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Abstract i

the Social and Demographic Research Institute of the University of ”“
Massachusetts undertook abroad-ranging review of the existing literature

on weapons, crime, and violence in the United States, the results of ;
which are published here. The review covers all major research litera- ;
tures related to weapons and weapons use in the United States, both g
licit and illicit. The existing stock of private firearms (as of 1978)
is estimated at 120 * 20 millien guns, an increase of some 40 million
‘over ten years. Growth in the number of U.S. households,; increased {
sport and recreational demand, additional weapons purchases by families ﬁ
already owning one or more guns, and enhanced small arms demand among
the U.S. police appear to account for most or all of the 40 million
gun increase. Despite a common hypothesis, there is no good evidence
that the fear of crime and violence was a very important factor.

i
In 1978, under a grant from the National Institute of Justice, ?

| National Institute of Justice

James L. Underwood
Acting Director

Roughly three-quarters of the private firearms stock is owned i
primarily for sport and recreation; the remainder, for protection and
self-defense. Ownership for sport and recreation is essentially a i
cultural phenomenon, a product of early childhood socialization. Rela- }
tive to non~owners, gun owners tend to be male, rural, Southern, !
Protestant, affluent, and middle class.

Lois Felson Mock

Govemment Monitor There appear to be no strong causal connections between private
gun ownership and the crime rate. Crime may be a motivating factor ¥
in the purchase of some protective weaponsz, but these constitute no ]
more than about a quarter of the total priwvate stock. There is no
compelling evidence that private weaponry is an important cause of, i
or a deterrent to, violent criminality.

Over the past two decades, the trend in all categories of violent
crime is upward. Crime rates peaked in the early 1970's and have been
more or less stable since (through 1978). Approximately 30,000 deaths :
occur annually as the result of accidental, homicidal, or suicidal {
uses of guns. Studies of '"crime guns" confiscated by police confirm
that they are predominantly handguns; a sizable fraction enter criminal :
channels through theft from residences; many are found to have crossed 4
state lines before their use in crime.

=T
S R ot e

This project was supported by Grant Number 78-NI'-AX-0120,
awarded to the Socia! and Dernographic Research Institute by the
National Institute of Justice, U.S. Department of Justice, under the
Omnibus Ciime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended.
Points of view or opinions stated in this document are thosg 'of the
authors and do not necessarily represent the official position or
policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

It is commonly hypothesized that much criminal violence, especially
homicide, occurs simply because the means of lethal violence (ficrearms)
are readily at hand, and thus, that much homicide would not occur were
firearms generally less available. There is no persuasive evidence
that supports this view.

R TR

Majorities of the U.S. population' have favored licensing or regis-
tration of private firearms, especially handguns, for as long as péllsters
have asked the question. Measures substantially more strict than these

(for example, bans on the ownership of handguns), however, do not enjoy
majority support.
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Preface

In 1979 through 1981, the Social and Demographic Research Insti~
tute (University of Massachusetts, Amherst) undertook a comprehensive

research project, under funding from the National Institute of Justice,

focused on '""Weapons and Violent Crime." One part of this project was

to consist of a review of published literature in the area, the results

of which are contained in the present volume. A second part was to

consist of ‘a comprehensive Annotated Bibliography, which is contained

in a companion volume. Three other reports from the project are also

available, including an Executive Summary that provides a brief dis-

1
cussion of the project as a whole.™

Violent crime, and the weaponry with which it is committed, are topics
of considerable and often bitter dispute, and, as a consequence, matters
about which scholarly objectivity is sometimes difficult to maintain.

In preparing this review, we have tried to set aside our own biases

and to let each published piece of research stand or fall on its own
merits. It would be presumptuous to claim that we ‘have succeeded in
this, and in aszy case, the objectivity of our treatmeﬁt is for readers,
not us, to decide.

An earlier draft of this volume was reviewed by several people --

some prominently identified with the pro-gun'forces, others prominently

identified with the anti-gun (or pro-gun-control) forces, and still

others of a more neutral persuasion. All three sets of reviewers found

numerous errors of omission and commission which have been corrected,

to the extent possible, in the present version. It is a fair generali-
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zation that pro-gun reviewers were on the whole very distressed by
Indiana University; Dr. Philip Cook, Duke University; Dr. Tlene Nagel
]

the anti-gun bias revealed in this report, and that the anti-gun
Indiana University; Dr. David Bordua, University of T1linois: Dr James
> .

reviewers were equally distressed by the pro-gun bias found here.
Short, Washington State University; and Dr. Marvin Wolfgang, University

This pattern has given us no small amount of comfort, as it suggests
of Pennsylvania.

that we have perhaps come closer to an objective treatment of the
Several research assistants worked with us on various parts of

issues than ideologues on either side are willing to admit. o .
€ Project and are owed a special note of thanks for service well

No project of this scope is completed without the advice and . 4
eyond the going rate of Pay. We acknowledge in particular the work

assistance of numerous . individuals. Our first debt, of course, is 5' fH k
ot of Huey Chen and Joseph Pereira. We have also been blessed by as able

to the National Institute of Justice for funding the project in the . ; 4
. and cheerful a secretarial staff as any research project could expect

first place. Although NIJ paid for this research, neither the Insti- ' o b F )
; or tending admirably to the secretarial chores of the project
’

; tute, the Department of Justice, nor the Federal government is respon- ) y thank we

; . ¢ ank Ms. Cindy Coffman, Ms. Jeanne Reinle, Mrs. Laura Martin, and

’ sible for the analyses, interpretations, opinions, and conclusions ¥ s

; ‘ Ms. Nancy Sturge.

! expressed here, all of which, for better or worse, remain our own. : ‘ )
; Finally, :

we acknowledge the assistance of the following individuals i

0 Our Project Manager at NIJ was Dr. Lois Mock of the Comwunity
who read and reacted to one or

another part of this report in earlier

Crime Prevention Program, and we extend our deep gratitude to her for

versions: Mr., Paul Blackman, Mr. Nelson Shieldé, Mr. Donald Kateg
H]

her many valuable insights and for her patience with the rhythms of d ;
and various of our colleagues at the University of Massachusetts

B University life. Lois must also be thanked for "insulating" us from

the various political struggles that are endemic to the Federal bureau-

cracy, particularly in the late stages of the project. We also thank

the staff at NIJ for contributing many valuable comments and criticisms

of the larger study during a policy briefing in which the major find- ‘ !
ings, and their implications, were aired.
We are also grateful for the time and advice given us by our Ad-

i visory Committee, who met formally twice during thée course of the project

L D

and who were also pestered throughout by phone and mail, Members of

the committee and their &ffiliations were as follows: Dr. Alan Lizotte,

: ] - . e e e e o ey {E



Footrotes

1The annotated bibliography appears as James Wright et al., Weapons,

Crime and Violence in America: An Annotated Bibliography. The other

three reports in the series are:

l'

Weapons and Violent Crime: Executive Summary, by James

Wright and Peter Rossi.

Weapons Policies: A Survey of Police Department Practices

Concerning Weapons and Related Issues, by Eleanor Weber-

Burdin, Peter Rossi, James Wright, and Kathy Daly.

Effects of Weapons Use on Felony Case Disposition: An Analysis

of Evidence from the Los Angeles PROMIS System, by Peter

Ro4si, Eleanor Weber-Burdin, and Huey Chen.
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democracies of the world on at least two counts relevant to the topics ,
of this book.  First, there are more privately owned firearms, both
absolutely and proportionally, in the United States than almost any-

where else. Evidence from several sources confirms that at least half

the households in the country possess a firearm, and that the total

weaponry in private hands probably numbers somewhere in the vicinity

of 120,000,000 guns. There may be a few nations (such as Switzerland,

Israel, or Norway) where, through the force of special circumstances
and the need or requirement for an armed reserve militia, the propor-

tional prevalence of small arms among households rivals that of the

i
i
H

United States, but so far as a discretionary weapons arsenal among

the private citizenry is concerned, the United States is, certainly, i
N i

|
at or near the top.

The general prevalence and ready availability of small arms, |
America's frontier past, and the omnipresence of guns and gun imagery
in our popular culture and myth have led at least one noted historian,
Richard Hofstadter, to depict 'America as a Gun Culture" -- a culture
where The Gun plays a central symbolic role, and quite possibly, the
only such culture on fhe planet today. One might,. of course, properly :

quarrel with many of the details of Hofstadter's {1970) depiction,

but its general thurst seems plausible enough. Where else but in the
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United States, for example, would one expect to find surplus military
submachine guns being marketed, in all apparent seriousness, as ''The
Perfect Father's Day Gift" (Sherrill, 1973)? Or 45-caliber semiauto-
matic carbines being advertised as "Life Insurance -- Regardless of

Age an Adult Can Buy This Kind of Protection -= Paid Up for Life for
$179.00" (Smith, 1979)? Less dramatic, and rather more meaningful,
evidence on the unique role of the gun in American culture can be had
from Hollywood movies, American fictional literature, or the typical
contents of any evening's prime-time television programming. The Gun
may not constitute the very heart of American culture and civilization,
but it is assuredly an important component. Whether for sport or self-
defense or illicit criminal purposes, the United States is, without

any reasonable doubt, among the most heavily armed privaté populations
in the history of the world.

A second American "distinction," rather a dubious one, to be sure,

is that the incidence of violent crime, and of violence in general,

is also higher in the United States than almost anywhere else in the
industrialized West. Unfortunately, as is well known, crim%_statistics
in the United States are not especially reliable, and outside the United
States even less so, and so it is difficult to state in precise quanti-
tative terms just how unusual thekAmerican experience is in this regard.
But there are several fragments of evidence, some quantitative, some
episodic, to suggest at least the approximate magnitude.

Newton and Zimring’(1969) have compiled gun homocide and gun robbery

 data for the United States and. for England and Wales. The compzrison

suggests that the gun homicide rate in the U.S. may be as much as forty

ik

-~ 3 -

times the rate in the United Kingdom, and the gun robbery rate, ag
3 3

much as 60 times higher {1969: 124),

In the same vein, a writer for the Montreal Star (in the issue

of 8 April 1971) once compared the homocide rate in Detroit with that

of Windsor, Ontario --'a "sj i
, io a8 "sister city" just across the Detroit.River.

The Detroit rate exceeded the Windsor rate by roughly 100 to 3

Bakal (1966) reports that there were 9,250 murder victims in

the United States in 1964, of whom 55% were slain by firearms; at
b

present, the numbers of homicides and gun homicides per year are

about i i
twice or more the 1964 figures, and the proportion of homicidesg

g'
Corn“lltted Wltll flrearrﬂs appears to be lrlcreaSlrl IIX Sllarp Con‘traSt!

in the same year, Japan had 37 gun homicides from a total of 1,469
3

(3%); Britain, 29 of 309 (9%); Canda, 92 of 266 (35%); Belgium, 9

£ 9 |
of 53 (17%); Denmark, 6 of 23 (2672); Sweden, 5 of 86 (6%); the Nether- ]

lands, strikingly, had no firearms homicides at all over a three |

ear peri : i i
y period. More recent compilations of international comparative

data (e.g., Curtis, 1974) show essentially the same results The i

idea of puttin ! iti
p g one’'s fellow citizens to death, and using firearms

to do it,

seems rather more widespread and firmly established in

RN

the Unit i
ed States than in any other advanced industrial civilization

M
Ore recently, a well-known Pro-gun-control pamphlet, entitled

A Shooting Gallery Called America, observes,

"The United States has

mo
re gun deaths every year than any other country in the world In |

fact tal ‘ :
» the totdl number of gun deaths 1ip all other nations is exceeded

BN Morramerscrod o

by t i
k L]

e

not onl i
v does the rate of American homicides and accidents by firearms
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far surpass that of every Western European nation, but it is also
higher than those of the 'frontier' countries of Canada and Australia."

To be sure, none of these international comparisons can
be taken strictly at face value. Aside from differencesbin the
completeness and reliability of the crime data, the nations being
compared also differ in history, culture, and tradition, in
ethnic and socioeconomic composition, in the rates of private
weaporis ownership and the legislation that governs such ownership,
in the customary patterns of sentencing for persons committing
gun crimes, and in huni;éds of ogber ways that make straight
nation-to-nation compafigg;gfgiéleading. But the general lesson
to be drawn from such comparisons is much less ambiguous and is
generally unassailable. As Newton and Zimring (1969: 123)
summarize, ''most industrially developed Western nations gxperience
far lower rates of gun crime than the United States."

What is the relationship, if any, between these two
"distinctions," or in other words, between the general availability
of small arms and the rates of crime and violence in the United
States? This question has been the object of much intense
political debate and speculation, most of it white-hot. : It
has also been the object of at least some credible empirical

research, although it must be confessed that the debators and

speculators are several times more numerous than the researchers.

Such research as has been done on weapons, crime, and violence
in the United States constitutes the subject matter of this

volume.

s

-5 -

More specifically, our purposes are two-~fold. First,
through a detailed and critical review of the existing literature

on weapons, violence, and crime, we come to some assessment of

what is currently known with at least some certainty about these
topics. This review is contained in Chapters Two through

Fifteen, following. And secondly, a natural extension of the
first, we note what appear to us as the most serious gaps in

present krowledge and Propose a series of studies (a research

agenda) that would begin to close them. The research agenda

appears in the concluding chapter, Chapter Sixteen. The
overriding purpose of the volume is thus to "take stock"--to
assess what is now known_about weapons, crime and violence,
what is not known but should be, and what further research

is needed to advance knowledge in this field.

We have defined the topics of this study -- weapons, crime, and

violence -~ in the broadest possible terms, and thus, our review ranges

over a rather wide territory, touching at many points on themes that

appear only marginally relevant to the more narrowly conceived issue
of the uses of weaponry in the commission of violent criminal acts.
Our hope was to achieve breadth of coverage, even at the expense of
exhaustive detail on some technical points. It would be presumptuous

in the extreme for us to suggest that we have covered every piece of

research in the published literature, but we do claim to have covered

at-least t i i i
| he most important studies in all aspects of the "guns, crime,

and violence" area,

e . o . e et s e

g i




P
Y

R T T,

-6 -

In general, one would be ill-advised to point to the
academic literature on weapons and crime as an example of the
"scientific objectivity" that is discussed in introductory methods
textbooks. Both "guns" and "crime" are émotionally—laden symbcls
that evoke strongly held and not always rational feelings,
anxieties, and concerns, and researchers are not exempt from

such evocations. Further, what to do about "

guns' and how to
deal with "crime" are hardy perennials oh the nation's political
agenda, and thus, something of potentially overriding policy importance
is at stake in every piece of research o£ these topies. Almost
everyone has some opinion about guns and crime, and certainly,
the people who spend their professional lives doing research on
guns and crime are no exception. Thus, many (perhaps all)
researchers in this area bring with them to the research task
a set of previously-held personal beliefs and political ideologies
which, if they do not destroy outright the credibility of the
résearch, at least sometimes interfere with sound research
judgments.

When we first undertook this literature review, our intention
was to avoid, to the extent possible, the polemical literature
and deal oniy with serious, credible, objective research. What
we have found is that virtually all of this literature is polemical
to some extent,‘if'not by intention then certainly in effect. As in
Harlan County, ''there are no neutrals here.”

What accounts for the generally polemical tone that one

_finds in this literature? There are a number of sources, not

Oty o it

-7 -
all of them entirely avoidable. First, here as in all other
areas of scholarship, people are drawn to particular research
topics because they have some personal stake in them. These
personal stakes have an influence on what aspects of the topic
are selected for study, which pieces of the assembled evidence get
more or less emphasis, what policy implications are drawn out
of the results. To cite one obvious example, there are at least
100 million firearms in private hands in the United States today.
Depending on one's outlook in these matters, this demonstrates
quite conclusively either (i) that there is an obvious, self-

evident and immediate need for some sort of control over this

vast supply of arms; or (ii) that the vast supply of arms already
in private hands renders futile any governmental control efforts.
Thus, proponénts of stricter controls can cite the sheer numbers
of guns around as evidence that "something must be done," and
opponents can cite the same numbers as evidence that "nothing can
be done." Which of these conclusions is the "right" one, of
course, does not depend at all on the numbers themselves but on
the implications one is willing to draw from them, and the implications
one is willing to draw seem as much the result of a priori beliefs
as anything else.

Also, even when the producers of knowledge are relatively
neutral and objective, the consumers arid users of that knowledge

! as Bruce-

typically are not. 1In the "Great American Gun War,'
Biggs (1976) has described the American firearms policy debate,

the lines of battle are sharply drawn and mo love is lost among

s st e
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the contestants:; Leading the anti-control faction is the Institute
for Legislative Action, principal lobbying arm of the National

Rifle Association, which is often described, not without some
justification, as the most powerful political lobby in Washington
today, From the pro-gun point'of view, the advocates of stricter

gun control are seen to be mostly bleeding heart liberals and pointy-
headed bureaucrats whose intelligence, manhood, and respect for citi-
zens' rights, are all open to some question. The pro-control faction
is rdather more dispersed and consists of perhaps a score or more of
organizations working for some aspect of 'stricter gun control. And
from their point of view, the pro-gun organizations and the private
gun owners theykrepresent are demented and blood-thirsty psychopaths
whose concept of fun is to rain death upon innocent creatures.,
both human and otherwise. Polarization at the extremes, of course,
has made it difficult for a responsible center to form. The ex-
tremists on either side are always willing (and, more often than not,
able) to append a polemical interpretation to a research finding,
even when the researchérs themselves have not. Thus, researchers
often find themselves aligned on one or the other side of 'the issue,
whether they intended to take a stand or not.

Then too, proper national policy with respect to firearms

and crime has long been an open political question, and no capable
researcher in the area could possibly fail ﬁo notice the pdtential
policy implications of his or her research, most of all in an era

of declining research monies where it has come to be expected that

research generate 'policy relevant" results. In the haste to say

N
A
%\ v A\:\
s
Do
/8
[N

5 3

A At ke e

- 9 -

something of relevance to policy, of course, the bounds of good
science, as well as good taste, can be quickly exceeded.

Yet another problem, possibly more tractable than the ones
just discussed, is that there is very little in the weapons,
violence, and crime literature that would qualify as hard empirical
fact. Solid, nationally-representative evidence on any relevant
topic is rare or non-existent.  As such, the literature is
dominated by small-scale state and local studies, with the ensuing
unavoidable disarray of contradictory findings and results.

At the present, we do not know the total number of privately f
owned firearms in the United States except to the nearest few
tens of millions, and we have even less knowledge of the kinds

of firearms in private hands (except for the rough distribution

between handguns and shoulder weapons), how they are used, why

they are owned, how long they last. Such fragments of knowledge

as we do have on these topics are almost invariably derived from

studies in a single community or, on occasion, a single state, and

their implications for the nation as a whole are therefore

uncertain.

In the same vein, our knowledge of crime and violence is

substantially worse than would be ideal. Here too, small scale

state and local studizs predominate, and the national data that '

do exist are beset with various problems. Tor example, we do not

know for certain just how many violent crimes are committed in

TR

the United States in any given year. From the FBI's Uniform
Crime Reports, we can get the approximate numbers of violent

crimes known to the police, but we also know from surveys of
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criminal victimization that crimes reported to the police are
only a fraction of all crimes actually committed. The
proportion of these crimes committed with firearms and. other
weaponry, the proportion committed by previous weapons offenders,
the proportions planned and premeditated vs. the proportions
unplanned and spontaneous, even the fate of persons convicted of
weapons crimes in the courts—-none of these matters are known
with any certainty at all for the United States as a whole.
And the smaller scale state and local studies that have been
done often reach sharply contradictory findings.

The disarray of single-city or single-state studies has
an immediate, if obvious, implication, namely, that with a
sufficiently diligent search, the committed advocate can always
find at least one study somewhere with a finding consistent with
his or her point of view. To an outsider, this implies that
researchers only "find" what they want to find. 1In truth, all
it implies is that what is true in, say, Detroit is not necessarily
true in Washington or St. Louis or Los Angeles, much less true
of the nation as a whole.

And, of course, even when there is some consensus on the
facts themselves, there is typically little or no agreement on
their meaning, significance, or correct interpretation. .To cite
an example conéidered in great detail later in this repoft (see
Chaﬁter Eleven), it is an agreed-upon fact that attacks with a
firearm lead to the death of the victim more frequently than

attacks with another weapon, such as a knife. There is some
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disagreement on the precise magnitude of the lethality differential;
depending on the study, gun’attacks are reported to be between 1.8

and 6 times more lethal than knife attacks. But what does this dif-
Zerence mean? To what conclusion does it lead?

One possibility, favored by the pro-control faction, is that

the gun is intrinsically the more lethal weapon, that many victims

die not so much because anyone intended them to but rather because
the weaponry at hand --'a gun -- is an efficient killer whereas alter-
native weaponry is lessso. If this is the correct interpretation,
then the implication is obvious: if there were fewer guns, there
would be fewer homicides.

The alternative possibility is that murderers choose guns precisely
because they are determined to bring death to the victim, and that
assaulters choose knifes or other alternative weaponry precisely
because they do not intend to kill, only to injure. The lethality
difference across weapons is, in this view, a result of underlying
differences in intention or motivation; or in short, the truly deter-
mined and earnest killers choose guns. An implic;tion of this view,
then, is that the lethality differential is not a property of the
weapon but is inherent in characteristics of the offenders, and that,
the people who currently kill with firearms would, given their
intent, find other ways to .accomplish the same end if no guns were
available to them. And if this is the correct interpretation, then
the implication is again obvious:

reductions in the availability

of firearms would leave the homicide rate largely unaffected.
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In the same vein, hardly any responsible observer would want to

quarrel with the two observations made at the beginning of this chapter --

that there are more guns, and more gun crime, in the United States
than in most other advanced societies. But what implication
can be drawn from these observations? One popular interpretation
is that there is a very obvious causal connection here, that we
have more gun crimes precisely because we have more guns, and
that if fewer guns were available, fewer crimes would be committed
with them. But by the same token, the fraction of all privately
owned firearms that are involved in any sort of criminal activity
in any given year is on the order of a fraction of one per cent, and
so it is certainly possible that outright confiscaticn of 997% of all
private firearms in the country would still leave the rate of gun
crime unaffected, especailly were one to assume, not unreasonably,
that the criminally-abused 17 would be the last weapons affected by
any gun policy. Thus, one can note and accept that the U.S. is
among the world leaders both in weapons owned and in crimes committed
with firearms and, on that basis alone, conclude either (i) that
the need for stricter weapons controls is self-evident and would
reduce the rate of violent crime, or (ii) that trying to solve the
problem of violent crime through restrictions on the general owner-
ship and use of firearms would be ridiculous —-- equivalent in all
important respects to trying to solve the problem of accidental
drownings by legislation to prohibit swimming.
To be sure, neither of these "conclusions" is at all self-evident.

For example, that the number of guns greatly exceeds the number of
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gun crimes does not, in itself, rule out the possibility that the
general availability of guns is an important cause of gun crime, any
more thau the fact that there are many more smokers than lung cancer
cases rules out smcking as a cause of cancer. At the same time,
that there are more guns and more gun crimes in the U.S. than else-
where does‘EQE prove that guns are an important cause of crime (or
that crime is a cause of gun ownership); in fact, the correlation
itself has no direct causal implication at all, since the U.S. might
well be high on gun ownership for one reason, and high in criminal
violence for entirely different reasons. To cite the evidence on
numbers of guns owned and numbers of violent crimes committed with
guns in support of either conclusion is to affirm only that one was
committed to a conalusion before the research began.

Given the unzmitainties of the facts themselves and the inherent
ambiguities of their meaning or interpretation, it follows that much
research on weapons, violence, and crime amounts in substantial part

to the construction of images favorable to this or that point of

view. There is, first of all, the imagery associated with "the criminal."

One prominent image, typically identified with liberal or progressive

theories of crime, is of the criminal as victim, driven to criminal

acts by the racial and social injustices of the larger society and -~

prone to violence not because of inherent meanness or innate brutality
but simply because, in a moment of passion or desperation, the instru-
ments of violence were at hand. Given this imagery, the solution

to criminality is obvious: in the long run, one must solve the in-

justices that give rise to crime; in the short run, one rehabilitates
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the offender (thus compensating for the social injustice) and, to
the extent possible, reduces the availability of the means by which
violence is perpetrated.

An alternative image, associated with more traditional or conser-

vative theories of crime, depicts the criminal as a rational economic

actor, one who commits criminal acts primarily for economic gain.
In this view, weaponry and its use are just tools of the trade; one
is a more efficient criminal when armed than when not; violence is
committed only because it increases the daily take. A corollary
is that the person who is intent on arming himself or herself for
eriminal gain will always find a way to do soj; as many have pointed
I

out, a serviceable firearm can be made from nothing more .
than a piece of pipe, 2 block of wood, a nail, and a box of rubber
bands. The inevitable implication of this image, of course, 1is that
reducing the general availability of private weaponry would have
1ittle effect, either way, on the incidence of violent crime. Indeed,
in one version, reductions in private armament would depr;ve the
citizenry of ;h effective and potent crime deterrent.

So too with images of "the gun." In the minds of many, ''the
gun" symbolizes all that is wrong in American culture: it symbqlizes
male dominance, sexual frustration, aggression, violence, and a ho;t

of other pathologies that are offensive to a civilized society; in

this view, the gun is blood lust incarnate. But in the minds of

many others, the same "gun'' symbolizes all that is right in the culture:

it symbolizes manliness, independence, self-sufficiency, outdoorsman-=

ship, a willingness to die for one's beliefs; in thig view, the gun
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is the virtual embodiment of traditional American values.

This sort of starkly opposed imagery is rife throughout the lit-
erature reviewed in the following pages. In many accounts, for ex-
ample, weaponry is seen as an important stimulus to the commission
of violent acts, while in other accounts, private weaponry is seen
as an important deterrent to much of the violence that would other-
wise take place. Some studies argue that gun crime is a very sub-

stantial part of the total crime problem in the United States; others
argue that gun crime is effectively trivial. 1In some accounts, the
"typical' private gun owner is depicted as a virtual psychopath,

and in others, as an upstanding and respectable middle class citizen.
To some, the various shooting sports are at worst harmless diversions
and at best affirmations of man's relationship to nature, while for
others, these same activities represent an acting out of pur most
regressive, infantile, and violent fantasies.

The emotive imagery and strong ideological predilections common

to the weapons and crime literature quite probably mean that the

many scholarly and policy issues inherent in this topic are not going
to be put to rest through any sort of empirical research, no matter
how sound or well-conducted. Too much of what is at issue involves
total world-views; relatively i&ttle involves factual matters that
could be adjudicated through research. It would thus be foolish

to think that one might go thro&éh this literature refereeing among
the various contenders, doling out pénalties for foulé against

scholarly standards, and announcing a winner at the end of the contest
]
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and such is not our purpose here. Our hope, rather, has been to sift | } on common values for the total number of weapons possessed.
through the competing claims and assertions, noting those that have g In 1968, we estimate, there were roughly 80 ¥ 20 million guns
been (or could be) researched, and gleaning from the material those ’ 5 in private hands, and by 1978, the figure was roughly 120 T 20
few facts and relationships that appear to have been solidly establizhed. ' g million guns. In both years, handguns account for 25-30% of the
We are quite confident this review will not put any end to the weapons }; total weaponry, and shoulder weavons for the re@ainder.

and crime debates, nor should it, but we do hope that it elevates the The estimates of Chapter Two thus confirm a common speculation

whole discussion to a somewhat ﬁigher empirical plane. in the literature, that the total number of weapons in private

Our review begins with an assessment of what is presently hands has sharply increased over the past decade(s). .In Chapters

known about the existing stock of private armament among the Three to Five, we consider several nossible sources of this , :

U.S. population. Chapter Two, "How Many “uns in Private Hands?," trend.

compiles the existing empirical estimates of the total firearms Given about 80 million guns in 1968, and about 120 million

supply and attempts to reconcile the apparent contradictions in 1978, our best estimate of the total weapons increase is on the

among them. In general, two methods have been used to estimate order of forty million guns, although, given the large uncertainties

the total firearms supply: compilations of production and import in the estimates for both years, the true increase could fall

data, and estimates generated from national surveys containing anywhere between zero and 80 million. The proportional increase b

a weanons ownership question. Both methods are intrinsically n handguns was distinctly sharper than the increase in shoulder

. . weapons.
problematic for ome or another reason: the first, for examole, P

Chapter Three, on "Sport and Recreational Demand,'" refines the
requires that we know the rate at which firearms are removed from i

estimates of the trend and corrects the trend figures for simple
use, and there is no evidence in any source on this rate. The

growth in the numbers of U.S. households. In 1968, there were about i
second, likewise, is hobbled by all the usual infirmities of )

, 60 million households in the United States, and in 1978, about 75
survey research, plus a possibly large response bias resulting : e

million —-- a 25% increase. ‘Calculations undertaken in Chapter Three
from the unwillingness of respondencs to admit to weapons

show that this increase in the number of households alone accounts
ownership.

: ' for approximatelyhalf the total increase in weapons owned. Thus,
Although much is made in the literature of the apparent

‘ ‘ once this factor has been taken into account, there remain some
"disparity" in estimates generated by each method, reconsideration

o 20,000,000 excess 'new'" weapons to be accounted for by other factors.
of .the several assumptions that go into each estimate, and the B

: ; Additional calculations suggest that about 10 of these 20 million
appropriate recalculations, show that both methods tend to converge
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are handguns, and the remainder are rifles and shotguns.

Chapter Three then considers what proportion of the remaining
"new'" guns can be ascribed to enhanced sporting and recreational demand
for firearms. Although the data are rather spotty at best, our esti-
mates suggest that, at the outer limit of plausibility, growth in sport
and recreational firearms demand accounts for all the remaining excess
weapons, handguns and long guns alike. Rather less liberal assumptions
about the rate at which "new' hunters and other shooting sportspersons
arm themselves suggest, as a more likely possibility, that the growth
in this source of firearms demand accounts for all (or nearly all)
of the growth in shoulder weaponry, and roughly a third to a half
of the growth in handguns as well. The chapter thus compiles some
evidence against the common claim that handguns have 'mo legitimate
sport or recreational' use, Contrasting that claim, some of the
evidence presented in the chapter suggests that handguns are as likely
to be owned for sport and recreation as they are to be owned for
protection or self-defense.

Chapter Four considers another possible source of enhanced arms
demarid, one that has received little or no éttention in the litera-
ture, namely, growth in hThe Police Demand for Armament.'" ‘Again,
the data are spotty and inconclusive, but evidence from several sources
suggests a rather large increase in the total number of armed public
servants over the period 1968-1978, one possibly amounting to as much
is a quarter—million’new police officers. There has apparently been
a parallel increase in private security forces as well. 'In a&dition
tonthese trends in the number of armed personnel, there is much frag-

mentary and episodic evidence to suggest considerable police department
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experimentation with new small arms pdlicies in the decade. Both the
personnel trend and the arms policy trend pose the possibility of a
rather sharp increase in police small arms purchases over the decade.
The evidence and speculations compiled in the chapter suggest that
the total police demand for new arms in the decade amounted to perhaps
2-3 million handguns and some unknown number of shoulder weapons.
Subtracting these figures from the numbers of unexplained guns remain-
ing at the end of Chapter Three, we are left with no more than about
5 million handguns, and essentiaily no shoulder arms, to be accounted
for by other factors.

In Chapter Five, we assess the most commonly offered explanation
for the private arms buildup, that it has resulted from "fear
of crime, violence, and civil disorder" (Newton and Zimring, 1969:
21). There are several compelling reasons to believe, despite
many claims to the contrary, that "fear and loathing" have actually
been the underlying motive in only a relatively small fraction of
all recent firearms acquisitions. First,‘once household increase,
new sport and recreational demand, and enhanced arms demand among
the police have been taken ifito account, fhere are few or no excess
weapons remaining to be explained. Secondly, an analysis of
available survey data on handgun ownership from 1959 to 1976
shows that the increase in proportional handgun ownership was
concentrated mainly in middle-sized cities, whereas the surgeé
of "crime, violence, and civil disorder" were mainly big-city
phenomena. Other considerations advanced in the chapter suggest

that much (perhaps all) of the "domestic arms buildup" has resulted
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from additional wedpons purchases among families already owning
one or more guns (rather than first-time purchases by previously
unarmed families), or in other words, that there has been an
increase in the average number of weapons owned among families
owning at least one of them.

Several studies have inquired directly into "fear and loathing"
as sources of the recent arms trend; and none of them demonstrate
a clear or decisive ''fear and loathing'" effect. Some studies
claim to provide evidence for this effect, but the assembled
data are consistent with equally plausible alternative explanations;
and most studies, especially the methodologically more sophisticated
ones,; show little or no support for "fear" as a factor in the trend.
For example, one time-series amalysis concludes, '"the strong upward
trend in handgun sales cannot be explained by...rising violent
crime rates" (Clotfelter, 1977).

Altogether, the analyses in Chapters Three to Five suggest
little support for the idea that the recent domestic arms buildup
has been in reaction to crime, violence, or c¢ivil disorder, and
considerable reason to believe that the trend has had other
sources entirely, most relatively benign from the larger societal
viewpoint.

Chapter Six reviews the available evidence on "Characteristics
of Private Weapons Owners." By far the largest share of private
weaponry is owned priﬁarily for sport aﬁd recfeationalbuses; evidence
from several sources suggests that sport and recreational guns
outnumber protection guns by about 3 to 1. Weapons ownership varies

sharply by region and city size, being higher in the South and West
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than in other regions, and sharply higher in rural than in urban
places. Contrary to a common speculation, gun ownership also
tends to increase with social status, being higher in the higher
income categories. Also, for reasons that have not been adequately
explained, Protestants are sharply more likely to own a gun than
either Catholics or Jews; and men are, of course, much more likely
to own a gun than women.  There does not appear to be any consistent
racial variance in weapons ownership.

Some authors have ascribed the higher rate of weapons
ownership in the South to a presumed "regional subculture of
violence." A review of several relevant studies provides no

compelling empirical support for the "subculture of violence"

" hypothesis.

There is substantial evidence from several sources that
early parental socialization is an important factor (possibly,
the most important factor) in weapons ownership among adults.
In all stﬁdieS‘to have inquired into the matter, whether one's
father owned a gun is the single best predictor of whether the
respendent owns a gun. This finding strongly suggests that the
modal or typical adult firearms owner has had experience in the
use of small arms stretching back well into childhood.
One study based on data for Illinois (Lizotte and Bordua, 1980)
allows for a differentiation between sport: and defensive weapons owners;

their data suggest that these are qualitatively different types. Sport

ownership is largely a function of early socialization, as suggested
above; other than income and sex, the only strong predictors of sport

ownership are parents' gun ownership and the age at which the
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respondent first acquired a gun. Ownership of a gun for protection,
however, is entirely different; the only significant predictor

is the violent crime rate in the county where the respondent
resides.

There are a few (but only a few) studies that have looked
at personality differences between owners and nonowners; none of
them show gun owners to be an especially distinctive group.

In general, the review contained in Chapter Six supports
the depiction that the "average' gun owner is a small town or rural
middle class Protestant male who owns a gun primarily for sport
and whose interest in and familiarity with firearms results from

early childhood socialization.

Chapter Seven, "On Crime and Private Weapons,' considers
whether there is any demonstrable causal relationship between
private weapons ownership and the rates of criminal violence.

In general, three hypotheses are coﬁsidered: (i) private firearms
as a_ggggg of crime, (ii) private firearms as an effect of crime,
and (iii) private firearms as a deterrent to crime. The chapter
also reviews some recent survey evidence on the actual uses of
private firearms in self-defense.

‘The existing research on all three hypothesés is highly
inconclusive. There are serious logical, and methodological,
barriers that, in essence, prevent any deciszive test; these issues
are reviewed in the beginning of the chaptef.

There is some, but not: much, evidence to suggest that at least
some fraction of private firearms are purchased in reaction to crime:

most are purchased for entirely different reasons, and at least some
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of the weapons purchased for ''defense" are used to defend against
animals rather than other people. Evidence from several sources
confirms that the criminally victimized are not any more likely to own
a firearm than the nonvictimized, and there is further evidence
to suggest that fear of crime is also not a very important factor.
One study that allows a differentiétion between sport guns and
protection guns reports that the violent crime rate is the only
significant predictor of protective gun ownership. The general
thrust of findings in this area, however, is that crime or the
fear of crime is at best a minor factor in the ownership of most
private firearms.

Although there is much speculation, surprisingly little
empirical research has been done on firearms as a cause of criminal
violence. Most of the studies in this area depend on gross comparisons
of crime and weapons ownership rates across large and heterogeneous
geogranhical aggregates (nations, regions, states, or counties)
that differ in far too many (typically uncontrolled) ways for nuch
of substance to be concluded from the results. Truly decisive
evidence--for example, evidence on the ensuing criminality of
persons who acquire firearms--does not exist.

As an example of the difficulties encountered in this area
of the literature, much is often made of the fact that the rate
of private firearms ownership and the rate of violent crime (especially,
homicide) are higher in the South than in other regions of the country.

N@wton and Zimring (1969) were among the first to point this out, and
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the result is widely cited in subsequent literéture as evidence
that guns cause crime. In fact, this regional correspondence in

ecrime and weapons ownership says little or nothing about private
firearms as a cause of crime; for the following reasons:

(i) The distinctiveness of the South in weapons ownership is due
almost entirely to the high rate at which shoulder weapons are owned
there. The ownership of hanguns, in contrast, is not very much more
prevalent in the South thar in other regions. And yet, the largest
share of violent crimes committed with firearms are committed with
handguns. Reference to the evidence on the South, in essence, links

homicide (and other violent crime) with the disproportionate ownership
%L of a class of firearms seldom used in homicide (or other violent
crime), a tenuous link at best.
| '(ii) In the same vein, in the South as in all other regions,
weapons ownership is highest in rural and small town areas, whereas
criminal violence of the sort at issue here is congentrated in the
N larger cities. it is likewise tenuous to attribute urban crime to the
possession of weaponry in small town and rural areas, but this attribution
is also directly implied in the regional comparison being discussed.

(iii) Thére is persuasive evidence that the high rate of
criminal violence in the South is due mainly to the lower prevailing
socioeconomic conditions of the region. The higher rate of weapons

ownership, in contrast, is probably linked to early socialization of

Southern males and to higher opportunities for the sporting uses of guns.
‘ it .
i

i

The regional correlation b%tween guns and. crime, that is, may well be
I

simply fortuituous and canﬁbt, in any case, be taken as evidence

i

that private firearms are a cause of eriminal violence.
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Other evidence, derived from other kinds of research designs,
has also been presented in the literature to show that guns are a
cause of crime, but none is any more conclusive than the regional
evidence just discussed. We conclude from the review that there
is little or no conclusive, or even suggestive, evidence to show
that gun ownership among the population as a whole is,.per se,
an important cause of criminal violence.

Whether private firearms are an important deterrent to crime
is likewise uncertain. Again, certain logical and methodological
difficulties prevent a firm or conclusive estimate of the rate
at which crime is deterred by firearms possession among real or
potential victims. It is clear that much crime occurs in
circumstances where the victim's ownership of a gun would be
irrelevant: for example, street crime (most of which occurs while
the victim is away from his or her firearms) or the burglary of
unoccupied residences (which occurs when there is no one home to
use a firearm). But these facts say nothing about the effectiveness
of weaponry as a deterrent to crimes occuring in situations where
they are potentially deterrable.

There is some evidence that the risk to a home robber or to
a burglar striking an occupied residence of being shot and wounded or
killed by the intended victim is on‘the same order of magnitude as
the risk to the same criminal of being apprehended, convicted, and
imprisoned for the crime. (both probabilities appear to be on the order of
1-2%) (Kleck, 1979b). It is thus plausible that much crime is '"deterred'

because those who would otherwise commit it fear the possibility of

being shot in the process, just as it is plausible that the fear
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of doing time for one's offense also prevents some crime.
Evidence on the uses of firearms by victims in crimes that
are potentially deterable suggests that the probability of a
"successful" victimization goes down, but the probability of injury
or death to the victim goes up, if one uses a gunkin protection.
Chapter Seven concludes with a review of existing evidence
on the actual uses of firearms in self-defense. 'Roughly 25% of
the total private armament appears to be owned primarily for
protection or self-defense, and some 40-50% of all hanguns are
owned primarily for this purpose. Survey evidence for 1978
shows that some 157 of the population (or members of their households)
have used a gun in self-defense at some point in their lives, of which
about half was in defense against animals. It also appears that
about 7% of the nation's adults carry handguns with them for protection
outside the home. The proportion of US adults who have actually

fired a gun in self-defense appears to fall somewhere between two

and six per cent.

Chapter Eight, "How Much Crime? How Much Violence?," shifts
attention away from the ownership of firearms among the general
population and towards the criminal uses and abuses of guns and other
weapons. Although the definitions of "violence" and "ecriminal
violence' are themselves problematic, and the available data
generally unreliable and incomplete, the FBI's annual Uniform

Crime Reports and the several criminal victimization surveys
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provide the broad outlines of the problem of crime and violence in
the society.

UCR data for the index crimes of homicide, robbery, and aggravated
assault all show the same general overtime pattern: namely, fairly
sharp increases from the early sixties up through the early seventies,
a peak iﬁ the rates occurring in about 1974 or 1975, and small declines
in the years since (through 1978). For example, between 1960 and
1978, the homicide rate increased from about 5 to about 9 homicides
per 100,000 population. The percentage of homicides committed with
firearms also increased, from 53% to 63%. Of the homicides committed
with firearms, approximately three~quarters involve handguns.

In the same vein, the total number of robberies of all tyves
increased roughly four-fold over the two decades. Of the total
robberies occurring, somewhere between three-fifths and two-thirds
are armed robberies. Among the armed robberies snecifically, about
60-65% involve a firearm, and the remainder are committed with
knives or other weaponry. There appears to have been some increase
in the percentage of all robberies committed with a fireafm: in
1967, about 36% of all robberies were done with a gun, and in 1974
about 45%.

The trend in aggravated assault is similar, the number of such
assaults haviﬁé increased apnroximately three-fold from 1960 to
1978. Prqportionally, only a few aggravated assaults are committed
with firearms, although this nercentage has also apoarently risen.

In 1964, for example, about 15% of all aggravated assaults involved

l
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a gun, and in 1978 about 227.

Comparisons of these UCR data with evidence from the criminal
victimization surveys are hazardous for several reasons, all of
them reviewed in Chapter Eight. In general, the victimization data
suggest that between 257% and 50% of all criminal incidents are
unreported to the police, with the percentage unreported varying
by the seriousness of the crime. The victimization surveys also
suggest that about 10% of all criminal incidents qualify as '"violent
crimes," that is, are crimes against the person, while the remaining
90% are property crimes; these proportions accord feasonably well with
the proportions estimated from UCR data.

The trend in the suicide rate is also up over the past
two decades, although not so sharply as the trends in other
wiolent crimes such as homicide. In 1960, there were about 20,000
suicides, and in 1977, about 30,000. The percentage of suicides
committed with firearms also appears to have increased somewhat
over the same time span.  Trends in attempted suicide, or in the
proportion attempted with a firearm, are intrinsically unknowable,
although there seems to be some consensus that there are perhaps
8 to 10 attemnted suicides for every successful one.

Chapter Eight also reviews evidence on death from firearms
accidents; as a percentage of all accidental deaths, deaths from
firearms accidents have been more or less stable, hovering around
2%, for as long as data have been collected. Of the total acci-

dental firearms deaths, about 40% are due to hunting accidents.
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Data on accidental firearms injuries are extremely unreliable,
owing to the (presumably) large fraction that are unreported, and as
a result, published estimates of the annual number of such injuries
vary widely (between tens and hundreds of thousands). Our best guess
for 1975 (the referehce year in this analysis), based on data from
the National Health Surveys, is about 170 *75 thousand injuries due
to firearms accidents, which is roughly one~thirtieth the number of
injuries sustained from "cutting and piercing" instruments.
Taking all sources of firearms deaths for the reference year of
1975, the most recent year for which reavonably complete data are avail-
able, we estimate that something on the order of 30,000 deaths occur
annually as a result of the criminal, accidental, and suicidal uses
of firearms. We further estimate, for the same year, that there were
approximately 900,000 additional "incidents' where firearms were either
present, brandished, or fired in criminal incidents, or where firearms
were involved in injuiry-producing accidents, or where firearms were
used in attempted suitides, or where firearms were involved in citizen~
police encounters. We thus estimate, as a reasonable first approximation
to the correct order of magnitude, an annual total of roughly one million
"gun'" inciden. -- i.e., incidents where a firearm of some sort was
involved in some kind of violent or criminal incident (whether intentional
or accidental, whether fired or unfired, whether fatal or not).
The preceeding estimates are useful indicators of the approximate
magnitude of the overall "guns, crime, and violence'" problem in the
United States, but we emphasize that they are approximate indicators

only. We have taken 1975 as the reference year in the analysis because
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it is the most recent year for which complete data covering all rele-
vant topics are available. More recent data, however, suggest that

the years 1974-1975 were "high points" for gun violence over the pre-
vious decade. Further, these estimates include large numbers of
"incidents'" that are in no sense chargeable gun crimes:  they include
an estimate of accidental injuries resulting from firearms (which is
known very unreliably) and they include estimates of suicides attempted
with firearms (which is also known only very unreliably). As a precise
number, our estimate -- one million annual gun "incidents" -- cannot

be taken seriously. A more appropriate phrasing of the results would
be that the total number of gun "incidents'" of all sorts in any year
falls somewhere in the range of 100,000 to 1,000,000 incidents, and

in all probability, somewhere towards the upper end of that range.

" reviews

Chapter Nine, ''Crime and‘Violence: Victims and Offenders,
the existing evidence on characteristics of the perpetrators and victims
of these approximately one million annual "incidents." Young males
are by far the most likely victims of accidental firearms violence:
among males aged 15 tq 24, for example, firearms accidents are the
third leading cause of accidental death (after automobile accidents
and drowning). Men are also substantially more likely than women to
commit suicide with a gun; in 1975, for example, 62% of all male
suicides, but only 36% of the female suicides, were committed with
a firearm.

For firearms crimes, ydung non~white males are by far the
largest offender category. Crimes againstrproperty are especially

concentrated in the younger age groups, crime against the person
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(that is, "violent" crimes) less so. Non-whites are greatly
over-represented among all categories of offense, but more so
for "violent" crimes than for property crimes. In 1975, about
57% of all homicides and nonnegligent manslaughters were committed
by nonwhites; in the same year, nonwhites constituted about 13%
of the population.

Multiple offenders are common in many criminal incidents;
according to the criminal victimization surveys, the proportion
of victimizations involving more than one offenders varies from
a low of 22% for rape and attempted rape, to a high of 62% for
robbery with serious assault.

With the exception of homicide and some categories of
aggravated assault, most criminal incidents involve persons unknown
to each other before the event. Robbery is especially likely
to involve strangers, assault less so. Interestingly, women
are much mere likely than men to be assaulted by people they
know; assaults against men more commonly involve a stranger.

The probability of being victimized by crime varies
by sociodemographic characteristics. The highest probabilities
are for young males, and the lowest, for elderly women. In
general, the best predictor of victimization is age, followed
by sex. Marital status is also of considerable import, with
the single, divorced and separated more likely to be victims.

The probability of suffering injury in the course of a crime
likewise varies by soéiodémographic characteristies. Again, young

males are the highest risk groun. A common finding in several
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studies is that the probability of suffering injury increases
if the victim takes self~protecfive measures of any sort.

Finally, the probability of suffering property loss is also
conditioned by social characteristics. The poor are about twice
as likely to suffer a property-loss victimization as the more
affluent; likewise, nonwhites are much more likely to suffer
such a victimization than are whites.

Chapter Ten shifts attention from the characteristics of
persons involved in crime to "The Firearms Used in Crime." Remarkably,
there are no nationally representative data available on the
weapons used in violent crime, with the partial exception of
homicide. Such evidence as exists is thus taken, almost without
exception, from small-scale studies in a single community or
state.

A key issue in Chapter Ten is whether "crime guns" are
sufficiently distinct from legitimate firearms owned by law-
abiding citizens to allow for special legislative focus on the
former. It is not possible to aﬁswér this ‘question at the
present time for two reasons: (i) except for the rough distribution
among handguns and long guns, virtually nothing is known about
the characteristics of legitimate guns in private hands (for
example, the preférred calibers, barrel lengths, age, cost, and
so on); and (ii) even less is known about the weapons used in
crime. Whether "crime guns" are, in general, differént than
legitimate guns obviously cannot be answered until more is known

about both types of firearm.
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Evidence from seVeral sources makes it clear that the handgun
is the preferred firearm in most crimes involving firearms.
Based on evidence from the most generalizable study in the literature,
we estimate that in 1971 (the only year covered in this study),
some 260,000 firearms were confiscated by state and local police,
and of these, about 70% were handguns. Other studies report
handgun percentages in the same range. Thus, the criminal use
of guns involves largely handguns (although it is also important
to remember that about a third of all "crime guns" are shoulder
weapons).

Several studies have tried to estimate the proportion of
"Saturday Night Specials' contained among the "crime gun"
category.  Unfortunately, the very definition of Saturday Night
Special is highly ambiguous, and so the question cannot be
answered definitively. Results from several of these studies con-
firm that concealability is an important factor in “erime guns,"
but concealability is only one among several variables implied in
the concept of Saturday Night Special.

Most studies of '"crime guns" suffer from the absence of a proper
comparison standard, namely, empirically reliable information om
non-crime guns. Brill (1977), for example, notes that expensive
firearms were as common in his sample of crime guns as iﬁexpensive
firearms, and uses this finding to argue against the common idea

that most crime guns are cheap Saturday Night Specials. But the dis-
}

' or "value'" among crime guns them-

selves is relatively uninformative unless one also knows the corres-
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ponding distribution among non-crime guns. (For example, if half of
his sample were cheap SNS's, but only a tenth of all private,handguns
were of the same sort, then his finding would support the idea'that
cheap SNS's are over-represented among the firearms used in crime.)
Evidence that concealability is a major factor distinguishing
crime from nonc:ime guns comes from several sources. First,
handguns predominate among crime gunss whereas shoulder weapons
are by far the more common firearm among the larger population.
gecondly, in all studies reporting evidence on the matter, some
70-75% of all crime handguns have parrel lengths of 3 inches or less,
that is, are of a size that makes them readily concealable. Finally,
in the one study reporting evidence on the issue, slightly more
than a third of the confiscated shoulder weapons had been
modified to shorter barrel lengths. (In contrast, there is no
evidence to suggest that criminals prefer smaller caliber guns
than does the gun—-owning population at large, nor is there evidence
that criminals prefer "cheaper" weapons.)
Handguns confiscated and traced are often found to have
crossed state lines before having been used in a criminal incident.
This is especially true of guns confiscated in jurisdictions with
relatively more restrictive gun regulations. Obviously, the
flow across jurisdictional 1ines of firearms into criminal hands
tends strongly to vitiate the effects offjurisdiction—specific
gun control measures.
Stoien handguns apparently contribute substantially to the

potential supply of crime firearms. Based on 1975 statistics and
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Chapter Eleven, !""On the Matter of Criminal Motivations,"
. . . ’
reviews existing evidence on the widely-held view that much homicide
and criminal violence in general, does not result so much from |
initially lethal intent as it does from escalations of otherwise

relati
vely petty quarrels that become lethal or injurious simpl
- imply

1 .

disc i i i
ussed briefly earlier in this chapter: essentially, the
3

issue is whe
ther there would be less criminal violence if there

were fewer guns.

Here as in
, most other areas qf the literature, the available
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attacks with a gun lead to the death of the victim some 2 to 6
times more often than attacks with knives. This might imply that
gﬁns are intrinsically more 1lethal (in which case their restriction
might lower the homicide rate), but it might only imply that
people who are {ntent on bringing death to their victim preferentially
choose firearms as the means (in which case firearms restrictions
would not lower the homicide rate). Nothing in the literature
allows one to choose definitively between these possibilities.
Much of the evidence commonly cited in behalf of the
contention that most homicide does not result from a prior intent
to kill turnms out, on closer inspection, not to bear on the
matter of intent, one way or the other. For example, most
homicide involves people known to each other prior to the
incident-—-and often, involves family members. Many authors infer
from this fact that these homicides are largely unintentional--
"orimes of passion" that turn lethal in the mythical "moment of
rage" or distress. It is, however, plain that homicides among
family members could just as easily result from prior intent as
from any other circumstance; the evidence on’victim—offender
relationships, whilekof great interest on its own, Says little
or nothing abodt the issue considered in Chapter Eleven. We
conclude that much the same is true of most of the other evidence
commonly cited in behalf of the "ambiguous intentions" hypothesis,
for example, that homicides are frequently accompanied by
altercations among the parties, or that one or both parties
had been drinking, and so om. All of these are interesting facts,

but none of them bear directly on the matter of intent.
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Chapter Eleven also reviews briefly some experimental evidence
on the hypothesis that "even the casual sight of a gun may catalyze
violence" (Curtis, 1974: 108). There are perhaps three or
four studies in the literature that provide support for
this hypothesis, but an equal number that do not. The relevance
of the behaviors of undergraduates in a' laboratory setting for an
understanding of criminal violence is, to be sure, always open to
question.

Analysis of the effects of weapons choice in robberies tends
also to show that robberies committed with firearms are more likely

to lead to the death of the victim than robberies committed through

other means. Since it seems plausible to assume that the underlying

motive in all robberies is the same (economic gain to the offender),
the robbery evidence is thus the strongest in the literature showing
that a gun is intrinsically more lethal than other weapons, net of
possible differences in underlying motive. But even here, there are
cbmplicating factors. First, as Cook (1980, 1981) has persuasively
argued, many of the ;obbery—connected homicides do not appear to have
resulted from some underlying "economic gain' motivation so much as
from the innate brutality of the offenders, with the robbery itself
being committed more or less as an afterthought. This again suggests
"differential motivations" as a possible explanation for the lethality
differential even in the case of armed robbery. Secondly, while the
probability of death to the victim is higher in gun robberiés than

other armed robberies, the probability of serious but nonfatal injury

. is substantially lower, owing, presumably, to the fact that fewer
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victims attempt to resist a gun robbery in the first place. Also, the

average "take" in a non-gun robbery is roughly a third the average

"take" in a robbery committed with a firearm, presumably because robbers

armed with firearms take on more lucrative victims. These considera-

tions suggest the possibility that in a hypothetical "no guns' condi-

tion, the total number of robberies committed would sharply increase
(to compensate for the lower profitability of each non-gun robbery)

and the rate of personal injury would also sharply increase (because

in the non-gun robbery, victims are more liable to resist, and thus

be injured). It is also conceivable that there would be some 'substi-

tution" of victims, with robbers more apt to strike relatively more

vulnerable targets (e.g., women, the very young, Or the very old).

Chapter Twelve reviews the few studies that have looked at
‘ . . . "
the "Treatment of Weapons Offenders in the Criminal Justice System.

In previous. chapters, we consider the absolute numbers of violent

crimes that are committed, the characteristics of the people who
commit them and of those victimized by them, the weaponry used in

their commission, and the underlying motivations. In Chapter

Twelve, we consider how weapons offenders fare in the courts once

they are apprehended and charged with a gun-related crime.

Surprisingly little research attention has been given to
this topic. There are no nationally representagive data, and,
indeed, only two local jurisdictions have been studied in any
depth or detail: Washington DC and Los Angeles. However, the
findings from these jurisdictions are quite similar. In both

Los Angeles and Washington, it appears, the probability of passing
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"successfully" through the preliminary stages of court proceedings,
the probability of receiving a prison sentence, and the average
length of the sentence received are all higher for defendants

using firearms in the commission of their crimes than for
defendants using no weapons. The major difference between the

two jurisdictions is that in Los Angeles, defendants armed with

- weapons other than guns receive treatment indistinguishable

from that given unarmed defendants, whereas in Washington, all
weapons offenders apparently receive equal treatment, whether
armed with a gun or some other weapon.

The concluding part of this volume deals with "Weapons and Their
Contrel." In Chapter Thirteen, we review the evidence from two
recent national surveys on "Public Opinion and Gun Control," that is,
we consider what the public wants and does not want by way of
stricter firearms regulations. Both surveys were conducted in 1978:
one was sponsored by the National Rifle Association, and the other
by the Center for the Study and Prevention of Handgun Violence.
Together, the surweys are virtually encyclopedic in their coverage
of public thinking on gun control issues.

Although the reports in which the survey results are presented
differ, at times sharply, in their emphasis and the conclusions
advanced from the data, the actual empirical findings a;é“ﬁbtably
consistent everywhere direct comparison is possible. Lange majorities
of the public favor measures that would require the registration or

licensing of firearms, both for new purchases and for firearms

presently owned. The public would not favor such measures if their
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costs were inordinately high, and there is considerable sentiment

that any such measure would only be effective were it uniform

across all the states. Equally large majorities oppose an outright

ban on private handgun ownership, although there is a majority
sentiment favoring a ban on the manufacture and sale .of cheap, low-
quality handguns. Majorities approaching 90% believe they have a right
to own a gun; but large majorities also agree that a licensing

recuirement for handgun ownership would not violate their rights.
Despite, the high levels of support for registration or
licensing measures, no more than about half the population feels
that these measures would cause crime to decreasei many measures
other than firearms regulations are thought to be more effective
towards this end. Further, most of those who believe that crime
would decrease with stricter weapons legislation also believe that
the decrease would only be small. It therefore follows that many
people support such measures for reasons’other than their presumed
effects on the crime rate. !
There is nearly unanimcﬁw sentiment that criminals will always
be able to acquire guns, no matter what legislation is passed,
and thus, that stricter controls would mainly affect average
law-abiding citizens. There is also widespread popularksupport
for the idea of strict and mandatory sentences for persons
committing crimes with guns. There is little popular support for

the idea that gun controls would be a violation of our basic freedoms.

In general, the opinion data suggest as a useful although not
precise metaphor that most people feel that governments should be

just as careful about who is aliowed to own and use a gun as they
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are about who is allswed to own and use an automobile or other poten-

tially dangerous items. Gun control measures enjoying large majority
support (namely, registration and licensing) are all similar to measures
currently employed to regulate automobile ownership and use; measures
substantially more strict than these generally do not curry muzh favor.
The undertone to public thinking on gun control thus seems to be that

firearms, as automobiles, are intrinsically hazardous, and that govern-

ments should keep track of them for that reason alone. Whether the
act of keeping track would have any effect on crime or violence in
the society seems to be taken as a different issue altogether.
Chapter Fourteen, "Regulating Firearms: A Review of Federal,
State and Local Legislation," summarizes the existing firearms control
measures in the United States. As many have noted previously, ékisting
measures encompass a vast congeries of Federal, state, and local regu~
latons, many of them working at cross-purposes with others. Juris-
dictions with extremely restrictive gun control policies often abut
jurisdictions with barely any controls at all. This fact, plus ‘the
evidence suggesting a substantial interstate commerce in 'crime guns,"
make it altogether plain that gun control measures in a single juris-
diction will have no direct or necessary implication for the availability
of firearms for illicit criminal purposes in that same jurisdiction.
Chapter Fifteen, the last analytic chapter in the volume, considers
@
"Weapons Control Legislation and Its Effects on Violent Crime." Here,
the issue is the extent torwhich various legislative initiatives have

actually achieved their intended goals.

Studies relevant to this topic fall into three broad categories:
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(1) studies that compare crime rates across jurisdictions (typically,
cities or states) with variable weapons control legislation in force;
(ii) "process" studies that examine the actual implementation of various
gun control measures; and (iii) time-series or before-after studies
that follow trends in crime before and after the introduction of a
new legislative measure.

Studies of the first type depend critically on the ability of
the analyst to model the crime phenomena in question; this is simply
because jurisdictions differ in large numbers of ways, other than
in gun control measures on the books, that might plausibly affect
crime rates. Conclusions about the impac¢t of firearms controls are
thus valid only to the extent that'these "extraneous' factors are
modelled and hald constant in the analysis. And since there is, as
yet, no firm theory of crime and how it is produced, none of the studies
of this type can be said to provide conclusive evidence, either way,
on whether or how firearms controls influence crime rates.

"Process" studies have generally been more informative in that
they often point out major gaps between the legislation-as-enacted
and the legislation-as implemented; indifferent or hostile implementa-
tion of even the most aggressive and well-considered measures will
necessarily operate to mitigate the legislative effects. Zimring's
(1975) analysis of the implementation of the Gun Control Act of 1968,
and Beha's (1977) study of the implementation of the Massachusetts
Bartley-Fox Amendment, are both excellent examples of the advantages
that accrue from studies of this sort.

All else equal, before-after studies are useful designs for
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examining program impacts, and some research of this sort has been
done on various gun control measures. Crude comparisons of crime
rates at two time points (one prior, and one subsequent, to enactment)
are, of course, of little or no value. As in the case of cross—sectional
studies, the processes that govern the operation of the time-series
being analyzed have to be understood and modelled if the impact analysis
is to have meaning. That is, one must have some method of estimating
what would have happened in the time series had the measure not been
introduced before perturbations in the time series after enactment
(either positive or negative) can be legitimately taken as evidence
of program effects. So here‘too, the need for an empirically based
theory of crime and how it is produced is apparent.

In general, our review of the relevant literature on weapons,
crime and violence in the United States confirms that the existing
studies are far more noteworthy for what they do not show than for
what they do. With a few exceptions that are duly noted in the body
of the volume itself, there is scarcely a single point in the whole
of the literature that could be said to be firmly and indisputably
established. = And yet, there is an obvious and pressing need for firm
knowledge in this area. Otherwise, important policy decisions, affect-
ing vast segmeﬁts of the American population, will be enacted in a
virtual information vacuum. For this reason, we conclude the study
with our thoughts about an agenda for research on weapons, crime and
violence -~ one that we believe would, if followed, at least begin
to close some of the more cavernous gaps in present knowledge and
provide the rudiments of an information base upon which sensible weapons

policies could be erected,
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CHAPTER TWO

HOW MANY GUNS IN PRIVATE HANDS?

Estimates of the total number of firearms now in private hands
in the United States vary from a lower bound of about 50,000,000
to an upper bound of 200,000,000 or more (Newton and Zimring, 1969;
Wright and Marston, 197531' In the absence of a vigorous national
program of weapons registration, covering both new purchases and
weapons currently in private hands, and applied uniformly!across all
50 states, it is very unlikely that the exact number of pfivately owned
firearms will ever be known, even to the nearest few million. All methods
for estimating this quantity are necessarily inferential and thus sub-
ject to errors of unknown seriousness. On the other hand, the approxi-
mate order of magnitude is known with reasonable certainty; it appears
that there are not fewer than 100,000,000 firearms now in private hands
in the country.
It must be emphasized in advance that every effort to‘estimate
the domestic weapons stock is based on a wide assortment of implicit
and explicit assumptions, most of which have never been adequately

researched. ' The same is true of the estimates undertaken in this

chapter. The estimates provided here are "better' only in the
restricted sense that we have tried to be perfectly explicit about

every assumption we have made, not in the sense that we have made

"better' assumptions.

Approaches to estimating the amount of private weaponry can be

categorized into 'supply" side and "demand" side methods. The supply
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side approach typically involves calculating the total number of fire-
arms produced domestically each year and adding to that the number
of imported firearms. Additional allowances must of course be made
for the number of firearms taken out of use each year through loss,
destruction, confiscation, obsolescence, or other means.

There are a number of well recogniz?d problems with this approach.
First, while domestic production of firearms can be estimated more
or less accurately, at least for recent decades, firearms imports
cannot be. According to Newton and Zimring (1969), the two major
import flows that cannot be accurately known are (i) firearms imported
into the country by returning servicemen, and (ii) firearms imported
by private citizens. The relatively high incidence of weapons owner-—
ship among veterans (see Chapter Six) suggests that the first may not
be trivial. Newton and Zimring note that "firearms purchased by the
military since 1940, less those in current use, total approximately
14,000,000," of which some 2 million have been sold or given to foreign
countries (1969: 4), leaving a "surplus" of 12,000,000 weapons —- some
fraction of which are now in private hands. This estimate covers fhe
period through 1968 and therefore does not include the bulk of the
Vietnam era or the weapons returnéd to the U.S. by veterans of that
era. Concerning the second, as Newton and Zimring have also pointed
out, customs law allows returning U.S. citizens to import up to three
firearms without a formal customs'declaration. Since the number of
Americans travelling abroad in any typical year is in the tens of

millions (Canada and Mexico travellers included), it is apparent that

the total flow of'weaponry:from this source might also be sﬁbstantial.2
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estimate of the number of weapons taken out of use in a4 typical year
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handgun fired at President Geraid Ford by Squeaky Fromm was manufact
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bPecialists inp antique firearms often restore weapons several
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enturies old inte quite serviceable conditions., It ig thus conceivable

the 20th century are still serviceable, or could at least be made

Serviceable with the Proper attention.

Figures from Newton and Zimring (1969: Table 1-1) show a total

domestic production of

1,000,000 firearms between 1899 and 1968, and
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for a grand total base figure of roughly 102 million firearm

as of 1968.
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It can be assumed that both these numbers are subject
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other out. Thus, the 1968 supply side estimate is 102 million total
weapons in private hands.
An update of these figures through the decade of the 1970's is

shown in Table 2-1, which presents data from the US Statistical Abstract

on weapons production and imports from 1969 through 1976, the most
recent year for which data are available. Import data shown in the
table for the years prior to 1970 are taken from the US Census of

Imports, General and Consumption, Schedule A; all data in the table

after 1970 are taken from summary statistics provided by the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms (ATF).
It cannot be assumed that the figures shown in the table‘are

entirely reliable. Every Statistical Abstract contains a table similar

to Table 1, and there are some discrepancies in the reported numbers
from one Abstract to the next. For example, the 1975 Abstract reports
a total of 1,174 thousand imported weapons in 1973, whereas the 1977
Abstract reports only 914 thousand imported weapons for 1973, a discre-

pancy of about a quarter million weapons. All such discrepancies,

however, involve only the import figures; the figures on domestic
production are constant from one Abstract to thé next. Data iﬁ Table
2-1 are in all cases taken from the 1977 version of the figﬁres, on the
assumption that the discrepancies reflect errors in the earlier compila-
tions that have been corrected for more recent ones.

From 1969 through 1976, annual domestic production has averaged
about 5.4 million weapons and imports have averaged about 960,000 weapons,
for a net addition of about 6.3 million new weapons to the domestic

market each year since the Newton-Zimring data were originally compiled.

- 49 -
TABLE 2-1
FIREARMS PRODUCTiON AND IMPORTS, 1969-1976
(IN THOUSANDS)
1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 X's
Domestic Production
Handguns 2840 (NA) (NA) (MA)Y 1734
: 1715 2024 1833 2029
g;fies %2450 (NA) (NA) (NA) 1830 2099 2123 2091 13324
otguns (NA) (NA) (NA) 1280 1825 1621 1301 ]
Imports
Ei?dguns 349 227 301 486 299 259 462 270 329
éh les 207 237 243 197 195 188 166 157 199
otguns 334 363 406 535 420 456 457 468 430
TOTALS 6180 (NA) (NA) (NA) 5758 6542 6852 6120 6290

NA: Not available

SOURCE: Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1977: Table 289
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Both these rates are substantially higher than the rates that prevailed
earlier in the century; based on Newton and Zimring's data, for example,
annual domestic production averaged only about 1.3 million firearms
from 1899 to 1968, and imports averaged about 200,000 firearms. The
rate at which new weapons are presently being added, in short, is some
four times the rate that prevailed during the first half of the 20th
century. These data therefore suggest that the sharp upturn in weapons
sales, especially iﬂ handgun ‘sales, noted by Newton and Zimring (1969:
Ch. 4) for the decade of the 1960's has no doubt persisted, more or
less unabated, up through the present time.

The data from Table 2-1 allow us to update the supply-side estimate
to 1978. If 6.3 million new weapons have been added to the domestic
market each year since 1968, and we assume that no additional weapons
have been taken out of use in the period, then the 1978 supply estimate
is the original 1968 figure, 102 million, plus 6.3 million additional
each year for the past ten, for a grand total of about 165 million

weapons. This figure amounts to the total known production and

-

importation of weapons in the United States in the 20th century. If
we add an additional 12,000,000 from surplus military stocks and other
unknown import flows, we are left with an estimate of about 177 million
as the absolute upper bound of the possible number of serviceable fire-
arﬁs now in private hands in the United States. Since at least some

of these 177 million Qill have been taken out of use in the century, we
may confidently conclude that the total number is not more than about
180 million weapons, and that the true present number must be less than
that--by an‘amount equal to the number of these weapons that are no

longer serviceable or in use.
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As we have alreadv noted, the Newton-Zimring supply side ecalcula-
tion is based on the simple assumption that additions to the supply from
unknown souirces balance out subtractions from the supply due to weapons
taken out of use, and while this is not an implausible assumption, it
is nonetheless just a guess. Further, for weapons manufactured early
in the century, it is liable to be in serious error, since we can reason-
ably assume that the probability of a weapon being serviceable today is
a very strong function of the number of years that have elapsed since
it was first manufactured. The fraction of weapons manufactured in
1900 that are still in use today, in other words, must be relatively
small, certainly smaller than the fraction of those manufactured in,
say, 1950 that are still serviceable today. - These considerations suggest
that it may be useful to think of these production and import numbers
in terms of weapon half-lives. Following the well-known physical
analogue, we may conceive of a weapon's half-life as the number of yvears

that must transpire before one~half of any year's production has been

taken out of use; in this sense, then, the half-life is just the number
of years that the "average' weapon survives. Now, obviously, nc one
knows for sure what the true half-lives of weapons are; and there are
other complications: half-lives for imports may be much shorter than
for domestic production; half-lives for handguns may be shorter than

for long guns; certainly, the lifetime of any particular weapon will
depend quite strongly on patterns of maintenance and use. But, as with
Newton and Zimring, we are free to make some assumptions, which can in
turn-be used to '"correct' the production and import figures for half-
life "decay" and thus to generate a "best guess'' about the total numbers

of weapons now in private hands.

j
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a ~lives ©
ssumptions all our estimates are generated for assumed half-1 £
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i i these assump-—
assumptions are quite generous. To give some idea of what
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weapons surviving is given by the following equation:

(Eq. 1)
N =N (.S)T/HL
p m

Where:

N = the number of weapons surviving;
P

N = the number of weapons manufacturea;
m

T = the elapsed time between manufacture date and
the present; and

HI, = the assumed half-life (either 30 or 50 years).

‘Using the préduction and import data through 1968 from Newton
and Zimring (1969: Table 4-1), the update of those figures through
. e s . cect
1978 (from Table 2-1, above), and Equation l,ﬁgg;;s possible to projec

the number of weapons surviving through to either 1968 or 1978, as in

£
M

- 53 -

Table 2-2, The table shows, separately for each decade, the best guess

as to the total number of weapons made or imported and the elapsed time
between the origin year and either 1968 or the present. The table further
shows both fractions and numbers of weapons from each origin decade that
survive through to either 1968 or 1978, assuming half-lives of 30 and

50 years, respectively.

According to these projections, the number of serviceable weapons
remaining in private hands as of 1968 was somewhere between roughly 61
and 74 million ‘weapons. If we add 12,000,000 to these figures to allow
for surplus military weapons and inward flows from'other sources, and
make no further corrections for decay among these additional 12 milliom,
our projections give between 73 and 86 million privately-owned weapons
in 1968, wvs. the 102 million estimate originally provided by Newton

and Zimring, The original figure is thus plausible only if either (i) the
total from unknown sources is very much more than 12,000,000 weapons, which
seems unlikely since this is the total number of unaccounted-for surplus
military weapons through 1968, or (ii) the actual half-1ife of a weapon

is very much more than 50 years, which also does not seem very likely.

We thus conclude that the 102 million figure as of 1968 is implausibly

high for that year, and that the actual number of weapons in private

hands as of 1968 was probably closer to 86 million tHan to 102 million.

Projections through to 1978 give a figure between 106 and 124 million
total privately owned weapons; adding the constant 12,000,000 weapons
otherwise unaccounted for increases the guess to between 118 and 136

million weapoﬁs in private hands as of 1978. We may thus decrease our

guess about the upper limit of the number.from about 180 million (total

ipir iy




TABLE 2-2

3 PROJECTED NUMBERS OF PRIVATELY OWNED WEAPONS, USING IMPORT AND MANUFACTURING DATA

AND ASSUMED WEAPONS "HALF-LIVES" OF 30 AND 50 YEARS

ST

O e

. HL = 30 Years HL = 50 Years

Origin .

Year m®  T(1968)° T(1978)P £(1968)° N(1968)% £(1978)¢ N(1978)% £(1968)C m(1968)¢ £(1978)¢ N(1978)¢

1899-08  10.6 64 74 .228 2.4 .181 1.9 L412 b .358 3.8

1909-18  10.6 54 64 .287 3.0 .228 2.4 .473 5.0 L412 4.4

1919-28  10.6 44 54 .362 3.8 .287 3.0 .543 5.8 473 5.0

1929-38  10.6 34 44 .456 4.8 .362 3.8 -624 6.6 .543 5.8

1939-48  10.6 2 34 .574 6.1 456 4.8 717 7.6 624 6.6

1949-58  20.0 14 24 724 14.5 .574 11.5 824 16.5 .717 14.3

1959-68  29.2 4 14 .912 26.6 724 21.1 .946 27.6 .824 24.1
. | 1969-78  63.0 — 4 — — .912 57.5 - - 946 59.6

? TOTALS  165.2 61.2 106.0 73.5 123.6

SOURCES: Production and import data through 1968 are from Newton and Zimring (1969: Table 4-1); figures
for 1969-1978 are from Table 2-1, above.

; 8Number of firearms manufactured or imported in the indicated period, in millions.
bAverage elapsed time between date of manufacture and 1968 or 1978.
“Fraction of the original number surviving until 1968 or 1978, where HL = 30 or 50 years.

T e dActual number of weapons surviving until 1968 or 1978, where HL = 30 or 50 years, in millionms.
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production and imports in the 20th century) to about 140 million (the
number that would have survived under an assumed half-life of 50 years
plus an additional 12 million not counted in the production and import
data). We therefore conclude that there are not more than about 140
million serviceable firearms in private hands in the United States as
of 1978. The actual numker will be less than 140 million if either

(i) the 12,000,000 constant add~-on is too high; or (ii) the average
lifetime of a weapon is less than 50 years.

It is useful at this point to introduce another consideration

that is not taken into account either in the Newton—Zimring original,
or in subsequent updates of that original, and that is the exportation
of U.S. made weapons to other countries. Certainly, an exported weapon
would, in the normal course of things, no longer be available for pur-
chase in the domestic weapons market, and so the estimate of domestic
firearms supply must be appropriately discounted by this additional
factor. So far as we can determine, there are no readily available
figures for U.s. weapons exportation prior to about ‘1970. The December

1980 issue of American Firearms Industry Magazine, however, gives pro-

duction and exportation figures for the decade of the 1970's. Accord-
ing to this source, the total 1979 domestic firearms production amounted
to just over 5.4 million firearms (consistent with the data in Table
2-1), of which about 540,000 were exported. to other countries. Data

on other years in the decade show about the same exXportation proportion
(that is, about 10%). Thus, the data on domestic production (showm

in Table 2-1 and employed in the calculations shown in Table 2-2) should

be further reduced by approximately ten percent, and this further lowers
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the empirically credible upper bound of the true number to about 130

million total domestically owned firearms.

The demand side approach to estimating the toral amount of private

weaponry uses national survey data on weapons ownership. Harris, Gallup,

the National Opinion Research Center, and other survey organizations

have been asking respondents whether they own a gun (or keep one in the

house) more or less regularly since 1959 (Erskine, 1972). The proportion

of US families responding yes to the question has consistentiy hovered

right around 50% {(Wright, 1981).5 gome (although not many) of the

national surveys follow up the ownership question with a stem item

asking for the total number of weapons owned, typically by type of weapon.

The data on numbers owned can thus be used to calculate an average number

of weapons owned per family; this average can in turn be multiplied by

the total number of families to generate an estimate of the total numbers

of weapons in private hands.

Survey evidence available to Newton and ZimringAallowed for two of

these kinds of estimates. The first is derived from a 1968 Harris Poll

commissioned specifically by the National Commission on the Causes and

prevention of Violence. Results from the poll, as reported in Newton

and Zimring, showed 49% of all families owning a weapon, and. a reported

average of 2.24 weapons owned by each weapons—owning family. Given just

over 60 million families in the US as of 1968, these findings project

to a total of roughly 66 million privately owned weapons--well below

their initial supply side estimate of 102 million weapons, but quite

consistent with the‘"corrections" of that estimate shown in Table 2-2,

above. A second estimate 1is derived from a 1966 Gallup finding that

a0
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59% of all US families owned a gun; using the 2.24 average from the
Harris data and the same population base, the Gallup finding projects
to a total of about 80 million privately owned weapons, again well

.

suggested by our Table 2~2 corrections

. ;
ince the 1966 Gallup percentage (of 59%) gives a final number
much cl itial

oser to the initial supply side estimate than the 1968 Harris
percentage (of 49%), Newton and Zimring ignore the Harris-based

estimate i i
n their subsequent calculations and conclude that the s
urvey

.
g e

is about 20,
000,000 short of the supply side estimate (of 102,0G0,000)

Lacki ‘ | |

ing any better way to resolve the apparent discrepancy, the c

, on-

cludi i i i

ing estimate provided in Newton and Zimring. is just the simpl

) mple

average i ] y » m
g Of the flnai Suppl and demand Side estimates' their "botto

line." i i
."" in short, is 90,000,000 total privately owned weapons

TI 1 ZI I3 ‘ i- ] ] V i ] ] . 1 i.

that th
e survey approach is faulty, for two reasons: (i) respondent
s

may n
y not always know about all the weapons owned by other members of
o)
the ho
usehold and may therefore report incorrectly low numbers; and
(i1) £ i |
) far more importantly, many people may be reluctant to say that

they own a we i
apon even if they do. In the latter case, the argument

.

thi .
is, see also Bruce -Biggs, 1976; Kleck, 1979a; etc.)
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This, however, makes the egregious and entirely unresearched assumption
that many weapons owners are somehow embarrassed because they own a
gun and thus hesitate to "fesé up" when asked. And yet, half of all
respondents freely admit to possessing a weapon, which should give
some reason for skepticism about the "demand characteristics'" inter-
pretation.

The Newton-Zimring analysis of the discrepancy assumes that the
survey estimates are too low, for reasons just discussed. It may also
be that the supply side estimates are too high, as in Table 2-2
and the ensuing discussion. The range suggested by our "corrections"”
of the Newton-Zimring data is between 61 million and 86 million weapons
as of 1968, a range within which both Harris and Gallup survey estimates
fall. In other words, if the assumptions we have made to correct the
initial figures are accurate, then both supply and demand side estimates
give approximately the same results.

On the other hand, we may be reasonably certain that the survey
approach underestimates weapons possessed illegally and those kept
primarily or exclusively for illicit purposes, so all suéh demand side
estimates should definitely be taken as lower bound estimates. The
lowest such estimate is the Harris-based estimate, 66 million weapons;
the highest plausible figure from Table 2-2 is 86 million weapons; the
best guess is thus that there were probably not fewer than 66 million,
and probably not more than 86 million, weapons in private hands in the
United States as of 1968.

The survey approach, of course, is not free of problems. While

we are not convinced that "demand characteristics' are one of them,
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the following doubtlessly are:

(1)  As Newto imri
n and Zimring point out, respondents may not k
now
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about the total number
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in gun clubs o i
r shooting ranges, or those kept in any other pl
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(v) Finally, and potentially of greatest importance, as we
demonstrate below, survey data on numbers of weapons owned are invari-
ably taken (or at least reported) in categories, especially at the
upper end. For example, the Harris poll data reported by Newton and
Zimring use "four or more weapons' as the highest ownership category.
“Four or more," in turn, is an exceedingly broad range, covering all
households with anywhere from four to dozens and dozens of firearms.
The calculation of an "average" number of weapons owned per weapons-
owning family from categorical data such as these therefore requires
an assumption about the true midpoint of the "four or more weapons'
range.

To indicate the seriousness of this problem, Table 2-3 presents
the Harris ownership data as reported in Newton and Zimring (1969:
Table 2-1), the data from which their Harris-based estimate of 66
million firearms is derived. Note the category, "foﬁr or more weapons.'
If one assumes that the true average number of weapons possessed by
families possessing 'four or more weapons' is just five weapons, then
the total number of weapuns owned by families in that category is
about 30,000,000 weapons and the projected total number of weapons in
private hands is about 68.7 million, or just about the figure that
Newton and Zimring report. If, on the other hand, one assumes that
the true average number of weapons owned by families .owning more than
four weapons is as high as ten weapons, then these families possessed

(in 1968) some 60,000,000 weapons total, and the projected total number
of weapons in private hands for that year is 98.7 million, very close

to the 102 million figure generated in the initial supply side approach.
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TABLE 2-3

NEWTON-ZIMRING-HARRIS DATA ON NUMBERS OF WEAPONS

OWNED (1968)

Total Weaponry,
Assumption A

0
12.1 million
15.8 million

10.8 million

30.0 million

Total Weaponry,
Assumption B

0]
12,1 million
15.8 million

10.8 million

60.0 million

Firearms Millions of
Owned Households
None 30.8 (51%)
One 12.1 €20%)
Two 7.9 (13%)
Three 3.6 ( 6%)
) Four or
More 6.0 (10%)
TOTALS 60.4 (100)

68.7 million

98.7 million

Assumption A: The avera

Assumption B: The avera

ge number of weapons own ili
: ed among fami
owning four or more weapons is five weapons. ¢ Hes

ge number of weapons own ili
. ed among famil
owning four or more weapons is ten weapons, ® e

(1969): Table 2-1.

SOURCE: Newton and Zimring,

Firearms and Violence in American Life
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In short, whether there is any genuine discrepancy or not between
supply and demand side approachés turns entirely on the guess omne 1s
willing to make about the average number of weapons owned by families
owning "four or more' of them.

There is a rather comforting symmetry to all this. The supply
side approach (as corrected in Table 2-2) gives a lower bound of 61
million weapons under the most restrictive assumptions, and an upper
bound of 102 million weapcns under the least restrictive assumptions
(in this case, under the initial Newton-Zimring assumptions). Likewise,
the demand side approach gives a lower bound of about 66 million weapons
under the more restrictive assumption (that the "four or more' average
is five weapons) and an uppeyr bound of about 99 millicn weapons under
the less restrictive assumption (that the "four or more" average is
ten weapons). All this makes it virtually certain that the true value
in 1968 fell somewhere in the range of 80 t 20 million weaporns in
private hands.

It must also be emphasized that the "discrepancy" that figures
so prominently in the Newton-Zimring report may well result entirely
from assumptions made about the numbers produced by each method, not
from the numbers themselves. It also appears that the discrepancy is
greatly inflated because Newton and Zimring make very liberal assump-
tions about the supply side data and very conservative assumptions
about the demand side data. Given the inherent "iffiness' of both
methods and taking into account the considerations enumerated here,

one is necessarily much more impressed by the consistency of estimates

T
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across methods than by the discrepancies.7

The most recent survey data on numbers of weapons owned are. from
a 1978 survey conducted by Decision-Making Information, Inc., under

commission to the National Rifle Association.

for a secondary analysis and discussion of the DMT survey) . Owvnership data

from the DMI survey are shown in Table 2-4,

There are a number of findings reported in the table that bear
emphasis in present context:

(1) The ownership proportion from the survey is 47%, very close
to the 1968 Harris proportion of 49% and broadly consistent with vir-
tually all other survey estimates, the 1966 Gallup estimate being the
major prominent exception.

(i) Altoge?her, a mere one per cent of the sample refused to
answer the gun ownership question. By way of contrast, this is roughly
one-tenth the proportion who typically refuse to answer a question on
total family income, which gives some indication of the relative sensi-
tivity of guns vs. income issues in the minds of the American population.
That only 1% refuse’to answer the gun ownership question again casts
some doubt on the "demand characteristics" argument,

(iii) According to DMI, 1% of all families own between 5 and 9
handguns, and an additional 1% own 10 or more handguns. This means
that half the families possessing more than five such weapons actually
possess more than ten of them. Likewise, 5% of all families own

between 5 and 9 long guns, and an additional 2% own ten or more long
guns, which means that roughly a third of all families dwning more than

five actually own mote than ten. These data thus strongly suggest that

(See Chapters Seven and Thirteen
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TABLE 2-4

DMI DATA ON NUMBERS OF WEAPONS OWNED (1978)

Do you have guns of any kind in your home?

YES 47%
NO 52%
REFUSED 1z

[IF YES] Are there any pistols, revolvers,
or other handguns in your home? [IF YES]:
How many?

NONE 467
ONE 30%
TWO 8%
3-4 4%
5-9 17
10+ 1%
Yes Only 8%
Refused 47

Are there any shotguns or rifles
in your home? [IF YES]: How many?

NONE 14%
ONE - S 29%
THO 21%
3~4 16%
5-9 5%
10+, 2%
"Yeg! 9%

Refused 4%

SOURCE: Decision-Making Information, Inc., Attipudes of the American

Electorate Toward Gun Control 1978: p. 70.
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the true midpoint of the range "four or more weapons,' as discussed
above, may be much higher than five weapons, or in other words, that
the "discrepant" Harris-based estimate of 66 million total weapons
results mostly from an implausibly low guess.8

(iv) Note finally éhat 127 of the handgun owners and 13% of the
long gun owners did not provide information on the number of weapons
they owned (shown as '"Yes Only" and "Refused" in the table), which
introduces one additional complication in calculating a total number
of weapons from these data.

Our estimate from these data of the total number of weapons in
private hands as of 1978 is based on these assumptions: (i) There are
75,000,000 total households in the US as of 1978, (ii) The distribution
of numbers of weapons owned among the "Yes Only" and "Refused" categories
is identical to the distribution among persons who actually answered
the "how many weapons?" question. (iii) The midpoint of the range

"5-9 weapons" is 7 weapons.  And (iv) the midpoint of the range '10

or more weapons' is 12 weapons. Of these four assumptions, bnly the
latter is likely to be seriously problematic. If the "10 or more"
category contains a sizable number of weapons collectors, as it very
probably does, and if the average collection contains, say, 25 or more
firearms, then our assumption about the true midpoint of the "10 or
more" range (12 weapons) will no doubt be much tco low. Lacking any
useful data on the matter, we simply note that these assumptions and
the data in Table 2-4 then project out to an estimate of ilZ million
total weapons in private hands in 1978, very close to the 106 million

supply figure calculated in Table 2-2 on the 30-year half-life assump-
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tion and somewhat below the 124 million figure derived from the 50-
year half-life assumption. Thus, just as we concluded earlier that

the true 1968 figure almost certainly fell between 60 and 100 millionm,

so may we conclude that the present (1978) figure probably falls between

100 and 125 million, or between 100 and 140 million if our figure of
12,000,000 weapons from fugitive sources is added in. Here too; one
should be more impressed by the order-of-magnitude agreement across
methods than by minor discrepancies that reflect nothing more than

one's initial assumptions. The substantive conclusion is therefore

that there are probably not less than 100 million, and probably not

more than 140 million, privately owned firearms in the United States

at the present time.

The distribution of these private weapons by weapons type has
been estimated by a large number of observers; two of these estimates
are shown in Table 2-5. The first is the estimate due to Newton and
Zimring (1969), arid the second is based on the update of the Newton-
Zimring efforts repqrted in Spiegler and Sweeney (1975). Although
there is much disagreement in the literature over the total number
of weapons, there is a fair consensus over the relative proportions:
virtually all studies report percentage distributions very close to
those shown in Table 2-5.

Rifles are the most popular type of private weaponry, by a thin
margin; shotguns are a close second. Approximately two-thirds of the
total weaponry are thus long guns; the remaining third are handguns.
The available estimates are that there are something on the order of

30-40 million handguns in the United States at the present time.

»
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TABLE 2-5

DISTRIBUTION OF PRIVATE FIREARMS BY TYPE

B

e T . - . P

S e

1968° 1974°

N Z N %
Rifles 35,000,000 39% 50,000,000 37%
Shotguns 31,000,000 34 45,000,000 33
Handguns 24,000,000 27 50,000,000 30
TOTALS 90,000,000 100% 135,000,000 100%
aSOJURCE: Newton and Zimring, 1969: 6.
bSOURGE:

Spiegler and Sweeney, 1975: 3.
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Subject to several qualifications discussed in later chapters, it TABLE 2-6
may be assumed that most of the private long guns are owned aud used DOMESTIC HANDGUN PRODUCTION BY CALIBER, 1973-1974 2
primarily for sporting purposes of one or another sort; the same would
Caliber e .
also be true for some fraction of the handguns (see Chapter Three). B:ZQ}ZEEﬁ Pistols Total % _of Total
.22
However, "self-defense'" is.cited as a reason for owning handguns more 854,000 321,000 1,176,000 34
.25 _—
commonly than any other, and by far the majority of all firearms 436,000 436,000 13
, .32
used for criminal or illicit purposes are handguns. For these reasonms, 217,000 2,000 219,000 6
most (but not all) of the debate pver ''gun control” has focussed on 33 ;
‘ 79,000 50,000 928,000 27
the control of handguns. Aside from the approximate total number, Smm
- 72,000 72,000 2
then, what else do we know about the existing handgun supply? 357 436,000
) ’ - 436,000 ;
Unfortunately, relatively little. Tables presented earlier in the 44 - ’ 13
. ’ ,000 — 7
79,000
chapter give some rough feel for the distribution of domestics vs. 45 ? 2
,f : 21,000 83,000 104,000 3
imports; roughly three-quarters of the handguns new in private hands
were manufactured (or assembled) in the United States. Spiegler and : TOTALS 2,486,000 964,000 o
. ; 3,449,000 100%
Sweeney (1975:4) have compiled data on calibers for the domestic pro- : % of TOTAL (72%) (282) (1002)
duction of handguns for the years 1973 and 1974; these data are shown A
SOURCE: Spiegler and Sweeney (1975: 4).

below as Table 2-6. Revolvers (eszgntially, handguns with rotating

ammunition chambers) are by far the more popular, outnumbering pistols
(any handgun other than a revolver) hy about 2.5 to 1. Just over half

of all the handguns (53%) can be classified as "small caliber," namely

.32 caliber or less; the remainder are large-caliber weapons (.38

caliber or more). .According to these data, the most popular handgun

currently being manufaciured in the US is a .38 caliber revolver,

followed closely by a .22 caliber revolver; .357 caliber revolvers and

et o

.25 caliber pistols are tied for third. So far as we have been able

: ° )]
to determine, no study of the equivalent distributions among imported }‘ FR F
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handguns has ever been done, although there is a recurring surmise
that most imported handguns are of the small-c¢aliber type.

Summarizing briefly, the substantive conclusion to this point
is that there were about 80 million total weapons in the United States
in 1968, and about 120 million of them in 1978 =— an increase whose
pcssible causes are considered in the following three chapters. In
passing, it can be noted that all the estimates reported here are sub-
stantially lower than the estimates commonly supplied by advocates
and polemicists on either side of the Great Gun War. We have in the
_previous pages laid out in rather precise detail the actual assumptions
and calculations on which our guesses are based, and we invite others
who favor different estimates to do likewise. It should also be noted
that it is generally in the best interests of both sides to oversﬁate
the private ownership of guns: the pro-gun-control forces, that is,
are interested in the highest possible numbers because they illustrate
in the most dramatic way the extent and. "urgency' of the ''gun problem,"
and the anti—gun—control‘forces are interested in the highest possible
numbers because they illustrate most dramatically the number of citizens
whose rights and prerogatives would be infringed by additional weapons

regulations.

Although it “would certainly be nice to know the exact figures, and
especially nice to know the approximate accuracy even of our order-of-
magnitude figures, ;hese estimates of the total weaponry are no doubt
more than "close enough'" for all practical, that is to say, for all
pglicy purposes. Whether the true number is "only" 100,000,000, or

"fully" 140,000,000, the fact remains that "by whatever measure, the
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United States has an abundance of firearms" (Newton and Zimring, 1978:7)

It is, in short, the general abundance more than the exact figure that
defines the relevant policy parameters of the "weapons" issue. The
parameters in question are these:

(i) Any effort to curtail the private ownership or use of fire~-
arms will necessarily affect the lives of about half the families in
the nation. Such a procedure, in short, would be highly intrusive,
and in a democratic society, not one to be undertaken iightly. The
sheer numbers involved make the compliance issue highly salient in
this context; the same numbers also raise an obvious concer;: about
the potential political opposition that: any such mzasuré might face.
There is, on the other hand, persuasive evidence that many, perhaps
most, weapons owners would not object to stricter regulations concern-
ing firearms ownership or use (Wright and Marston, 1975); among non-
owners, the proportion who would not object is even higher. (Public
opinion data relevant to weapons issues are reviewed below 'in Chapter
13). So it assuredly cannot be concluded from the evidence on total
numbers that opposition to stricter laws would be intense, only that
such a possibility éxists and that any such law would impinge upon a
very large fraction of the total population.

(ii) Any new legislation establishing registration or permit
mechanisms enacted retroactively so as to cover not only new purchases
but also to cover weapons currently in private hands will face a
literal mountain of at least 100,000,000 weapons to be '"registered" or

1 ] 113 . » .
permitted. The administrative labors necessary to process this

marn i i i
any firearms are potentially very high. Precise cost estimates, of
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course, are extremely "iffy." ©Not all gun owners would comply with
any such regulation, and while this would raise a serious question
about the effectiveness of the regulation, it would at least reduce
the costs. Then too, many of the weapons now in private hands have
already been ''registered”" or "permitted" under existing state or local
laws; Cook (1979b), for instarnce, estimates that roughly two-thirds

of the U.S. population live in states where local police are already

required to check up on a prospective handgun purchaser before the

~sale is actually made. Assuming that some procedure for eliminating

duplication and overlap could be devised, such that any weapon already
registered or licensed would be exempt from a new retroactive provision,
3
the total costs would also be substantially lower. Our purpose here,
however, is noﬁ‘to generate a best~-guess estimate of the costs of new
national gun legislation, but rather only to note that even under the
most favorable assumptions, the costs will not be trivial.
(iii) Given the total number of weapons now in private hands,
the poténtial efféﬁtive lifetime of each weapon, and the evident
impossibility of confiscating or otherwise removing from use any more
than a small fraction of them, it is apparent that the potential supply
of weapons that could be used for illicit or criminal purposes is more
than ample for the next several centuries, even if the world-wide pro-
duction of new weaponry were completely halted today. Those 100 million
oY so weapons already in private hands mean that the hypothetigally

possible "ideal" state of '"no guns, therefore no gun crimes' will be

exceedingly difficult~-quite probably impossible——tolat;ain.
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FOOTNOTES

1. The range among empirically credible estimates of the total number

of r. r) L] ;
Private weapons is, as we discuss below, much narrower. Many

Of t 1y ] 1" * +
he "estimates" that appear in print are better described as

ro , £ . '
ugh guessesor wild surmise. Sherrill offers this comment: "Just

how many guns are floating around the country is anybody's guess:
b

! ¥ h :‘i b f C . J + 3
exper tS ave appeare erore ongres 10 commi S 1n recent

years to estimate everything up to 200 million guns... The National

Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence guessed 90

million i ! i
n in 1969. It's a guessing game that depends very much on the

mood: shortl i
y after John Kennedy's assassination, a writer for The

Reporter magazine got carried away and estimated one billion guns

in America' (1973: 13).
One of the problems in this area is that while everyone seems

ready to provi " i
y P ide an "estimate," very few of these accounts present

any description of the methods by which the estimate was obtained.

A passage from Bruce-Biggs (1976: 38) is a case in point. 'While

estimates v i " i
ary widely," our author notes, '"it can be credibly argued

¢ cqg
hat there are at least 140 million firearms in private hands in the

Uni
nited States today." However, no "credible argument" in favor of

this figure accompanies the passage; also, there is no footnote to

th ‘
e number, no reference to a study,. and no description of the basis

of the 140 million estimate. Based just on what appears in the

text,

this number might well have been pulled from a hat. Note too

the unj ifd i : v
Justifiable certainty of the formulation, "...at least 140

R " .
million, suggesting (wrongly, as we discuss below) that the true
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number is not less than 140 million weapons. In fact, the best
current evidence suggests 140 million as the plausible upper bound of
the true number, and the best guess is thus that the true number is
somewhere below this upper—bound estimate.

' some mention might also

On the topic of "unjustifiable certainty,’
be made of what can be called the "problem of significant digits.'" For
example, one sourée reports, in all apparent seriousness,‘that the total
number of weapons now in private hands in the United States is '135,578,778"
(Speigler aﬁd Sweeney, 1975: 3)--a representation in nine significant
digits of a number that is, in truth, known only to wit...w i:Z0,000,000!

But unlike the large majority of such estimates, the Spiegler—-Sweeney
number at least has the strong advantage that the methods by which it
was calculated are also reported in full.

These surplus military weapons and private imports are two of the thliree
"great unknowns'" in the supply-side estimating equation; the third,
discussed below, is the rate at which weapons are taken out of use.
Thus, all supply-side estimates must make assumptions about these three
quantities or rages. The figure of 12,000,000 surplus military weapons
is a convenient one for later purposes.  Since this figure includes all
military weapons produced in the period,‘less tﬁe number sold or given
away to other countries, it represents the absolﬁte upper bound of the

total number of surplus military weapons available to the private domestic

market as of 1968. Now, some very large share of these weapons will
have been lost in combat, abandoned, scrapped, and so on. For purposes
of some of the calculations undertaken later in this chapter, we make

the convenient assumptions that these losses from the surplus military
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supply balance out additions through private imports, such that the
total flow of weapons into the country unaccounted for by production
and import data is just 12,000;000 weapons. As with all such assump-
tions, this one is very unlikely to be literally true, but is probably
close enough for our purposes. Another problem is that the 12-million-
military guns figure counts only U.S.-made weapons. Foreign military
weaporig imported by returning servicement are therefore not included. L
The magnitude of this potential flow is, so far as one can tell, com-
pletely unknown.

A major source of "subtraction'" out of the potential domestic supply
is the exportation of U.S. weapons to other countries —- an "obvious"
factor that, nonetheless, has not been considered in previous supply-
side calculations. Data discussed later in the text suggest that roughly
one domestically manufactured firearm in ten is exported to another
country. There are, so far as we can tell, no available estimates
of illegal exportation, although at least some exportation of this

sort can be assumed to occur.

According to Spiegler and Sweeney (1975: 2), "ATF estimates that guns

R

annually worn out, destroyed, exported, or seized as contraband total
aboﬁt 250,000." Although this estimate is often cited in the literature
(e.g., Comptroller General, 1978: 18), we have not yet encountered

any such citation that specifically references an ATF source or publi-
cation, so we are unable to confirm how the estimate was constructed

and, thus, whether.it is reasonable or not. Spiegler and Sweeney are

of the opinion that “this figure wppears to be too low." On the basis

of data from three Ohio cities, these authors project that ‘some 447,000

s . el
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guns are confiscated by municipal police alone, nation-wide, in an

.average year; police confiscations, in turn, are only one of several

mechanisms through which weapons can be removed from serviceability.
Better data than‘those available to Speigler and Sweeney, reviewed

in a later chapter, suggest about 260,000 police weapons confiscations

per year. It is, however, also the case that such cénfiscations do

not always ''remove'' the weapon in question from the potential private

stock, since weépons confiscated by police sometimes turn back up in

private hands, through either licit or illicit means.

Newton and Zimring (1969: 5) report that the useful life ofka
gun ranges between 10,000 and 100,000 rounds fired. They also note
that roughly 4.4 billion rounds of ammunition were manufactured in
1967, which, on an assumption of roughly 100,000,000 weapons, works
out to an average of about 44 rounds fired per weapon per year.

Taking these figures seriously, the average weapon would thus be
expected to last for several hundreds of years.

How long the average weapon actually lasts, of course, will bea
funétionofits initial quality, the rate at which it is fired, and the
care which it is given. With the possible partial exception of the
first of these, there is essentially no information available on any
of these questions.

As we discuss later, Newton and Zimring make no attempt to correct
their supply-side data for weaponry taken out of uée; their estimate of
total weaponry is just the éimple sum of known production and importa-
tion from 1899 to 1968; It seems highly unlikely, however, that much

turn-of-the-century armament is still serviceable or in use, the assump-

.
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that all of it remains in use seems bizarre in the extreme. They justify
this treatment with the niote that "a firearm can be expected to last
indefinitely if given proper care'" (1969: 5), but this is hardly a
persuasuve argument. An automobile will also last indefinitely "if

given proper care.'" This hypothetical possibility, however, says nothing

1

about the care that autos or guns actuallz receive nor about how long
the average auto or gun lasts in fact.

It is, of course, also true that old and dilapidated automobiles
can, with adequate attention, be restored to functioning, indeed pris-
tine, condition, and the same is true of old guns. Virtually =avery
firearms buff who has read this material has seen fit to call our atten-
tion to one or another centuries-old firearm that they or omne of their
acquaintances has restored to serviceable condition. But, to emphasize,
these examples do not address the issue of the average lifetime of
a private weapon. Whether the "typical" gun owner lavishes the same
care on his or her firearms that gun buffs lavish on theirs is an open
empirical question. ; Q

It is always risky to reason by metaphor, but the parallel with

private automobiles seems potentially informative. Consider: the

)
purchase price of a new firearm will seldom run to more than several ‘

hundreds of dollars, whereas the purchase price of a new car runs to

e A

several thousands. And yet, the average private automobile receives

indifferent maintenance at best, and the average lifetime of a new
car cannot be more than ten or fifteen years. Why, then would one
expect the average firearm to receive better care and maintenance than

the average automobile? Or to have a substantially longer lifespan?
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Estimates of the total amount of weaponry based on the 1977 version of
the figures are therefore somewhat lower than those based on earlier
compilations of the "same' figures. Spiegler and Sweeney (1975), fpr
example, using the earlier figures (the only ones available to. them
as of their writing), show an annual average of about 1.1 million

the annual average of

imported firearms from 1969 through 1974, vs.

about 958 thousand shown in Table 2-1 (1975: Appendix A). Since we
have only assumed that the more recently published figures are the
more accurate ones, prudence might well suggest that one split the
difference, in which case the reasonable guess is that imports have
been averaging about 1 million new weapons per year. Since imports

in either case are only about one~fifth or less of the annual domestic
production, it is clear that these discrepancies in the import figures
have only modest effects on estimates of the total number of weapons
being added to the market yearly.

The definitive discussion of ambiguities in the supply-side data,
especially the import data, is Zimring (1975); see also the following
chapter.

Trend data from the surveys on weapons ownership are presented and
discussed in Chapter Five. There are, as noted in the text, many
possible séurces of ambiguity in the survey-based estimates, not least
being the varying definitiéns that respondents might have in mind when
asked about "guns." Some fraction of the "private' weapons ownership

detected by the survey method; we should also note, would not, strictly

speaking, be ''private'" but would rather consist of firearms owned for

‘occupational purposes (e.g., by policemen and other security forces).
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On this, see Chapter Four. While most credible national surveys show

ownership proportions very close to 50%, some surveys have found pro- -
portions as low as 42% and others as high as 59%, which makes it
virtually certain that the "true proportion" is between 40% and 60%.
One must distinguish, in short, between matters that would be "nffen-
sive' or "sensitive" in well-educated liberal circles and matters that
would be "offensive" or "semsitive" in the cirecles in which the vast

majority of common people travel. In discussing our research with

other academics and social scientists, we have often heard it remarked,

"I don't know a single person who owns a gun!" In these circles,

gun ownership may very well be "socially undesirable,' and the few
gun-owners who travel in these circles may well be embarrassed by
for at least sensitive or defensive about) their weaponry. Qutside
these rarefied circles, however, every other family appears to possess

a weapon; and in places other than the very largest cities, it is the

unusual family that does not possess at least one gun. Among the

masses, in short, weapons ownership is quite evidently not "socially
undesirable," since, as we note in the text, half of all families
freely admit to possessing a weapon when asked. In other words, our
feeling is that the ”soéial desirability" argument amounts in this
case to an inappropriate.projection of the standards and values of the
people who write about weapons ‘onto the people who own them;

All this ampiy demonstrates what is known in computer science as the

GIGO principle. GIGO is an acronym for "Garbage In, Garbage Out."

One's estimate of the total number of privately owned weapons can be
made to vary by some 40,000,000 weapons simply by substituting one

set of plausible assumptions for another. Giwen the sensitivity of
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.the final numbers to the assumptions that produce them, any concern

over "discrepancies" between methods is premature until one has, to
the extent posisible, researched the assumptions in questionr. Since
the indicated research has, for the most part, not been conducted, our
presentation emphasizes the general agreement across methods, with the
advance understanding that all estimates are subject to great fluctua-
tion as better information becomes. available.

Many discussions of the surface ''discrepancy' between supply and
demand data on weapons ownership are little short of arrogant. Kleck
(1979a: 895), for example, has noted the same discrepancy that we have
been discussing in the text: 'While the commission's Task Force on
Firearms [the Newton-Zimring report] estimated, based on manufacturer's
records and importation data, a stock of about 100 million guns in the
United States in 1968, estimates derived from the Harris survey indicate
only about 66 million guns owned." That, ‘as we have seen, is an accurate
depiction of the results reported in Newton and Zimring. But what do
these results suggest? In Kleck's view, they suggest that "a substantial
number of gun owners were lying or 'forgetting' about guns they owned.
Other national surveys of course faced this same problem” (1979a: 895).
Even a modest curiosity about how the Newton-Zimring numbers were pro-
duced would caution against such a conclusion; Kleck himself acknow-
ledges that "the [supply-side] measurement method does not take account
of losses of firearms due to destruction, misplacement, or deterio-
ration..." As our own review adequately demonstrates, theré is more
than.a@ple reason to coﬁciude that the '"discrepancy" result% more from

assumptions made about the evidence than from inherent "deficiencies"

v
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in either measurement technique. The appropriate conclusion to be

drawn from the Newton—zimring discrepancy is thus that all estimates
(of any parameter) are highly sensitive to the assumptions from which
they are derived. Yet neither Kleck nor any other commentator on the

"4i 1" y
isc i
repancy,. so far as we can determine, has advanced such a reason-

o R . ,
able’ and informative conclusion; rather, here and in most other accounts
3

the "discrepancy" is resolved by the offhand slander that many people
lie to survey interviewers. Such a conclusion, to emphasize, is not
indicated’by any evidence of which we are awvare; it is little more
than a pointless insult to the honesty of the American population.
Phrasing the conclusion more Precisely, the DMI data confirm that

as of 1978, the average number of weapons owned by families owning
four or more of them was substantially greater than five weapons.

The equivalent average as of 1968 is basically unknown, the calculation
depending entirely on a guess about the midpoint of the "4+" range,
There is strong inferential evidence, reviewed in Chapter Five, that
this ecritical average~-the average number owned by families owning

at least one--may have itself increased substantially over the decade.

Given this possibility, it would obviously be unwise to make inferences

about the 1968 value on the basis of 1978 data.
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CHAPTER THREE
RECENT TRENDS IN WEAPONS OWNERSHIF:

I. SPORT AND RECREATIONAL DEMAND

The Trend in Weapons Supply

Since the total number of weapons now in private hands is known
only very approximately (f some 20,000,000 weapons), it follows that
knowledge about trends in that number is even less reliable. There
is a fairly uniform consensus among all observers that the total
amount of private weaponry has increased in recent years, but estimates
of the magnitude of the increase are, for obvious reasons, as variable
as estimates of the total numbers. Our best guess about the total 1968

‘ +
number, based on calculations in the previous chapter, is v 80 - 20
million weapons; our best guess about the current (1978) number is ~ 120 *
20 million weapons. Taking these figures seriously, the total trend
over the past decade would therefore amount to something between 0 and
80,000,000 '"new" weapons. The first problem one encounters in trying
tc analyze the weapons trend, in short, is that there is very little
trustworthy information on just how extensive it has been.

Trend data on production and imﬁorts for the period 1900-1968& are
given in Newton and Zimring (1969: Table 4-1). Between 1900 and 1948,
an average of about 10 million firearms per decade (or roughly 1 miilion
firearms per year) were added to the domestic supply. In the next
decade (1949-1958), the figure roughly doubled (to about 20,000,000),
and then increased by yet another 10 million (to roughly 30,000,000)
in the decade 1959 to 1968. By far the largest increases, especially

during the 1960's, were in handgun production and imports. And it is
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the handgun increase in particular that lead Newton and Zimring to

speak of the "domestic arms buildup."

The upturn in handgun supply during the decade of the 1960's was

apparently quite pronounced. According to Newton and Zimring (1969:

-

Table 4-1), total production and imports of handguns averaged roughly ////////

2.7 million sidearms per decade up through 19QQL#E£E2§£JZL£LQPﬂﬁji;;;
for the decade 1949-1958, and jumped even more sharply, to .10.2 million,

between 1959 and 1968. During the 1960's then, the total domestic supply

of handguns apparently increased by about 1 million such guns

each year.

The more recent production and import figures, covering the ten
years since. the Newton-Zimring compilation, show no abatement whatever

of these long~term trends; on the contrary, they show an acceleration

(Table 2-1). The projections undertaken in the previous chapter suggest
that between 1969 and 1978, as many as 65 million new wedpons may have

been added to the domestic supply, rouéﬁly\ggéggzphéjgz;:er added during
the previous decade. A1l evidence from the production and import figures

therefore converges on the conclusion that the total number of weapons

available to the private US market is substantially higher at present

than at any previous point in American history.

This, it appears, is especially true of the total handgun supply.
The update of handgun production and import figures (Table 2=1, above)
shows roughly 2.4 million additional handguns available on the market
each year (on average) since 1969, which gives a total increase of
some 24 million handguns since the original Newton-Zimring report.
Possibly more accurate data, shown below in Table 3-1, give an average

annual increase of about 1,994,000handguns. Over the last decade, then,

L
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the gross increase in supply has been in the range of 20-25 million
handéuns. Interestingly, this is about the same as Newton and Zimring's
estimate of the total number of handguns introduced into the US market
from 1899 to 1968. It would thus appear that the total gross number

of handguns available in the US has roughly doubled in the decade since
the passage of the Gun Control Act of 1968, assuming, of course, that
none of the pre-1968 handguns have since been taken out of use (an
unlikely assumption).

The provisions of the 1968 legislation are discussed more fully
in Chapter 14, below. 1In the main, the Gun Control Act of that year
was designed to deal with interstate firearms commarce and with fire-
arms importation. Although the actual legislative intent is somewhat
unclear (see Cook, 1979b), the implementation of the 1968 legislation
in essence amounted to a ban on imports of cheap, low-quality handguns,
the so-called Saturday Nite Specials. This ban, however, did not
extend to the importation of most of the parts from which such handguns
are assembled, and it also did not extend to the domestic manufacture
or assembly of such weapons.

Efforts to evaluate the effects of the 1968 legislation on. the
total handgun supply are hampered most of all by the lack of adequate
time-series supply data (Zimring, 1975), especially as regards imported
weapons, the major foéus of the Act. Zimring notes that two Federal
agencies now maintain data on handgun imports: the Bureau of the
Census and the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms. Since 1969,

both agencies have published estimates of handgun imports, and in the
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five reporting years between 1969 and 1973, the average discrepancy

between estimates was 162 thousand handguns (Zimring, 1975: Table 4).

The ATF estimates, moreover,; are always higher than the Census estimates,

and the magnitude of the discrepancy is larger in more recent years.
(In 1973, for example, the Census estimates a total of 309 thousand
imported handguns, whereas the BATF estimate for the same year is 901
thousand.) One certainly hopes, along with Zimring, that "the two
federal agencies in charge of compiling these data might attempt to
resolve such a glaring discrepancy' (1975: 168).

Table 3-1 shows '"best guesses" for handgun production and importa-
tion from 1960 to 1976; the figures differ slightly from those shown
earlier in Table 2-1, but not in any major or serious way. Given the
wide discrepancies in the data bases, none of the values reported in
the table can be taken entirely seriously, but they do adequately indi-
cate the rough magnitudes and give at least some crude 'feel" for the
effects of the 1968 legislation.

These data sustain several reasonably obvious conclusions. First,
it is apparent that the 1968 legislation responded to a real and genuine
problem. Between 1960 and 1968, the annual importation of handguns
increased by some 900%--up from 128,000 imported handguns in 1960 to
about 1.2 million imports in 1968. To speak of these handguns '"flooding
the domestic market" 1is therefore no . exaggeration. Secondly, imports
of handguns in the year immediately following the legislation, and in
every year since, were drastically lower than the all-time high figure
registered for 1968: from a 1968 base figure of 1.3 million, imports

of handguns dropped to only 354.000 in 1969, to only 254,000 in 1970,




TABLE 3-1

HANDGUN PRODUCTION AND IMPORTS, 1960-1976 (IN THOUSANDS)

e

1960 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975

1976

Domestic a a a a a b b b b b a a a
Production 475 666 700 926 1,259 1,367 1,394 1,421 1,667 1,609 1,715 2,024 1,883
Imports 1282 347 513 747% 21,1557 354 254%  352% 366  605° 2597 4622 2702
TOTAL 603 1,013 1,213 1,673 2,414 1,721 1,648 1,773 2,033 2,214 1,974 2,486 2,103
§ 8SO0URCE: Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1975 (p. 156) and 1977 (p. 175).
| .
b 1
SOURCE: Zimring, 1975:; Table 5, o i
a\ v
| ;
©SOURCE: Zimring, 1975: Table 4. Numbers in all cases are the numerical average of high (ATF) and low é

P s e

(Census)estimates.
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and these imports have averaged only about 365,000 per year since the
1968 legislation, about a third of the 1968 figure. These data suggest
that the Gun Control Act of 1968 did achieve, at least in some substan-

tial part, its objective of stemming the flow of "

cheap imported hand-
guns" into the domestic market; as Zimring says, the effect on handgun
imports was "'immediate and substantial" (1975: 169).

There was, however, very little effect on the total annual increase
in the handgun supply. Much of the 1969-and-following losses from the
import flow have been compensated by increases in domestic handgun
production (and assembly). Total "new" handguns coming onto the market
in the years 1969-1972 were indeed somewhat lower than the peak 1968
figure, but since 1973, the number of new handguns yearly has averaged
v 2,2 million, more than ‘90% of the 1968 value. The overall effect of
the 1968 legislation, then, was apparently not so much to reduce the
total numbers of handguns available, but to cause some substitution of
domestic for imported arms. And much of this ''substitution' may well
have amocunted to cheap handguns assembled by foreign.workers from
foreign parts being replaced by cheap handguns assembled by American
workers from foreign parts (Comptroller General, 1978: 4). Staring at
Table 3-1, one gets the unmistakable impression that the 1968 legislation
was something of a boon to the domestic arms industry, but probably
little else. Despite the 1968 legislation, the best available data
suggest that handguns are still being added to the US market at the
approximate gross rate of two to two and a half million per year. And
this, of course, is in addition to the annual growth in long gun supply,

which has been averaging about 4 million weapons per year.
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Where have all these 'new'" weapons gone? What are the sources This hypothesis has been advanced by a number of authors and has been

of the increased firearms demand? What do the trends and their sources the object of at least Ssome research; the relevant studies are reviewed

tR 2

reveal about the nature of private weaponry in the United States today? f later in Chapter Five. In advance, however, we note that the surface

These and a range of closely related issues conmstitute the subject Plausibility of the hypothesis depends on an extraordinarily uncharitable

matter of this and the next two chapters.

e R B,
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The recent sharp upturn in weapons manufacturing and importation
has been the occasion for much anxious hand-wringing in pro—gun—conﬁrol
circles. Even the phrases used to refer to the treand are typically
alarmist: 'the flood of guns," "the domestic arms buildup," "the
domestic arms race," and so on. One author (Clotfelter, 1977) speaks

N . "
of the "almost breathtaking increasé in the stock of handguns. The

persistent analogy drawn in these sources to the international arms

race is presumably intentional: the imagery is often that the American
population is arming itself for some so?t of impending showdown. - Just
who the contending parties in this '"showdown" will be is seldom made
explicit, such matters being left to the reader's imagination, but

the customary insinuation is that the parties in quesgion are socially

or ideologically defined: whites are arming themselves for a war against
blacks, the "straights" are arming for combat against the counter-
culturals, the victims (real or potential) are getting ready to shoot

it out with the violent offenders, and so on.

The range of speculations implied in these accounts can be referred

to, with aue apologies to Hunter S. Thompson, as the "fear and loathing"

. hypothesis—-namely,. that the recent weapons trend is rooted, ultimately,

in rising fears and anxieties about crime, unrest, rebellion, civil

disorders, and the related pathologies of modern, especially urban, life.

i —

depiction of the motives and psychology of a very substantial fraction
of the American population. Taken to its extreme, the "fear and loath-
ing" hypothesis suggests that tens of millions of Americans have, in

the past ten years, gone out and purchased a firearm in the anticipation
of possibly having to shoot somebody for some reason someday. Uanchari-
table or not, this may well have been the case, and certainly, little
purpose is served in Prejudging the issue. However, one would normally
insist on very powerful evidence before advancing such a condemnatory
conclusion, and one would also normally insist that all poséible alter-

native explanations be given their due. TIn the following chapters, then,

we give as much credence as the evidence allows to alternative hypotheses

about the weapons trend, just because the "fear and loathing" explana-

tion has such awesome and troubling implications.

Household Increase

Crudely, our focus in the ensuing trend analysis is on the decades

of the 1960's and 1970's, the period of most rapid growth in firearms

supply; most of the analysis focusses specifically on the most recent
decade, the period betweén the initial compilation of weapons data by
Newton and Zimring (1969) and the present. It is thus worth emphasizing
that the size of éhe American population, and in particular, the number

of U.S. households, grew quite substantially during this period, and
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that raw compilations of production and import data (such'as those in
Tables 2-1 and 3-1, above) are typically not normed to take this increase
into account.

The 1968 projections undertaken by‘Newton and Zimring are based on
a total of just over 60,000,000 US households. ?artly due to an increase
ﬁn population size, and partly due to an increase in the rate of house-
hold formation, the number of US households at present is just about
75,000,000. The difference (15,000,000 '"new'" households) represents
a 25% increase over the 1968 value. The implication is that the
firearm supply would also have to have increased by some similar
proportion in order for the average "density'" of zrmament among U.S.
families to remain constant in this period.

As noted above, the number of ‘mew" weapons .that need fo be
accounted for in a trend‘analysis lies somewhere between none and 80
million. For convenience, let us take the midpoint of that range as
the correct value, in which case we need to account for about 40,000,000
"new" weapons. This is rather fewer than the 65,000,000 figure suggeste‘
by the projections from Table 2-1 and the above'discussion, but the 65
million figure represents oaly the gross increase in supply; to achieve
a measure of the net increase, we have to subtract from the gross figure
the number of weapons taken out of use during the period, including
the fraction (roughly 107%) that is exported to other countries. (Some
share of thé new supply, in other words, must be seen as "rép ~cement"
supply for weapons éhat were "decommissioned" during the decade and
some share was marketed elsewhere.)  Since 80 million is our "best

guess' value for the total number of weapons in 1968, and 120 million
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our "best guess" for 1978, then the difference, 40 million "new" weapons,

is our "best guess" as to he total weapons increase.
These numbers in mind, a simple calculation gives the amount by

which the total weapons supply would have to have increased just to

keep pace with the increasing number of householdq in the period. Since

the rate of increase in the number of households was about 257 between
1969 and 1978, then the initial 1968 supply of weapons (80,000,000)
would also have had to increase by 25%, or in short, by some 20,000,000

weapons. Another way to look at these numbers is that the first twenty

million "net" weapons (i.e., those over' and beyond the "replacement'

weapons) produced or imported between 1969 and 1978 would be absorbed

just among '"new" households, assuming, of course, that rates of weapons

ownership (and average numbers of weapons owned) would be the same

for both "new" and "ol1d" households. (That weapons ownership is not

correlated with age tends to support this assumption;

below. )

see Chapter 3ix,
The conclusion, then, is that perhaps as much as half of the

"trend" in weaponry over the past decade is only a reflection of growth

in the number of U.s. households. The true growth in supply net of

the replacement Proportion and net of that portion due just to household

increase would therefore apparently amount to some 20 million, rather
than some 40 million, or 65 million weapons.

On the other hand, even conservative projections show an increase

in weapons supply substantially in excess of the 20,000,000 or so "new"
weapons necessary to supply "new" families; the total growth has been

roughly twice the growth attributable just to household increase,

Growth in the number of households to be supplied is thus an important
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part, but assuredly not the whole, of the weapons trend story.

These corrections in the trend for household growth can, of course,
be applied to the type-specific trends as well as to the total (Table
3~2). The numerical values shown are taken directly from Table 2-5,
above; the 1968 numbers are as reported in Newton and Zimring, and the
"actual present values' are taken from the update of the Newton-Zimring
numbers reported in Spiegler and Sweeney (1975). The "predicted present
values" are calculated simply by adding 25% in each case to the observed
1968 values; the "excess'" values are simply the diffe.ences between 'pre-
dicted" and "actual" present values.

These "'corrections" for household growth leave an excess of 22.5
million "new" weapons to be accounted fér by other factors. This is
the net growth in weapons supply over and above that necessary to keep
pace with household growth. 1In tﬁe total, this represents a net growth
of 257 in weapons supply over the 1968 values. As the table amply shows,
this 25% net growth has two very distinctive components: a long gun
component, whose growth was-rather less thaﬁ the total growth, and a
handgun component, whose growth was éharply higher than the total
growth. The excess present handguns amount to 42% of the 1968 wvalue,
vs. 187 and 20% respectively for the excesses in rifles and shotguns.

We may thus agree, with many observers, that the growth in handgun supply
over the last decade has been substantial ‘and quite disproportionate to

the total growth in households.

Once household growth has been discounted, then, the evidence
suggests that a trend analysis needs to account for some 12-13 million
excess long guns, and some 10 million excess handguns, over the last

ten years.
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TABLE 3-2
THE WEAPONS TREND BY WEAPONS TYPE, DISCOUNTED FOR

GROWTH IN NUMBER OF US HOUSEHOLDS

(in millions of weapons)

Type 1968 Predicted Actual 7
Value Present Val P 3 ¢ d o iocn ot Ae
ue resent Value Excess of 1968 Value
Rifles 35 43.75 50
. 6.2 7
shotguns 31 38.75 45 6.2§ %g;
fftandguns 24 30.00 40 10.0 42;
TOTALS 90 112.5 135 22.5 25%

a
Newton and Zimring, 1969: 6.

b
= the 1968 value + 25%.

c

SOURCE: Spiegler and Sweeney, 1975: 3.
= difference between "predicted" and "actual" present values

€my s
This column expresses the excess weapons as a percentage of the initial 1968

value, and is thus a measure of net i
: percentage growth in the weapons suppl
discounted for the growth in numbers of families. ? ppy s
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Sport and Recreation Demand

Newton and Zimring, and most other commentators, acknowledge that
at least some share of the trend reflects nothing more ominous than an
increase in the popularity of sporting and recreatiomnal acti&itigs
requiring firearms. As with the production of guns, for example, the
production of clay pigeons approximately doubled during the 1960's;
membership in trap and skeet shooting clubs also doubled during the
same period (Newton and Zimring, 1969: 20).  As they also point out,
the percentage increase in expenditures for sporting weaponry and ammuni-
tion between 1960 and 1966 (72%) was almost exactly the same as the
percentage increase in expenditures on fishing equipment and tackle in
the same period. Some non-trivial fraction of the "domestic arms
buildup," in short, apparently reveals more about leisure time prefer-

ences and pursuits than it reveals about the '"fear and loathing' of

the American population.

In general, the growth of interest in outdoor recreation over the
past several years has been rather extraordinary. Some sense of t‘'e
magnitude of this trend is imparted in Table 3-3, which reports time-

series data from the Statistical Abstract on various outdoor sporting

activities and expenditures from the early 1960's to the present.- In

1960, as an example, there were some 79 million visits to the National
Park system; by 1970, the figufe had more than doubled to 172 million
visits; and in the six years following, the visitation figure rose to

268 million;4about three and a half times the number of visits registered
in 1960. Visits to state parks show an equivalent trend in the period,
having approximately doubled between 1960 and 1975, Between 1970 and

1975 alone, annual expenditures on recreation of all forms increased
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TABLE 3-3

TRENDS IN OUTDOOR RECREATION

1960
1. Visits to the
: Nat'l Park System
: (x 109 79.2
5 2. Visits to
State Parks
{ (x 10 259
ﬁ 3. Total Recreation
Expenditures
(x $109) 17.9
4. Fishing Licenses
Sold (x 106 23.3
5. Hunting Licences
Sold (x 10%) 18.4
6. Federal Duck
Stamps (x 106) 1.6

7. Sport Fishermen
and Hunting (x 106) 30.4

8. Recreational
Vehicles Sold

(x 10°) 62.6°

1965

391

25.9
25.0
19.4

1.6

32.9

192.8

1970
172.0
483

41.0
31.1
22,2

2.1

36.3

472.0

1972

211.6

49.1

33.0

22.2

2.4

747.5

1973

215.6

55.2

33.5

23.3

752.5

1974

217 .4

60.8

34.3

25.1

2.0

529.2

1975

238.8

566

66.0

34.7

25.9

2.2

552.0

1976

267.7

656.3

%Data for 1967

bData for 1961

237, 643,

@

SOURCE: Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1977:

pp‘ 232, 234, 235,
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by some 25 billion dollars. The annual growth in hunting and fishing
licenses issued is much less spectacular but nonetheless substantial:
between 1970 and 1975, for example, the number of fishing licenses
issued annually increased by about 3.6 million, and the number of hunt-
ing licenses, by about 3.7 million.3 Note  finally the trends in sales
of so-called recreational vehicles—--mostly campers and motor homes.
Sales of these vehicles peaked just prior to the Arab oil embargo of
1973 and have been down noticeably ever since. Still, in 1976, some
656,000 of these vehicles were sold in the US market, ten times the
number sold in 1961. All available indicators therefore suggest that
the decade of the 1970's has witnessed a continuation, and in some
cases an unmistakable acceleration, of the growth trends in outdoor
recreation activities noted by Newton and Zimring for the decade of
the 1960's.

All of the trends shown in Table 3-3 exceed that which would be
expected just on the basis of population growth, even the relatively
modest annual increases in hunting licenses issued. Trends in hunting,

net of the general trend in population, are shown in Table 3-4. Note

- that since hunting licenses are issued to individuals, not to families,

the appropriate norm in this discussion is the growth in total popula-
tion, not the growth in total number of households, as in the earlier
discussion.

For purposes of this table, we have created a measure of "Total
Hunters" by summing, for each year, the number of hunting licenses
issued and the number of Federal duck stamps sold. In raw numbers,
the number of "total hunters," thus defined, increased by 3.8 million

hunters between 1970 and 1975, from 24.3 to 28.1 million. The last
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line of the table expresses these values as a rate per 1,000 population;
as shown, the number of hunters per 1,000 population also increased
between 1970 and 1975, from 119 per thousand in 1970 to 132 per thousand
in 1975.
Table 3-4 permits us to calculate the amount by which the number

of total hunters increased beyond that which would be expected just on
the basis of population growth. In 1970, for example, the observed
"hunter rate" was 119 per thousand. Had this rate remained constant,
then the total number of hunters in 1975 would be 119/1,000 x 213
million = 25.4 million, the "predicted" number of 1975 hunters. The
observed value for 1975, in contrast, is 28.1 million hunters, an

excess over the five years of 2.7 million hunters. - This suggests that
the number of "new" hunters (hunters in excess of that predicted from
population growth alone) has averaged about 540,000 per year, or in
other words, even discounting population growth, some half million
additional individuals per year have taken up hunting. For the whole

of the decade 1969 through 1978, then, approximately 5.4 million "excess"
hunters have been added (540,000 excess each year over a total of ten
years). If we assume that each of these new hunters outfits himself

or herself with one and only one long gun, then these figures indicate

that about 5.4 million of the total net growth of 12.5 million excess
long guns, or about 43%, can be attributed just to the increase in
hunters over the decade, leaving about 7,000,000 "new" long guns to
account for through other factors.

These projections, moreover, are doubtlessly quite conservative, for
a number of reasons. First, the measure of total hunters is in truth

a measure of total legal hunters (i.e., a measure of hunting licenses

At
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? and duck stamps issued). The number of people who hunt without a

TABLE 3-4 license, and the trend in the number, are obviously unknown, but it is

- 5

TRENDS IN NUMBER OF HUNTERS PER 1,000 POPULATION, 1960-197 at least possible that the growth in unlicensed hunting has exceeded

i the growth in licensed hunting, and if that were the case, then the
Raw Data In Millions :
aw Da

1960 1970 1975 L e : .'/ share of the total trend attributable to increased hunting would be

222 29 even higher than the 42% figure calculated above.
Number of Hunting Licenses 18.4 . .

24 2.2 Secondly, our projection of 5.4 million "new" long guns due to
Number of Duck Stamps 1.6 . . | |
: 4.3 28.1 "new" hunters is based on the assumption that each hunter is equipped
TOTAL "HUNTERS" 20.0 24. |
204 213 ‘ s ' with one and only one long gun. Since each hunter must have at least
TOTAL POPULATION 180 o #

one gun, this too is obviously a conservative estimate; at least some
(\

i 2
Hunters/1l,000 Population 111 119 13

hunters will outfit themselves with two or more guns.4 The best and

. mo 1denC on Ilunlbers Of Weap()ns ()‘g’ned (the (’78 D]II

| mentioned in Chapter Two) suggests that the average number owned by
. i N .
: - s in Table 3-3 above. i o ) )
Hunting data are the same a families owning at least one weapon is something more than 3 weapons

(precisely, 3.17); among families who own weapons and hunt, the average

: may well be higher.5 If "new" hunters arined themselves at the average
| . .

rate for all families owning at least one weapon, then the increase

would be roughly 16.2 million weapons. This would amount toc all of the

‘ : in demand for weaponry due to "nmew" hunters between 1968 and 1978

\ net growth in long guns (12.5 million) and some 40-50% of the net growth
¥
i

in handguns (10 million) as well. Indeed, if the total excess weaponry

is in fact 22.5 million weapons (as calculated in Table 3-2), and each
"new'" hunter armed himself or herself at the average rate of 3 weapons
each, then the growth in demand due just to these 'new'" hunters would

amount to about 72% of the net growth in supply of weapdns of all types.

TR 4
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The idea that each "new'" hunter would arm up with more than one
weapon is by no means inconceivable. A rifle is an appropriate hunting
weapon for some game (squirrels and deer, for example, are hunted with
rifles), but shotguns are necessary for other game (for example, all
bird hunting of any sort is done with shotguns, and fast-moving small
game, such as rabbits, are also usually hunted with shotguns). A
hunter wishing to shoot, say, sqgirrels and game birds would therefore
require at least one rifle and at least one shotgun for the task. As
the kinds of game to be hunted increase, the amount of necessary weaponry
also increases. A deer rifle, for example, is virtually useless for
hunting squirrels; a small-caliber rifle that would be used to hunt
squirrels, likewise, would be virtually useless in hunting deer. 1In
the same vein, larger shotguns (12 gauge or 16 gauge) are necessary
for game bird hunting, whereas smaller shotguns (20 gauge or 410-gauge)
are more appropriate for game such as rabbit. A hunter whd chose, for
example, to hunt deer, squirrel, rabbit, and pheasant (four of the more
commonly hunted animals) would find it convenient to own at least four
different guns. The idea that each "new" hunter would arm up with-at

least one rifle and one shotgun is therefore not implausible, in which

case the demand for "mew" long guns posed by 'mew" hunters works out
to about 10.8 million, 86% of the 12.5 million gun excess.

Also, although handguns are not often used to hunt game, they some-
times are; and even if they are seldom used by hunters to take game, they
are, monetheless, often carried by hunters and other outdoors sports per-—

sons along with long guns, typically for use against the snakes that one

sometimes encounters when traipsing through the woods. In some respects,

a quality sidearm is part of the standard regalia for the de rigeur

H
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sportsman, and thus falls in the same class of objects as a good hunt-

ing knife, a hunting jacket, an ammunition belt, and the related super-

fluities that no serious huntsman would ever be without, Thus, the

idea that "new" hunters also account for at least some share of the

increase in handgun demand is also not, by any stretch, inconceivable.6

The preceeding depicts hunting mainly as a leisure or recreational

activity, but not all hunting is appropriately characterized in this

fashion. For some, rather, hunting is an activity that generates

1 ’ . . PR
"income in kind," or in other words, an activity undertaken to augment

the family's protein supply. There is, in fact, some evidence to
suggest that "meat hunters' (persons who hunt primarily for the food)

are the modal type (Kellert, 1978.)7 In this study, conducted for

the US Fish and Wildlife Service, meat hunters represented some 44%. of

all the persons in the sample who had hunted in the previous five

years. ‘'Sports hunters" were the second largest category, representing

39% of the total; these are the people who hunt primarily because it
gets them out of doors and affords them an opportunity to display

their marksmanship and outdoors ﬁrowess. Finally, there are what

Kellert calls the "nature hunters,"

representing the final 17%, who
hunt primarily for inner-directed, virtually mystical, reasons; as
one of them, quoted by Kellert, expresses it, "It's death that makes
the spark of life glow most brightly, measure for measure." These
findings suggest that perhaps no more than about half of all hunting
is appropriately characterized as 'recreational." The remainder
apparently has more utilitarian motivations.

In this wvein, it should alsoc be pointed out that, while it is

possible to spend very large sums of money on high-quality hunting
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weapons, perfectly serviceable weaponry can be purchased for very
modest amounts. Current winter catalogues for both Sears and Penney's,
for example, list several models of rifles and shotguns that retail
for less than $100; both also show a single-shot .22 caliber rifle

(of the sort that might be used, for instance, to hunt squirrels) that
retails for less than $35. Ammunition is also relatively inexpensive;
a box of .22 caliber "longs," useful for small game, retails for less
than $3. Hunting licenses rarely cost more than $10. If one did not
care about being a truly stylish hunter and went about it as cheaply
as possible, it appears that one could start from scratch and purchase
an entire season of, say, squirrel hunting--weapon, ammunition, and
license-~for less than $50. This sum is substantially less, for
example, than what the average skier would expect to spend in one. week-
end on the slopes, much less than what a serious flyfisher would expect
to pay for a decent graphite rod, very much less than the price of a
snowmobile, and so on. If one were interested in getting outdoors and
actually doing something once there, hunting appears to be potentially
one of the cheaper ways to do it.

The relatively small sums of money necessary to take up hunting,
and. the evidence from Kellert that much of it is undertaken mainly to
proéure food, suggest that at least part of the recent increase in
hunting, and the corresponding increase in demand for weaponry, may
be attributable to many of the same factors that have fecently sparked
interest in vegetable gardens and woocd stoves, namely, the decay of
the domestic economic situation. Growing vegetables, heating with

wood, and hunting for meat are all "labor intensive' activities, requir-
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ing relatively modest initial capital outlays, whose results make at
least some difference in a family's overall financial circumstances in

troubled
economic times. All three activities also have direct "use

1"
value," that is, they are intrinsically enjoyable leisure-time pursuits,

"
whether they "bear fruit'" or not. It is thus possible that some

(possibly large) share of the "domestic arms buildup” is only a

utilitarian response to a decaying domestic economy.

q .
unting is the most common, but by no means the only, sporting

a . _—
ctivity requiring firearms; others include target shooting, gun col
, -

lectin i
g, skeet and trap shooting, and so on. The trend data on huntlng

are at bes
t thin, but published trend data on other sporting uses of fq
ire-

arms
are practically nonexistent, except for the few fragments compiled by
5

Newto i :
n and Zimring (1969), Thus, any effort to discount the overall

enough inf
ormation to piece tcgether a rough guess about the approximat
e

magnitudes,

In . . i ’
this case, the relevant information is taken from the 1978 pMr

survey, One of t i . v '
he i1tems in the survey, dsked of gun owners only read
’

- . a 9 p p g .

while I r
ead it and then tell me the most important reason you have a

R
esults obtained from this item are discussed more fully in a later

chapter.
p For present purposes, we note that 54% of the gun owners who

answer ed \.he ques thIl ave Ilurltlr] a t}le mo t impOI tan.t. r eason lo o
2

said tar i % indica ;
get shooting, 7% indicated gun collecting, and the remainder

gave a vari 3 i
lety of other non-sporting (mostly self-defense) answers
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The total sporting responses other than hunting were therefore 17%, and
this is just about a third of the proportion who mentioned hunting
specifically. From this it can be inferred that the total number of
persons engaged in sheooting sports other than hunting is about a third
the total number of hunters. If, in turn, our Table 3-4 guess about
the total number of hunters is correct (28.1 million in 1975), ﬁhen
there would have been about 9.4 million additional firearms sports-
persons (collectors included) in Fhe same year, etc.

Again, we can use these numbers to project an "excess" of sports
shooters and collectors. 1In order to make such a projection, we assume

that the disproportionate rate of increase (over population growth)

obgerved for hunting was matched by an exactly.eqhivalent net rate of
increase in other gun sports. If this was the case, and all the other
necessary assumptions are also met, then we would guess that in 1970,
there were 8.1 million non-hunting sports shooterskor collecﬁors (1/3

of the 24.3 million hunters estimated for the same year). This amounts
to v 39.7 per 1,000 population in 1970. At the same rate, the '"pre-
dicted" number of sports shooters and collectors in 1975 would have

been about 8.5 million (39.7/1000 x 213 million population), whereas

the direct calculation of this number showed about 9.4 million (one-
third the observed number of 1975 hunters). These calculations—-
although admittedly very "iffy''-~therefore suggest an excess of some
900,000 sports shooters over five years, or an excess of some 1.8 million
over the whole ten-year period from 1968 to the presentf Again, assuming
one and only one gun per each of these excess sports shooters or collec-

tors, the net growth in this category would account for some 8% of the

Rk A T R U
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total net increase in weapons supply of all sorts (1.8 million divided
by the total net excess of 22.5 million = 8%).

While it can be assumed that most (but not all) of the "new" hunting
demand would be concentrated in the long gun category, the same cannot
be assumed about the "new'" demand for weaponry for gun sports other
than hurting. The DMI materials discussed above are presented in two
parts: one part showing the responses for all gun owners (results from
which were mentioned above), and a second part showing responses for
handgun owners only (as discussed in footnote 6). The proportion of
handgun owners mentioning ''target shooting'" as the primary ownership
reason was 17%, close to twice the 10% figure registered for all gun
owners irrespective of type., Likewise, the proportion mentioning "gun
collection" among han“gun owners was 14%, or twice the 7% figureée re-
gistered for all gun owners. From this, it can be safely inferred
that some substantial share of the "new" gun demand posed by ''new"
non-hunting sportspersons would definitely be a handgun demand, or in
other words, that some share of the excess handguns as reported in
Table 3-2 has been absorbed by net growth in the non-hunting gun sports,

Consider, for examwle, the matter of handgun collections. Collecting
handguns is evidently a rather popular activity. According to the DMI
survey, 23% of the nation's families possess a handgun, and of these
families, 1§Z mention‘fcollecting" as the primary reason. Thus, some
3.27 of the nation's.fémilies ((23 X .14 = .032) would qualify as
"handgun‘collectorsﬁ by these admittedly rough standards. Working
from a base of 75 million families, this figure gives 2.4 million

handgun collectors as of 1978. Yor obvious reasons, the typical hand-
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gun collector would tend to own and acquire handguns at something more

than the average rate.  If each of the 1978 handgun collectors added

just two handguns to their collection in the previous ten years, then

collecting alone would account for nearly half of the excess handgun

supply projected in Table 3-2. Also, as noted above, 'target shooting"
is given as a reason for owning a handgun somewhat more commonly than
it is mentioned as a reason for owning a long gun, so at least some

of the growth in target shooting, as well as collecting, would also
result in an increase in the handgun demand. The essential point here,
in short, is that any new demand for weapons posed by increases in sport-

ing or recreational uses of firearms would not necessarily be restricted
to a demand for leong guns; part of this new demand would be a handgun
demand as well.

It might, of course, be objected that the typical short-barrelled,
small-caliber, cheaply made Saturday Nite Special is not an appropriate
weapon either for collecting or target shooting, and it is also not

the kind of sidearm that hunters would usually be interested in carry-

ing. (But see note 6, below.) So far as we know, however, nobody

has ever studied the kinds of handguns that handgun collectors collect,
and so the assumption that they do not collect Saturday Nite Specials
is gratuitous. These days, people collect empty beer cans, old‘comic
books, Beatles memorabilia, and thousands upon thousands of othér com-
modities of dubious cultural value, énd this being the case,’it is
perfectljjébvious that many people might collect Saturday Nite Specials

as well. A more serious problem is that nobody knows for certain (or

everi to & first approximation) just how many Saturday Nite Specials

B
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ther {
€ are in Table 3-2, There is, first of all, no agreed-upon

: )
and even if there were, the avallable supply data are not sufficiently
'

. . .
detailed in terms of cost, caliber, quality of construction; barrel-
3

length, etc t i
+s» LO estimate the i
Proportion of '"pew" handguns that are

indeed SNS's. We ca
n thus agree that SPOTt and recreation uses probably

contribute relativel i
y little to
the demand for SNS's, but we cannot

Say Just how many handguns fal1l into this category

All . . s
the Preceeding projections are, of course, distressingly

h .

to state preciselv <
Yy Just how ma ~
ny of the net "excess" guns should be

g

a total of “7,2 million " "
N new’ shooters over the decade (hunters and

non-hunter i
S combined). If these new shooters all acquired weapons at

total i
é demand growth is for 22.8 million weapons, or in short, for 100%

of the net i
growth that remains once household increase has been taken

into account, | ‘
t At the outer bound of pPossibility, the suggestion is

that househ i i
old increase and dlsproportionate growth of interest in

the shooting s
POTts account f 11!
or all of the decade's weapons trend,

handgun g i .
g nd long gun alike, If, alternatively, all these new shooters

armed up at the average rate of ?2 guns each
1] 3
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therefore leaves no more than a few million long guns, and probably

not more than about 5-8 million handguns, to be accounted for by other

factors.

Summary

Between 1969 and 1978, roughly 65 million 'new" firearms were
either manufactured domestically or imported into the United States.
Some of the domestic production was exported to other countries, and
some of the remaining "increase' in supply must be seen simply as a
supply of "replacements'" for weapons taken out of use permanently
(through confiscation, obsolescence, or decay) over the decade. These
factors apparently leave an initial gross increase in firearms supply
amounting to about 40 million guns.

Over the same decade, the number of U.S. families increased by
about 25%. .In order to maintain a constant average density of weapons
ownership across families, the 1968 supply (of about 80 million guns)-
would also have had to increase by about 257%, or by about 20 million |
guns, and this amounts to half of the initial gross increase of 40
million.

Over the same decade, the proportion of U.S. citizens using fire-

arms for hunting and other sporting purposes also increased, and various

pieces of evidence and some (plausible, although typically untested)

assumptions suggest that the consequent gfowth in sporting demand for

weapons amounted to essentially all the remaining net growth in shoulder

weapons and a third to a half of the remaining net growth in handguns.
Explaining the remaining ""excess' weapons is the topic of the

following two chapters.
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FOOTNOTES

For a very similar analysis of the 1968 legislation and its effects
on firearms supply, see Jerry Landauer, 'Gunmaking Booms in the

US....," in the New York Times 8 June 1971: 40 £ff. As a minor

historical aside, we note that Landauer's main informant for the
article is one G. Gordon Liddy, at the time the Treasury Department's
resident in-house firearms expert.

The 257 increase in number of households is, ofkcourse, substantially
larger than the growth of US population during the period. For
purposes of the present analysis, we are thus assuming that house~
holds are the relevant ownership unit for private firearms, not
specific individuals. Given that the available survey data on
weapons ownership deal almost exclusively with household ownership,
we have very little alternative to this assumption.

The sharp and disproportionate increase in the number of US
households reflects mainly that the baty-boom post-war generations
finally began to reach the stage of household formation during the
period in question. (The vanguard of the baby boom was the 1947
generation, which turned 25 in 1972.) The baby boém has posed supply
problems for virtually every institution it has touched in the whole
of its history: it was respensible for the very rapid growth in
elementary and secondary education in the 1950's and the growth of
higher education in the 1960's, it has posed very formidable unem-
ployment and underemployment‘problems, as well as very serious
housing shortages, in the 1970's, and it is only a matter’of time

before the baby boom creates a national shortage of burial space.

-
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Part (by our analysis, nearly half) of the recent net upsurge 1in
i of
weapons supply reflects nothing other than the coming of age
i in the
these generations—-their collective achievement of a stage in

1ife cycle where household weapons purchases would begin to be con-—

sidered.

. s .
For the record, following are data from the Statistical Abstrac

(1977: 42) on the numbers of US households:

YEAR MILLIONS OF HOUSEBOLDS
1960 52.6
1965 57.3
1970 62.9
1975 71.1
1976 72.9
1977% 74.4
1980% ' 78.8

(% = projected)

Newton and Zimring (1969: Table 4~4) also.report trend data on
hunting licenses issued; their values are rather lower than the

' yalues shown above in Table 3-3.  For example, their 1965 value

is 14.3 miliion licenses, versus our 1965 value of 19.4 million--a

o g

) i ests
discreﬁancy of some-5 million hunters. Independent evidence suggl

‘ ' ear
that our (higher) numbers are the more accurate. In the same y

; ) )
(1965), Gallup asked a national sample, "Do:you [or your spouse] g

7 " " Assuming
hunting?" Roughly 36% of the sample responded “yes

one hunter per-household and about 60,000,000 households, this

ey
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finding therefore gives .36(60 million) = 21.6 million hunters in

1965. Newton and Zimring conclude from their data that ''the

number of licensed hunters...has remained relatively stable since
1958" (1969: 20). This has not been true in the years since 1968,
however; the data in Table 3-3 show an average annual increase in
licensed hunters for the period 1970 to 1975 of just under 1 million
new hunters per year.

The recent hunting trends are discussed in

detail in the text.

We are for present purposes simply ignoring the (presumably small)
numbers who hunt with something other than firearms, for example,

bows and arrows.

We say, "may be higher," because it is not possible to confirm that

numbers of weapons owned by hunting families is in fact higher than

the numbers owned by non~hunting families. The DMI data would be

useful in addressing this (and many other closely related) issues,
but so far, the National Rifle Association has refused to release

the data for secondary analysis. Several other surveys contain

both a gun ownership question and a hunting question, but none of
them ask specifically about the number of weapons possessed.

In the pro-control literature, one often hears it said that there
is "no iegitimate sporting use" for handguns, with the possible
exqeption of plinking and target shooting. Ix point of fact, even

a very cursory examination of the gun-sport magazines (for example,

Guns and Ammo, Gun World, Field and Stream, or any of perhaps 25

others) will confirm that handguns are used for all kinds of sporting
and recreational purposes. In the DMI survey, handgun owners were

asked why they owned a handgun. Although "self-defense'" was the
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most common answer, given by 40%, some 97 mentioned "hunting' as

the "most important reason," another 17% mentioned "target shooting,"

14% mentioned "gun collection," and 6% said they "just like to have

one." The total number of sport or recreational mentions (hunting,

target shooting, and collecting) therefore approximately equals the
number of self-defense mentions, or in other words, the number of hand-
guns possessed primarily for "legitimate" sporting purposes probably
rivals the number owned for "illegitimate' self-defensive purposes.

Virtually every issue of every gun-sport magazine will contain
one or more reviews of various sporting handguns. Most of them

' these being

also run occasional pieces on so-called "trail gunms,'
the small, readily concealable handguns that one would typically
never associate with legitimate sporting uses. One of these dis-
cussions ("'"Pack a Trail Gun," by Claud Hamilton in the December 1979
issue of Gun World) enumerates the reasons why an outdoorsperson
might always want to carry such a weapon: "encounters with dangerous
wild creatures"-- specifically snakes, angry wolverines, rabid

foxes, and so onj; "Your ability to signal for help" in the case of

a serious accident; "also, if you would ever be plunged suddenly

into a survival situation without transport or food, a handgun can

" put food in the pot when it is desperately needed;" and so on.

Similar themes can be found in any of a very large number of "trail
gun" articles that are run, month in and month out, in all the
major gun magazinés. Anyone who bothers to read these magazines

will quickly agree With‘ouf'conclusion, that sporting and recrea~

" tional uses would definitely account for at least some share of the

- 113 ~

handgun trend.

Some of the most enthusiastically reviewed ''trail guns" are
the very small,.relatively cheap, short-barrelled, readily-conceal-
able, small-caliber, fofeign—made handguns that are, in some circles,
treated as virtually synonymous with "crime gun'" or "Saturday Nite
Special." Hamilton's (1979) article on trail guns is especially
informative on this matter. In general, he notes, "a trail gun
ought to be the lightest in weight, smallest in size, and, if
possible, made of stainless steel." He adds, '"the first choice of
many would be the iight frame .22 long rifle pistol or revolver..."
"An alternative," he continues, "...is pocket pistols as trail guns.
These mostly European-manufactured pistols are usually encountered
in .32 or .38 ACP caliber. T have to admit that when it comes to
small size and compactness they beat out even the little ,22s."
Continuing with the theme, '"these are invariably pistols of the
finest craftsmanship and beautifully made. These little pistols
are at best short-range point-and-shoot affairs not intended for
work beyond about seven yards.'" Concerning the little ,22 handguns,
Hamilton notes that they "have a lot going for them.. Most of the
decent ones are accurate and can be fine small game getters.'" And
so on. Our purpose here, of course, is not to wax rhapsodically
about the wonders of little pistols, but merely to point out that
the oft-encountered assertion--that these kinds of handguns have
"no legitimate sporting or recreational purpose'--is very insistently
contradicted by the testimony of persons who use exactly these kinds

of guns for sport and recreation all the time.
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On the same theme, it can be noted that hunting with handguns,
while perhaps not yet commonplace, nonetheless does occur, perhaps
at a growing rate. Most states at least allow hunting with handguns,
and some of them have recently set aside special seasons specifi—
cally for this purpose (just as many states have special bow-hunting
seasons). The reason for hunting with a handgun would presumably
be much the same as for hunting with a bow, namely, that it increases
the sport of the hunt, allows one to demonstrate a higher degree
of prowess with the weapon, and so on. It can also be mentioned
that there is now a rather wide assortment of handguns manufactured
and marketed specifically for hunting purposes, e.g., single shot
pistols in large calibers and with long barrels, all of which would
be essentially useless for "self-defense.'" (A related point con-
cerning the seif—defense theme is that much of the more "ominous"
handgun equipment currently being manufactured -~ é.g., the .357
and .44 Magnums (the 'Dirty Harry'" guns) -- have extremely limited
self-defense applications. Their general size and weight make
them difficult to aim quickly and accurately, and the muzzles
velocities involved typically create a sharp recoil thatlwould
cause most shooters to flinch, and these characteristics render
them virtually without value as "protection" guns.)

We have been unable to procur a vopy of the Kellert report; the
following discussion is based on a summary of the report>published

by Sports Illustrated magazine, 2 January 1979.

Along these same lines, Bruce-Biggs (1976: 38) has pointed out

that the price of firearms has dropped considerably, relative to
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average incomes, over the 20th century. The standard of comparison

in this case is the classic Winchester 94 deer rifle. which has

been in continuous production (in approximately the same form)

since 1894,

In 1900, the price of the Winchester 94 was 2.5 times

the average worker's weekly take home-pay; in 1960, 91%Z of the

average weekly pay; and in 1970, only 75% of the average weekly

pay.

[}




L

ks
L

~ 116 -

CHAPTER FOUR
RECENT TRENDS IN WEAPONS OWNERSHIP:

II. THE POLICE DEMAND FOR ARMAMENT

re of
The production and import data we have taken as the measu

exclude
trends in supply exclude military weapons but they do not

1, state
weapons manufactured for, shipped to or purchased by Federal, ’

oca l d Tl \rate ()I ce. 1€ present (:l a!)f er tllerefore COIISlderS
3

e i i " " 1 ons haS been
5

i i he whole
An advance caveat is again in order. There is, on t R

relatively little distinction between the police arms market and the
more general private firearms market. Many policemen purchase their
official arms as private citizens, not as police officers; even among
the fifty largest departments, more than 20% do not supply a regulation-

i demand
issue sidearm for their officers. Thus, much of the police

i i demand
v for small arms is contained within the more general private

that has been considered in the previous two chapters. Specifically,
police armament is reflected in the existing supply side data, and
would also show up in the demand side (that is, survey) data as well.

The possibility that police demand accounts for a nontrivial fraction

y 1 e fO a n on pollce Senal or arlna.'nen.t
pOllCleS arld Vlrtually no hard lnfOr[Ilatlon on any I'ECent pOllCV tren.ds-
y )
t € L

amorn |l\e )()ll(:e 1s therefo e even more Peculatlve th.an. ttle dlSCOutltS
S
g ‘ r

k i i ore than ample
undertaken in the previous chapter. Still, there is m
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evidence that police demand for weaponry has inereased quite substantially

and represents a sizable fraction of the total demand growth.

Increased police weapons demand necessarily arises from two sources:

first, increases in the total numbers of armed police officers, and

secondly, increases in the average numlers of weapons with which officers

are armed. The first can be called the "personnel trend, and the second

the "armaments policy" trend. Neither of these can be estimated in any

Precise quantitative way, but fragmentary data strongly suggest that both

trends have been sharply upward over the past ten years.

The Personnel Trend

Table 4~1 shows indicators from various goverumental sources on the

personnel trend among U.S. public police during the 1970's. Thesea data

confirm that public police expenditures and employment have increased

dramatically in the last decade. (There has been a parallel and possibly

even sharper increase in the number of private police ag well, which

would also enhance to some extent the growth of "legitimate" weapons

demand. The growth of private police, however, is not considered in thig

chapter. See Kakalik and Wildhorn, 1971, and the Natlonal Advisory

Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 1976, for exhaustive

studies of US private security forces.) Between 1970 and 1875, for

example, total expenditures on criminal justice at all governmental levels
doubled. During the same period, gross total employment in criminal

justice increased from 852,000 to 1,129,000, roughly a 33% increase.

Figures for total police employment show similar trends: between 1970

and 1975, the total number of police (at all levels) increased from 548,000

to 670,000--a 22% increase--and all other indicators show the same general

pattern.
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TABLE 4-1

" AMONG U.S. PUBLIC POLICE
INDICATORS OF THE "PERSONNEL TREND" AM

YEAR

1965 1970 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977

1. Total Expenditur?s
on Criminal Justice,
all government leve%s
(in billions of $%)

4.57 8.57 11.72 13.05 14.95 17.25 —=-=  —====

2. Gross Employment

in Criminal'%ggzice . 1,152

in 1,000's TFederal 1?; o
State L
Local 617

3. Police Employment _

Only (in 1000's)?2 670
TOTAL 548 "
Federal 40 . o
State 57 299
Local . 451

4. State and Local
Police and Correctigns
Employment (1000‘s)

Police 349 450 482 ié% ;32 2?2
i 142 17
gggZECtlons Zéé 592 664 698 742 770
5, Full-time
Law Enforcement | i1 118 437
Officers
(1000's)¢

:: i 1977: Table 297.
aSOURCE: Statistical Abstract of the United States,

bsoURCE: 1Ibid, Table #299.

' .. 223) and 1977 (p. 222).
C3QURCE: Uniform Crime Reports, 1975 (p. 221), 1976 (p
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Unfortunately, although all trend series show the same general

pattern, none of them give a precise numerical estimate of the trend

over the last decade in the total number of armed public servantsg of all

sorts at all levels. Total police employment would obviously inélude

some fraction of unarmed personnel (clerks, custodial, EDP staff, etc.);

likewise, some fraction of armed public servants would not be in police

employment (e.g., prison guards, Treasury agents, etc.) A further com-

plication is the often wide discrepancies among the various trend indi-

cators. For example, Panel 3 of the table shows 508 and 599 thousand

state and local police employees in 1970 and 1975, respectively. Panel

4 gives figures of 450 and 556 thousand respectively, a discrepancy

amounting to v 40-50 thousand police. 1In the same vein, ‘the 1977 UCR

estimate of sworn full-time police nfficers is 437,000, whereas a second-

ary analysis of LEAA's machine readable data gives 551,000, a discrepancy

of about 110 thousand police. It would thus appear, remarkably, that the

actual number of American police is itself only known to within about

¥ 50,000 officers,

In the face of these uncertainties, what estimates can be made of

the total police personnel trend in the decade? We begin with some

findings from a recent survey of police departments, known as the

"Police Equipment Survey of 1972" (PES72). The survey is based on a

known 1972 universe of 12,836 state and local departments; the sample

design was stratified by LEAA region and by departmental size and

generated a total N = 528 departments, of which 444 returned the ques—~

tionnaire, a respectable response rate of 84%.

Part of PES72 deals with "Handguns and Handgun Ammunition" (Bergman,

Bunten, and Klaus, 1977). = The survey contained several questions on
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handgun use among police officers, and these questions were used to
estimate the number of "officers carrying... handguns in U.S. police
departments on duty" in 1972 (1977: Table 1-3). The estimate, weighted
properly so as to remove sampling disproportionalities, is 484,752, or,
let us say, 485 thousand handgun-armed state and local policemen.

As it happens, this estimate is within a thousand of the total
state and local police employment data reporged in Panel 4 (Table 4-1)

for the same year. This correspondance suggests that we may take the

trend data from Panel 4 as a close approximation to the actual increase
in numbers of armed on-duty police officers over the decade. Thus, in
1970, our guess is that there were 450,000 armed, on-~duty state and
local police; in 1975, the corresponding guess is 556,000--an increase
of 106,000 over five years and a projected increase of 212,000 over the
decade. To estimate the total increase in armed public servants at all
levels, we have only to add (i) increases among Federal police, and (ii)
increases for all categories of armed public servants other than armed
on-duty police officers.

Panel 2 of Table 4-1 shows total criminal justice employment at
state and local levels to have been 1,031,000 in 1975; our guess is that
this includes 556,000 armed police. At state and local levels, then,
the proportion of armed officers to total criminal justice employment
is about .54. If the same proportionaiity holds at the Fedéral level,
then there would have been about 53,000 armed Federal police in 1975 (54%
of 98,000 Federal criminal justice employees) and about 33,000 in 1970,
an increase of v 20,000 over five years, or v 40,000 over ten years.
Adding these Federal police to the previous total thus gives an overall

growth of some 252,000 over the decade.
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weapon, used in 44 of the 50 largest departments. However, 14 of the
50 list some other handgun as well -- either as the required sidearm
or as an acceptable alternative. Also of interest, eleven of the
fifty require officers to supply their own sidearms; outside the fifty
largest, one assumes this proportion wculd be even higher.

Many officers, of course, carry additional weapons while on.duty
as "an added safety factor' (Eastman, 1969: 285). The reference is to

corncealed handguns carried to provide back~up firepower if the officer

is disarmed of his service revolver or if it fails to operate for
whatever reason. Unfortunately, there ig no reliable information on

the proportion who routinely carry backup handgunms, but some fragmentary
evidence suggests that the proportion is probably very high:

(i) Both concealable handguns and the leather with which to carry

them are featured in the armaments advertisements of Police Chief Magazine.
The October, 1977, "equipment issue' has four advertisements for leg
holsters and one for a leather police boot with a built-in holster, all
designed and marketed explicitly for concealment of ‘backup handguns.

(ii) There is much evident concern among arms manufacturers for
designing, building, and marketing the "ideal" concealable police hand-

gun. One article in Police Chief, entitled "Design Evolution of the

Detonics .45 ACPB," discusses Detonic's ''quest for the so-called ideal police
handgun' (Marlow, 1977: 30), i.e., one small enough to be concealed, yet
with adequate "stopping power' and "intimidation valud' (two of the manu-
facturers' favorite euphemisms). Photographs show that'ﬁetonics' .45

ACP pistol is no larger than a man's hand, yet combines "the brute force

of a .45 automatic in a handgun the size of a snub nosed .38 revolver"

-
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(1977: 32). One assumes that arms manufacturers try. to develop these
concealable police weapons because a sizable market for them exists.

(iii) Several articles in The Police Chief and other police publica

tions over the past five years have discussed the problem of murdered
police officers. In 10-15 per cent of these cases, officers are slain
with their own service sidearms, and carrying a backup weapon is one
useful Ledge against this possibility. Indeed, at least one article
on "Gun Retention' (0'Neill, 1979: 22), published in the FBI Law

Enforcement Bulletin, recommends the carrying of backup weapons as good

police practice. '"An auxiliary weapon, concealed and readily accessible,
should be cgrried in the event the primary weapon is compromised." The
understandable desire of police to be prepared for all eventualities
would theréfore suggest that carrying a concealed backup weapon would at
least be strongly considered by most or all officers.

(iv) A very large fraction of all US police are required by depart-
mental policies to be armed at all times, even when off-duty. . In the
1977 Police Foundaticn survey, 24 of the 50 departments affirmed that
"department policy requires officers to be armed off duty" (Heaphy, 1978),
and all but three of the remaining departments said this was "optional."
PES72 also'contained an item on off-duty handgun use; 78% of the respond~
ing departments answered the question to the extent of providing data
on the calibers of their officers' off-duty weapons (Bergman, Bunten,
and Klaus, 1977: 19). In turn, the standard service revolver, because
of its bulk and barrel length, is not well-suited for concealed off duty
use; thus the proportion of police who own and carry a second, conceal-

able, backup handgun must be very large indeed.
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We therefore conclude--as a not unreasonable guess--that the standard
jn-service personal armament of US police consists of at least two hand-
guns——one a service sidearm, and the second a smaller weapon carried
concealed (or, at least, kept in readiness for off-duty use) . Actual
police armament, however, must average even more than 2 handguns per
officer. Owing to the nature of police work, it is reagomnable to assume
that departments or officers themselves maintain some reserve supply of
handguns, such that replacements are always at hand. Police handguns
presumably wear out much more quickly than handguns owned by private
citizens: for obvious reasons, one may also assume that even modest

. deteriorations in the condition of police weapons would cause them to
be taken out of use. Also, police sidearms are carried daily andkare
thus subject to normal wear and tear, unlike the more typical private
citizen's handgun, Whiéh presumably spends much of its lifetime in
storage.

PES72 contains some information on the gun deterioration issue. A
late, open-ended item asked about handgun problems encountered by police
departments. About half the departments (45%) responded, and among
them, problems with the revolver mechanism and cylinder were by far the
most frequentlybmentioned. Examples include "cylinder had excess play,"
"weapon boughﬁ new and used approximately three months,' and "after
carrying this gun in a holster for several years, the rotgting mechanism
wears so much that the bullets do not line up with the barrel, causing
a spray of lead to fly out of the side of the chamber" (1977: 23).
Problems with "hammer/firing pin," "misfires," "trigger," and "age, wear

i i ession one gains from
and tear" were also commonly mentioned. .The impr g
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these materials is that police handguns wear out rather quickly even if
they are not often fired; the precision mechanisms and alignments
apparently wear and foul just because of the normal jostling they receive
being carried in the holster. Indeed, judging from the above comments,
the lifetime of the average police handgun might well fall somewhere
between several months and several years (in contrast to the 30 and 50
year halflives assumed for privately possessed weapons in Chapter 2).

Three apparently quite plausible assumptions-~(i) that police
strongly prefer not to be without a service handgun for any reason,
(ii) that police handguns deteriorate at a relatively rapid rate, and
(1ii) that even minor "bugs" in the condition of a service handgun would
cause it to be decommissioned--therefore suggest that most or all in-
service police handguns are "backed up'" with spares. 1If we assume that
each personal police handgun is backed up (in this sense) with one re-
placement weapon, and that every policeman carries or possesses two
handguns for which replacements might be needed, then each officer would
account, on the average, for four handguns in iotal. The quartér-miilion
new police projected earlier would under these assumptions represent a
demand for v one million new handguns.

It is possible that this four-handguns-per-officer estimate is too
high. ~Our guess that every officer carries or possesses at least two
handguns is itself a liberal inference from the evidencé, and our guess
abou; arsenal backups is entirely a speculation. On the other hand, this
estimate may also be much too low;"For example, it appears that at

least 75% (and conceivably much more than 75%) of all US police are

required to be armed at all times, both on-duty and off; some additional’

© e A e e e e




N

- 126 -

proportion presumably choose to be armed at all times even if not re~
quired. One therefore readily imagines that many officers own large
numbers of handguns, each well-suited for some particular on-duty or
off~duty use. In some respects, the need to be armed is a wardrobe
problem which ¢an be solved by owning a variety of weapons. Since more
than 207 of the fifty largest departments require officers to supply
their own sidearms, it is also evident that many policemen are 'plugged

into" the private handgun market; further,the police are presumably

quite knowledgeable about and expert in the use of sidearms; and the
police magazines. literally swarm with advertisements for the newest
handgun developments. The idea that many policemen would own large
numbers of handguns for official or semi-official use is therefore not
at all implausible, and this gives some indirect confidence that the
"four-per-officer" average is probably not far off the mark.

A quarter-million new police would also cause some corresponding
increase in the demand for police long guns as well. Less is known
about police shoulder weapons than about police handguns. However,
most police cruisers are outfitted with at least éne shoulder weapon,
and many -are ocutfitted with very many more than one. The "Command Car"
for Quincy, Illinois (a small city in central Illinois, 1970 population
of about 45,000), for example, is outfitted with two "riot-grade shot-
guns" and a high-powered "anti-sniper rifle' with scope, plus several
hundred rounds of ammunition for each weapon, plus, of course, the
officers’ personal handguﬁs (Cramer and Scott, 1978: 69). -Long gun
armaments in Philadelphia's ''Stakeout Cars' are even more substantial:

according to one source, these Philadelphia police cars each carry two

"—mmm' s

N
Y

LR

- 127 -
;M_70 Winchester 30/06 rifles with scopes and 200 rounds of ammunition,
two M-12 Winchester 12 gauge police shotguns with 100 rounds of 00
buckshot ammunition, one 45 caliber Thompson submachine gun with 500
rounds of ammunition, and one 30 caliber M-1 assault carbine with 200
rounds of ammunition (Pinto, 1971: 74). Here too, Police Chief bristles
with rifle and shotgun advertisements, and training in shoulder weapons
is routinely included in virtually all police firearms training courses.
It is therefore obvious that a quarter-million new police would also

account for at least some of the growth in shoulder weapons.

The discussion to this point has dealt just with conventional police
weapons, most of them the same weapons that ordinary citizens might
purchase. Police are also armed, however, with a variety of more exotic
weapons for which little or no private demand exists, e.g., automatic
weapons (such as the Thompsqn submachine guns mentioned above), devices
for delivering tear gas canisters, tranquillizer guns, and an assortment

of chemical weapons (tear gas, Mace, and so on). It is not clear (and

apparently cannot be “datermined) whether the production and import figures

include these "exotic” armaments. There are, however, at least two
reasons to assume that they might. First, many exotics (especially the
tear gas and. tranquillizer dart guns) are very similar to conventional

guns in design, manufacture, and general outward appearance. Secondly,

. they are manufactured by the same firms that manufacture conventional

police weapons. It is therefore at least possible that the supply figures
include some fraction of exotic weaponry, the demand for which is almost

exclusively concentrated among the police.
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The Armaments Policy Trend

New police represent oniy the first of two potentially large
increases in armaments demand; the second would be an increase over
the decade in the average rate at which all police (new or old) are
armed, or in other words, recent changes in standard police armament
practices and policies.

Police armament practices have been the object of much outcry and
some speculation, but surprisingly little research. There is, however,
some reason to suppose that demand increases resulting from changes in
police weapons policies are probably at least as great as, and conceivably
much greater than, the increase resulting from the personnel trend.

The general context for the ensuing discussion is well-known and
requires only a brief note here. The key event in police armament poli-~
cies is Vietnam, in two related senses, First, Vietnam was a high~-
technology war, and in the years since the middle 1960's, much of the
small arms technology developed for Vietnam has been transferred into
domestic police arms. Secondly, domestic protest against the war, and
a host of related disturbances, posed for police a set of combat or
quasi-combat situations for which they were, in general, not prepared--
in temperament, training, or equipment. The general trend in police
arms policies since seems rooted in a determination that this potentially
dangerous state of unpreparedness shall never again be.

Police response to the post—Vietnam[realities evidences itself in
many ways. Articles on police training, for example; tend more and
more to emphasize topics such as stress training, crowd control; human

and community relations, psychology, and so on; the current thinking
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is that the cop on the beat should command the skills necessary to
respond coolly and effectively to unconventional situations. But this
has been accompanied by a parallel realization that, these days, the
police a'so need to be prepared for virtually any combat situation they
might, sooner or later, confront. The result appears to have been some-~
thing very close to what has been called a ''police arms race" (Steele,
1979: 33), that is, a éharp and recent increase in both the numbers

and kinds of firearms routinely stocked by US police departments.

The direct observational evidence necessary to confirm this conclusion--
for example, yearly data on police arsenals--does not exist, and so our
case for a "more and better'" weapons trend among the police is circum-
stantial. We can, however, demonstrate the following points: (i) There
is a dazzling variety of new weaponry being developed and marketed for
domestic police use. (ii) Both the arms manufacturers and the professional
police journals promote this new weaponry as essential or desirable.

(iii) During the period, the funds needed to buy into the "more and better"
weapons market were amply available., These first three points demon-
strate, in the language of criminal proceedings, both opportunity and
motive for departments to get into the '"police arms race.!" We also

present (iv) '"hearsay" evidence from presumably knowledgeable experts

that something like a "police arms race" is indeed underway, (v) one

piece of evidence suggesting that new police weapons innovations tend

to diffuse quickly, and (vi) some fragments of direct evidence on

actual changes in police armament policies, practices, and standards

over the decade.

(i) That new weaponry is constantly being developed and marketed
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for police use is instantly obvious from the arms advertisements appear-

ing in journals such as The Police Chief. Virtually all arms manufac-

turers advertise their wares in these journals. For example, the October,
1977, equipment issue of Police Chief contains r;fle, shotgun, and hand-
éun advertisements from Smith and Wesson, Winchester Arms, Ruger, Detonics
Incorporated, Dan Wesson, Ithacagun and many others—-all touting this or
that "new and improved" weapon. Remington Arms has a six-page "glossy"

in the August 1977 issue introducing their new Model 870P police shotgun
(headline: '"More ‘than Just a Shotgun...It's a 12-Gauge Law Enforcement
System...'"). These advertisements strongly suggest that manufacturers
invest substantial sums in research and development of new police
weapons—-partly to equip police with the very best weapons modern fire-
arms science can offer, partly, of course, to capture a share of what

is clearly a very sizable market.

In some respects, marketing police arms is much like marketing any
other consumer good. Thiskyear's model is invariably a "new, improved"
version. Thus, the advertisements typically emphasize the better sighting
characteristics of a new handgunf or the sturdier, more reliable construc—
tion of a new shotgun, or the greater accuracy and firepower of a new
rifle, and so on. But in the marketing of police arms, there are at
least two other considerations. First, the manufacturers’consistently
exploit an understandable desire to be equipped with the very best
firearms available. In a combat situation, one never knows in advance
what weaponry the "other side" will command, but one hopes it is not

superior to the weapons available to the police. Since, in general,
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the "other side'" has access to the same weapons supply, the unmistakable
conclusion is to arm the police with the newest, best, and most "improved"
equipment--indeed, that it would be irresponsible to arm them with any-
thing less. And secondly, one also cannot anticipate just what kinds

of combat situations police might face, and this makes it possible to
exploit a "What if..." mentality. For example, very few local police
departments will ever encounter a sniper situation, but at least some
will. What if your department is the one? 1Is it not best to arm up

in advance with the appropriate weaponry? Again, would it not be irre-
sponsible to do otherwise?

Another indicator of the rate at which new police arms are developed
is that many gun magazines run either occasional articles or regular
monthly columns reviewing the latest police weapons, and they do ot
seem ever to be short of material.

(ii) The implicit themes of the weapons advertisements are rein-
forced in the professional police literature, which is thick with articles
of these sorts: (a) reviews of new weapons, (b) discussions of '"unconven-
tional" police situations (riots, hostage and sniper situations, and so
on) where specialized arms might be useful or necessary, (c¢) articles

on police weapons training, (d) descriptions of actual experiences where

specialized weaponry was used to good effect.

For example, The Police Chief for October 1977 contains 36 articles,

of which six deal specifically with weapons: there are two articles on

pelice firearms training, one on the Monadnock Prosecutor PR-24 nightstick,

a long article on police body armor, one article on a new police handgun,
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: " I Law Enforcement Bulletin
and a brief item on "Handgun Control." The FB

also regularly features articles dealing with police weapons and fire-
arms policies, as do virtually all other police journals and magazines.
"professionalism" is, of course, something virtually all departments
are concerned with, and one function of these journals is to keep local
police informed about prevailing professional standards. In the weapons
area, the "prevailing standard" is very much that, these days, a truly
professional department should be prepared for all possible combat
situations, much the same theme as the manufacturers themselves promote.
(iii) From 1969 to the present, the ngeral government. funnelled
very large sums of money into state and local departments, mostly through
the conduit of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. Between
1970 and 1976, LEAA allocations to depathents_averaged ~ $750 million

s iminal
per year (United States Department of Justice, Sourcebook of Crimin

just how
Justice Statistics, 1977: 97). LEAA apparently does not kncw jus

. : :

June 1972: 36 or 19
1970's. (See, for example, The New York Times 27 Jun

: d
February 1973: 26.) Much of the controversy, to be sure, was focusse

rm 9 H
3

even an occasional tank. The essential point, however, is that depart-
ments looking to upgrade their 'small érms arsenals, to buy some of the
"new and better" weaponry, or simply to stockpile small arms sunplies
would have found ample Federal monies available.

Iﬁ sum, for the period covered by our analysis, there were large

i nd
numbers of new weapons being developed and marketed for police use, a

"3»

arms technology among the police.
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most police departments would have had both the reasons and the funds

to purchase them.

(iv) That many departments in fact made these purchases, and

continue to do so, seem to be common knowledge among authoritative
sources who write about police arms practices for national publications.

Articles dealing with police arms regularly refer, often quite explicitly,

to a recent "more and better" weapons trend among the police. The phrase,

"police arms race," is itself taken directly from an article in Guns

Magazine for December 1979 (Steele, 1979), and similarly explicit acknow-

ledgements can be found in many sources. A New York Times article on

SWAT (see below), appearing on 14 July 1975, notes that "some policemen

are arming themselves to the teeth in para-military imitation of the

latest teéhniques introduced in the big cities." Another Times article

(27 March 1977) on high~powered police arms makes explicit reference to

"a nationwide shift [among the police] toward more powerful and more

deadly weapons.”" A discussion of dum-dum bullets appearing in Newsweek

Magazine for 9 September 1974 refers explicitly to "the increasing use

of heavy weapons by the police.”" A report released in late 1974 by the

Massachusetts Research Center and discussed in a Times editorial for 11

November 1974 remarks on a "definite trend towards more powerful bullets

and weapons capable of shooting higher velocity bullets." And so on.

Thus, police writers for publications as diverse as Guns Magazine and

the New Yor

k Times agree that there has been some recent trend towards

"more and better" police weapons.

(v)

No one has yet systematically studied the diffusion of small

Evidence on chemical weapons, however,

gt
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suggests that innovations tend to diffuse rapidly. The evidence is a
survey conducted by the International Association of Chiefs of Police

in 1970 that found, even at that early date, that four departments in

five had already purchased at least some of the c¢hemical spray weapons

(e.g Mace) then coming on the market. (See the New York Times, 22
‘g,
February 1970: 88.)
(vi) There is some direct évidence on changes in police arms policies
over the decade, all tending to confirm the general drift of our argument:

1 Standardization. State-wide standardization of local police

. . ) t
policies is a central thrust in the ''professionalization' movement, and
in some states (for example, Oregon and New .Jersey) this has meant a
movement towards standardized police armament (see, e.g., Police Chief,

March, 1976; or the New York Times 27 March 1977). No one knows just

how widespread the trend towards standardized arms policies is. If it
has been at all common, the implications for police weapons demand are
potentially substantial, since every officer carrying a non-conforming
firearm would be in the market for new weapons.

2. Officer Disarmings., Moorman (1976) and Giuffrida, Moorman,

-and Roth (1978) have analyzed the problem of officer disarming and sub-
sequent slaying in some detail and make a plausible case that the
Police Special service revolver is itself partly at fault., Virtually

~all Police Specials are double-action revolvers whose firing is a
simple matter of "point gun, pull trigger." One solution is therefore
to carry aAsidearm whose firing is not so simple; for example, semi-

autdmatic pistols, which must be cocked before they will fire, require

ot
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both hands to cock, and whose operation not everyone is familiar with.
(Moorman [1976: 275] reports on 13 cases known to him "in which suspects
forcibly took a semiautomatic from the uniformed officer but didn't know

how to operate the weapon.") Moorman has conducted several surveys of

California departments to monitor trends towards semiautomatic pistols,

Be reports that "the number of municipal and county law enforcement
agencies that have mandated the 9mm [semiautomatic pistol] as the on-
duty service sidearm for sworn uniformed personnel increased from 17
in September 1974 to 31 in January 1976" (1976: 275). The number of
officers involved in this shift is from 1,677 to 3,463. "There are
indeed," Moorman concludes, "an increasing number of semiautomatics
being carried..." (1976: 275). No one knows whether this California
trend generalizes nationally. If it does, the possible implications

for police weapons demand are obvious,

3. Special Weapons and Tactics (SWAT). One of the most controver-
sial instances of the Vietnamization of US police is the so-called Special
Weapons and Tactics, or SWAT, team. Basically, a SWAT teaﬁ is - an-elite
police commando unit, modelled roughly on the Green Berets dr Rangers,
trained to deal with unconventional, especially combat, situations. Some
SWAT squads predate the period under analysis, But SWAT 4s mainly a 1970's

phenomenon. According to the New York Times (14 July 1975), there were

about 500 SWAT teams "on line" in 19755 by 1977, there were about 3,000,

with the number continuing to grow by perhaps 200 squads each year. The

Times alsc notes that as of 1977, the FBI SWAT trainine Program had "a

large backlog of applicants."

- g e
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The diffusion of SWAT to 3,000 departments is strong evidence for

i i i departments will
the "Be Prepared'" mentality discussed previously. Few dep

i i lice for Cambridge
time. But "...what if..?" WNicholas Fratto, Chief of Poli ,

Massachusetts, expresses it thusly, 'We think it [SWAT] is a goo? idea to
have. We have a lot of very important people in Cambridge. 1In the event
something happened, we would want to know what to do" (quoted in the
Times, 2 May 1977). |

One important characteristic of SWAT squads is that they are heavily
armed. ihe standard team consists "of five officers armed with a high
powered sniper rifle, automatic weapons, and shotguns" (Times, 14 July
1975). Given the number of squads, their recency, and the large amounts
of weaponry involved, the contribution of SWAT to overall growth in

police weapons demand is potentially quite substantlal.

4 Hot Loads, Dumdums, and the Ammunition Controversy. A parallel

to the search for the "ideal police handgun" is the search for ideal
ammunition. The ammunition quest poses a definite minimax optimizing
problem: one wants a bullet of sufficient weight and velocity to provide
ample "stopping power," but not‘one so powerful as to pose a danger to
bystanders through "over-penetration'" or whose firing causes too much
-recoil or flinching. For years, the optimum police bullet was thought

to be the low-velocity 158-grain .38—Ca1iber cartridge, standard ammuni-

tion issue in most departments as of 1972 (according to the Police

R
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Equipment Survey). Two widely-publicized studies done in 1974 and 1975,
however, called this conventional wisdom into doubt.

The first, "the wounding effects of commercially available handgun
ammunition suitable for police uge" (DiMaio_gE_g;., 1974), was reported in

the FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin. The report notes, "The .38 Special [the

cartridge described in the previous paragraph] is the cartridge most
widely used by police in the United States. In the past few years, many
law enforcement organizations have expressed dissatisfaction with the
wounding effectiveness of thisg cartridge. Because of this dissatisfac-
tion, many organizations have begun using the new high velocity ,38
Special loadings or have shifted to the use of other weapons, such as
the .357 or .41 magnum" (1974: 6). (Note, again, the explicit trend
acknowledgement.) Resqlts confirm the noted dissatisfaction: "the
traditional 158 gr round nose {(RN) loadings for the .38 Special are
relatively ineffective' and "the high velocity round is significantly
superior" (1974: 6). The report, however, warns that "some of the
high velocity loadings for the .38 should not be fired in small and/or
alloy frame revolvers due to the egtreme pressure developed" (1974: 8).
From this warning it can be inferred that at least some departments

who wanted to follow these recommendations would have to buy not just
hotter cartridges but also weapons designed to handle them safely.

The study is especially enthusiastic about the 9 mm Parabellum
cartridge, found to be "superior to most .38 Special loadings and a
number of the .357 Magnum soft point and hollow point loadings" as
well (1974: 5), i.e., superior to the ammunition then in use in virtually
all departments. Departments interested in this "superior" cartridge

would, of course, also need to buy 9 mm sidearms.
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The study conc¢ludes with a strong endorsement of the 9 mm pistol:
"We found that the 9 mm loadings are pleasant to shoot. 1In view of
the wide range and the excellent performances of the 9 mm loadings, as
well as the equality in wounding effectiveness with the .45 Automatic,

the 9 mm is probably the best available caliber for police use, if a

semiautomatic pistol is to be used" [1974: 7, our emphasis]. According
to PES72, fewer than 17 of US police used 9 mm weapons in 1972, so any
movement to arm them with "the best available caliber" would create
a large new demand for 9 mm sidearms.

These findings were reinforced in a study conducted by LEAA and

the National Bureau of Standards and released in 1975 (see the New

York Times, 9 August 1975). According to the Times, the key recommenda-

tion is that "policemen should change their standard ammunition from
the traditional low-velocity 159 grain [sic] .38-caliber bullet to one
' The possible implications for police
weapons demand are again clear: many departments wanting to conform
to the recommendation would have to purchase service handguns capable
of firing the recommended hotter ammunition.

There is episodic evidence that many departments took these recom-
mendations to heart. In 1974, the American Civil Liberties Union
charged that police in Maésachusetts, Connecticut, California, Hawaii,

Pennsylvania, Texas, Virginia, and Washington had begun to use higher

velocity hollow-~nosed or dumdum bullets (New York Times, 11 November

1974: 28). Later chaxges add Wisconsin, Tennessee, Missippi, and New
Jersey to the list (Times, 16 .January 1975: 21; 27 March 1977). To

emphasize, in many cases, these changes in ammunition policy would

o g i

_

- 139 -

require the purchase of new weapons,

Very little of the evidence on the police arms policy trend lends
itself to precise quantification.‘ It seems plausible that shoulder
armaments for new police, weaponry for SWAT squads, and a little experi-
mentation with "new and improved" police rifles and shotguns would easily
account for the few million shoulder weapons not yet accounted for by
other sources. But how many of the remaining 5-8 million excess handguns
have gone to the police? Earlier, we suggested about 1 million handguns
to arm new police. The evidence reviewed above makes it clear that there
would have also been at least some demand for new handguns emanating

from "old" police as well. The question, then, is just how many?

Fortunately, there is one useful piece of information on total police

demand for handguns in a single (presumably typical) year.  The 1977
Census of Manufacturers' "Preliminary Report on Small Arms" (issued in
May 1979) shows product. shipments from small arms manufacturers for
both 1972 and 1977. As of the preliminary report, the 1977 data are
only partially compiled, but some of the 1972 data are reported with
a breakdown showing ''shipments to Government (Federal, state, local,
ete.)" and "other shipments." Unfortunately, this breakdown is only
reported for center-fire pistols and revolvers: mno similar breakdownm
is given for rifles or shotguns, or for rim-fire pistols, and there
is no similar breakdown for any of the 1977 data.

According to these data, there were 998,000 center-fire pistols
and revolvers shipped. in 1972, of which 251,000 were shipped to Federal,

state, or local governments (1979: 3). 1In at least one year, then,

e st
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CHAPTER FIVE

RECENT TRENDS IN WEAPONS OWNERSHIP

IIT. '"FEAR AND LOATHING' AND THE MASS DEMAND FOR

DEFENSIVE WEAPONS

The unfortunate cycle continues: the rise in street
crime causes nervous people to buy guns for protec-
tion, and those very guns eventually cause more
accidents, more crimz, and more national paranocia.
This deadly cvcle must be broken. (From A Shooting
fallery Called America, issued by the Massachusetts
Council on Crime and Corrections, Incorporated.)

Firearms purchases in recent years have often been
motivated by fear of crime, violence, and civil dis-
order, as well as the fear that stricter firearms
laws may make guns harder to obtain in the future.
(...) Growing interest in shooting sports may

explain much of the increase in long gun sales, but
5 million handguns. it does not account for the dramatic increase in
IS ny mil .
3

handgun sales (Newton and Zimring, 1969: 21, 22).

' ' Tlie tremendous increase in the sale of handguns in

i e the United States in the last decade is evidence of

i the defensive reaction of many Americans. For a
certain segment of our population, the possession of
a handgun is apparently a viable reaction to the per-
ception of threat in the enviromment... (Northwood,
Westgard, and Barb, 1978: 69).

i s

P e s

The domestic arms race is a relatively recent develop-
ment, probably spurned by the fact and fear of rising
street crime rates and the civil disorders in the mid-
1960's, and possibly by the anticipation of stricter
gun laws (Speigler and Sweeney, 1975: 3).

The belief that possession of a handgun in the home or
on the person offers one security and the abilitv to
protect oneself...has apparently contributed to the
rapid increase in handgun sales during the last ten
yvears (Alviani and Drake, 1975: 6).
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The revolt involves the use of guns. In East Flatbush,
and Corona, and 21l those other places where the white
working class lives, people are forming gun clubs and
self~defense leagues and talkinm about what they will
do if real race rioting breaks out (Hamill, 1970: 21).
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As the preceeding quotations illustrate, the notion that "fear of
crime, violence, and civil discrder'" underlies the recent weapons trend
has become a commonplace in the literature, especially among authors

favoring stricter weapons controls. Indeed, in the pro-control litera-

ture, the trend itself is often cited as a self-evident demonstration
that stricter firearms controls are essential. That the number of
weapons in private hands has increased is easy enough to demonstrate
with nothing more than a compilation of import and production data.
That the weapons increase reflects rising national fear and paranoia
seems (lacking any contrary information) plausible enough on its face.
The substantive conclusion is thus that the population is arming itself
as a hedge against a fearful and unknown future; and since citizens pre-
paring themselves to shoot one another t¢ death over cultural, racial,
ideological, or social disputes is something any civilized nation would
try to avoid, the policy conclusion is also straightforward: '"some-
thing" must be done to stem the flow of weapons into private hands, to
"break the deadly cycle."

There is a parallel line of argumentation among those opposed to
stricter weapons controls; one, interestingly, that shares a key premise
in the pro-control argument. Many of those opposed to stricter controls,
that is, would agree that "fear and loathing" are the predominant source
of the recent weapons trend. Among anti-control forces, however, the
fear is seen to be real and legitimate, and the purchase of a weapon is
seen as a realistic and efficacious defense. People, in short, have
become fearful for good reason, and have thus‘purchased weapons for

equally -good reason: & it has become a dangerous world, 4dnd private weap-
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onry enhanqes one's safety within {it. Here, then, the recent weapons
trend is seen as a self-evident reason why stricter gun controls are not
desirable: further‘controls on private weaponry would only deprive t;;—
citizenry of access to an important (and, they hasten to add, Constitu~
tionally guaranteed) means of protecting self and family against rape
pillage, and plunder. |
Despite what appears to be a nearly uniform consensus that rising

national anxieties underlie the recent weapons trend, the analyses of

the previous chapters suggest that the total contribution of "fear and
loathing" to the trend may in fact be quite small. Summarizing briefly:

The gross addition to the weapons supply over the last decade appar-
ently amounted to something in the range of 60-65 million weapons. Of
these, some 20-25 million were either exported or functioned as replace-~
ments for weapons lost over the ten years from the 1968-era supply; the
initial net increase is thus on the order of 40 million suns.’ Of these 40
million excess weapons, about 20 million are accounted for simply by
growth in the number of U.§. households; and of the 20 million that then
remain, something on the order of 15 million can apparently be accounted
for by disproportionate increases in the popularity of hunting, collecting
and the other shooting sports. Corrections for these factors thus leave an
excess of no more than about 5-8 million guns, of which perhaps half
can be acgounted for through enhanced arms demand among the U.S. police
The number of excess weapons remaining to be explained by other factors
is thus on the order of 5 million guns.
Few of the existing studies of the trend pay much serious

att i i
ention to any of these alternative possible explanations. Indeed, no

s

R



R

EPRPSRR SHIE. * distoe

- 144 -

compilation of weapons trend data that we have seen even goes so far as
to correct the data for growth in the number of U.S. households, the
minimum first step in any serious trend analysis. Rather, most of the
available accounts simply assume that the weapons trend reflects

an increasing '"fear of crime, violence, and civil disorder,'" as though
this were somehow a self-evident'propositioii.

The work by Speigler and Sweeney (1975), quoted at the opening
of this chaﬁter, provides one among many possible examples. Their
data consist of a bar chart showing estimates of ''guns added to the
U.S. civilian marketﬁ for selected years'from 1962 to 1974. As all
other versions of the supply data, this chart shows an unmistakable
upward trend (1975: 3). No additional evidence bearing on the soutces
of the trend is preseﬁted anywhere in the report. Their conclusion,
that the trend results from "the fact and fear of rising street crime
énd the civil disorders in the mid-1960's," is an assertion for which
no direct evidence is presented.

In a summary section, Speigler and Sweeney remark, "while the

blessings of liberty should include shooting for hunt and sport, (...)

it is doubtful whether the founding fathers could, have foreseen the

scope of the domestic arms race, especially in handguns, a device not

well suited for either hunt or sport, but rather as a weapon, which

has resulted in a gun in every other home" (1975: 1), There are two
aspects of this passage that bear comment. Firét, there is the stipula-
tion (as opposed to demonstration) that handguns have no/(or, at best,
very limited) sport or recreational applications. ThiéJis,{as we see

later, a key premise in the '"fear and loathing" argument: if there are
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no "legitimate" uses of handguns, then what except fear and loathing
can possibly account for the handgun trend? But, as we emphasized
earlier, no serious empirical study of sport and recreational uses
of handguns has ever been undertaken; such evidence as does exist sug-
gests a rather extensive sport and recreational use.

A second notable aspect of the passage is the suggestion that
the "domestic arms race" has '"resulted in a gun in every other home,"
as though "a gun in every other home" is somehow ; new or .recent develop-
ment. In fact, there has been a "gun in every other home" for as long
as anyone has bothered to ask the question in a national survey, as

we show in the following section.

Survey Data on the Weapons Trend

The only direct (vs. inferential) evidence on trends in the mass
demand for weaponry is contained among the several national surveys
conducted since 1959 that have included a gun ownership question. Gallup
first asked the question in 1959 and has included it periodically in
many surveys since; the National Opinion Research Center has asked
the question in several of the General Social Surveys. Trend data
from these national polls and surveys for the period 1959-1977 are
shown in Table 5-1.

These (and all other available) survey data on private weapons
ownership show that approximately half the families in the United States
possess at least one weapon, and that this proportion has been approxi-
mately constant for the last two decades. This conclusion, of course,

seems immediately to contradict the data on weapons supply, which show
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TABLE 5-1
SURVEY DATA ON TRENDS IN MASS WEAPONS OWNERSHIP,

1959~1977

1959 1965 1966 1972 1973 1974 1976 1977

% Owning:?

No Guns 50.8 52.0 52.6 55.5 51.4 52.9 52.0 - 48.9

Shotgun 32.2 32.8 32.1 26.0 27.5 27.8 27.9 31.0

Rifle 27.4 24.3 27.7 24.6 29.1 26.7 28.0 30.1

Handgun 12.6 14.5 15.1 15.4 19.8 19.7 21.4 20.5
)] 1538 3492 3541 1541 1504 1484 1499 1530

8Columns do not sum to 100% because families may own more than one type of
weapon.

SOURCE: Gallup Polls #616, 704, 733, and 852 (1959-1972); NORC General
Social Surveys (1973-1977).
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very substantial increases in weaponry especially in the last ten years.,
In the literature, typically, this disparity is resolved by the simple
assertion that the survey data are invalid, that many people in fact
own weapons but deny it to survey interviewers. There are, however,
other equally plausible explanations.

The total number of weapons in private hands is a function of
three variable parameters: the total number of families, the Proportion
of those families who own at least one gun, and the average number
of guns owned by families owninglat least one of them. The survey
data shown in Table 5-1, of course, speak only to the second of these
parameters. A constant proportion owning a weapon is thus not incon-
sistent with the large supply increases if there have been proportionate
increases in either or both of the remaining two parameters.

The effects of growth in the numbef of U.S. households were
calculated in Chapter Three; about half the net supply growth can be
attributed to this source alone. If one therefore grants, not unreason-~
ably, that all existing evidence is equally valid -~ that the supply
data are real and the 'survey data equally real —- ther it follows
deductively that the rest of the "disparity" betweern supply-side and
demand-side trend estimates must be accounted for by an increase in the
average number of weapons owned by families owning at least one of them.

Indeed, given the conclusions of the previous chapters, the necessary
increase in this parameter can be readily calculated. 1In 1968, we esti-
mate, there were 80 million guns and some 60 million U.S. households,
half of whom owned a gun. The a§érage number owned among the half

owning at least one gun must therefore have been approximately 80/30 =
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2.67 guns per gun-owning family, on average. Calculations for 1978 i 157 owning o sandgen 1 1959 > o 212 oo < s 1o
uggest some 120 million guns dispersed over half of 75 million house- : contradt, the prepertiome obas 1o o o me
s ‘<
holds, for an average of about 120/37.5 = 3,20 weapons per gun owning f
b

been roughly constant, as has the proportion owning no weapons at all.

family. In other words, an increase of just one-half gun over the ; These data therefors Conflrm . ot e
decade in the average number owned by families owning at least one weculd i ype of firearn, v cht oo v oot e o
e |
g d- ! =ype
i t all the apparent '"disparity" between the supply-side and deman
wipe ou

has increased over the past twanty years, and this pattern can only

k | result from additional weapons purchases by families already owning
side trend estimates.
Unfortunately, the projected increase in this parameter cannot be at Ledet one veaon.

H

independently tested: while many surveys ask the simple ownership

The implication, of course, is that most of the remaining "excess"

question, very few of them follow up with a. question on how wmany guns Eiresims 1n tha upply trend mmy vty oo rcioomced son n e
?

LR T

s + " man
he respondent owns; and the best existing suvvey data on '"how y purchases of
the r

guns - among families already owning one or more weapons; the
; i the total number of guns data on weapons type su gest that this may be es ecially true of the
guns' have already been used in calculating P vp g y D v

i erage has remaining "excess" hand uns. If this g eculation is substantiais?
in private hands (see Chapter Two). The case that this averag g g P s antially
. s : correct, then the remaining weapons trend takes on an entirelv different
increased is therefore mainly logical, not empirical. ' ’ ’

y g. [

cast. We would not be dealing, that is, with first-time purchases by
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or familiar with small arms, but rather with second, third, or fourth

WIL 1 a gll“ “as L1 ase A[ld since the EXlStlng SU‘rUeyS ShOW o suc

time purchaseg among families who have always ownéd guns and who are

3 : . .
b

(one assumes) comfortable with them and familiar with their use. It

seems reasonably obvious that from the viewpoint of "public safety," the

i with ti ly-side esti-
eaponry that are generallv quite counsistent with the supply-s
W .

I ey s st s e n s s o

~transition from no-guns to one-gun ig considerably more "alarming" than
the trans1tlon from several to several + 1 weapons.
mates?
. : But why, it may p& asked, would a family that alread
| e At on mm ? Y s amily that already owns one or
is i i i lstered by the data in Ta
This interpretation is bo
hough the proportien owning B¢ lesst MoTe guns want to purchase additional ones? Surely, one or two guns is
ownership by weapons type.
‘ has b roughly constant throughout the time - "enough-” ‘This line of argumentation, however, assumes that weaponry
i een I . L «
one firearm of any type has o | ’
' hey own a handgun nearly doubles, from ! e is somehow a thing apart, qualitatively different than any other kind
series, the proportion saying they 1 ¢ ét? | | f
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\‘I ‘8-
s LooeL T o EW* e T — g - IR
) A v W - ¢ \}




S A e

- 150 -

of consumer purchase. We suggest, in contrast, that the purchase of

additional weaponry by families who routinely own guns is not very
different than the purchase of additional stereo equipment by stereo
buffs or of new ski equipment by ski buffs, etc., or in other words,
that people own guns mainly because they enjoy them and the activities
they make possible. Weapons-owning families presumably purchase addi-
tional guns for the same reason that TV-owning families often purchase
additional TVs, namely, because these are juét the kinds of things
they like to buy when their incomes rise.

The most "alarming' aspect of the data shown in Table 5-1
is the distinctive upturn in handgun ownership over the two decades; a
crude analysis of this handgun trend is shown in Table 5-2, which reports
the percentages of various population subgroups saying théy possess at
least one handgun, for the years 1959 and 1976. This analysis shows

nothing very sharp or distinctive. In particular, these data do not

suggest that some population subgroups are arming themselves at a greatly
disproportionate rate, in contrast to what one might expect from the
"fear and 1oat£ing" hypothesis. - The increasing proportion owning a hand-
gun has been concentrated in (but certainly not restricted to) the South,
a region where weapons ownership rates have always been relatively high,

(see Chapter Six, below). All told, Southern handgun ownership increased

by just over 13 percentage points during the period, vs. a 6.4 point

increase outside the South. That the trend has been disproportionate

in a region which is traditionally high in private weapons ownership
adds additional support to the interpretation that much of the recent

. trend reflects additional weapons purchases among families already

possessing weapons.
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TABLE 5-2
PER CENT OWNING A HANDGUN BY SOCIAL BACKGROUND

CHARACTERISTICS: 1959-1976

Per Cent Owning Handgun

a
1959 1976 Change
Total U.S. Population >12=6 21.4 8.8
N = (1538) (1499) '
By Political Party
Democrat
Independent ig'; e o
Republican 12.5 gé'g e
‘ . 8.2
By Religioq
Protestant
Cathorie 105 133 W
sat . . 2.4
1.9 ’ 14.8 12.9
By Heads Occupation
White Collar
Blue Collar ig.g Si.? 8'3
Farm 12.3 19:5 l%:g
By Education
Less than High School
. 10.
High School Graduate 16 i 2000 W
Some College 19.9 SO.O 25
College Graduate 8.3 28.§ > s
. . 12.2
By Age
18-30
o 11.5 19.1 7.6
o 13.7 23.2 9.5
11.6 21.3 9.7
By Sex
Me
‘wo;en 14.6 25.6 11.0
" 10.7 18.1 7.4
By Race
White
Nonwhite ié.g Sé.g 0
. . 1C.1
e T T e .
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TABLE 5-2 (continued)

Per Cent Owning Handguzn.

1959° 1976° Change
By City Size
25.8 9.5
Open Country, Farm 12.2 0 o3
City less than 10,000 15.1 2.9 -2
10, 000-50,000 > 3.9 .
50,000-250, 000 >3 B0 82
250,000 and up
By Region
: 16.9 30.1 13.2
% inggouth 10.9 17.3 6.4

3g0uRCE: AIPO (Gallup) #616.

bSOURCE: 1976 NORC GSS.
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Also, the handgun trend has been slightly disproportionate in
middle-sized cities, which show increases on the order of 15 percentage
points d;ring the period. Interestingly, the increase in the larger
urban areas (those over 250,000 population) amounted to only about 6
percentage points, somewhat below the total increase for the population
as a whole, and this tbo is the opposite of what "fear and loathing"
would lead one to expect.

There are two final items of interest in the table. First, the
increase in handgun ownership has been concentrated at the extremes. of
the education distribution: ownership among both high school dropouts
and college graduates increased more sharply (by 11 to 12 percentage
points) than in the population as a whole. And secondly, the ownership
increase was also disproportionate among Protestants and Jews; Catholics
show virtually no increase in handgun ownership at all during the period
The Jewish increase was particularly pronounced: in 1959, 2% or less of
the Jewish population admitted to owning a handgun; in 1976, the figure

was nearly 15%.

The rest of the variables in the table show little or nothing of
interest. The handgun trend has been approximately the same among both

blacks and whites, among both men and women, and across all age, occupa-

tion, and political party categories. Even the differences by region,

city size, and religion are modest. The most prudent conclusion from
these data is therefore that the increase in handgun ownership has cut
more or less equally throughout all socio-demographic sectors of con-
temporary American society.

A somewhat more complicated version of these data is shown in

Table 5~3. This table is identical to Table 5-2 except that a comntrol
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~ TABLE 5-3

TRENDS- IN HANDGUN OWNERSHIP RY CITY SIZE AND

SELECTED BACKGROUND VARIABLES

% Owning Handgun

<10, 000 10-250, 000 250, 000+

1959 1976 A 1959 1976 A 1959 1976 A
Religion
Protestant 15.7 26.1 10.4 12.7 30.3 17.6 11.7 19.6 7.9
Catholic 15.6 22.2 6.6 9.4 12.3 2.9 8.5 11.0 2.5
Jew --a - - - 20.0 - 2.1 12.5 10.4
Head's Occupation
White Collar 25.0 24.7 -0.3 11.9 28.6 16.7 6.6 13.4 6.8
Blue Collar 16.5 26.1 9.6 12.7 25.8 13.1 9.4 21.9 12.5
Farm ‘ 12.4 24,1 11.7 -- - — - — —_—
Education
Less' than High School 12.6  25.5 12.9 6.9 24.2 17.3 8.3 12.7 4.4
High School Graduate 23.1 22.3 -0.8 15.5 23.2 7.7 10.8 14.5 3.7
Some College 19.0 31.1 12.1 30.8 27.0 -3.8 15.4 22.2 6.8
College Graduate 10.3 25.7 15.4 12.0 23.2 11.2 5.3 15.7 10.4
Age
18-30 12.9 23.8 10.9 10.9 20.6 9.7 10.0 15.0 5.0
31-54 18.0 25.9 7.9 13.4  27.1 '13.7 9.1 16.8 7.7
55+ 13.3 25.0 11.7 8.5 23,0 14.5 11.5 15.2 3.7
Sex
Male 18.8 '3.14 12.6 '13.0 25.6 12.6 10.4 20.9 10.5
Female 12.5 19.6 7.1 10.1 22.7 12.6 9.0 11.6 2.6
Race
White 15.8 25.2 9.4 12.4 23.8 11.4 . 9.5 15.6 6.1
Nonwhite 13.5 17.6 4.1 0.0 26.3 26.3 11.5 17.6 6.1
Region
South 19.2 28.4 9.2 17.4 34.5 17.1 12.9 24.5 11.6
Non-South 11.6 22.5 10.9 7.8 18.1 10.3 7.7 13.6 5.9
%N < 10.

B
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for city size has been introduced. 1In order to achieve respectable cell
sizes throughout the table, city size has been collapsed to three cate—
gories: '"rural," which here means anything under 10,000 population;
"middle-sized," everything between 10,000 and 250,000; and "urban,"
everything from a quarter million up. The table then reports, within
each of these three city sizes, the proportions of various population
subgroups saying they own a handgun, for both 1959 and 1976. The rows
denoted by "A" report the simple increase (or decrease) in each propor-
tion over the period. Thus, the first third of the first line of the
table shows that in 1959, 15.7% of all rural Protestants owned a handgun
(column one), that in 1976, ownership among rural Protestants had
increased to 26.1% (column 2), for an increase of 10.4 percentage points
(column 3).

In the total sample, the increase in handgun ownership over the
period amounted to just about 9 percentage points, and $o any increase
exceeding 9 points is "disproportionate." Given the usual margin of
survey error, however, and the fact that many of the comparisons reported
in the table are sustained by distressingly small ce:® sizes, it makes
sense to insist on something more than 9 points as the minimum difference

worth discussing. For present purposes, a 15 point increase seems like

a reasonable, if necessarily arbitrary, criterion. Where, then, did ?
handgun ownership increase by more than 15 percentage points in the !
1959-1976 period? R

With one exception, all the fifteen-point-or-greater increases are

registered among respondents from middle-sized cities. The sole excep—

e SR A

tion is that college-graduated respondents from rural areas showed a
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In the middle-sized cities, sub-

groups showing trends in excess of the criterion include Protestants,
white collar workers, high school dropouts, non-whites, and Southerners.
Geographically, then, the largest increase in handgun ownership has come
in middle-sized Southern cities; by way of contrast, the.handgun trend
among large non=Southern cities (amounting overall to 5.9 percentage
points) is among the more modest shown anywhere in the table.
Strictly, these data rule out very little of the speculation on

motivations underlying theé recent weaponry trends; the data tell us
something about the '"who'" of the issue, but little or nothing of the

"why." However, these data do pose some puzzles that any adequate theory

' must

about the causes of the trend, including "fear and loathing,'

Why, for example, is the trend sharper in the South than out-
Or

address:

side of it? Why has it been concentrated in middle-sized cities?

among Protestants and Jews but not Catholics? Why do non-whites in

middle~sized cities show such a sharp increase in handgun ownership,

when both rural and urban non-whites show no equivalent trend? And so

on.
Many of the variables shown in Table 5-3 are intercorrelated, and
so it is difficult to determine just which of these effects are robust

and' independent of the others, and which are not.  In order to separate

the genuine from the spurious, we have also regressed handgun ownership
(coded as a dummy variable where 1 = owns a handgun and 0 = does not) on

selected background variables. The results of this regression analysis

are shown in Table 5-4. The data base for the regression is a merge of

both the 1959 Gallup survey and the 1976 NORC survey; accordingly, vear
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TABLE 5-4

BACKGROUND INTERACTIONS

e A 50 A . a1,

R —

ba
S.e. Siondif- c
Year (1976 = 1) 112
gath?lic (=1yd —'512 '828 098

ew (=] : .023
Other (il) -+ 082 -056 et
West (=1)e ~.064 .051 s
East (=1) 068 -030 0
South (=1) -.010 .025 .354
Age (in years) -886 .027 .013
Sex (Male = 1) .048 .000 NS
II}ao:e (White = 1) -029 oL 032

rban (=1) : .032 )

: _ NS
Middle (=1) _-8;3 .024 025
Education $038 -025 NS
Blue Collar (=1) '8%3 '807 .014

. .010
Interactions with Year *
Catholic
JeW = 069 .033 O
Other +047 -093 v
West -+ 044 063 NS
East -010 . 042 SS
South =031 -037 ;
S .042 .037 N
Race * 937 . 027 NS
Urban - 004 .047 gs
Middle =004 - 035 Ng
Education -049 <035 NS
Blue Collar —.825 - 009 Né
T .014
NS
R™ = ",059
F =7.172
P = .000
A2 = 011
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TABLE 5-4 (continued)

3ynstandardized multiple regression coefficient,

bStandard error of the estimate of the b coefficient.

ici ero.
Cr-test against the null that the true coefficient equals 2z

dpor the religion dummies, "protestant’" is the omitted category.

€For the region dummies, "Midwest" is the omitted category.

fNS: p > .10.

8The regression intercept.

e e —
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varies across the respondents and is therefore entered in the regressor
set. The remaining independent variables are just those shown in pre-
viocus tables, treated as dummy variables where appropriate. Finally, to

assess the effects of the background characteristics on the trends, each

of the independent variables has also been entered as an interaction
term with year.

Results of the regression analysis suggest the following conclusions.
First, R2 for the total regression is less than 6%. And while this is
"significantly'" more than zero variance explained, it is not much more.
This means that handgun ownership is largely (but not exclusively)
random with respect to the variables considered in this analysis, or in
other words, that handgun owners are not very much different than non-
owners in terms of these social characteristics.

Secondly, the main effect for year is .112. This suggests that net
of all variables considered in the table, the increase in handgun owner-
ship over the period would have been some 11.2 percentage points, rather
than the 8.8 percentage point increase that was actually-observed. That
the coefficient for year is larger than the zero-order effect and statis-
tically significant (at the .10 level) implies that the handgun trend is
also not adequately explained by the independent variables included in
the regression. For example, if it were the case that the trend only
reflected increases in the relative size of population subgroups that
always owned handguns at a relatively high rate (if, that is, the trend
were a simple artifact of demographic changes), then the coefficient for

year would be zero and insignificant. That more of the trend is left

after all these wvariables have been taken into account than there was

! b e
N B i .
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to begin with is thus evidence that the trend has been largely indepen-
dgnt of the variables in this analysis.

The main effects reported in the table are all much as one would
expect given the zero-order results. Net of all other variables and of
year, pistol ownership is significantly higher in the South (.066) and
West (.068) than in the omitted region, the Midwest. Men are slightly

more likely to report a family handgun than are women; handguns are less

common in urban areas than elsewhere; the tendency to own a handgun

increases with respondent's education.

Of the 12 interactions of these variables with year, only one is
significant, the interaction between year and the Catholic dummy. Net
of all other variables shown in the table, that is, Catholics showed a
smaller increase in handgun ownership in the period than would otherwise

have been expected (-.067).

significance again indicates that the trends are not adequately explained

by the variables contained in this model.
In general, it appears that little of substance can be concluded on
the basis of these survey data on the handgun trend; most of the legiti-

mate conclusions are negative. That is, the trend revealed in these

data turns out to be largely independent of the various socilo~demographic

factors available for the analysis.. It can at least be noted, however,

that many patterns that would be consistent with "fear and loathing" as

an explanation are not ‘observed in these data: the trend, for example,

“is not distinctively sharper in larger urban areas than in smaller

~places, and is not clearly concentrated in any one particular social,

racial, or ideological group. The major positive conelusion is thus

That none of the other interactions achieves
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that the increase in the proportion of the population owning a handgun

has been more or less uniform across all major sectors of the society.

Empirical Studies of "Fear and Loathing"

Once the obviously polemical and the essentially polemical "studies'

are discounted, the amount of empirically credible research on '"fear and
loathing'" that remains is unimpressive in quantity and inconclusive in
substance. Indeed, there are no more than a handful of legitimate

studies of the topiec, and the few studies that have been conducted

generally do not show very substantial fear and loathing effects.

S

Newton and Zimring (1969) remain by far the most widely cited source

among authotrs arguing the fear and loathing theme. - Their evidence on

the supply trends was reviewed in an earlier chapter.  Unlike most other
accounts, there is here at least some effort to compile data on sport
and recreational weapons uses, and there is an explicit acknowledgement
that "to some extent these dramatic increases in gun sales merely
reflect increased shooting sports activity" (1969: 20). 'Yet," they
continue, "increases in hunting and sport shooting only partly account
for the spiraling sale of firearms and can have little to do with hand-
Firearms purchases in recent years have often been motivated by

guns.

fear of crime, violence, and civil disorder, as well as the fear that

stricter firearms laws may make guns harder to obtain in the future"
(1969: 21).

Some of the sport and recreation data compiled by Newton -and
Zimring suggest, as our analysis in Chapter Three suggests, that the

portion of the trend attributable to this source may be very large
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indeed; here we note their very intriguing finding that the percentage
increase in expenditures for sporting arms and ammunition for the early
1960's was nearly identical to the increased expenditures on fishing
equipment. They also remark that, even though the number of licensed
hunters was fairly constént through the period, "hunters now have longer
seasons, more shooting reserves, and more leisure time and income to

' But ascribing any large portion of the

spend on sports and hebbies.'
total weapons increase to sport and recreational detnand would sit poorly
with the overall themes of the rest of the report. They thus conclude
their discussion of the trend on the following note: '"Growing:interest
in shooting sports may explain much of the increase in long gun sales,
but it does not account for the gramatic increase in handgun sales.
Fear of crime, violence, and civil disorder, and perhaps the anticipa-
tion of stricter firearms laws, appear also to have stimulated sales
of kandguns in recent years'" (1969: 22).

' This, it will be noted, is a pretty firm conclusion, and so one
expects to find, somewhere in the report, persuasive evidence that
"fear of crime..." has motivated a large fraction of recent weapons
purchases. Evidence along these lines is not amply abundant in the
report. The conclusion, rather, is sustained'by two fragments of evi-
dence, neither persuasive, and by ore critical stipulation that happens
also to be incorrect. . First the evidence:

(1) Newton and Zimring emphasizé that "self-defense is the most

frequently given reason for owning a handgun" (1969: 21). In support,
they cite a finding froma 1966 NORC survey that asked, "Is there a

gun, pistol, rifle, or shotgun in the house that is used for the pro-
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tection of the household, even though it is also used for sport or

something else?'" Overall, 37% of the respondents (and therefore, about

three-quarters: of the weapons-owning respondents) said "yes." They

also report that some 95% of the "shooters" in a 1964 poll mentioned

hunting as a "good reason" for owning a shoulder weapon, but only 167

ave this as a- i 8 i i
g gooa reason for owning a handgun; in contrast, "self-

defense'" was mentioned as a good reason for owning a handgun by 71%.

Since, in our view, people should be seen as expert informants

on the conditions of their own existence, these findings constitute

strong evidence that must be taken seriously. The question is, Evi-

dence for what? The data do show, unmistakably, that perhaps two-

thirds to three-fourths of the People who own guns own them at least

in part for self-defense. Given the question wording, it is obviously

impossible to ascertain how many own them primarily or exclusively for

self-defense, and so this question fails to bear on any possible sporting

uses of these same weapons. That guns are cwned in part for szlf-

defense clearly does not rule out other ownership reasons, since vip-

tually all hunting or sporting weapons could also be used, should the

situavicn arise, for self-defense.

Also, the question does not ask about Protection against what.

The presumpei , ,
presumption is that most or all of these "defensive" weapons are

to protect against other human beings, but in at least some cases,

1y . +
the '"'self-defense” in question would be protection against "snakes,

angry wolverines, and rabid foxes," to borrow a phrase from an author

quo’ 23 in an earli c " " i
f.2d rlier context. The fear" of aggrezsive fauna would

hardly consti i i ‘ imr i
’ y Stitute evidence in favor .of Newton and Zimring's hypothesis.

e s ey e o

g ey e

o

e et



5

4
]
§
]

- 164 -

Some indirect evidence on the ownership of weapons for defemnse
against animals is contained in the 1978 DMI poll noted in several pre-
vious contexts. One question in the poll asked whether people had "ever
used a gun, even if it wasn't fired, for self-protection." Altogether,
12% of the sample responded "yes." A followup asked, "Was this to
protect against an animal or a person?" Half the responses to this
question referred to protection against animals (DMI, 1978: 116).

How weapons get used is only an imperfect indicator of why they are
ownéd in the first place, and so this is, as we say, only indirect
evidence. But it suggests that perhaps half of all "defensive" weapons

are for defense against animals as opposed to other human beings.

Other'aspects of Newton and Zimring's treatment of these data bear
some cemment. Théir conclusion is that "self-defense is the most frequently
given reason for owning a handgun." The NORC question, however, does
not differentiate between handguns ané long guns (in fact, it conscien-
tiously collapses any such distinction) and so does not bear directly on
this conclusion. Thus, the only evidence cited in the report bearing

directly on this conclusion is the finding from the 1964 poll of

"shooters." That poll, however, did not ask people why they owned a
gun; it asked "shooters" to give opinions on what good reasons for

owning various kinds of guns would be -- a separate matter entirely.

The 1966 NORC resalt is also cited as evidence that "many Americans

keep loaded firearms in homes, businesses, @nd on their persons for the
purpose of protection' (1969: 61). This is an unwarranted read-in to
the evidence: the finding itself indicates nothing abcut the proportion
of families who keep loaded guns in their house, only about the propor-
tioﬁ who own guns {(loaded or not), at least in part, for protective

purposes.
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The preceeding aside, the most sérious problem with the 'reasons
for ownership" data in the context is that they do not, in and of them-
selves, relate directly to the question at issue, namely, the sources of
the handgun trends. To explain the handgun trend on the basis of these
4 kinds of data, one would have to show either that (a) the number of gun

owners citing "defense" or "protection" as a reason for ownership had
increased over the sare time span, or (b) the numbers of people feeling
some need for "protection" or "defense" had increased over the time span.
Either of these may, of course, be true; given the events of the 1960's,
the second (if not the first) may be self-evident. But there is again
no evidence cited or presented anywhere in the Newton-Zimring report
bearing on either (a) or (b).

The most current and probably best evidence on why people own guns
is contained in the 1978 DMI poll (see Table 5-5). The DMI question is
less ambiguous than the NORC question because it asks specifically for
the "most important reason" for weapons ownership. Focussing for the
moment on the "all giuns" column, "self-defense at home" is mentioned as
the primary reason by just one in five weapons owners; the large majorits
(71%) mention some sport or recreational use (hunting, target shooting,

or collecting). From this, it can be correctly inferred that "self-

defense at home" is not the "most frequently given reason" for owning a

weapon. But we could certainly not conclude from this that "fear and
loathing" is not the explanation of the weapons trend. The Newton-

Zimring inference from their 1966 survey data is therefore a non

sequitur.
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TABLE 5-5

REASON FOR GUNS OWNERSHIPZ

All Guns
Self-Defense at Home 20
Protection at Work 1
Law Enforcement or Security Job 3
Part of a Gun Collection 7
Target Shooting 10
Hunting 54
Just Like to Have One 3
Missing Data (DK, NA, etc.) 2
100%

Handguns Only

40

5

8

14

17

100%

a .
The question reads:

a gun.

I have a list of reasons why people own guns. Please
listen while I read it and then tell me the most important reason you have

SOURCE: DMI, 1979: 40; all results are from DMI's December,:l978, poll.
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Other aspects of the DMI data also warrant some emphasis here.
First, consistent with the conclusion from Newton and Zimring, "'self-
defense at home" is the modal reason for owning a handgun. At the same
time, the proportion of handgun owners mentioning this was 40%, which
means that the clear majority gave some other reason. This finding
therefore supports the conclusion that most handguns are owned for
some reason other than self-defense, contrary to Newton and Zimring's
depiction.

'§§condlz, 5% of the handgun owners mention "protection at work" and
8% mention "law enforcement or security job' as the primary reasons for
owning the handgun. '"Protection at work" is somewhat ambiguous in con-
text; presumably, this refers td persons such as truckers, taxi cab’
drivers, possibly foresters or farmers, or other '"mon-security" occupa-
tions where carrying a gun provides a useful hedge agaiﬁst the unknown.
"Law enforcement or security jdb," however, is more clearcut; this refers
to the same subject matter discussed in the previous chapter. WNow, the
weapons demand projected from that chapter was based on a total number
of "armed public servants" somewhere in the range of 750,000 plus some
additional (and hard to estimate) number of "armed private servants"

(that is, private police and security forces). If the recurring guess

(from the literature on private security), that there are as many private

as public police, is correct, then we would project a total "security"

employment somewhere in the range of 1.5 million persons. New, according

to the DMI data, 23% of the nation's households possess a handgun, and
of these, 8% say the main reason is a law enforcement or securizy job.

Based on a total of 75,000,000 households, the DMI data thus give (75
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million) (.23) (.08) = 1,380,000 as the total armed security employment,
encouragingly close to the cofresponding Chapter Four estimates.

Third, 14% of the handgun owners mention "gun collection," 17%
mention target shooting, and 9% mention "hunting" as the primary reason
for owning a handgun. The sport and recreation mentions therefore amount

"self-defense in the

to 40% of the total, the same proportion who gave
home" as the primary reason. This finding therefore suggests that

sport and recreation have at least as much to do with handguns as self-
defense has. Working again from a base of 75 million households, the
proportions shown in Table 5-5 project out to totals of 2.9 million
handgun target shooters in the nation as a whole, 2.4 million handgun
collectors, and 1.6 million persons who hunt with handguns (here assuming

one and only one shooter per gun owning household). The conclusion

from Newton and Zimring, "that hunting and sport shooting...can have

iittle to do with handguns." is, in our view, sharply undercut by these

results. ) ‘
Finally, 20% of all gun 6wners (handgun or otherwise) mention '"self-

defense in the home" as the pgimary ownership feason, which implies that

roughly four out of fivé privately owned weapons are possessed for

reasons other than "fedr and loathing.'" Since gun owners represent

about half the total population of househoids, the proportion of all

American households possessing a firearm of any sort primarily for self-

defense is therefore on the order of 10%. (Contrast this, for example,

' as advanced in Speigler

with the imagery of "a gun in every other. home,’
and Sweeney, above.) If this 20% proportion has been constant over the

past two decades, then one could suggest, reasonably, that some 20% of
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the excess weapons supply (as estimated earlier) has been absorbed in
"fear and loathing" demand. Given an initial weapons excess of 40,000,000
guns, this further suggests a total demand for "defensive" weapons of
(.2) (40 million) = 8 million firearms, which agrees quite respectably
with the 5 million net excess guns projected at the close of the pre-
vious chapter.

(ii) Aside from the evidence on reasons for gun ownership,
the only other evidence presented in the Newton-Zimring report bearing
on "fear of crime..." and its effects on weapons demand is a chart
showing trend data on permits to purchase firearms in Detroit for the
years 1965-1968 (see Table 5~6). These data are apparently presented
to show that applications for permits to purchase weapons respond
to racial incidents and civil disorders. Even if the data showed
this clearly and unambiguously, there would be a question whether
results from "Murder City" generalize to the nation as a whole. But .the
graph does not clearly show the presumed "fear and loathing" effect

even for Detroit. The data do reveal an unmistakable upward trend in

applications to purchase a weapon (NOTE: hot in their actual purchase),
but it does not reveal any clear "spike" or '"break" in the time series
corresponding, even with appropriate lags,‘to the points designating
firacial incident" and "ecivil disorder." (It should also be kept in
mind that the total population of metropolitan Detrait during this
period was about 4.4 million, whereas the quarterly permits to purchase
number in the range of one to six thousand.)

The data in Table 5-6 show thst the number of persons in Detroit
wishing to purchase a legal firearm increased quite regularly from 1965

to 1968, but say little or nothing about why. '"Fear and loathing" is
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TABLE 5-6
"NEW PERMITS TO PURCHASE FIREARMS IN DETROIT,

MICHIGAN (BY OUARTER), 1965-1968."

6000

5000

4000

3000

2000

RACIAL INCIDENb

1000

Source: Stanford Reseasch Institute,

SOURCE: - Reproduced exactly as it appears in Newton and Zimring, 1969: 22.
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one possible explanation that is neither confirmed nor ruled out by
these data. This notwithstanding, the Newton-Zimring Detroit chart
is commonly cited in the pro-control literature as nearly definitive
proof on the "fear and loathing" point (e.g., Comptroller General of
the United States, 1978: 21).

(iii) The most compelling argument for "fear and loathing' is
thus the simple stipulation that Sport or recreation “can have little
to do with handguns" (1969:21), as in the Speigler-Sweeney passage
already discussed. A sport or recreational explanation of the handgun
trend is therefore ruled out on a priori grounds. This purely logical
argument, however, is directly contradicted by the DMI findings and
by other information presented in Chapter Three. To be sure, these
DMI and other data do not demonstrate that sport and recreation actually
account for the handgun trend, only that they may. This explanation,
that is, cannst be ruled out solely on a priori grounds.

Thus, the source most commonly cited in the literature as demon-
strating a "fear and loathing" effect turns out to contain virtually
no evidence at all pointing to such a conclusion. At best, the evi-
dence is ambiguous and the stated conclusions premature. Much the
same is true fo1r most other direct inquiries into fear and loathing
as a factor in' the trend. For example, Wright and Marston (1975) looked
at 1973 survey evidence on correlates of weapons ownership in cities and
suburbs (size 250,000 and up). The "fear and loathing" interpretation
requires at least that direct measures of "fear and loathing" correlate

with gun ownership, but they found very little to suggest such a pattern.

. Indeed, persons who expressed some fears about venturing out alone . at
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night were somewhat less likely to own a gun than those who did not.
Weapons ownership was also disproportionately low among persons who had
been burglarized or threatened with force in the previous year, and among
those living in integrated neighborhoods. All these findings are directly
opposite to what "fear and loathing'" would lead one to expect (Wright and
Marston, 1975: 101-103).

Several other survey studies have reported similar patterns. For
example, Williams and McGrath conclude from another analysis of the 1973

NORC data that "there is not a statistically significant degree of asso-
ciation between victim status and gun ownership" (1976: 27). And here
too, it is reported that there is a ''megative relationship between fear
in the neighborhood and gun ownership" (1976: 27-28). In contrast,
Caetano (1979) reports, on the basis of a broader measure of victimiza~
tion (victimized in five years rather than one, also family and close
acquaintance victimization, as well as personal victimization) but with
a substantially less compelling sample (467 night students at California
State College, San Bernadino), that there is a .24 correlation (gamma)
between criminal victimization and gun ownership. This correlation,
however, was somewhat less than half the correlation between parental
and respondent gun ownership (gamma = .55). (There is considerable
evidence from many sources that adult weapons ownership is a function
of early socializatiom; see the follbving chapter.) Furthary  dmong

several categories of respondents /(women, the young, nonwhites, and the

lower classes), the relationship with gun ownership was either insignif--

icant or reversed.
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Northwood, Westgard, and Barb (1978) have analyzed applications for
permits to carry a concealed weapon in Seattle. Across the sample of
applications analyzed, "only 18.5% ... claim prior victimization as a
reason for carrying a concealed weapon" (1978: 71), which suggests that
"this factor alone is not sufficient to explain gun application behavior
in general." A further analysis looked at the relationship between per
capita applications and the.crime rate across Seattle census tracts.

"The results suggest a low and statistically insignificant relationship
to gun application rates. Thus, the notion that a 'crime thr;at' is a
major determiner for people to arm themselves is not convineing' (1978: 71)

There was, however, a notable correlation across census tracts
between applications and the proportion nonwhite, and the rate of
increase in the proportion nonwhite. Thus, applications were lowest in
racially stable areas, and highest in racially unstable areas. It
appears, however, that the "distincti&eness" of racially unstable areas
in gun applications is due mainly to a higher rate of applications among
blacks, not among whites (1978: 72-73). (Still, the rate of white appli-
cations was higher "in areas experiencing the greatest increase in black
occupancy" (p. 73).) Thus, there is at least some evidence from this
study to suggest that racial instability, if not crime itself, may
contribute to weapons behavior.

Bordua and Lizotte (1979) have analyzed the incidence of Firearms
Owners Identification Cards across Illinois counties. (These cards are
required for all legally possessed weapons in the state.) No measure of

the county crime rate was significantly related to FOIC cards for either

males or minors. Legal ownership among women was, however, significantly
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related to the cube of the county's violent crime rate and to the propor—

tion of young blacks in the county. This analysis thus suggests that

adult women, but not minors or adult men, tend to buy guns at least in
part as a response to crime.

Individual~level survey data for Illinois have also been analyzed
by Lizotte and Bordua (1980). Their data allow them to differentiate
directly between weapons owned for sport and weapons owned for purposes
of self-defense; the former outnumber the latter by some three to one.

No measure of crime, victimization, perceived crime, proximity to blacks,
fear, or racism correlates with ownership for sport, which is to say that
the ownership of most weapons (the three-quarters majority) is independent
of "fear and loathing."

Concerning protection guns, "violent crime in the county is the
only significant predictor" (1980: 239). Apparently, "people's defensive
ownership of gumns is totally a function of violent crime in the area.

It is not an extension of a general home defense crientation or a product
of any of the other variables in the model, such as violent attitudes or
racism" (1980: 229). Defensive ownership was also uncorrelated with
proximity to blacks, direct criminal victimization, fear of crime,; and
the perceived crime rate. Thus, even here, the bulk of the evidence is
incoﬂsistent with the "fear and loathing'" theme.

The most sophisticated effort to examine "fear and loathing" as a
factor in the handgun trend is due to Clotfelter (1977). Data are
derived from six states with good time~series data on handgun sales;
independent variables include viclent crime rates (taken from UCR) and
indices of civil disorder events for both the states and for the nation

as a whele. The findings provided only limited support for "fear and
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lo - 11 s s . s )
athing. Civil disorder incidents for the country as a whole "repre~

sSent i . i
an important determinant of handgun demand," but "disorders within

2 state have no independent effect" (1977; 13, our emphasis)
also no significant effect for violent crime rates:

trend in [handgun] sales cannot be explained by

There was
"The strong upward

-+ Tising violent crime

rates" (1977: i i
( 13). The time-series data (1977: Figure 1) show an unmig-~

takab i
akable spike centered on 1967-1968, with a general upward linear trend

on either gi i i
side of the spike. One interpretation is thus that there wasg

a one-ti
lme surge on handgun demand around the time of the major civil

disord 1
orders of the late 1960's, consistent with "fear and loathing." But

this finding obviously does not explain the persistence of the trend

into th !
e 1970's.” As Clotfelter notes, "much of the demand for handguns

remai . ,
a1ns unexplained, however, as illustrated by .the strong upward trends

in purchases over the last decade."

These i
are not the only studies that have looked at "fear ang

loathing,"” i
oathing, but they adequately illustrate the general point, namely
¢ ’

clearly and unmi " i
34 mistakably, a "fear and loathing" effect in the weapons

trend. This, of course,

18 not to say that there is no such effect
2

only that no one has yet been able to find it.

Wh ? i i
y not? The most parsimonious explanation, of course, is either

that the effect does not exist or that the effeact is so subtle ag to

es . .
cape detection by €xXisting methods of research. In either case, it
3

seems obvious that the i i
he overall contribution of "fear and loathing" to

the " i i i
recent "domestic armsg buildup" is very much smaller than commonly
1

Suggested in the standard accounts.  As Chapters Three and Four ha
ve
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argued, by far the largest share of the "excess'" weaponry of the last

CHAPTER SIX
decade must be ascribed to other sources, most relatively benign from

CHARACTERISTICS OF PRIVATE WEAPONS OWNERS
the societal viewpoint.

The present chapter reviews the available research on characteris-
tics of the persons and households that possess weaponry, that is, how
owners and nonowners differ in social background, locale, and personal
outlooks. Our purpose is essentially to determine where in the society
the private ownership of weapons is concentrated.

There are at least two important distinctions that need to be in-

troduced. First is the distinction between personal and household weapons

ownership. It seems reasonable to assume that guns are owned by individuals,
and it is the characteristics of these individuals that are at issue
here. However, much of the available survey data on weapons ownership

is based on a question asking about guns kept in the house, whether 3

they belong to the respondent or to some other family member. 1In turn, :
much of the descriptive literature on ownership correlates deals not ;

with individual owners but with the characteristics of the households I

within which weapons ownersreside, a separate matter.

Seconidly, it is essential to distinguish among variocus types of
private weaponry. Several distinctions might be considered in this
context, for example, handguns vs. shoulder weapons (which has been
the focus of some analyses, reviewed below). Lizotte and Bordua (1980,

forthcoming; Bordua and Lizotte, 1979), however, have made a persuasive

case that the most critical distinction concerns the reasons why the

weapon is owned, for protection and self-defense, or for illicit crim-
inal purposes. Their research (reviewed in more detail below) strongly

suggests that the characteristics of persons owning weapons for sport

vt s 4 . - ]
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and recreational purposes are sharply different than the characteristics
of persons owning protective or defensive weaponry. (It can also be
assumed that the criminal ownership of weapons involves yet another
qualitatively different type.) Unfortunately, most available research
depends exclusively on the simple yes-no ownership question, such that
all weapons owners, irrespective of their reasons for ownership, are
treated equally.

The most recent nationally—genefalizable evidence on reasons for
weapons ownership was reviewed in the previous chapter (see Table 5-5).
Taking ail guns equally, slightly more than 70% of all owners state a

sport or recreational motive for possessing the weapon, and slightly

less than 25% mention some sort of defensive or protective reason.

(The remainder provide ambiguous responses, Or no response at all.)

It follows, then, that most gun owners fgll/into the sport and recrea-
tional category, and thus, that the available studies of weapons
ownership (irrespective of type) are predominantly, but not exclusively,
studies of sport and recreatiocnal owners. The presence within the gun
ownership category of a substantial minority. of persons cwning a weapon
for other reasons, however, introduces more than a little ambiguity into
many of the published results. For this reason, the following review
places more emphasis on studies that maintain the distinction among
ownérship types and relatively less on studies that consider all ‘gun

owne 3 equally, irrespective of type.

Locational Variables: Region and City Size

All studies to have considered the matter report that weapons

ownership is highest in rural areas and falls off as city size increases

oy
.
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(e.g., Erskine, 1972; Hamilton, 1972: 546; Newton and Zimring, 1969;

Wright and Marston, 1975; etc.). In the nationally representative NORC

survey evidence analyzed by Wright and Marston, the proportion owning
any weapon falls off from 65.5% among rural residents to 30.57% of
residents of cities sized 250,000 and up. The patterns for handguns

only are similar, but much less sharp:

owning a handgun ranges from 23.1% of the rural respondents to 15.37% of

the urbanites.

“over city sizes than is the ownership of shoulder weapons, which tends
to be sharply concentrated in smaller-size places.
The city-size pattern supports the contention that most private
weaponry is owned for sport and recreational purposes, since most such

. 2
purposes require access to open and unpopulated areas.

There is a similar consensus on the regional patterns in weapons

ownership: private weaponry is more prevalent in the South (and West)

than in other parts of the nation (e.g., Erskine, 1972; Newton and

Zimring, ‘1969; Wright and Marston, 1975). The regional effect is also

sizable: in the Wright-Marston data, the South-nonSouth difference

amounted to 22 percentage points over all guns, and some 16 percentage

points in handgun ownership.3 Some research has attempted to link

Southern weapons ownership with a presumed "regional subculture of

violence.," These studies are reviewed in detaill in a later section of

this chapter.

Since the South is disproportionately rural, it may be wondered
whether the region and city size effects are independent; the available
evidence is that they are (e.g., O'Connor and Lizotte, 1978; Wright and

Marston, 1975: Table 3). Indeed, both region and city size contribute

in the same data, the proportion

Thus, handgun ownership is rather more evenly distributed

-
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significantly and independently to the probability of owning a weapon.
Thus, weapons ownership is highest in rural Southern areas, and lowest

fam

in the urbanized North.

Several investigators (e.g., Alviani and Drakg, 1975: 1-2; Newton
and Zimring, 1969) have noted the correspondence between regional rates
of private weapons ownership and regional rates of violent crime, namely,
that the violent crime rate is highest in regions where the private
ownership of weapons is highest. On this basis, it is sometimes argued
that private weapons ownership is a cause of violent crime. On the
other hand, violent crime is more prevalent in big cities than in rural
areas, whereas for weapons ownership, just the opposite is true. As we
discuss in some detail in the following chapter, neither the region nor
the city size effect says anything about the possible causal relation-
ships between private weaponry and criminal violence, a large number of

assertions to the contrary notwithstanding.

Social Status: Class, Religion, Race, and Sex

In much of the popularized literature on guns, there is a "commonly
held viewpoint that [gun] ownership is more prevalent among...lower‘
socio-economic classes'" (Burr, 1977: 8). In contrast to this theme,
there is substantial evidence that private weapons owners of all types
are disproportionately .affluent and middle class. In the Wright-Marston
data, there was a 12 percentage point difference in weapons ownership
between most and least prestigious groups; in the same data, there was
nearly a 25 percentage point difference between most and least affluent,
with ownership highest among the most.-affluent group (1975: Table 2).

. ) ‘ 3 * . al
That weapons ownership tends to increase Wlth income, or occupatioen
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prestige, or both, has subsequently been confirmed in several studies

(e.g., Burr, 1977: 8; Lizotte and Bordua, 1980: 237; G'Connor and Lizotte,

1978: Table 1). So far as we have been able to determine, no study has

yet reported a contrary result.4

Effects of education on weapons ownership are less clear. Burr

-

(1977) reports the regular pattern mentioned above, with ownership

increasing as years of education go up. In the Wright-Marston study,
however, ownership was highest in the middle of the education distribu~

tion, and generally lower among those at either extreme; and others
(e.g., Lizotte and Bordua, forthcoming) report no significant educa-

tional effect. .

Rather surprisingly, there is also a strong religious pattern in

private weapons ownership, with white Protestants far more likely to
Possess a weapon than members of other religious groups (Wright and
Marston, 1975; 0'Connor and Lizotte, 1978: 424). Further, this effect

is statistically independent of city size, region, and all measures of

social status (Wright and Marston, 1975: Table 3), and is detectable

for both all weapons and handguns only. 1Ip magnitude, the religious

effect rivals the effect of region; this notwithstanding, no further

analysis of the religious effect, beyond that reported in Wright and

Marston, has yet been published.5

The available evidence suggests no sharp or consistent differences
in weapons ownership across racial groups. In the 1973 NORC data ana-

lyzed by Wright and Marston (1975), whites were slightly, but not

substantially, more likely to own a weapon than non-whites: there was

no difference, however, in rates of handgun ownership. Burr (1977: 8)

reports, on the basis of Florida data, that "a greater percentage of
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whites (47.3%) own handguns than do blacks (39.8%)." 1In contrast, an
analysis of applications for permits to carry handguns in Seattle |
reports that "blacks are proportionally over-represented" among the
applicant pool (Northwood, Westgard, and Barb, 1978: 70). Finally,
there are some studies (e.g., Lizotte and Bordua, 1980: 237) that
report insignificant race effects. Since some studies report ownership
higher among whites (by small margins), others report ownership higher

among blacks (by small margins), and still others report no significant

difference, the most prudent conclusion is very probably that weapons
ownership is not linked in any importgnt way to race.

As noted in the introduction, much of the available literature is
based on surveys of household weapons ownership, and the reported sex
differences in weapons ownership are correspondingly small.6 Studies
based on a question about personal weapons ownership, Powever, routinely
report that ownership and use of weapons are sharply higher among males
than among females (e.g., Kennett and Anderson, 1976; Lizotte and Bordua,
1980; Marks and Stokes, 1976; Northwood, Westgard, and Barb, 1978).

In general, the published literature strongly supports the conelu-
sion that private weapons ‘owners are predominantly rural and small town
middle class Protestant males whose ownership of weapons is mostly for
sport and recreational purposes. None of these relationships is perfect;
in fact, few or none exceed .3, and so there is substantial variation
around this main theme. (There are, in other words, substantial numbers
of weapons owmners in all regions, all city sizes, and among all social,
racial, and religious groups.) As to the theme i£self, however, there

is little serious empirical guestion.
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The Southern Subculture of Violence

W. J. Cash, eminent observer of the Ameérican South, once remarked
that "the South is another land, sharply differentiated from the rest
of the nation, and exhibiting within itself a remarkable homogeneity"
(1940). There is, in consequence, a large literature on Southern dis-
tinctiveness and culture (see Wright, Rossi and Juravich, 1980, for a
recent, though partial, review). One element of this "distinctiveness"

is, as we have already noted, a substantially higher rate of personal

weapens ownership in the South than elsewhere; another element, noted

by many observers, is that the rates of interpersonal violence are also

higher in the South than in other regions (e.g., Harries, 1974; Newton

and Zimring, 1969). These facts have led several authors to argue that

there is a distinctive "Southern subculture of violence" -~ that is,

a package of cultural values transmitted within families and distinctive

to the South that glorifies or condones violent behavior (e.g., Gastil, 4

1971; Hackney, 1969; Reed, 1971).

All existing literature focussed. on this presumed "subculture of
violence' acknowledges that the simple zero-order effects noted above
are not adequate, in and of themselves, as proof of the subculture

thesis. Region, that is, correlates with economic development, level

of poverty, level of urbanization and industrialization, per cent non-

white, and a large number of other factors that may account for the
zero~-order effects, independently of any "subcultural" explanation.
(Restating the point in less technical language, the distinctiveness
of the South in rates of interpersonal violence may reflect only that

the level of economic development is lower in the South than elsewhere
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and thus have nothing at all to do with violence~conducive subcultural
values.) Thus, in advance of any evidence, subcultural differences are
but one among many plausible explanations of the regional effect.
Results of the initial empirical studies of the topic seemed to
support the subcultural explanation (Castil, 1971; Hackney, 1969).

Both studies demonstrated a regional effect on the homicide rate that

persisted even with certain relevant background variables held constant;
that is, even net of various potential confounding effects (such as
levels of SES or per cent non-white), Southern states were fopnd to
have higher homicide rates than non-Southern states. But this is, as
Loftin and Hill (1974) and Erlanger (1975) have pointed out, an extremely
weak and indirect test of the subcultural explanation. In both analyses,
the only measure of "Southern subculture' was region itself. Thus, both
studies attribute to Southern subculture all of the regicual effect
except that portion due to the specific variables held constant in the
regression analyses. This is a plausible attribution only if the
control variables in the analyses exhaust all possiblie explanations of
the effect other than subculturél differences -- a very unlikeiy possi~
bility. (There are also other, more technicai, difficulties with both
the Gastil and Hackney studies, reviewed thoroughly by Loftin and’Hill.)
Lacking any direct, independent measure of the values presumably con-
tained within the "subculture,' neither study can be definitive about
the contribution of these values to the regional differences in rates
of interpersonal violence. It may thus be said that the Gastil and

Hackney studies show results that are consistent with the "subculture

of violence" hypothesis but inadequate to rule other plausible explana-

tions out.
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More recent and rather more sophisticated analyses show little or
no support for the subcultural explanation, although none of the studies

can be considered conclusive. Following procedures closely analogous

to the Gastil~Hackney procedures, but including more precisely. defined
"situational" variables among the regressor set, Loftin and Hill show
no statistically significant residual effects for region in the state-
by-state homicide rate, once relevant background variables are controlled

(1974: Tables 3 and 4). Indeed, most of the zero-order regional effect

disappears with a control for the relative poverty levels across states.
Contrasting the Gastil-Hackney findings, these data therefore tend to
support the conclusion that the Southern distinctiveness in interpersonal
violence reflects mainly structural, situational, or socio-economic
factors, rather than sub-cultural omes.

However, even this may be a premature conclusion, as Loftin and

Hill themselves point out. '"The more appropriate conclusion is: our

data and those analyzed by Gastil and Hackney are not adequate to delin-
eate precise cultural and non-cultural effects" (1974: 722). The major
shortfall in all such studies is the lack of a measure of regional
culture that is independent of region itself.

The most recent inquiry into the subculture theory is due to

O'Connor and Lizotte (1978). This analysis is based on survey data on

individuals, rather than aggregate data on states (as were the studies
by Gastil, Hackney, and Loftin and Hill), which has the advantage of
avoiding certain aggregation effects that imperil the conclusions of
previous studies.

Given the focus on individual level data, the depen-

dent variable in the analysis cannot be homicide rate, or, for that
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matter, any other measure of homicide, since murderers appear quite
infrequently in any national sample, however large. Rather, the depen-
dent variable is whether the respondent's household possesses a gun
(more particularly, for the published part of the analysis, whether the

household possesses a handgun). It is plausible, However, that a

violence-conducive culture would support the ready availability of guns

no less than their ready use as a means to settle interpersonal disputes;
and certainly, weapons ownership patterns among individuals seems at
least as plausible as a test of the subcultural theory as homicide rates
across states. Granting in advance, then, that the results from this
study are not strictly. comparable with the results reviewed above, we

consider this test of the thesis as at least equally plausible.

0'Connor and Lizotte reason, not unpersuasively, that if the

. regional distinctiveness in weapons ownership is a function of a

violence-conducive subculture -- a package of wvalues transmitted within
families as part of early socialization -~ then the effect for the
region within which one was socialized would be greater than the effect
for the region of current residence. And likewise, were the ''situational"
variables more important than the cultural ones, then current residence
should have the larger effect. The rationale here is obvious: the bulk
of cultural learning takes place in early childhood, and so if the
tendency to own a weapon is a function of having been raised in a region-
specific cultural setting, then the region of birth should be a better
predictor of weapons ownership than the region of current residence.

Data for the analysis were taken from the 1973 and 1974 NORC

General Social Surveys; the dependent variable for the reported analysis
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is a dummy variable for pistol ownership. (The authors remark, however,
that equivalent iesults were obtained when the ownership of any weapon
was treated as the dependent variable.) Consistent with results reviewed
earlier, the analysis showed a negative relationship with city size (both
city size of present residence and city size of the respondent's residence

at age 16), a sharp and positive relationship with income, and a strong

positive effect on pistol ownership for being Protestant. The coeffi-
cient for region of current residence was also significant and in the
expected direction (ownership significantly higher in the South); how-
ever, the coefficient for region of residence at age 16 was insignificant.
These results thus appear to be more consistent with the "situational"
than with the '"cultural" explanation of the Southern distinctiveness in
weapons ownership.

As noted previously, the effect for city size reported in O'Connox
and Lizotte is consistent with the effect reported in all other studies:
ownership is highest in rural places and falls off sharply as city size
increases. The further interesting finding reportéd here is that, even
net of the effects of city size of current residence (and other poten-
tially confounding variables), there remains a strong, also negative,
relationship with the size of place where one was raised. This evidence
is thus initially consistent with an argument, reviewed in more detail
in the next section, that weapons ownership is a strong function of
early socialization into something approximately a "gun culture" -- a
culture’that glorifies not violence sc much as rural values and activ-

ities and, specifically, the sporting uses of guns.
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Socialization

Much behavior of interest to the social sciences is demonstrably
learned in the context of early childhood socialization. There is, for
example, overpowering evidence that political party identification is
mainly a result of early socialization; the evidence is simply that the
party of one's parents is consistently the single best predictor of one's

own party affiliation (e.g., Berelson et al., 1954; Campbell et al.,

1956). The same is true of religious affiliztion and, for that matter,
many other things.

There is, in the same vein, éubstantial evidence that private
weapons ownership is also, to an important extent, a function of early
socialization into what may be called a "gun culture.'" Some elements
of this culture have been discussed in previous chapters.7 A key value
in this culture is the sporting us2 of weapons -- for hunting, target
shooting, and other fecreational,purposes. The values of this culture
are best typified as rural rather than urban: the stress is. on imdépen~
dence, self-sufficiency, mastery over nature, closeness to the land,
and so on. Within this culture, the ownership and use of firearms are
both normal and normatively prescribed, and training in the operation
and use of small arms is very much a part of what fathers are expected
to teach their sons —- in short, part and parc¢el of coming of age. The
strong correlation between city size (both of current residence and of
residence in one's youth) and weapons ownership is a good, if indirect,
indicator of the predominantly rural nature of the culture in question.

So far as we have been able to determine, theé first direct empirical

evidence on the potential role of socialization in the private ownership
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of weapons is that due to Marks and Stokes (1976). This research was
not directly focussed on correlates of weapons ownership, but rather on
the question whether differential familiarity with firearms might be a
plausible explanation of sex and regional differences in the suicide
rate. Still, the findings are relevant to the concerns of this chapter.
Data are based on questionnaires administered to students in two univer-
sities (one in Wisconsin, the other in Georgia),’and so the sample is
predominantly young.

One question asked whether the respondent had ever fired a gun;
among a student sample, this is not an implausible indicator of '"social-
ization" into firearms use. In the South, some 81% had (98% of the
males, 59% of the females); in the North, 56% had (88% and 40% of the
males and females, respectively). thice'that this pattern reproduces
the known correlates of weapons ownership among adults (higher in the
South and among males) and is thus consistent with an argument that
adult weapons ownership is a function of early socialization.

Socialization into firearms use evidently begins at a relatively
early age: among Southern males, for example, more than a third of
those who had ever fired a weapon (35.5%) reported first having fired
one at age 9 or earlier, and 76% had fired a gun at least by age 12.
Among Southern females, 43% had fired a gun before age 12; outside the
South, the equivalent percentages are 55% for males and 42% for females.
Large majorities of all groups (ranging from 66% to 94%) had first
fired a gun at least before age 16. One obvious inference from these
data is that large proportions of adult weapons-owners have experiences

with the use of firearms stretching back well into childhood.
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Virtually all (97%) of the respondents in the study who had ever
fired a gun were introduced to small arms by males, mostly male rela-
tives (typically, fathers), which suggests (along with the tendency of

males to own guns at a much higher rate) that the gun culture is also

heavily masculine as well as rural.

For most categories in the analysis, the tendency ever to have

fired a weapon is strongly related to whether the respondent was reared

in a home where guns were kept. Among Southern males reared in homes

with a gun present, 99.4% (every respondent but one) had fired a gun;

among Southernrmales reared in non-gun—owning homes, 917 had fired a
gun. Thus, virtually all Southern males are'exposed to weapons at an
early age, whether their household possesses a weapon or éot. In the
remaining three ceils, however, the effect of being reared in a gun-
owning home is much stronger, with percentage differences in having
fired a gun ranging from 23 to 35 points. Except for the Southern
males, then, the evidence is strong that being reared in the "gun
culture" (that is, in a household where guns are routinely present) is
rélated to socialization into weapons use (that is, having at some time
in early life fired a weapon), also consistent with the argument that
adult weapons ownership and use are functions, at least in part, of
socialization into the gun culture.

| Several other studies have reported results cdﬁsistent with the
findings of Marks and Stokes, many showing even more directly the
effects of early socialization on adult weapons ownership. For example,
Deiner and Kerber (19795 have'presented results from data on a small

'l : ’ ub .
and nonrepresentative sample of Illinois males which.show that "a major
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differénce between gun-owners and nonowners was that the former group
had been in a variety of situations which provided contact with guns"
(1979: 230). 1In particular, gun owners in the study were much more
likely to have grown up in fural areas and small towns than in the big~
cities (thus reproducing the common city size result); further, and more
relevantly, "eighty-six percent of the gun-owners' fathers owned guns,

compared with only 30% for nonowners" (1979: 230). Thus, as in Marks

arnd Stokes, having been reared in a gun-owning home is strongly related
to weapons ownership. Also consistent with the Marks—Stokes findings,
787% of the Deinér-Kerber gun-owners had themselves owned a gun before
age 18, again suggesting that socialization into gun use begins at an
early age. There were three additional findings releﬁant to the social-
ization argument: (1) 43% of the owners had, as children, attended
Summer camps where shooting firearms was part of the program, vs. 22%
of the nonowners. (ii) 57% of the owners were militdry veterans, vs.
22% of the nonowners. (The effects of veteran's status on weapons
ownership are considered in more detail later.) And (iii) the gun
owners were substantially more willing than the nonowners (927 vs. 52%)
to purchasé toy guns for their own children.

Caetanc (1979) has reported additional results, unfortunately also
based on a small, atypical sample (in this case, 467 night students at
Cal State, San Bernadino);ﬁhat are consistent with the socialization
argument. In this study, p&;ental gun ownership and regpondent gun
ownership were correlated (g;wma) at .55; 'parental owneréhip of weapons

was thus, by far, the single best predictor of weapons ownership.
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The most sophisticated, informative, and persuasive inguiry
into socialization as an explanation of adult weapons ownership is the
series of studies by Bordua and Lizotte (1979; Lizotte and Bordua, 1980;
forthcoming) . The first paper in the series is based on county-level
aggregate data for the state of Illinois. Illinois is one among several
states that require some form of permit to legally possess any weapon;
in Illinois, the requirement is for a "Firearm Owners Identification
Card™ (FOIC). In the Bordua and Lizotte analysis (1979), the number of
such cards per county is tresced as the dependent variable.

The analysis contains a large number of other county-level indica-
tors, of which two are of interest to present concerns. One is a set
of indicators that index what the authors call "a firearms sporting
culture' -~ that is, a cultural milieu that favors the sporting uses of
weapons. In this case, the indicators are (i) the number of gun sports
magazine subscriptions in the county; and (ii) the number of hunting
permits issued in the éounty in a single year (1973). A second set of
indicators is built odt of county-specific murders, robberies, and
aggravated assaults Qnd thﬁs indexes the county's violént crime rafe.
Both the crime and mégazine variables are normed for‘county population.

Findings from thé analysis are straightforward: "Our sporting
culture variables ére the only good predictors of male FOIC ownership.
Hunting and sporting magazines'bbth tend to drive up ownership.  The
crime rate of a cpunty has no direct effect on male registered owner-
ship" (Bordua and Liébtte, 1979). Further, "ﬁhe only predictor of FOIC

ownership for minors is adult male FOIC ownership which has a strong
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positive effect." Among males and minors, then, FOIC ownership (or in
other words, legal weapons ownership) responds far more strongly to the
existence of a firearms sporting culture than to any indicator of
violent crime. '"We have found no empirical evidence at the aggregate
level to_support the assumption that men legally own firearms uniquely

for protection as a response to violent crime.”

Findings for female FOIC ownership were rather different. Women's
ownership, as men's, is related to hunting and the per cent of veterans
in the county, and, as minors', is related to male cwnership. For
women, however, two additional factors are significant: the cube of
the crime rate, and the per cent of young (18-34 year old) blacks in
the county. Thus, "other cultural and situational factors being equal,
women seem to buy guns in response to crime."

This aggregate analysis by Bordua and Lizotte therefore tends to
support two conélusions: (i) that legal weapons ownership among men
and minors is predominantly a function of exposure to and socialization
into what we have called a gun—sports culture; and (ii) that legal
ownership among women responds in part te this culture and to crime or
the fear of crime. The results for males and minors, of course, are
broadly consistent with those of all other studies reviewed in this
section.

A more detailed and fine-grained analysis, based on individual-
level survey data, has also been published by these authors (Lizotte
and Bordua, 1980). The study is based on 764 telephone interviews con-
ducted in 1977 in Illinois. Respondents were first asked how many

firearms they owned, and then, "For what purpose do you own the fire-
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arm(s)?" Respondents were probed for all reasons for firearms ownership,
which means that both sporting and defemnsive ownership reasons could be
given by any single respondent. There are, thus, two dependent variables
in the analysis: weapons ownership for sport, and weapons ownership

for self-defense. Any given respondent, of course, could be scored

" 1"

yes" on either or both variables.

We note first that 18% of the respondents were scored as owning a
gun for sport, and about 6% as owning a gun for defense.6 The ratio
of the two (roughly, 3 to 1) is thus consistent with all other data
on the reasons for private weapons ownership (see, e.g., Tablé 5-5,
above, and footnote 1, this chapter). This comparison with previous
findings, of course, is not exact, since in this study any one respondent
could theoretically possess a weapon for both reasomns. Empirically,
however, this outcome was exceedingly rare: "What is the prébability
of owning a gun for protection given thevprobability that a gun is owned
for sport? The answer is zero. Owning a gun for protection is not
a function of owning a gun for sport [and vice versa]' (Lizotte and
Bordua, 1980: 240). As noted in the introduction to this chapter, these
data thus strongly suggest that there are not one but two distinct gun
"ocultures" -— the first and substantially the larger being a culture
of sport and recreation, and the second being a "culture'" of defense.lo

The conclusion is that ''those who own guns for sport are very different

from those who own for protection" (1980: 240).

Analysis of these two categories of weapons ownership confirms
this conclusion. "Income, sex, parents' gun ownership, and age at

first gun are the only significant determinants of gun ownership for
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sport'" (1980: 237). That is, ownership for sport increases with income
(consistent with all previous research), is substantially higher among
men than among women, is considerably higher among respondents reared
in gun-owning households, and is also higher among persons who them-

selves first acquired guns at relatively earlier ages. The conclusion

is straightforward and thoroughly consistent with the socialization
argument: 'Gun ownership for sport is the result of financial status,
sex, and the early socialization into gun use" (1980: 237).

Ownership for protection is entirely different and is predicted by
none of the above-mentioned variables: '"Violent crime in the county is
the only significant predictor of owniné a gun for protection” (Lizofte
and Bordua, 1980: 239; our emphasis). Of'so&e additional interest, gun
ownership for defense '"'is not an extension of a general home defense
orientation or a product of any of the other variables in the model,
such as violent attitudes or racism" (1980: 239). In the same vein,
neither criminal victimization nor the perceived crime rate (i.e., fear
of crime) predicted defensive ownership. The only distinguishing
feature of the defensive gun owners in this study was that they resid=d

in counties where the actual rate of violent c¢rime was relatively high.

These findings allow us to qualify our corclusions about the effects
of early socialization on adult weapons ownership in important wéys
that previous studies have not allowed. There are, in the main, two
(legitimate) reasons for weapons ownership: sport and protection. Most
gun owners —— about three-quarters of the total ~-= fall into the first
of these categories, and their ownership of weapons is predominantly

a function of early socialization into gun use. - Thus, ownership for
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sport is essentially cultural in nature and reflects a package of values
in
and favored activities passed from parents to children as part of coming

of age. Ownership for protection, in contrast, is strongly determined
situationally, responding mainly to the existence of violent crime,

and largely (if not entirely) impervious to the effects of variables
that account for sport ownership. As these ﬂata show clearly (at least

for Illinois), sport owners and defensive owners are qualitatively dif-

ferent types.

A related theme in the socialization argument concerns military
socialization into weapons ownership and use. That veterans are more
likely than nonveterans to own a weapon has been reported in several
studies (e.g., Erskine, 1972; Bordua and Lizotte, 1979; Newton and
Zimring, 1969; Deiner and Kerber, 1979; etc.).ll Several explanations
for this effect have been offered: for example, that military experi-
ence socializes indiwviduals directly into weapons use, the sgocialization
then being carried back to civilian life; or that veterans acquire guns
while in the military and bring them back into civilian life; or that
the military experience predisposes veterans to violent or authoritative
outlooks, which in turn result in civilian weapons ownership.

Lizottée and Bordua (forthcoming), in contrast, have considered the
possibility that the relationship is spurious, reflecting a process of
self-selection into the military in the first place. The argument, in
short, is that military service appeals preferentially to persons from
rural backgrounds. '"Hence, veterans would be more likely to have been
socialized into gun use at an early age, and more likely to continue

this usage later in life" (forthcoming: 2). The evidence from the
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Illinois phone survey is consistent with this interpretation. Once the
relevant socialization variables are held constant (parental gun owner-
ship, age at first gun, etc.), the effect for veteran's status drops to
insignificance. The most plausible interpretation is thus that early

socialization into gun use predisposes individuals towards enlisting in

the armed services and towards gun ownership as an adult, with no inde-

pendent effect for veteran's status once early socialization is held

constant.12

One additional strand of evidernce worth reviewing in the context
of socialization into a gun culture is that concerning how privately
owned weapons are acquired and disposed of. Such evidence as there is
on this topic (and sadly, there is not very much) shows a very extensive
"swap" market in private arms —- which in turn suggests that private
owners are known to one another and enter into interactions and exchanges
on the bésis of their gun ownership. Burr (1977) has presented evidence
on the private acquisition of handguns in Florida: of the 433 handguns
in the analysis, 43% were purchased from abretail dealer and 6% were
bought from a pawn shop; thus, slightly less than tialf the handguns were
acquired through normal retail channels. Roughly 16% were bought from a
Private party, 15% were received as gifts, and 7% were acquired through
trades or exchanges. (The remainder were acquired in a variety of odd-
lot fashions.) Thus, a sizable proportion of the '"flow" in handguns

takes place outside the usual retail channels, consistent with the

argument of a gun culture,

Burr also inquired whether his respondents had ever sold or disposed

of a handgun; there are 333 "disposed" handguns represented in the sample.
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0f these, only 9% had been sold to a firearms dealer. The largest share
(37%) had been sold to another private party, 11% had been traded, 2%
had been pawned, and 16% had been given as gifts. Rather surprisingly,
about ten per cent had been "disposed of".by theft, and the remainder
are scored as "other." So here too, the evidence for a private "swap"

market in firearms asmong gun owners is substantial.

The only recent national evidence on this topic is contained in the
1978 DMI survey discussed in previous chapters. The DMI format gives
respondents "a list of places where guns can be obtained," then asks,
"Please indicate the place where your family's last firearm was obtained."
Results are very close to the Burr data for Florida handguns: 35% were
obtained from a sporting goods or department store, 197 from a gun shop,
and 27 from a pawnshop, for a total of 56% obtained througﬁ usual retail
channels. Two per cent were obtained at a gun show, 197 had been
received as gifts, and 13% had been obtained through private sale or

trade. (Again, the remainder are scored as "other" or refused to

answer the question).13

The lessons from these "hard" data are reinforced by an enormous
amount of impressionistic evidence on the private "swap" market in fire-
arms. . Virtually every gun-sports magazine runs a classified szction
where private owners advertise their willingness to trade. - This private
"swap'" market is sufficiently extensive that there are entire publica~
tions devoted exclusively to servicing it. One such is a twice-monthly

newspaper-format magazine entitled Shotgun News, which advertises itself

as "The Trading Post for Anything That Shoots." The typical issue con-

sists mainly of small-type classified ads, most apparently placed by
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private owners, announcing wants for or offerings of firearms. The
issue for September 15, 1980, runs to 224 pages, and does not appear to
be atypical in the least.

In summary, there are various fragments of evidence available to
suggest the existence of a "gun culture," one that is predominantly
male and rural in orientation and that glorifies the use of weaponry in

sport; and there is substantial evidence (unfortunately, none based on

nationally representative data) that early socialization into this
culture is the predominant explanatory factor in private weapons owner-
ship and use amongkadults, particularly among adult males who own
weapons for sporting purposes. Ownership among adult women is appar-
ently rather more complicated, responding in part to these socialization
effects but also to crime or the fear of crime. Finally, there is no
evidence that the ownership of weapons for self-defense results from
early socialization. So far as can be ‘told, roughly one private firearm
in four is owned primarily for defensive purposes, and the evidence

suggests that these weapons are purchased mainly in response to crime.

Personality Characteristics

Although there is a rather extensive speculative literature on the
personality characteristics of private weapons owners (e.g., Sherrill,
1973; Stickney, 1967; Daniels, Gilula, and Ochberg, 1970), virtually
nothing of empirical substance is known about this topic. The themes
of the speculative literature are well-known and, with few excep-
tions, condemnatory and derogatory. In one view (the psychoanalytic),
weapons are phallic symbols representing male dominance and masculine

power. A related theme concerns the presumed need for power and virility.
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Fear, psychological insecurity, authoritarianism, violence-proneness,
generalized pessimism, and so on, are also commonly advanced as person-
ality abnormalities to explain weapons ownership.

Contrasting these themes, such evidence as there is suggests no
sharp or distinctive personality differences bgtween gun owners and

nonowners.

The common hypothesis, that fear in general and fear of crime in
particular would be correlated with weapons ownership, is contradicted
by all available studies (e.g., Lizotte and Bordua, 1980; Williams and
McGrath, 1976; Wright and Marston, 1975); in fact, most of these studies
.report a slight tendency for weapons ownership to be lower among the
more fearful.

Williams and McGrath (1976) have derived five personality or quasi-
personality measures from the NORC General Social Survey data and examined
their correlation with household weapons ownership. Fear, as already
noted, was significantly correlated with weapons ownership, but in the
opposite direction. Victimization by crime was not significantly corre-
lated with weapons ownership (see also Wright and Marston, 1975). There
was amoderately strong negative correlation with a measure of socio-
political liberalism (liberals less likely to own guns), but this effect
was reduced to statistical insignificance with city size controlled,
suggesting that the correlation with liberalism is spurious. A measure
of violence-proneness was positively correlated with weapons ownership
in the anticipated direction, but the correlation (gamma = .2) is modest
at best. Finally, pessimism was found to be negatively correlated with

ownership (gamma = -,16): pessimists; thét is, are slightly less likely

NI

g

anie r bt e

- 201 -

to own guns. With the exception of the effect of violence~proneness,
then, all the remaining effects are either insignificant or run in the
direction opposite to that posited in the speculative literature.

Much the same results are reported in what is, to our knowledge,
the only other empirical study of the topic, an analysis of 37 male gun

owners and a matched sample of 23 nonowners published by Deiner and

Kerber. Some of these results were revieﬁed in an earlier section of
this chapter. The study included a large number of personality measures,
most of them adapted from the California Psychological Inventory it;ms.
Findings were straightforward: '"This study demonstrates that gun owner-
ship per se is not indicative of unusual motivations or of deviant
personality characteristics" (1979: 237). There were some differences
of potential interest: for example, ''gun owners tended to be more open-—
minded and tended to have a higher need for power;" also, the gun owners
were less sociable and affiliative (1979: 234). .But these differences
were, again, modest and the results for the gun owners were all well
within the "normal" (vs. "abnormal') range. In sum, ''there was no
evidence in the present study that the average gun owner exhibits
atypical personality characteristics" (1979: 236}.14

Although the DEiner—Kerber data are hardly definitive (indeed, they
are scarcely better than nothing atwall), these authors nonetheless have
what we would consider to be the lasp word on the topic. Their article
concludes with this observation: "Since about one-half of the house-~
holds in the U.S. contain a gun, it seems somewhat unrealistic to

attribute severe abnormal characteristics to the average gun owner

e

g s oA et

St e

~



- 202 -

(unless one is willing to see considerable pathology in most.people)"

(1979: 236).

Conclusions: The "Typical" Gun Owner

"We were once again proven a savage, uncontrollable,
unpredictable, gun-ridden, and murderous people..."

Robert Coles, commenting upon
Charles Whitman's slayings at
the University of Texas.,

"Could any response be more American than that of
the two New York youths who shot and killed a store-
keeper because they asked for apple pie and he had
offered them Danish pastry instead? Or the husband
who shot and killed his wife for being thoughtless
enough to run out of gas on the way home?"

Robert Sherrill, in The
Saturday Nite Special, p. 5.

In ‘the popular literature on guns (and even in much of the scholarly

literature), the "typical private weapons owner is often depicted as a
virtual psychopath -- unstable, violent, dangerous. The empirical
research reviewed in this chapter leads to a sharply differeﬁt portrait.
The key findings are as follows:

Most private weaponry is possessed for reasons of sport and recrea-
tion; sport guns aépafently outnumber defensive guns by roughly three
to one. The uses .of weaponry for sport are'correlated’with city size,
but not perfectly; large numbers of sport users can be found even in the
largesttcentral citieé. Relative to non-owners, gun owners are dispro-

‘portionally rural, Southern, male, Protestant, affluent, and middle

class. Most adult weapons owners were socialized into weapons ownership

and use during their early childhood andthus have experience in the use
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of weaponry spanning virtually the whole of their lives. There is no
evidence suggesting them to be an especially unstable or violent or
maladapted lot; their "personality profiles" are largely indistinct

from those of the rest of the population.
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Footnotes

That most weapons are owned for recreational, vs. defensive, reasons is
a commen finding in the literature. In the Bordua-Lizotte Illinois
survey, for example, recreational ownership exceeded defensive oﬁne14
ship by apout 3 to 1. (This survey is reviewed in detail later in the
chapter.) Deiner and Kerber (1979: 230) report that among their small
sample of gun owners, 'recreation...was the most frequently cited reason
for owning a gun.” Additional evidence on this point comes in the strong
correlation between weapons ownership and hunting, the most common of

the various gun sports. The following tabulation is based on the NORC
General Social Survey for 1977, the only year in the series where both

a gun ownership and a hunting questiocn were asked:

Do you (or your spouse) go hunting?

Gun Ownership YES NO TOTAL
YES 85.4 36.4 50.7
NO 14.6 63.5 ; 49.3
N= 444 - 1079 1518
(%=) (29.2) t(7o.8)

There are three findings of interest in this table. ’(i) Consistent
with virtually all previous national household surveys, this tbo shows
roughly half the households in the country possessing a weapon. (ii)
Roughly 30% of the national adult population hunts. This is a higher
proportion than would be expected given the hunting license data reviewed
in Ch. 3 (an estimated hunting "rate" in 1975 of 132 hunters per thousand

population). This implies either that many hunters are unlicensed, or

4
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that many people who hunt do not hunt each and every year, or, of course,
both. (iii) Households with at least one hunter present are sharply
more likely to own a weapon than households with no hunter present

(85.4% to 36.4%), thus suggesting, again, a very strong link between

recreational activities involving guns and weapons ownership.

On the other hand, one must take care not to exaggerate. Skiing, for

example, also requires access to "open and unpopulated areas,'" yet many

city dwellers ski. Prime hunting land in upstate New York, to cite

another example, is not more than a two-hour drive from Midtowp Manhattan.
) hY

Direct evidence on hunting behavior by city size is contained in

the NORC survey for 1977 (see previous note). Herewith, the relevant

tabulation:
Do you (or your spouse) go hunting?
City Size YES NO .(100%)
Within SMSA
Over 250,000 12.7 87.3 267
50-250,000 ‘ 21.3 , 78.7 160
Suburbs 20.4 79.6 358
Other Incorporated 28.6 71.4 140
Other Unincorporated 34.9 65.1 86
Not in SMSA
10-49,999 37.4 62.6 99
2,500-9,999 44 .4 55.6 99
<2,500 : ' 40.3 59.7 72

Open Country 50.8 49.2 246

[Source: 1977 NORC GSS]
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Again, several interesting points are revealed in this table.

(i) Consistent with the point made in the text, hunting increases as

city size decreases. The proportion who hunt is thus lowest among

residents of large central cities (12.7%) and highest among persons

living'in open country (50.8%). (ii) The general pattern notwith-

standing, there are non-trivial fractions who hunt in all categories

of city size. Even in the largest central cities (size 250,000 and up),

roughly one adult in eight hunts.
The next tabulation shows the relationship between city size and

the proportion owning any weapon, as estimated from the combined NORC

surveys for 1973, 1974, 1976, and 1977 (all surveys in the series con-

taining the gun ownership question). As in all previous studies,

ownership and city size are sharply and inversely related. In these

combined data for over 5,000 respondents, the spread in ownership

between most urban and most rural places amounts to 48 percentage

points (27.2% to 75.3%) .

The second column in this table shows the estimated ratio of

hunters to gun owners over categories of city size; the cell entries

show just the percentage of hunters (from the previous table) divided

by the percentage of weapons owners (from this table). The general

pattern revealed here is that this ratio increases as city size

" -

; ;
decreases, or in other words, that the ownership of weapons for reasons

other than hunting tends to be highest in the larger places. Still,

even in the central cities, roughly half of all gun owners hunt.
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Percent Owning Ratio of Hunters

Any Weapon o Gun Owners
In an SMSA
Over 250,000
50-250,000 22.2 o
Suburbs 39.2 g
Other Incorporated 47.6 e
Other Unincorporated 56.6 o2
. .62
Not in an SMSA
10-49,999
2,500-9,999 23.8 ‘85
<2,500 66.5 60
Open Country ‘75.3 g
. .67

3 .
The fol i
ollowing table shows the proportion of weapons owners across

IEglO.IS, as estlﬂlated fIOHl th‘e COIIIblIlEd IICP‘C data for all )ears “here

the gun ownership question was asked:

Own a Gun?

Region YES NO NA N (=100%)

New England - 23.8 75.8 0.4 277
Middle Atlantic 28.3 71.4 0.3 102

E. North Central 50.2 49,1 0.7 12 :

W. North Central 50.7 47.9 1.4 .
South Atlantic* 60.3 39.2 695 l428
E. South Central% 71.8 26.9 1!3 oo
W. South Central* 55.1 44,3 0:6 j:i
iiour.ztz.un 61.8 37.0 1.3 238
acific 39.4 59.4 1.2 779

TOTAL ‘
47.7 51.5 0.7 5988

®
The South, by conventional definition.

riseelne wansi
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As in all other comparable data, the regional variation in weapons
ownership is substantial. The lowest ovnership rate comes among the
New England states, and the highest, amoug the states in the East South
Central region (Kentucky, Tennessee, Mississippi, and Alabama). The
spread in ownership across these extreme cases amounts to 48 percentage
points. Recoding the data into the conventional South and non-South
categories, the ownership rates are 60.8% and 41.57%, respectively --

broadly consistent with all other data.

4The income effect is readily detectable in the combined NORC data.

Among the least affluent (total family incomes less than $3,000), 31.9%
claim to possess a weapon; among the most affluent ($20,000 and up),

the proportion is 55.2% ~- a spread of slightly more than 23 percentage
points. Wright and Marston (1975) suggest  several possible explanations
of the income effect, perhaps the most plausible of which is that family
weaponry is, in general, a discretionary purchase and thus tends to

increase with family income.

5In the combined NORC data, the proportions owning any weapon are 54.7%,

36.7%, and 14.9% for Protestants, Catholics, and Jews respecﬁively.

The Protestant-Catholic difference (ls.percentage poiﬁts) in thése data
is thus about as sharp as the Soﬁth-non—South difference (19 percentage
points). Compared to the regional effect, howvever, there is virtually
no literature available on the religious effect. (For example, there
is no literature at allkaxguing for a Protestant "subculture of vio-

lence.")

S
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®In th i
n e combined NORC data, for example, which are based on a household
- ownership question, 53% of the males and 44% of the females report a

weapon in the home. In contrast, studies based on individual ownership

data routinely report that gun ownership is some 4 to 5 times more

common among men than among women.

7Th f i i
e following brief account of "the gun culture" is based mainly on

lmpressionistic and episodic evidence. S50 far as we have been able to

determine, no serious ethnographic study of this culture has ever been

dert . i i
undertaken. Richard Hofstadter's well-known piece, "America As A Gun

1" . . .
Culture," is useful in this connection, but is more in the nature of a

diatribe than an empirical research study. 0ddly enough, as the
3

following review in the text makes plain, there is far more evidence

on socialization into this culture than there is on the characteristics

and values of the culture itself.

8
But see footnote 2, above.

We emphasize again that these figures refer to individual ownership of

weapons. '"While about 20% of respondents over age 18 own a gun, about

50% of families own at least one gun" (Lizotte and Bordua, 1980: fn 2). !

These ownership data are thus broadly consistent with the available %

national survey data on the topic.

et i
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lO"Culture" appears here in quotation marks because "there is no evidence
of a subculture of defensive gun ownership. While we can locate a group
of protective gun owners, there is no indication of contact among them.
That is, having friends who own guns for protection does not predict the

respondent's protective ownership" (Lizotte and Bordua, 1980: 239).

llTwo of the NORC GSS surveys have both weapons owaership and a question
on veteran's status. Among the veterans, 56% reported owning a house-
hold weapon; among the rest of the sample, the proportion was 47%. The

difference is thus modest but consistent across most studies.

12The National Rifle Association has reviewed prior drafts of this material

and points up an interesting implication of the Lizotte~Bordua finding.
The finding implieé, rather directly, that early sociaiization into
the gun culture predisposes individuéls to enlist in the armed forces
later in life, which suggests that the gun culture is positively func-

tional for the success of the volunteer army.

13Newton and Zimring (1969: Ch. 3) present similar evidence from the 1968
Harris poll on "How Firearms are Acquired." Their conclusion: '"Almost
half of all long guns, aﬁd‘more than half of all _handguns, are acquired
secondhand. New firearms and a large number of used firearms are pur-
chased from sporting goods stores, hardware stores, and other firearms

dealers. - But about half of secondhand firearms are acquired from friends

or other private parties" (1969: 15).

7
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It has been pointed out by Burr and others that much firearms
acquisition thus takes place outside "regulatable" channels, that is,

as sales or trades between private individuals.

14 ; ‘
The NORC surveys have some, although not much, information on "psycho-

logical adjustment." Two items are of particular interest in this

connection: one on general life happiness, and a second on marital
happiness. The crosstabulations of these items with gun ownership are

as follows:

OWNS GUN DOES NOT
"Would you say you are..."
Very Happy , 39.6 32,1
Pretty Happy 50.0 53.2
Not Too Happy 10.4 14.6 g
% 100.0 99.9 :
N 2856 3078
"How would you describe your ‘ g;
marriage..." ;
Very Happy 68.8 65.6 {
Pretty Happy 28.9 30.7 ?
Not Too Happy 2.3 : 3.7 ~
% 100.0 100.0

N 2252 1678

There is little difference in either happiness or marital happiness
between owners and nonowners; the slight differences shown here, how- %
ever, both favor the gun owners. (They are, that is, slightly but not b

significantly happier than nonowners.)
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CHAPTER SEVEN

ON CRIME AND PRIVATE WEAPONS

It is often remarked that the United States is among the most heavily
armed private populations in the Western world, and further, that the
rate of criminal (and accidental) violence is higher here than virtually
anyplace else. The r¢lationship between these two facts, if any, has
been the object of much speculation and assertion, and of some empirical
research. Such research as exists on the topic is reviewed in the present
chapter.

In general, at least three distdinct relationships between violent
crime and the incidence of private weaponry have been hypothesized. First,
it is possible that private weaponry is an important cause‘of criminal
violence. This, for example, is the theme enunciated in a chapter title
from the Newton-Zimring (1969) report: "More Firearms, More Firearms
Violence." The underlying idea is that as there are more firearms avail-
able; more crime comes to be committed with them. This view posits that
much cfiminal violence is not intentional, but rather evolves in the
"heat of the moment' and becomes criminal (assaultive, homicidal, etc.)
only because the means of violence (firearms) are readily at hand. (On
this,’see Chapter Eleven, below.) In this view, then, criminal violence
could be curbed -~ at leaét to some extent and for some important class
of crimes -- were the availability of private weaponry reduced.

Secondly, it is possible that private weaponry is an important
effect of criminal violence. This theme was reviewed in some detail
in Chapter Five, above, and indirectly in Chapter Six; here, the general

idea is that persons arm themselves as a means of defense against crime,

e —— o =
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violence, and the related pathologies of modern life. The policy im—
plication of this view is, of course, the obverse of the first view:
namely, that the incidence of private weaponry could be reduced were
criminal violence sdmehow curbed.

Note that while the first and second views lead to opposite policy
implications, both have the same research implication, that is, some
positive association between the incidence of private weaponry and the
rate of criminal violence. The issue that separates them is which is
cause and which effect.

Still a third possibility is that private weaponry is an important
deterrent to criminal violence, As‘people arm themselves more and
more heavily, their risk from criminal violence is correspondingly
reduced. The xesearch implication is, presumably, the reverse of
that stated above; here the expectation would be, all else equal, crime
is lowest where the incidence of private weaponry is highest.

It must be noted in advance that these are not mutually exclusive
possibilities. Certainly, at least some ctvimes occur only because
the means with which to commit them ;re available. Likewise, at least
some people purchase weapons in response to criminal violence; as
intimated in the previous chapter, this may be especially true of
recent acquisitions of defense weapons among women. And finally,
there is no doubt that at least some crimes at some times and some
places are deterred because the potential victim is armed; The issue
here, as elsewhere in‘this volume, concerns the relative proportional-
ities involyed.

Further, all three hypothesized relationships could operate

: ¥
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simultaneously. Crime, let us suppose, increases for whatever reason.
As one response to this increase, the purchase of weapons for defensive
reasons increases. The then-enhanced presence of private weaponry
acts as a deterrent to some crimes (e.g., rape, Lurglary, robbery)
but functions to increase the prevalence of other crimes (assault,
homicide, firearms suicide). In this case, private weaponry would
Eequqq to some crimes; deter others, and cause still others, all

at the same time,

Aside from the possibility that all three hypotheses could well
be true simultaneously, there are other serious bapriers to a decisive
choice among them. Some are strictly logical. For example, it is
self-evident that a deterred crime is a relatively undetected crime.
This would be less true of crimes deterred "in process™ (i.e., burglars
f&ightened off by homeowners brandishing weapons) because, presumably,
at least some such incidents would be reported to the police. But
crimes that are never even attempted because of advance knowledge
that ths potential victim is armed (i.e., the burglary that does not
occur becausw: the homeowner is a well-known marksman) would never
show up in any data source. And even if it could be shown that certain
types of crimes were just as common in areas with a high density of
private weaponry as in areas wﬁerethisdensity is low, the argument
might still be made that the rate of crime would nonethelegs,be higher
yet in the heavily armed areas were the citizenry not quite so yell
armed. As is.well known, the "deterrence'" effect even of relativély

direct criminal sanctions (e.g., sentencing) iS'notoriously‘ﬁifficult

to estimate. Estimating the deterreqcé‘effects of private weaponry 11
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is certain to be morz difficult still,

Other barriers are more methodological in character. TFirst

is the age-old problem of inferring cause from correlation. Even

if it could be shown that violent crime was highest in areas where
the private possession of weapons was highest, it would not be clear
whether it was weaponry causing crime, or crime causing people to
arm themselves in protection against it, or, of course, both.

It is also possible that such a relationship would be thoroughly

spurious. To cite one possible example, crime tends to increase as

economic conditions deteriorate. Following a theme noted in an earlier

chapter, it is also likely that hunting for meat increases as economic

conditions detsriorate. Extrapolating from these possibilities, one

might expect both high rates of crime and high rates of weapons pur-
chases to occur in economically depressed areas -- for example, the
South. In this example, there would be a detectable correlation between

crime and weaponry across region, but no causal relationship; rather,

the correlation would be the spurious result of both variables being

causally linked to underlying economic conditions.

One immediate implication of these points is that even demon-
strable correlations between private weapons density and the crime
rate over relatively large and heterogeneous geographical aggregates
(e.g., nations, regions, states, even counties) are, in themselves,
relatively noninformative with respect to the issues at concern in
this chapter.

Even if the imputation of cause in such data were not

a problem (and, of éourse, it always is), such large aggregates are

far too gross and differ in too many, (typically uncontrolled) ways for

7
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such comparisons to have much meaning.

Consider the extreme, but not uncommon, case of international
comparisons. Much is often made of such comparisons, as, for example,
between the United States and the United Kindgom, or between the U.S.
and other Western democracies. 1In genefal, the comparison conéists
of a simple note to the effect that there are more guns, and more
gun violence, in the United States than somewhere else, and this is
in turn taken as evidence that guns are a cause of crime and violence.
There are at least two additional serious prdblems in taking these
comparisons as evidence for a causal relationship between private
weaponry and crime:

(i) Cases for comparison are chosen purposiveiy and selectively;
different choices lead to different conclusions. As Bruce-Biggs (1976)
has noted, for example, the density of private weaponry (i.e., propor-
é tional weapons possession by households) is at least as high in Norway
! and Switzerland as it is in the United States, but rates of criminal
violence are very low in both nations.l In sharp contrast to the
U.S.-England or U.S.-Canadian comparisons, the comparison’with these
nations suggests thac there is nbthing intrinsic to a high rate of
private weapons possession .that increases criminal violence. One
may thus come to entirely spposite conclusions depending solely on
which other nation is contrasted with the United States.

(ii) 1In general, any two nations (or, for that matter, any

o two regions, states or counties) will differ in a large number of

ways over and beyond differences in ‘weapons ownership and in the local

crime rate. Such differences may be historical, legal, cultural,

L or social, and are generally manifold and multifaceted, both in nature

e
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and in effects. Strictly speaking, all such factors that might them-

selves affect the incidence of crime would have to be held constant

before the direct effects of private weaponry on crime could be legiti~

mately detected. Stated more directly, there are many differences

between, say, the U.S. and England that might be the (or, better, a)

cause of the difference in crime rate. In the absence of controls

for these other potential causative factors, the inference that the

crime difference results from the differences in weapons ownership

1s gratuitous. To a greater or lesser extent, the same wculd be true

of any two regions, states, counties, or other gross geographical

aggregates.

The conclusion that flows from these purely methodological consi-

derations is that zero-order comparisons of weapons ownership ‘and

crlmg over large geographical aggregates tell us little or nothing
about the possible causal relationship between these two factors.
Unfortunately, as the following review makes plain, this is the most |

common research design employed in this area of the literature. -

In general, one's statistical ability to control many factors

B T ———

simultaneously increases with sample size; thus, legitimate causal

inferences about private weaponry and crime are more readily made

if ' @ number gf geographical aggregates being analyzed is relatively

large.  This would, for obvious reasons, tend to rule out regions

of the country, and possibly even states, as useful units for such :

an analysis. 1In this vein, cities and counties are more likely and é

potentially more informative possibilities, and some city and county

H

!

4

based studies have been undertaken, as reviewed below. Such studies %
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have the further advantage that the units of analysis are smaller
and more homogeneous; as a general rule, one's confidence in causal
inference from ecological (that is, aggregative) correlation increases
as the homogeneity of the underlying units increases.

However, using cities or counties as units in an analysis of
the effects of private weaponry on crime encounters yet another form-
idable methodological problem, namely, getting reliable city-by—~city
or county-by-county estimates of the rate at which private weapons
are possessed. Unlike crime data, which are routinely recorded for
both city and county levels, there are no.readily available data any-
where that show city- or county-level weapons ownership rates, least
of all over large numbers of units. Further, the expense of generating
such data for a large gsample of cities or counties is insurmountably
prohibitive. Comparative large-sample studies of cities or counties
as units are therefore usually based on highly inferential and poten-
tially quite unreliable estimates of across-unit differences in weapons
ownership. |

As prEViOuslgomments suggest, most research that has looked
at crime or violende as a function of private weapons ownership is
based on aggregative data. One reason for this is that while, in
absolute terms, there is g lot" of Friminal violence in the United
States, there is, proportionaliy, vﬁ&y iittle, We note in Chapter
Eight that there are about,&~miiii;n ”serious‘gqn incidents" per year
(this calculated with thé broadest possible definitions). 1In contrast,

the total stock of private weaponry is on the order of 120 million guns.

The proportion of gun offenders among private gun‘owners is therefore
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extremely low, and for this reason, few or no firearms offenders appear
in population surveys of the average size.2 For this and other reasons |
(for example, the possible reticence of respondents to report incidences

of violent criminality among household members), the possibility of ad-

dressiﬁg the issue of private guns as a cause of criminal violence di~-

rectly via population surveys appears to be quite limited, and this has

in turn meant that virtually all relevant studies are aggregative in

nature and based on comparisons of rates (rates of crime on the one hand,

rates of private weaponry on the other, both calculated over some geogra-

phical aggregate). Thié poses one final problem worth discussing in

advance of the liter i i
ature review itself, namely the problem of "connecting"

ri , . R
private weaponry with crime when there is no direct evidence on the con-

nection.
To illustrate with an example from the literature, one noted
in ‘ i i
Chapter Six, the South has a higher rate of private weapons ownership

tha i
n any other U.S. region; also, the homicide rate is higher in the

LTI

South than elsewhere, and the proportion of homicides committed with

firearms is also higher (e.g., Newton and Zimring, 1969: 75) Thus
. )

one might conciud t imri
g e {(as Newton and Zimring do), that '"more guns' equal

"
. 1" £ .
more gun crime, But how firm is this connection?

First, the dis-

tinctiveness of the South in private weapons ownership is far sharper
fo |
r shoulder weapons than for handguns; in Newton and Zimring's data
’

handgun ownership was actually higher in the West and Midwest than

g bt <

in the South; and yet most homicides involving firearms are committed

’

with handguns, and this is just about as true in the South as in other

reg;ons. It seems rather tenuous to attribute homicide to the dispro-

7 ; ST A @ by s 25
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homicide Further, in the South as elsewhere, weapons ownership (of
omic . »

all types) is sharply higher in rural than in large urban areas, whereas
criminal violence (in the South as elsewhere) in concentrated in the

large cities. Again, it seems rather tenuous to -link urban murders with
the ownership of guns in small town and rural areas.r But tenuous links

. . , . ional
of precisely these sorts are directly implied in the kinds of regio

comparisons being discussed.
i ern
There is persuasive evidence in the literature that the South
i rom
distinctiveness in homicidal violence. results nearly exclusively £
io~ omic
the higher level of impoverishment and generally lower socio-econ

conditions that prevail in that region (Loftin and Hill, 1974). This

(o] X [9)

than among the stable middle class. The Southern distinctiveness

p!lva e Weapons OWIleIShlp, in CO[ltraSt al ost ce aln y nction
1

P ) Se-
readier accessibility in the South of areas where the sporting u

i >xtent
of weapons is possible (see the previous chapter). To the ex

' i apons
that these two points are valid, then the correspondence of high weap

. . ¢
ownership and high criminal violence in the South relative to othe
says nothing about any

regions is purely fortuitous and, in itself,

i rime.
possible causal relationship between private weaponry and cri

I. 1Is Crime a Cause of Private Weapontry?

. . . e
The role of crime and violence in spurring demand for privat

eap‘jn.ry wa Con ‘ el ‘() (:h pl:ers and Only

»
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a brief summary of relevant findings is necessary here. All available

studies suggest that about three-quarters of private arms are owned for

sport, recreational, or collecting reasons; the remainder are owned for

self-defense. At least some defensive weapons ownership, especially

in rural, isolated areas, would be for defense against animals rather

than other people; evidence from the DMI Survey suggests that perhaps

as much as half of the defensive uses of weapons are against animals

as opposed to people. Proportionally, then, pPrivate weapons. owned pri-

marily or exclusively for self-defense against other humans probably

amount to not more than 10-20% of the total private arms stock. It is,

of course, possible (although not logically necessary) that many or most

of this 10- 20% are possessed as a reaction either to crime or the fear

of crime.
There is considerable evidence that the criminally victimized
are not any more likely than the nonvictimized to possess a private

weapon (Wright and Marsﬁon, 1975; Williams and McGrath, 1976; Lizotte

and Bordua, 1980). 1In the Seattle "permit to carry" application

data analyzed by Northwood and associates (1978), only about 1 applicant

in 5 cited prior victimization as a reason for wanting a permi Going

out to purchase a defensive firearm after one has been criminally
victimized is apparently not a very common behavior,

Further, ‘there ig some evidence that fear of crime is also not

directly linked to weapons ownership (Wright and Marston, 1975; Lizotte

and Bordua, 1980).

In the same vein, the time-series analysis by
Clotfelter (1977) of the recent national trend in handgun sales showed

that the violent crime rate was not a significant factor. In the
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Seattle data, census tract violent crima rates were uncorrelated with
permit-to-carry applications; in the Illinois county-level data, no
county crime rate measure was related to legal weapons ownership for
either males or minors (Bordua and Lizotte, 1979).

On the other hand, Bordua and Lizotte (1979) do find a signifi-
cant correlation between county crime rates and legal weapons ownership

among women across Illinois counties. And in their individual level

survey data for the state, they find that violént crime in the county

is the only significant predictor of gun ownership for defense. In-

terestingly, in this survey, direct criminal victimization was not
related to defensive weapons ownership, and neither was the respondent's

stated fear of crime. Thus, it is not the criminally victimized whose

weapons ownership contributes to the crime rate effect in these data,
but rather non-victims living in the high-crime counties; further,

it is not those most fearful of crime who are disproportionate defensive
weapons owners. In general, these findings are similar to those reported

by Wright and Marston (1975) from national data on gun ownership in

the large cities and their suburbs. One possible scenario to explain

this pattern of results is that some people living in areas of higher-
than-average criminality (but not those actually victimized) get worried
about their readiness to deal with a criminal attack, arm themselves
with a defensive weapon as a consequence, and then, because they are
armed, fear crime less. The absence of an effect for fear of crime,
that is, may reflect only that~the initially most fearful arm them-

selves and then feel psychologically;safer because of it,

Why are the criminally victimized themselves not more likely

S
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to possess a ? ibili
p gun? Qne possibility, perhaps remote, is that their

Il it ms taken. in tlle Y § cor n

it is useful to recall the finding from Burr's (1977) analysis of
private handguns in Florida, that about ten percent of the handguns

ever disposed of by his respondents were lost through theft. Another

0ssibili . N . ,

P ibility is that criminal victimization is concentrated among cate
ori

gories of people (for example, women) who have never been socialized

to i
gun use, or among other categories (for example, the 0ld) who doubt

thei f .
ir ability to use. a weapon efficaciously, or among other categories

(for example, the poor) who are unable to afford the price
possibility is that the cri@inally—victimized learn through diréct, first-
hand experience the futility of private weaponry as an effective crime

deterrent, and thus do not bother to arm themselves, despite their victim-

ization.

but there is little or nothing in the published literature that would

allow one to choose among them.

Thus, while there is at least some contrary evidence, the bulk

of vai
the available research suggests that crime, fear of crime and
3

re . .
lated variables are in themselves not very important factors in

most i i
pPrivate weapons ownership. Most guns are owned for sport and

recreati i i
ion, and there is neither reason nor evidence to suggest crime

as a . .
factor in ownership of weapons of this type. At least some guns

(and a substantial fraction of handguns, Perhaps as many as 40-50%)

are owned i i : i
Primarily for defense, and living in a high-crime area seems

at lea i i
( St in the one available study that differentiates between sport

and de i - ignifi
fensive weapons) to be a significant factor in the ownership of

ey

o e b a1 e

Still another

Still other possible explanations could, of course, be suggested
s

e e st e o i s i g

E P R e



- 224 -

weapons of this type. There is no evidence showing that the criminally
victimized are more likely to own a gun, however, so the dynamics
of the "crime and defensive weapons' equation are rather more complex

than simply ''get robbed, then buy a gun."

II. Is Private Weaponry a Cause of Crime?

"There was a domestic fight. A gun was there. And then

somebody was dead., If you have described one, you have

described them all."

This quotation is from a televised interview with the Chief
of the Homicide Section of the Chicago Police Department, was first
cited in Newton and Zimring (1969: 43), and has since been widely
cited throughout the literature as an epigrammatic, but nonetheless
accurate, account of the etiology of much criminal violence. ' The
essentials of the underlying theory of criminal violence are these:
Much interpersonal violence in the‘society is not the result of pre-~
meditated intentionality on the part of the perpetrator, but father
arises in disputes, altercations, barroom fights, disagreements and
fights between spouses, and other relati&ely minor and trivial circum-
stances. Such disputes arise in either of two conditions: either
a gun is present, or it is not. In the second condition, the parties
dispute, then coﬁe to their senses, and except for the heightened
interpersonal animosity, little harm is typically done. In the first
condition, the parties dispute, blast away, and then come to their
senges, but by then someone is injured or dead, and what would have
otherwise been a minor dispute has been transformed, merely by the
availability of a firearm, into an aggravéted assault or homicide.

In this view, then, the privately possessed firearm is an important
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cause of criminal violence; it turns otherwise harmless disputes into
violent criminal attacks.

Similar arguments are sometimes also made for robbery, rape,
and a few other classes of crime. Here the theme is that firearms,
especially handguns, give potential offenders the courage (and means)
to do what they would otherwise not be capable of doing -- i.e., com-
miting their crime. In the absence of firearms, offenders would lack
the psychic strength to engage in criminally violent acts.

A third argument in the same vein is that firearms' themselves
catalyze violent or aggressive tendencies, or in other words, that
the presence of a gun pushes a potentially violent or aggressive person
past the threshold between wanting to respond violently and actually
responding in that fashion.

Thus, for these and a few other reasons, it is often argued
that guns.are themselves a cause of violent crime, that in the absence
of guns much‘of what is now violent crime would be qualitatively dif-
ferent and, indeed, esentially benign, and therefore, if there were
to be fewer guns in private hands, then less criminal violence would ?

be committed.

Initially, there would seem to be a certain logic to these points
of view. Certainly, the presence of a firearm is a necessary (if
not sufficient) condition for its use as an instrument of criminal
violence; in other words, if there were no guns at all, then, certainly,
no crimes could ever be committed with them. Giveﬁ the numbers of
guns already available, however, and the evident impossibility of

removing anything more than some fraction of them from potential criminal
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abuse, the more serious research question is whether some reduction

in the incidence of private weaponry would be followed by some similar
reduction in the incidence of criminal violence. Since the possibil-
ities for experimental manipulation of the rates of private weapons
ownership are limited or nonexistent, aund further, since there have
been few or no successful legislative efforts that have achieved this
end (see Chapter 15, below), least of all recently, the only practical
method with which to inquire about this issue is to see whether there
is less violent crime in areas with fewer privately possessed weapons,
and, of course, vice versa. But this design, in turn, is imperiled:

by the several inferential and methodological problems discussed in
the opening section of this chapter. The implication, confirmed below,
is that existing research is not definitive with respect to the question
whether private weaponry is a cause of crdiminal violence.

As in many other areas of the literature, the first sustained
empirical foray into these issues is due to Newton and Zimring (1969:
Chapter 11). The chapter, '"More Firearms -- More Firearms Violence,"
uses three approaches to assess the causal impact of private firearms
on criminal violence. "All approaches,'" they say, "provide evidence

that the arms buildup, if it is partly a response to increased violence,
also has contributed to it" (1969: 69).

The first approach is a case study of arms and violence in Detroit.
First, the data show (p. 70) a sharp increase in the number of handgun
p&rﬁits issued in’Detroit from 1965 to 1569; in 1965, about 5,000
such permits were issued, and in 1968, nearly 18,000. (On the implica-

‘tions of this, see also Chapter 5, above.) The number of accidental
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firearms fatalities also increased during this same period, from 10 such
fatalities in 1965 to 32 in 1968. Thus, ''firearms accident rates in-
creased markedly during this period of surging urban armament" (1969:
70).

There are several problems with this corclusion. First, the data
on "surging urban armament'" are for handgun permits issued, and are thus
only an indirect indicator of the trend in handguns actually possessed.
(There is apparently no evidence on the number of people who actually
acquire a handgun once they have acquired a handgun permit. Presumably,
the percentage is large, but must be something less than 100%.) The
data on fatal firearms accidents, ho%ever, are for all accidents reported
irrespective of weapons type. Thus, there is apparently no way to discern
whether the noted increase in fatal accidents is a rise in fatal handgun
accidents, ‘as their argument implies, or in accidents involving shoulder
weapons.

A further problem is that the permit evidence is for the city of
Detroit, whereas the data on accid;ntal deaths are for the whole Wayne
County area (which includes Detroit and tern other relatively large com-
munities). Whether the increase in accidental deaths and the handgun
buildup were both concentrated in the same place therefore cannot be
discerned from these data.

A final point is that while the conclusion is given in terms of
an increasing firearms accident rate, the data are the absolute numbers

of accidents occurringand are not converted to a rate. Presumably, the

‘appropriate rate would in this case be the rate of fatal firearms accidents

per handgun-owning household. Unfortunately, no one knows for sure how
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many Détroit households possessid a handgun in the early 1960's (Newton
and Zimring do not report an estimate), but we can estimate the number
on the basis of a few assumptions. The 1960 population of ‘the city of
Detroit (not the_surrounding metropolitan area) was about 1,670,000 persons
It the same year, there were, on average, 3.33 persons per household,
which suggests roughly 502,000 Detroit households in 1960. Table 5-5
shows that among large non-Southern cities, the proportion of households
owning 4 handgun wasg .077 in 1959. Simple multiplication thus gives
an estimated 38,700 handgun-owning households in Detroit in 1960.

Suppose now -that the number increased by 2,000 per year in the
years from 1961 to 1964, such that by 1964, it stood at 46,700. According
to Newton and Zimring, an additional 5,000 were added in 1965. (We are
here assuming one permit per household.) The total in 1965 therefore
stands at 51,700, and the ten accidental firearms deaths reported for
1965 therefore represent a rateof 10/51,700 = approximately 2 accidental
firearms deaths per 10,000 handgun-owning households. By 1968, again
according to Newton and Zimring, handgun-owning households were growing
by about 18,000 a year. Although their graph makes it difficult to dinfer
the precise numbers, let us assume that the 1966, 1967, and 1968 additions
were 6,000, 12,000, and 18,000 respectively, consistent with the notion
of a "surge." This bringe the 1968 total to 87,700 handgun-owing house-
holds in 1968, which would, as an aside, still represent only 17.57% of
all Detroit households, within the realm of plausibility. Under these
assumptions, the firearms accidental death rate in 1968 would be 32/87,700 =
approximately 4 accidental firearms deaths per 10,000 handgun—-owning house-

holds., This is very definitely an increase over the rate estimated for
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1965; in fact, it is twice the 1965 rate, which is in some sense a
"marked" increase. What these numbers show, and that Newton and Zimring's
numbers do not show, is that in both years, something in excess of 99.9%
of all handgun-owning households did not experience a fatal firearms
accident. These data are thus consistent with an argument that ‘"'new"
handgun procurers in Detroit in the 1965-1968 era were somewhat less
careful with their weapons than "old" handgun owners tended to be, but
that well over 99.97% of all handgun-owners —- "new'" and '"old" -- were
sufficiently careful not to have been involved in a fatal firearms acci-
dent.

"The increase in handgun sales is also reflected in trends in fire-
arms suicides" (1969: 71). Agsin, there is reason for caution. Between
1965 and 1968, the total number of suicides in Wayne County actually
declined, from 318 to 305 (see their Figure 11-3, p. 72), this despite
the "surging urban armament" available for self-destruction. On the
other hand, the humber of suicides committed with firearms (of all sorts)

did increase from 84 to 113. Converted to rates using the figures esti-

mated above, however, the 1965 rate is 84/51,700, or about 16 per 10,000

' handgun households, and the 1968 rate is 113/87,700, or about 13 per

10,000 handgun households, or in other words, a slight decline. This

suggests that the '"new" handgun owners were actually somewhat less likely

to kiil themselyes with their guns than "old" handgun owners had been.
"The most significant aftermath of the arms buildup in Detroit

is its impact on crime'" (1969: 72). A direct demonstration of this point

would require one to show that the people applying for permits and actually

purchasing handguns during the period were more likely to commit subsequent
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crimes (of whatever sort) than the people who did not. The data, of & a response to the increase in crime, not a cause of it, a theme which Newton

course, contain no such direct demonstration: the subsequent criminality, L and Zimring themselves argue. And certainly, other plausible explanations

if any, among the people applying for handgun permits between 1965 and of the increase in crime may be addunced, explanations that have nothing

1968 is simply unknowrn. So the case that the "arms buildup' was somehow to do directly with private handgun ownership —- for example the

directly linked to an increase in crime is at best inferential.

Daté on homicide and aggravated assaults (Figure 11-4, p. 73) show

surge in black rage against their treatment by white society that accom- 3

panied the racial turmoil of 1967 and 1968. The conclusion, that the

a modest increase in attacks not invelving firearms between 1965 and '

arms buildup in Detroit "contributed to increased violence,' may well

1968, and a very much sharper increase in attacks with guns. The number be correct, but it has not been demonmstrated by these data.

of attacks with a gun in 1968 is slightly more than twice the number Newton and Zimring's second approach to the issue involves com-

in 1965. But on the other hand, according to our earlier calculations, parisons between the proportional ownership of firearms and the percentage

of gun use in homicide and aggravated assault across four U.S. regions

the number of handgun-owning households also increased in the period,

by about 70%. Expressed as a rate, the increase is substantially less - (1969: 75). The impossibility of drawing a sound causal inference
dramatic., The same is true of the evidence on armed robbery (1969: 74). from such data has already been discussed.
Thus, of the various pieces of evidence presented on violent crimes The third approach involves comparisons across eight U.S. cities.
in Detroit, the ounly one that shows a sharp and alarming increase in (The investigators sought data on 14 cities, but useable data were

the rate per handgun household is homicide with firearms (Figure. 11-6, acquired for only eight.) The comparison consists of proportions

p. 74), which increased from 55 in 1965 to 279 in 1968. The corresponding of crimes committed with guns over three categories of crime: homicide,
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rates are 11 and 32 per 10,000. The number of these homicides committed
with '"new" handguns is, of course, unknowa.
For ‘a variety of reasons, nothing of substance can be concluded

from these data (or these kinds of data) about the role of private firearms

robbery, and aggravated assault. The data show that cities with a
high proportion of firearms involvement in any of the three crime
types also have high proportions of firearms involvement in the other

two types, with rank-order correlations ranging from .6 to .9. Un-
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ownership in causing criminal violence. There is no evidence anywhere P fortunately, there are no data in this comparison on city-by-city dif-
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that the "new" criminals and the '"new" handgun owners were in fact the ferences in private weapons ownership, and so the correlation between

same people, or even that the former were drawn disproportionately from rates of gun ownership and the proportional involvement of guns in

among the latter. As noted in the introduction to this chapter, it is these crimes across the eight cities cannot be computed. In general,

at least possible that some or all of the "surge! in handgun permits was
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cities showing the highest proportional gun involvement in crime are
in the South and West (Atlanta, Houston, and St. Louis are the "top
three" in all three crime types), regions where private weapons owner-

ship is also disproportionally high. But clearly, there is nothing

in these data that suggests a direct causal link between weapons owner-

ship city-by-city and rates of criminal violence city-by-city or rates

at which firearms are used in violent crime city-by-city. It is possible

that the city differences in pfoportional weapons involvement in crime
reflect local judicial, prosecutorial, or sentencing practices, not
the (possible, but undemonstrated) differences in private weapons
ownership.

Tn sum, the evidence assembled in the Newton—Zimring’report
is inconclusive on.the issue whether private firearms are directly
and causally linked to violent crime. To be sure, this hypothesis
is consistent with the evidence, but neither confirﬁed nor denied’
by it. Truly definitive evidence, such as evidence on the subsequent
criminality of "new'"- handgun purchasers of the era, simply does not
exist. These points notwithstanding, the Newton-Zimring chapter is
often cited in the ensuing literature as the proof that guns cause
crime.3

Newton and Zimring are not the only investigators to have
researched this question, but they are among the relatively few. “"Al-
though there has been much popular discussion, surpriéingly littie
serious empirical research has studied directly the impact of levelst
of gun ownership on rates éf violent crime" (Kleck, 1979: 8875:1

The subsequent research, as with Newton and Zimring, is also.

thigs
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consistently inconclusiveion the issue. Two of the more commonly
cited‘studies (Seitz, 1972; and Fisher, 1976) actually do not contain
a direct measure of firearms ownership, “although both cllaim to offer
evidence that firearms ownership per se increases criminal violence
(specifically, homicide).

Murray (1975) has examined the relationship between five measures
of "firearms violence" (firearms robberies, fatal firearms accidents,
aggravated assault with a firearm, and suicide and homicide by firearm)
and proportional handgun ownership across the fifty states and concludes
that "it seems quite unlikely that the relative availability of handguﬁs
plays a significant part in explaininé why some states have higher
rates of acts of violence associated with firearms than others" (1975:
91). However, this study does not contain state-by-state estimates

of handgun ownership; rather, it is based on regional rates over four

. gross regions, with all states in the same region receiving the same

. "per cent owning a handgun'" score, and so this is an extremely crude

and therefore uninformative test of the hypothesis.

There are two time-series analyses in the literature claiming
to show a positive association between homicide and gun oﬁnership
(Phillips and Votey, 1976; Kleck, 1979), even with certain other rele-
vant variables controlled. Kleck concludes, "gun ownership, whether
measured as total guns or handguns [per capita], has a significant
positive effeét on the homicide rate" (1979: 900); and in a later
passage, ''coefficients estimating the effect of the homicide rate
on either total gun ownership or handgun ownership are in the predicted

direction." Thus, Kleck claims to have found a reciprocal causal rela-
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tionship between gun ownership and homicide: ''crime is a cause of
gun ownership just as gun ownership is a cause of crime" (1979: 908).
But again there are some problems. For example, the effect on
homicide for total guns (handguns and long guns combined) was some-
what stronger than the effect for handguns only. Since homicide is
about four to five times more likely to be committed with a handgun
than with a shoulder weapon, one would naturally expect the handgun
variable to show the stronger effect. There are also some problems
with the firearms measures (they are based on production and importa-
tion data; see Chapter Two, above), all amply acknowledged by Kleck
(1979: 895-896). And finally, since all measures in this study are
for the U.S. as a whole, there is no direct evidence to show that
the gun increases and the homicide increases occured in the same area(s)
of the country. The argument that "crime causes guns' would, of course,
not require that the gun buildup and the homicide buildup be concen-
trated in the same area, since, to cite an example, people in Peoria
might well purchase a weapon as a reaction to crime in Chicago. But
the weapons owned in Peoria could scarcely be the cause of criminal
violence in Chicago, and so the reciprocal argument, that "guns cause
crime," does require that the gun and crime buildups be concentrated
in the same places.

Obviously, production and importation data fer the nation as

awhole cannot be used to estimate area-by-area variability in weapons

possession. Thus, . the only existing evidence on city-size and regional

variations in the 'domestic arms buildup" is that contained in the

survey evidence analyzed above in Chapter Five. And that analysis,
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although necessarily rather crude given the nature of the data avail-
able, does not suggest a very close correspondence between the crime
and handgun buildups: the increasing proportional ownership of hand-
guns was concentrated mainly in middle-sized cities with populations
in the range of 10-250 thousand (i.e., in the Peorias), whéreas the
increase over the past decades in criminal violence has been concen-

trated mainly in the largest urban areas (i.e., the Chicagos).

In this vein, it is relevant to cite once again Bordua and Lizotte's

(1979) analysis of crime and weapons ownership across Illinois counties.
Their evidence "implies that where the rate of legal firearms ownership
is high, the crime rate is low," and thus, "it is implausible to assume
that legal firearms ownership increases crime" (p: 159). The explanation
is apparently simple: in Illinois as elsewhere, gun ownership is pre-~
dominantly rural, whereas violent crime is predominantly urban.

The most vétent, sophisticated, andApersuasive analysis of these
topics is due to Cook (1979), who has estimated the relationship between
"gun density" and various indicators of the robbery rate over 50 large
American cities. As with prior researchers, Cook again has no direct
measure o