer, was
forced to violate th e federal "Gun-Free School Zone Act" and risk
a federal felony prosecution.
Dr. Thomas Sowell, fellow at the Hoover Institution, observed
th a t all of the highly-publicized school shootings occurred at
"affluent, predom inantly white schools." Why had the multiple
murder sprees not occurred a t otherwise more violent low-income
or "ghetto schools"?
Dr. Sowell suggested the answer: "there are likely to be more
armed people in or near [such] sch o o ls... some have armed guards
...som e have armed gangs." A criminal who opens fire in a school
in a high crime neighborhood is "likely to face more bullets com
ing back." Only in "nice, wholly disarmed, affluent white schools"
does having a gun on campus make you "instant king of th e hill."
Dr. Sowell counts the school shooting deaths and injuries as part
of the "high cost already being paid for the fetish of disarming
law-abiding people."18

"Safe Storage" Law Helps Murderer Kill Children
Touted as em inently "sensible," so-called safe storage laws
require firearms owners to secure their guns at home so th a t juve
niles and others cannot get them . Such laws exist in 17 states.
But, like many "gun control" laws, these storage requirements
impair a person's ability to speedily obtain a firearm for defense.
Safe storage laws helped kill two young children in Merced,
California. Wednesday morning, August 23, 2000, a 27-year-old
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man came to the Carpenter family home carrying a pitchfork.»
The man, reportedly naked, cut the phone lines and th en invaded
the house. Jessica Carpenter, 14, tried to dial 911, but th a t was no
use.
Jessica ran to where the family guns were stored. She knew
how to shoot because her father had tau g h t her. But th e guns were
locked up.
The attacker stabbed and killed John, 7, in his bed. As the
killer turned to attack again, Ashley, 9, grabbed his leg and begged
him to stop. He stabbed her against a wall, and Ashley died. Two
older daughters were stabbed but escaped from the house.
Jessica ran to a neighbor's house and pleaded w ith him to use
his rifle to "take care" of the attacker. The neighbor refused;
Jessica th en called 911 from there. Police deputies eventually
arrived and shot th e attacker as he charged them w ith his bloody
pitchfork.
Reverend John Hilton, the children's great-uncle, later told
reporters: "If only [Jessica] had a gun available to her, she could
have stopped the whole thing. If she had been properly armed, she
could have stopped him in his tracks."

Does Self-Defense Work for Children?
At one o'clock in th e morning on March 11, 2001, a man awak
ened th e Starling family by beating on the patio door and shout
ing. The man got into the family truck, beat on th e dashboard,
th en went back to th e house, tearing open the patio door and
beating on th e glass. Seth Starling, 16, fetched a hunting rifle
from the closet. From th e inside of th e glass doors, Seth and his
parents shouted at th e man to leave. Seth pointed the rifle at the
man who th en flew into a rage, now even more violently punching
and kicking the glass doors. Fearing the man would smash through
and attack the family, Seth fired a single shot through the glass
and stopped the attack cold. The family called 911, and the
injured attacker was airlifted shortly to a hospital.20
Ju st as Seth Starling did, Jessica Carpenter could possibly
have saved her young siblings had she been able to readily reach
for a loaded firearm. Only because her parents obeyed the "gun
control" law was she stopped from using adequate force in selfdefense.
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Tale of Two San Diego Area Schools
March 5, 2001: Santana High School, Santee, California.
High school freshman, 15, entered the school where there were
1,900 students. Using a .22 caliber revolver, he killed two stu 
dents and injured 13 other people, including an on-campus
officer who was unarm ed. The killer had tim e to step into the
bathroom and reload a t least once. He surrendered when sur
rounded by police responding to calls.21
March 22, 2001: Granite Hills High School, El Cajon,
California. High school senior, 18, took up a position in front
of the school where 2,900 students attend. Using a shotgun,
the attacker injured four people. Others were injured in the
process of fleeing. An armed officer assigned to th e campus
responded almost immediately, engaged in a gun battle, shot
th e attacker, and term inated th e attack .22 Calling the officer
her "personal hero," th e school's principal said she was "glad
he was in th e office, because if he wasn't there, a lot of peo
ple would have died."23
The difference: A responsible armed person can stop a
school attacker. Unarmed people are ju st victims.

What's the Answer?
We must understand one thing very clearly: peo p le are always
a t risk o f v io le n t crime. Some people face a high risk, others a
much lower one, depending upon circumstances. For example, sta 
tistics show th a t 1,634,773 serious violent crimes were comm itted
in America in 1997, including:24
• 1,022,492 assaults (63%).
• 497,950 robberies (30%)
•

96,122 rapes (6%)

• 18,209 murders (1%)
Thus, in 1997, every 31 seconds an American was assaulted,
every m inute an American was robbed, every five m inutes an
American (typically, a woman) was raped, and every 29 m inutes an
American was killed.25 These figures are based on crimes reported
to police. The U.S. Department of Justice has estim ated th a t vic
tim s overall report crimes only 38% of the time, and about half of
all rape, robbery and burglary victims report those crimes.26
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The risk of violent crime exists. Knowing th a t th e risk exists,
w hat should citizens do? That's a personal question, and the
answer depends upon many factors. Some people will choose not
to prepare for the possibility of violent crime, believing or hoping
it w on't happen to them . Others will consider their risks and will
lock windows and doors, avoid risky situations, install intruder
detection and alarm systems, obtain defensive firearms, hire body
guards, or do whatever they believe to be enough.
Will the defense strategies always work? No; there is no per
fection on this Earth. Will accidents happen? Yes; and most peo
ple will work to minimize them .
But th e Seven Basic Truths always apply. Evil people exist and
some will aggress on others. Forceful defense is necessary to stop
aggressors. Whether th e evil person is swinging a pitchfork at chil
dren, charging w ith a lynch mob, killing classmates, assaulting a
woman, smashing into a home, beating a spouse, torturing pris
oners, captaining a death squad or ordering genocide — nothing
has ever changed those truths.
To the person who does not value self-defense, or who wants
to ban firearms or to enact "gun control" laws th a t make it hard
er for people to defend themselves, we ask this question;
What moral authority do you have to tell others not to
defend against aggression?

"But We're Talking About Safety"
Saying th a t a particular "gun control" law aims to increase
safety does not answer th e question. If obeying the law increases
the risk th a t the citizen cannot effectively use his defense system
when the need arises, th en the law endangers people. People can
not depend solely on the government or "911" emergency
response. The government has no legal duty to protect individual
citizens against violent crime.27 The government typically does not
pay com pensation to crime victims whom the government has
endangered by its laws.
So increasing "gun safety" for some citizens imposes costs and
danger on others. That result is bad enough, but the moral results
are worse. Aggressors profit; defenders lose.
The "gun safety" laws unquestionably only affect people who
are willing to abide by them . Non-violent, peace-loving, decent
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people tend to obey safety laws. Criminals by definition have
already chosen not to obey laws. There is no special place for "gun
safety" laws in the criminal heart.
Thus, decent people bear th e costs and face the dangers of
"gun safety" laws. The aggressors benefit directly from "gun safe
ty" laws th a t make their targets easier to attack. To the anti-self
defense person, we must th en ask:
What moral authority do you have to make aggression eas
ier and righteous defense harder?
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Nazi Justiz teaches how to
detect and prevent genocide Is America listening?
By Richard W. Stevens*
(Originally published in The Firearms Sentinel, Fall 1997. End Notes
are in the style o f the original article.)
Of th e Nazi Holocaust we say: Never again! But w hat if th e
m achinery for genocide were being installed rig h t now in
America? How would we d etect th e signs of th e deadly tornado
before it strikes?
Richard Lawrence Miller's 1995 book, Nazi Justiz: Law o f the
Holocaust1 explains th e five major steps leading from th e 1933
election of Adolf Hitler to th e calculated mass murder of Jews
(and others) th a t sta rte d in 1941. Nazi Justiz shows how th e
Nazi laws and legal philosophy converted, in five steps, Hitler's
anti-Jew ish hatred into genocide.

Public Health, Nazi Style
Regardless of w hatever underlying reasons m ight have ex ist
ed, Hitler outw ardly believed and convinced others th a t Jews
endangered public health . Hitler w rote in Mein K am pf for exam 
ple, th a t Jews were m enaces to society, th ey were "dirty," great
m asters of th e lie, sneaking parasites on all of hum anity, filthy,
unw ashed, "maggots in a rotting body." Jews were th e lowest
form of life, would corrode German culture, and could infect
Aryans. Jews could cause "blood poisoning" to Aryans by th eir
proxim ity, th eir ideas and th eir spoken words.2 Racially-correct
science developed theories and scholars published papers prov
ing these accusations. Generous governm ent funding flowed to
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build th in k tan k s and huge libraries to focus on race issues.
German academic staffs gained prestige and com fortable careers
working to pro tect th e public h ealth from Jew s.3
For Nazis, to h ate Jews was as n atu ral as fearing an epidem 
ic or avoiding an open cesspool. Who can argue against public
health? Aryan actions to elim inate th e Jews were sensible — th e
Nazis were ju s t doing it to protect them selves and th eir chil
dren.

Five Steps to Genocide
The Nazis used th e German legal system to im plem ent their
plans to rid Germany of th e public h ealth menace (Jews).
Accordingly, th e Nazi governm ent enacted s ta tu te s, generated
regulations, and enforced them all th rough th e police and
courts. Nazi Ju stiz describes how th e lawful persecution moved
Germany th ro u g h th e five steps th a t led to th e genocide.

STEP ONE: IDENTIFICATION5
Elem ents

Im plem entation / Effect

Legally defining
the "menace"

Define "Aryan," "Non-Aryan,"
"Jew"

Classifying persons as
"menace" or "non-menace"
to society

Everyone is either Jew or
Aryan

Physically locating, marking
and tracking th e movements
of th e "menace"

Race identity papers, special
passports, requiring Jews
to wear a yellow star

STEP TWO: OSTRACISM6
Elem ents
Coordinating government
efforts to generate public
awareness of th e "menace"

Im plem entation / Effect
Media campaigns against
th e Jews
School lessons about Jews

Stim ulating private citizens to
avoid th e "menace" and to
purge th e economy
of its influences

Boycott anyone and
anything connected with Jews
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Elem ents

Im plem entation / Effect

Enacting laws and regulations
to prevent the "menace"
from existing in society

Deny Jews the right to practice
professions, hold government
jobs, live in certain neighbor
hoods, use public facilities,
obtain public education,
receive charity.
Industrial codes th a t prohibit
whole industries from
employing Jews
Revocation of all drivers'
licenses

Stripping the "menace"
of any legal protection

Impose curfews and restrictions
on travel
Exclusion from military forces
Loss of citizenship and
voting rights
Judicial presumption th a t Jews'
testim ony was untrustw orthy

STEP T H R E E : C O N F IS C A T IO N 7
Elements

Implementation / Effect

Emigration tax broadened to
tax the "menace" as
they leave

Impoverish Jews
Enrich the state

Death penalty for smuggling
property out

Cause Jews to leave property
behind

Registering all personal
property im ported into
Germany

Jews file and update
exhaustive inventory for
government agency

Registering all personal
property of the "menace"

Trace assets for later forfeiture
or confiscation
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Elem ents

Im plem entation / Effect

Reporting all banking trans
actions above a certain limit

"Jew -tainted" property was
subject to forfeiture because
of assumed connection with
Communism or anti-Naziism

Civil forfeiture laws to
confiscate property used in a
way th a t "threatened" society

Jews' cars were confiscated for
minor traffic violations
Whole business and factories
were forfeited because one
Jew was employee
Jews forced to sell personal
and real property a t huge dis
counts to Aryans8
Placing all property into Aryan
hands so th a t rioters and
storm troopers would not de
stroy it during attacks on Jews

STEP F O U R : C O N C E N T R A T IO N 9
Elements

Implementation / Effect

Excluding the "menace" from
some areas

Expulsion of Jews from
rural areas
Eviction of Jews from govern
m ent-funded housing
Confiscation of Jewish-owned
orphanages and homes for eld
erly and infirm
Refusals by Aryan individuals
and businesses to rent to Jews
Laws denying legal rights to
Aryans who rent to Jews

Gathering th e "menace" into
segregated housing

Jews de-facto forced to live
only w ith other Jews
Jews rendered homeless had to
share with other Jews in
common housing
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Elem ents

Im plem entation / Effect

Creating concentration camps
to solve the housing shortage
and to collect th e "menace"
away from society

Mass roundup of easily
identified and located Jews for
deportation to camps

Elem ents

S T E P F IV E A N N IH IL A T IO N 10
Im plem entation / Effect

Preventing th e birth of
th e "menace"

Prohibit marriage between
Jews and Aryans
Forced divorces of married
Jews and Aryans
Removal of children from
families of "mixed race"
Denial of tax benefits and sub
sidies for Jewish families with
children
Sterilization of medically-cer
tified "genetically inferior"
Jews

Inflicting death on
the "menace"

Abortion of Jewish (or mixed
race) babies was allowed and
promoted
Euthanasia for in stitu tio n a l
ized Jews
Mobile killing units
Central killing stations

Lethal Lawgivers
Bizarre as it may seem to Americans, the five steps to Nazi
genocide were entirely legal under German law. The German ju d i
cial system was not merely a weak protector of Jews' rights — it
actively supported the Nazi persecutors.11 Many pre-Nazi and postNazi factors combined to make this so:
•
Germany's legal profession dated only from 1870, and a large
proportion of lawyers were already affiliated with the governm ent.12
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• Germany lacked any tradition of lawyers opposing govern
m ent power. Judges and prosecutors were practically united
against the defendant.13
• Judges were civil service bureaucrats on a career track, not
necessarily accomplished lawyers or scholars.14
• Germany's w ritten constitution (like the U.S. counterpart)
protected personal liberties, b u t any law passed by a tw o-thirds
vote of th e legislature (Reichstag) would supersede any constitu
tional provision th a t conflicted w ith the law.15
• The German President, in an emergency, was authorized to
suspend parts of the constitution. Before Hitler's election as
Chancellor, the President had suspended the constitution more
th an once w ithout causing public alarm .16
• Citing a national emergency, Chancellor Hitler caused the
German President in 1933 to issue an emergency decree which sus
pended "until further notice" several sections of the constitution.
The decree declared it a criminal act to "provoke or incite an act
contrary to public welfare," and eliminated "freedom of the per
son," the freedoms of speech, press, assembly, association, the right
to privacy in mail and telephones, and the warrant and due process
requirements for searches and seizures of private property.17
• The Reichstag passed an "enabling act" to empower Hitler's
cabinet m inisters to make laws w ith the same validity as those
passed by the Reichstag, and those laws could disregard the con
stitu tio n .18
• The Nazi Party, by decree, became the source of law. Party
statem ents and Hitler's speeches attained the force of law th a t
guided judge's decisions.19
• The first principle of Nazi legal authority was "civic duty."
The courts "had a civic duty to uphold the law, and th e law's pur
pose was to protect th e state."20
• The second principle of Nazi legal authority was the "educa
tional nature of law." Under this principle, the courts were expect
ed to use the law to teach the people a lesson. One Nazi theorist
announced the rule: "No crime w ithout punishm ent."21
• Combining the first and second principles, Nazi judges and
bureaucrats were expected to read Nazi decrees as guides and minimums. These Nazi officials received the authority to fashion the
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law to "promote th e public good" as defined by the Nazis.
Punishments were supposed to exceed th e stated minimums to
prove the judge's comm itm ent to his civic duty. One Nazi thus
declared: "He who sticks to the letter of the law or refuses to go
beyond it, because th e orders are not given to do so, confirms the
fact th a t he is willing to do only the minimum of w hat the com
m unity asks of him ."22
This framework of laws and traditions encouraged Nazi officials
to zealously carry out the Nazi plans. When th e law was aimed at
the Jews (and other non-Aryans and "defectives"), the officials
had every reason to read all laws liberally and creatively, and to
impose all penalties excessively and punitively.

Parallels in America?
America is not yet overtly following the Nazi path to genocide.
But the key question is: "Is th e social and governm ental m achin
ery in place to make genocide possible?" Using the elements set
forth in Nazi Justiz, the following chart shows how some of the
machinery m ight be in place right now.
Element Supporting

Feature of American

Holocaust Process

Society/Government

(from Nazi Justiz)
Identification

Defining persons or groups as
a menace to public health
(and convincing the populace
of the rightness of the
definition)

Tobacco smokers: policies and
laws aimed at imposing stigma
and penalties on persons
engaging in otherwise legal
behavior.23
Firearms owners: federally fund
ed activities to establish "own
ership" of firearms as "public
health" issue; marking firearms
owners as belonging to particu
lar social classes; "guns tu rn
people into criminals;" associ
ating guns with "extremist
patriots" and "enemies of the
people."24
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Politically-incorrect persons:
state and private university
policies and speech codes pro
hibiting "offensive" or "insen
sitive" speech, are selectively
enforced against speakers who
hold certain views.25
Physically locating, marking
and tracking persons

Social security numbers:
required from birth; track
through income tax records
throughout life; track real
property location by county
records; used on motor vehicle
licenses and registrations, gun
registrations, and records for
household utilities, telephone,
financial accounts and credit
history. All of these aid in
locating individuals.
Passports: track movement in
and out of th e country; also
used to prove citizenship on
employment applications.
National Identity Cards:
proposed to "simplify" med
ical record keeping, to aid
national law enforcement, and
to deter im m igration.26
Private databases: contain
identity and location data,
plus financial inform ation and
consumer preferences.27

Ostracism
Stimulating public outcry,
private shunning and
discrim ination against the
menace

Tobacco smokers: currently
endure public hum iliation and
scorn.28
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Firearms owners: painted by
media as abnormal, criminal,
extreme, or on th e fringe of
society.29
Politically incorrect persons:
face ridicule, sanctions, and
expulsion.30
Enacting laws to exclude the
menace from society

Laws to prevent smoking on
public and private property, in
workplaces, even if no one is
affected by th e smoking.3i

Confiscation

Registration of personal
property

firearms owners: Many state
laws require registration of
firearms owners. President
agrees w ith proposed federal
registration of firearms own
ers. New York City first regis
tered many rifles, then
confiscated them using the
records.32
Federal Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco & Firearms has built a
national database of firearms
owners, using gun dealer
records.33

Reporting citizens' banking
transactions to governm ent

Federal regulations require
financial in stitu tio n s to report
transactions of $10,000
(domestic or in ternational);
same rule applies to Postal
m oney orders. Banks must
also report transactions of
$5,000 or more which appear
"suspicious." Proposed new
rules will require money
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transfer services (other than
banks) to report international
wire transfers of ju st $750 or
more.34
Civil forfeiture laws to
confiscate property
im plicated in anti-social
or anti-governm ent activities

Federal civil forfeiture laws
allow government to take
property w ithout charging a
crime. Police can seize
property if they believe it was
bought with money from ille
gal activity or used to "facili
ta te " a crime. Am ount of
property forfeited does not
depend on size of crime.
Seizure is allowed based on
"probable cause," which may
be based on hearsay evidence.
To get property back, th e
owner usually must file suit
and th e n prove th e "inno
cence" of the property.35

Concentration
Capability of relocating and
interning large segments of
"menace" population

Presidential executive order
(not Congress) imposed curfew,
relocation, and detention of
Americans of Japanese descent
living on the West Coast during
World War II.35

A nnihilation
Preventing the birth of
children to persons
considered part of a menace.

Some prom inent Americans
have favored birth control,
sterilization, and abortion to
"purify the race" or decrease
poverty.37
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Legal / Judicial Support fo r C oncentrating Power
in Central G overnm ent
Power of Government to
centralize power on
declaration of emergency

Presidents can issue executive
orders w ithout Congress'
express approval. 38
Upon a presidential declaration
of emergency, existing execu
tive orders would grant broad
powers to 28 federal cabinet
and other agencies to directly
control all industries and
resources, and to control all
electronic media.39

Constitutional limits on
federal power relaxed by
judicial interpretation and
custom

Supreme Court decisions have
vastly broadened federal
government power to regulate
individual conduct under
"commerce clause" of
Constitution.40

Direct discretionary power to
carry out government aims is
delegated to agency
bureaucrats.

Tremendous growth in federal
agencies and their power.
Judicial presum ption th a t
agency actions are legal.41

Power of judges to create or
interpret law to enact
social/political agendas

Modern "instrum entalist" legal
theory allows judges to decide
cases by "giving expression to
community mores or ideals,"
or "when th e political process
is not working properly."42

Eternal Vigilance is Key
Richard Miller, author of Nazi Justiz, sums up the lessons from
his study of the Nazi institutions with these messages:43
*

"Disregard identifying labels on victims; remember them as
ordinary persons. ...Holocaust victims differed in no way
from you and me."

*

"The outcom e of th e

destruction process is lethal.
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A nnihilation of victims can be avoided only by abandon
ing the destruction process. In the beginning it looks so
lim ited, every new increm ent so reasonable."
*

"To prevent another Holocaust our task must be to recog
nize any destruction process th a t is underway and to stop
it, perhaps before its perpetrators even realize w hat they
are doing. ...As soon as we see our productive, ordinary
next-door neighbors somehow being identified as deviant
by our government, we now know enough to leap to their
defense before they are ostracized, before their property is
seized, before they are concentrated in certain areas,
before they are annihilated."

Author's note: The process of ostracizing people because of
their thoughts about firearms, or because of even the most
remote connection to firearms, is accelerating. See th e discus
sion of "zero tolerance" policies in Chapter Four.
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The Psychology of
"Gun Control" Believers
As discussed earlier in this book, the term "gun control" is a
slogan th a t collects together the ideas and policies th a t work
against widespread private ownership and possession of firearms.
What kind of mind favors "gun control"?
Dr. Sarah Thompson examined this question in her path-break
ing article, "Raging Against Self-Defense — A Psychiatrist
Examines th e Anti-Gun M entality."1 She identified four m ental
processes th a t lead an otherwise normal person to oppose so emo
tionally the private right to firearms ownership.

Projection
The first of th e four m ental processes th a t leads to strong
"anti-gun" feelings is projection. Dr. Thompson defined it:
Projection is a defense mechanism. Defense mechanisms
are unconscious psychological mechanisms th a t protect
us from feelings th a t we cannot consciously accept.
They operate w ithout our awareness, so th a t we don't
have to deal consciously w ith "forbidden" feelings and
impulses.2
An anti-gun person m ight say, for example, "people shouldn't
be allowed to carry guns because I don't want to be murdered by
my neighbor who is having a bad day." The statistics show th a t the
average person is not a t all likely to be killed by an otherwise lawabiding neighbor.3 That fact w on't m atter to the anti-gun person,
because the real risk of harm is not w hat worries him.
In th e projection case, the anti-gun person is actually saying
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he fears "th at if he had a gun, he might murder his neighbors if he
had a bad day, or if they took his parking space, or played their
stereos too loud."4 He fears th a t he might misuse a gun in a moment
of frustration or rage, so everyone else is likely to do the same.
Everyone has violent, sometimes homicidal, impulses at one
time or another, b ut some people "are unable consciously to admit
th a t they have such 'unacceptable' em otions."5 Rather th an admit
and deal with strong feelings of rage, frustration or fear, the per
son projects those kinds of feelings — and violent impulses — on
everyone around him. The defense mechanism of projection "not
only prevents a person from dealing with his own feelings, it also
creates a world where he perceives everyone else as directing his
own hostile feelings back at him ."6
So, the person sees the neighbor who owns a gun for hunting,
target shooting, or home defense, as a hostile enemy liable a t any
moment to shoot him down. If guns are elim inated, th a t hostile
enemy cannot h urt anyone.

Denial
Supporters of "gun control" m ight also use the defense mech
anism of denial. Dr. Thompson explained: "Denial is simply refus
ing to accept the reality of a given situation."7 This defense
mechanism works psychologically to protect the person from feel
ing anxious, helpless or vulnerable.
The facts are th a t we live in a world where criminals attack and
h urt people, burgle homes and cars, and steal property. The police
cannot protect everyone, and as a legal m atter, they don't owe a
duty to protect any particular individual from crime.8 Research
shows th a t personal firearms are effective tools for personal and
family defense.9 The anti-gun person who uses denial will banish
all such inform ation from his mind, preferring to believe th a t "this
is a safe neighborhood," or "the police will protect you," or the
idea th a t crime "can't (or won't) happen here."10
A person who denies the risks must also deny the need for the
defense tools. That leads such a person to say (and seem to
believe) things like "nobody needs a gun in America" — a te x t
book case of denial.
When ordinary non-violent Americans have and use guns, see
ing th a t can upset the person who has denied any need for guns.
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The illusion of safety, created by the denial of reality, is th re a t
ened — so the person in denial reacts strongly. Guns must be elim
inated so th a t the illusion can survive unchallenged.

Reaction Formation
A third psychological factor w ithin th e mind of the anti-gun
person can be reaction form ation. This defense mechanism is com
plex and difficult to explain and spot. Dr. Thompson indicated th a t
"Reaction form ation occurs when a person's mind turns an unac
ceptable feeling or desire into its complete opposite. For example,
a child who is jealous of a sibling may exhibit excessive love and
devotion for the hated brother or sister."11
A person who feels rage toward other people may claim to be
a devoted pacifist, even refusing to eat m eat or kill cockroaches.
That person m ight get involved in spiritual or activist groups th a t
disdain violence of any kind. "In the case of anti-gun people," Dr.
Thompson observed, "reaction form ation keeps any knowledge of
their hatred for their fellow hum ans out of consciousness, while
allowing them to feel superior to 'violent gun ow ners'" In working
to deny people th e right to have and use tools for self-defense, the
anti-gun person can actually harm those people while a t the same
time feeling morally superior.12

Victim Identity Cycle
The fourth psychological factor is identity as a victim. Dr.
Thompson summarized this factor in three sentences as it applies
to th e anti-gun person:
(1) People who identify themselves as "victims" harbor exces
sive am ounts of rage at other people whom they perceive
as "not victims."
(2) In order psychologically to deal with this rage, these "vic
tims" utilize defense mechanisms th a t enable them to
harm others in socially acceptable ways, w ithout accepting
responsibility or suffering guilt, and w ithout having to
give up their status as "victims."
(3) Gun owners are frequently the targets of professional vic
tims because gun owners are willing and able to prevent
their own victimization. 13
A person who views himself as a victim, especially w ithin a
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group of victims, can demand special treatm ent and consideration.
Organizations th a t cater to victims will prosper if they can expand
th e number of victims, so these organizations have every incentive
to keep the victims feeling insecure, fearful or oppressed. Victims
and their organizations must oppose firearms ownership, because
having the tools and ability to protect yourself is th e quality of a
non-victim.
Non-victims prove by their existence th a t victimhood is not
necessary. That fact unsettles the professional victim and endan
gers the victim organization.14 It is no surprise th a t "gun control"
organizations and victim organizations both oppose firearms own
ership, and seek to demonize and destroy gun owners.
The facts offered in this book show th a t civilian disarmament
creates real victims: dead bodies, shattered lives. Millions of them .
The "gun control" m entality must be defeated or changed, but it
cannot be ignored.15 The hum an cost of "gun control" is far too
high.
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“ Zelman and
Smith have
written a book the
establishment
doesn’t want you
to read. They
don’t want you to
get the picture
that reveals just
how far govern
ment has gone
beyond its lim its
under the
constitution.
Read this book.
Do something the
freedom-haters
won’t like.”
Larry Pratt
Executive Director,
Gun Owners of
Am erica
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An ideal educational film to help people understand the Bill Of Rights,
Order this film today
$19.95
(postagepaid)

Send orders to: JPFO, Inc.
P.O.Box270143 H a rtfo rd W l53027
Phone:(262)673-9745 www.jpfo.org

325

326

What others say about this book
Death by "Gun Control" provides a vital and neglected argument
for the right of private gun ownership: namely, that people
with guns can defend themselves against government criminals
as well as against common ones. Zelman and Stevens present
the argument eloquently and with meticulous scholarship.
Although the stories of governmental persecution are heart
breaking, this book is a pleasure to read because of its clear
sighted and humanitarian concern for the victims who were
stripped of self-defense.
W e n d y McElroy
Author, editor of the forthcoming anthology

Women and Liberty

(Ivan R. Dee publisher,

winter 2 0 0 1 ) , an d regular columnist for

F0XNews.com.
A n excellent, well-written book which should be read by
everyone interested in firearms policy. Zelman and Stevens
prove beyond any doubt that gun control is a necessary
precondition for genocide. The book details how anti-gun laws
undermine the sanctity of hum an life, how such laws denigrate
tolerance and diversity, and how gun control violates the moral
principles of the Judeo-Christian tradition. One of the best
books ever written about the right to keep and bear arms.
David Kopel
Research Director, the Independence Institute
(www .i2i.org)

No More
Wacos: What's Wrong w ith Federal Law
Enforcement and How to Fix It (Prometheus
Author of several books, including

Books)

ISBN 0-964 23 04 -6 -1

51 295 <

M azel Freed om P re ss
P O Box 270014
Hartford, WI 53027

9

780964 230460

