
limited the degree of fit between the prefatory clause and the protected right cannot change our 
interpretation of the right.

We turn finally to the law at issue here. As we have said, the law totally bans handgun possession 
in the home. It also requires that any lawful firearm in the home be disassembled or bound by a 
trigger lock at all times, rendering it inoperable.

As the quotations earlier in this opinion demonstrate, the inherent right of self-defense has been 
central to the Second Amendment right. The handgun ban amounts to a prohibition of an entire 
class of "arms" that is overwhelmingly chosen by American society for that lawful purpose. The 
prohibition extends, moreover, to the home, where the need for defense of self, family, and 
property is most acute. Under any of the standards of scrutiny that we have applied to enumerated 
constitutional rights, banning from the home "the most preferred firearm in the nation to 'keep' 
and use for protection of one's home and family,", would fail constitutional muster. 
Few laws in the history of our Nation have come close to the severe restriction of the District's 
handgun ban. And some of those few have been struck down.... 

It is no answer to say, as petitioners do, that it is permissible to ban the possession of handguns so 
long as the possession of other firearms (i.e., long guns) is allowed. It is enough to note, as we 
have observed, that the American people have considered the handgun to be the quintessential 
self-defense weapon. chosen by Americans for self-defense in the home, and a complete 
prohibition of their use is invalid....

We must also address the District's requirement (as applied to respondent's handgun) that firearms 
in the home be rendered and kept inoperable at all times. This makes it impossible for citizens to 
use them for the core lawful purpose of self-defense and is hence unconstitutional. ...
In sum, we hold that the District's ban on handgun possession in the home violates the Second 
Amendment, as does its prohibition against rendering any lawful firearm in the home operable for 
the purpose of immediate self-defense. Assuming that Heller is not disqualified from the exercise 
of Second Amendment rights, the District must permit him to register his handgun and must issue 
him a license to carry it in the home.

We are aware of the problem of handgun violence in this country, and we take seriously the 
concerns raised by the many amici who believe that prohibition of handgun ownership is a 
solution. The Constitution leaves the District of Columbia a variety of tools for combating that 
problem, including some measures regulating handguns. But the enshrinement of constitutional 
rights necessarily takes certain policy choices off the table. These include the absolute prohibition 
of handguns held and used for self-defense in the home. Undoubtedly some think that the Second 
Amendment is outmoded in a society where our standing army is the pride of our Nation, where 
well-trained police forces provide personal security, and where gun violence is a serious problem. 
That is perhaps debatable, but what is not debatable is that it is not the role of this Court to 
pronounce the Second Amendment extinct.

We affirm the judgment of the Court of Appeals.

It is so ordered.

Justice Stevens, with whom Justice Souter, Justice Ginsburg, and Justice Breyer join, 
dissenting.
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The question presented by this case is not whether the Second Amendment protects a "collective 
right" or an "individual right." Surely it protects a right that can be enforced by individuals. But a 
conclusion that the Second Amendment protects an individual right does not tell us anything 
about the scope of that right.

Guns are used to hunt, for self-defense, to commit crimes, for sporting activities, and to perform 
military duties. The Second Amendment plainly does not protect the right to use a gun to rob a 
bank; it is equally clear that it does encompass the right to use weapons for certain military 
purposes. Whether it also protects the right to possess and use guns for nonmilitary purposes like 
hunting and personal self-defense is the question presented by this case. The text of the 
Amendment, its history, and our decision in United States v. Miller provide a clear answer to that 
question.

The Second Amendment was adopted to protect the right of the people of each of the several 
States to maintain a well-regulated militia. It was a response to concerns raised during the 
ratification of the Constitution that the power of Congress to disarm the state militias and create a 
national standing army posed an intolerable threat to the sovereignty of the several States. Neither 
the text of the Amendment nor the arguments advanced by its proponents evidenced the slightest 
interest in limiting any legislature's authority to regulate private civilian uses of firearms. 
Specifically, there is no indication that the Framers of the Amendment intended to enshrine the 
common-law right of self-defense in the Constitution....

The view of the Amendment we took in Miller-that it protects the right to keep and bear arms for 
certain military purposes, but that it does not curtail the Legislature's power to regulate the 
nonmilitary use and ownership of weapons-is both the most natural reading of the Amendment's 
text and the interpretation most faithful to the history of its adoption.

Since our decision in Miller, hundreds of judges have relied on the view of the Amendment we 
endorsed there; we ourselves affirmed it in 1980. See Lewis v. United States (1980). No new 
evidence has surfaced since 1980 supporting the view that the Amendment was intended to curtail 
the power of Congress to regulate civilian use or misuse of weapons. Indeed, a review of the 
drafting history of the Amendment demonstrates that its Framers rejected proposals that would 
have broadened its coverage to include such uses.

The opinion the Court announces today fails to identify any new evidence supporting the view 
that the Amendment was intended to limit the power of Congress to regulate civilian uses of 
weapons. Unable to point to any such evidence, the Court stakes its holding on a strained and 
unpersuasive reading of the Amendment's text; significantly different provisions in the 1689 
English Bill of Rights, and in various 19th-century State Constitutions; postenactment 
commentary that was available to the Court when it decided Miller; and, ultimately, a feeble 
attempt to distinguish Miller that places more emphasis on the Court's decisional process than on 
the reasoning in the opinion itself.

Even if the textual and historical arguments on both sides of the issue were evenly balanced, 
respect for the well-settled views of all of our predecessors on this Court, and for the rule of law 
itself, would prevent most jurists from endorsing such a dramatic upheaval in the law. ... 

In this dissent I shall first explain why our decision in Miller was faithful to the text of the Second 
Amendment and the purposes revealed in its drafting history. I shall then comment on the 
postratification history of the Amendment, which makes abundantly clear that the Amendment 
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should not be interpreted as limiting the authority of Congress to regulate the use or possession of 
firearms for purely civilian purposes....

The Second Amendment's omission of any statement of purpose related to the right to use 
firearms for hunting or personal self-defense, is especially striking in light of the fact that the 
Declarations of Rights of Pennsylvania and Vermont did expressly protect such civilian uses at 
the time....

When each word in the text is given full effect, the Amendment is most naturally read to secure to 
the people a right to use and possess arms in conjunction with service in a well-regulated militia. 
So far as appears, no more than that was contemplated by its drafters or is encompassed within its 
terms. Even if the meaning of the text were genuinely susceptible to more than one interpretation, 
the burden would remain on those advocating a departure from the purpose identified in the 
preamble and from settled law to come forward with persuasive new arguments or evidence. The 
textual analysis offered by respondent and embraced by the Court falls far short of sustaining that 
heavy burden. And the Court's emphatic reliance on the claim "that the Second Amendment ... 
codified a pre-existing right," is of course beside the point because the right to keep and bear 
arms for service in a state militia was also a pre-existing right.

Indeed, not a word in the constitutional text even arguably supports the Court's overwrought and 
novel description of the Second Amendment as "elevat[ing] above all other interests" "the right of 
law-abiding, responsible citizens to use arms in defense of hearth and home."

The proper allocation of military power in the new Nation was an issue of central concern for the 
Framers. The compromises they ultimately reached, reflected in Article I's Militia Clauses and the 
Second Amendment, represent quintessential examples of the Framers' "splitting the atom of 
sovereignty." 

Two themes relevant to our current interpretive task ran through the debates on the original 
Constitution. "On the one hand, there was a widespread fear that a national standing Army posed 
an intolerable threat to individual liberty and to the sovereignty of the separate States." ... On the 
other hand, the Framers recognized the dangers inherent in relying on inadequately trained militia 
members "as the primary means of providing for the common defense."... In order to respond to 
those twin concerns, a compromise was reached: Congress would be authorized to raise and 
support a national Army and Navy, and also to organize, arm, discipline, and provide for the 
calling forth of "the Militia." The President, at the same time, was empowered as the 
"Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the United States, and of the Militia of the 
several States, when called into the actual Service of the United States." But, with respect to the 
militia, a significant reservation was made to the States: Although Congress would have the 
power to call forth, organize, arm, and discipline the militia, as well as to govern "such Part of 
them as may be employed in the Service of the United States," the States respectively would 
retain the right to appoint the officers and to train the militia in accordance with the discipline 
prescribed by Congress.

But the original Constitution's retention of the militia and its creation of divided authority over 
that body did not prove sufficient to allay fears about the dangers posed by a standing army. For it 
was perceived by some that Article I contained a significant gap: While it empowered Congress 
to organize, arm, and discipline the militia, it did not prevent Congress from providing for the 
militia's disarmament. ...
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