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The Natural Law Gun Control Argument
Gun control arguments based on natural laws and the second amendment in the American constitution are all valid. In my view, the ownership of firearms is a right to an individual as it protects and ensures reinforcement to the right to life that every individual has. More so, it provides that a person can defend themselves against any danger that may result in a wrong way of taking away one’s life. A few factors are to be considered and clearly understood to fully get the idea of private ownership of firearm based on natural ways that focus on moral and human harmony.
Firstly, ownership of guns by private individuals ensures that the human right to life upholds. Every individual can protect herself by carving away all the uncertainty of security that even though the laws are there to protect them, they also can protect themselves without having to wait for hours before the legislation reaches them, that is, police officers. The reason has it that if I have a right to something, then it is only right that I also possess the power to protect what’s mine. Therefore, if individuals possess the right to life, then they too must maintain the right equipment to protect life. Secondly, ownership of a gun concerning self-defense, self-defense in more cases happens in a physical disparity even though there is many more day to day activities and objectives that we can undertake to ensure self-defense (Robert J. Spitzer, 1995). It is paramount to use reasonable measure to protect ourselves against the physical disparities. Violent crimes are associated with murderers who will use any means to get what they want. Therefore, important that the innocent person who has been victimized by the criminals, also to own the power to protect his life against the criminal. To achieve this, it is therefore essential to ensure that the delineated tool to the individual is capable of providing the defense the individual will need at the point. Thus, owning a gun is paramount if not an essential aspect of protecting their right to life.
Finally, from different writing, such as the institute of medicine and National Research Council has done in 2013, the article will disapprove the mere fact that people argue when they say that private ownership of guns may prove dangerous and breed more crime. In this article, it is said that fewer injuries are experienced in gun defense that any other means of protection used during the violence. Also, in 2010 Crime and Delinquency published a study that suggested that using guns as a defense has reduced robbery by 93% and rape cases by 92%. Hence, the study showed that gun ownership is essential as it does not increase crime but reduces its odds by a significant percentage.
They were based on my first premise of the right to life. I refute the fact that the right to life gives a person the power to take another person's life. Yes, owning guns will have individuals get the ability to protect their right to life, but at what cost? Killing the other individual who threatens their life as well? It is hard to adequately protect the right to life using guns as they are a chance of violating the same right whenever they are used. Although an individual may survive a gun wound but how many will survive it? Just a question for thought. It is a good thing to have protection against any dangers, but also guns give a chance for that same person to take the life of another citizen terrible or good.
On the second premise of self-defense against the ownership of guns, permanently, people have lost trust in the government protecting them, and now they want to be given the tools in the name of protection to take action on their own hands. There is no assurance that when these people are given the firearm, they will only use them for defense purposes alone. Others may use this as an opportunity to acquire the weapons to terrorize others and engage in none lawful activities. The people are a hard lot to trust; they will do as agreed. Therefore, an advantageous thing to have to own a gun, but to some point, it also offers a chance to dangerous and malicious individuals to perform legal activities.
Although articles and studies have suggested that the ownership of guns a have resulted in a great deal on the reduction of robbery and rape cases, the acquisition of firearms according to argument also breeds the idea of people using their guns to offer threats to others who do not own one (Davidson, 1993)[footnoteRef:1]. One might not physically handle the gun on other people but inflict psychological torture to others and have them do things for them legal or illegal hence causing tension among the owners and none owners of guns.  [1:  Timothy Hsio according to him, the natural law case for a moral right to own  a gun is simple: we all posses a basic right to life, which entails the right to self-defense, which in turn entails the right to a reasonable means of self defense  (Timothy).] 

In conclusion, aside from the second amendment and the natural law of gun ownership, the people who advocate for the reduction of gun ownership regulations and the ones in charge of the gun control support the increase of rules. But morally the gun ownership is something that will help innocent citizens to protect themselves and practice self-defense. It is, therefore, naturally right to offer the tools, guns, to citizens to allow them to defend themselves. Also, the government should increase the regulations so that it may ensure that the arms are not used unlawfully.
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