
“I just didn’t hesitate,” Cody Buckler explained while recalling an armed invasion of his home. He awoke to the sound of strange voices in the living room. Peering down the hall, he saw two masked men toting handguns. His girlfriend’s young daughter confronted one of the men, who claimed to be a police officer. Buckler quickly returned to the bedroom for his 12-gauge shotgun. Police say he proceeded to the living room, spotted one of the suspects holding his television, and promptly shot him. That suspect fled, but his accomplice charged up the stairs. Buckler shot him, too, causing him to retreat to the basement and exit via a window. The suspects were found seeking treatment for gunshot wounds at the hospital. (The Armed Citizen, 1)
What does anyone need a gun for?  If we got rid of all the guns in the world there would be no need for them, right?  If Cody had not had a gun, the situation described above could potentially have turned out much worse than it did.  Cody could be dead, and his girlfriend and her daughter could have been raped and murdered.  We live in a dangerous world, some people believe providing legal restrictions on the ownership of firearms, including completely banning firearms would be the best idea.
The idea of restrictions being placed on firearms is not new.  Firearms have been regulated since at least 1934.  In 1934 the Supreme Court heard, Haynes v. U.S., this case was the beginning of a long list of restrictions on firearms.  The Court decided that the U.S. does have the power to regulate certain weapons.  At the time of the ruling the weapons subject to strong regulation were fully automatics, silencers, short barrel shotguns and rifles; but, as time passed the government slowly decided to regulate a few more, and a few more; until, they have extensive regulations on most firearms.  In 1968 the National Firearms Act was changed to be more encompassing, and allow the government to control even more firearms.  In the 1970s congress passed a bill that basically banned all handguns from Washington D.C. and provided many restrictions on the ownership and possession of long guns.  In 1994 the “Assault Weapon Bill” passed and banned certain weapons based on their aesthetics.  If the weapon looked dangerous, or had features that made it look cosmetically similar to military weapons it was regulated.  The bill had nothing to do with the function of these weapons, it was all about cosmetics.  Slowly the government has been regulating more and more of the firearms.  Now, in 2008, the Supreme Court will hear, District of Columbia v. Keller, a case about gun control.  The ruling will either be that the Second Amendment guarantees an individual’s right to posses firearms; or, the Supreme Court will rule that the right to bear arms is a right reserved for the state and militias.

For intent and purposes gun control means legal restrictions on the ownership or possession of firearms.  Generally the most extreme forms of gun control involve complete ban of all firearms.  There are no places in the United States that have enacted laws this restrictive; some foreign countries do have complete bans of firearms.  Washington D.C. enacted one of the most restrictive gun control laws in the United States; this law remains on the books even after the crime rate has not gone down. (Smith, 36)  The laws in Washington D.C. effectively ban private possession and use of handguns defensively by not allowing an individual to move the gun around in his or her own house without special permits.  The law also requires that all long guns must be disassembled at all times.

There are two main opposing thoughts in the politics of gun control.  To the pro-gun control logic would seem to dictate that if there are laws against guns, then there will be fewer guns to be used in crimes.  To the anti-gun control the general thought is that if more citizens have private guns, criminals will be scared of committing crimes, because they could easily be shot while trying to mess with the wrong person.


Gun control should not be used, because it has no negative effect on crime rates.  According to the Brady Campaign, a pro-gun control organization, California and New Jersey rank number one and two on the 2007 Brady Campaign State Scorecard ranking gun control laws; Kentucky and Oklahoma tie for last place of all the states on the 2007 Brady Campaign Scorecard. (Weaver, 1)  The Brady Campaign ranks states gun control laws and awards points based on the number of laws a state has in effect that coincide with the laws the Brady Campaign recommends.  The state’s rank is a good indicator of the state’s restrictions on firearms.

If gun control had a negative impact on crime then California and New Jersey should have much lower crime rates than Kentucky and Oklahoma.  According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics Special Report, Weapon Use and Violent Crime, the two crimes most prevalently committed with firearms were robbery and homicide.  Less than a 10 percent of all other violent crimes were committed with firearms; also, all other violent crimes were more commonly committed with no weapon than with a firearm.  According to the Report 70 percent of homicides were committed with firearms, and 26.8 percent of robberies were committed with firearms.  To put the use of firearms in robbery into perspective, 39.2 percent of robberies were committed with no weapon. (Weapon Use and Violent Crime, 2)  To evaluate gun control’s effects on crime rates, the rates for violent crimes, homicide, and robbery are where California and New Jersey should have much lower rates than Kentucky and Oklahoma.

According to the US States Crime 2004 – 2005 report
, compiled from crime data collected by the U.S. Census Bureau, California and New Jersey do not have rates lower than Kentucky and Oklahoma in any of the three categories: violent crimes, homicide, and robbery.  California had a rate of 527.8 violent crimes per 100,000 people; and, California had a rate of 6.7 homicides and 172.3 robberies per 100,000 people.  New Jersey had a violent crime rate of 354.7 violent crimes per 100,000 people, a rate of 4.8 homicides per 100,000 people, and a rate of 151.6 robberies per 100,000 people.  Kentucky had a rate of 266.8 violent crimes per 100,000 people, 4.6 homicides per 100,000 people, and a rate of 88.4 robberies per 100,000 people.  Oklahoma had a rate of 508.6 violent crimes per 100,000 people, 5.3 homicides per 100,000 people, and 91.0 robberies per 100,000 people. (US States Crime report, 1-3)  From this data the clear conclusion is that gun control does not provide visible negative effects on crime rates.  If guns were a primary cause or catalyst for crime Kentucky and Oklahoma should have had much higher rates of crime; the states of Kentucky and Oklahoma should have especially had significantly higher rates of homicide and robbery than California and New Jersey.  While these figures do not conclusively proof that gun control encourages crime, the statistics are mildly indicative of this conclusion.  California and New Jersey have robbery rates over 150 percent greater than Kentucky and Oklahoma.

In terms of violent crime rates, California has the highest rates of all four of the compared states.  Oklahoma has a similar rate of violent crimes, but the rate is still lower.  New Jersey has rates lower than Oklahoma, but still higher than Kentucky.  California has the highest murder rate of these four states, followed by Oklahoma, New Jersey, and then finally Kentucky.  These illustrate the lack of correlation between more gun control and lower crime rates.  While these facts do not prove that gun control creates more crime there are two conclusions that can be drawn from these examples.  The first conclusion is that gun control does not lower crime rates, because California had the most gun control of any of the states, and also had higher crime rates than the states with the least gun control; and, the second conclusion is that there are many more social factors than the availability or lack of restrictions on firearms that cause crime.
Further reinforcing the conclusion that crime rates are not negatively affected by gun control; the District of Columbia provides a second concrete example of gun control does not lead to decreases in crime rates.  Washington D.C. has one of the most restrictive gun control laws; enacted in 1976 the law in essence is a ban on the private ownership of handguns. (Goldstein, 1)  Since the enactments the homicide rate has risen 134 percent through 1996; while nationally the homicide rate went down 2 percent through 1996. (Smith, 36)  Crime rates skyrocketed in the location with the toughest gun control laws, while dropping in locations with less restriction on firearms.  The evidence of Washington D.C.’s crime rate growth with very strict gun control measures is indicative that gun control does not negatively affect crime rates; and, in fact gun control has positive effects on crime rates.

If gun control did lead to lower crime rates, or had any negative effect on crime rates, then the place with the most restrictive gun control laws should have much lower crime rates than any of the other states.  Unfortunately the Brady Campaign left Washington D.C. off the 2007 Brady Campaign Scorecard.  Howard Nemerov used the Brady Campaign’s detailed scoring criteria to evaluate how many points Washington D.C. would have scored had they not been overlooked by the Brady Campaign.  According to the Brady Campaign’s scoring criteria Washington D.C. would have scored a total of 83 points out of 100; this score is higher than any other state further supporting claims that Washington D.C. has the strictest gun control laws in the United States. (Nemerov, 1-2)  Washington D.C. is the location in the United States with the most restrictive gun control laws; however, Washington D.C. is far from the place with the lowest crime rates.  According to the U.S. States Crime 2004 – 2005 report, Washington D.C. has a rate of 1459.0 violent crimes per 100,000 people, 35.4 homicides per 100,000 people, and 672.1 robberies per 100,000 people. (US States Crime report, 1-3)  These are some of the highest crime rates in the nation, further indicating that at least within Washington D.C. gun control laws have led to increases in crime rates.  The rates of crimes in Washington D.C. are the highest in the nation. (US States Crime report, 1-3)  The ban on handguns has not had negative effects on crime rates; it would be naïve to think that gun control laws would work in other locations to lower crime rates, since it has not had a noticeable effect in Washington D.C., and that is one of the reasons gun control should not be used.  “There are more than 22,000 gun laws at the city, county, state, and federal level.  If gun control worked, then we should be free of gun crime.” (Smith, 37)
Gun control does not work on an international level any better than it works in the U.S. alone.  Switzerland is a country with some of the most lenient gun control laws.  All males must serve in the military, after completing military service individuals may keep their issued firearm. (Smith, 53)  This basically puts a military rifle into every household.  If gun control were necessary to lower crime rates, Switzerland should have much more crime than the U.S.  According to David C. Stolinsky, in America: The Most Violent Nation, Switzerland has a homicide rate of 2.7 per 100,000 people; America has a homicide rate of 9.4 per 100,000 people. (Stolinsky, 1)  The homicide rates should be lower in America where the laws are stricter than in Switzerland if gun control did lower murder rates.  An interesting thing to note, Switzerland has never had a school massacre. (Smith, 56)
“Many of the countries with the strictest gun control have the highest rates of violent crime.” (Smith, 54)  Both Australia and Great Britain have virtual bans on firearms; both nations also have the highest rates of violent crimes, sexual assaults, and assault with force of the top 17 industrialized nations. (Smith, 54)  In 1997 Great Britain banned handguns.  Since the handguns were banned crime rates are not going down.  In 2001 robberies increased 28 percent, violent crime increased 11 percent, and homicide increased 4 percent.  In 2004 crime rates were again rising; street crime rose 10 percent, muggings rose 8 percent, and robberies increased 22 percent. (Smith, 54)  If gun control did lower crime rates, then after England’s ban on handguns and with the stringent regulation of other guns, than crime rates would not have risen in England.  All the data agrees, gun control does not lead to lower crime rates, some of the evidence indicates that gun control does the opposite and increases crime rates.
Gun control should not be used, because it does not make the world safer.  Unfortunately the implementation of gun control would likely do the opposite of the intended purpose.  Gun control would not make the world safer; instead it would likely make the world more dangerous.  Anytime an item becomes illegal a black market builds up to capture the money generated by the demand for an illegal product.  Look at one of the most famous examples, prohibition.  Alcohol prohibition caused people to start speakeasies, moonshiners, smuggling for profit, and many other profitable portions of illicit trade.  It all goes back to the principle that if there is a demand, someone will break the law to meet the demand and make a profit.  This is why drugs can be bought on the street.  People are willing to break the law for money.  Guns are already sold on a black market; more laws would not solve this.  Laws would just create the demand, then the people who are willing to break the law to sell the illegal good, criminals, are getting funding.  Essentially, passing gun control laws just creates more funding for criminals.  Looking at machine guns or fully automatic firearms; fully automatic guns can be difficult to obtain legally.  Criminals still manage to get them illegally, just showing that there already are black markets for the guns people cannot buy legally.  So, the money for these full automatic firearms is going to the people running the black markets, criminals.  This is just one example of how gun control laws are creating funding opportunities for criminals.
Gun control also makes the world more dangerous by disarming the citizens.  “The most foolish mistake we could possibly make would be to allow the subject races to possess arms.  History shows that all conquerors who have allowed their subject races to carry arms have prepared their own downfall by so doing.” –Adolf Hitler (Smith, 73)  The quote from Hitler illustrates one of the main problems with gun control.  Luckily there is a very small chance of a dictator attempting to conquer the people of the U.S.; but, the quote illustrates the fact that gun control disarms the people and leaves them vulnerable.  By definition a criminal violates the law; so, when the laws prevent citizens from having guns to defend themselves only criminals will have guns.  Gun control laws create a catch 22; the choices are to either get rid of your guns and be left without a useful defense weapon, or become a criminal by holding onto your firearm.
Selective bans do not work to lower crime rates.  Sometimes crime is blamed on specific weapons, such as handguns or “assault weapons.”  The handgun bans are part of the gun control implemented in Washington D.C.  In Washington D.C. crime rates have not been lowered by the gun control laws, what would make it different elsewhere?  Another common selective ban is a ban on “assault weapons.”  “Assault weapon” is a term made up to describe cosmetic features of certain rifles.  Weapons that looked similar to military weapons were deemed “assault weapons.” (Smith, 28)  The idea was to ban ‘scary’ looking weapons.  This type of ban was implemented in 1994 and was in effect until 2004.  Prior to 1994 “assault weapons” were not problems.  Before the enactment of the “Assault Weapon Ban,” “assault weapons” were used in 1.4 percent of crimes involving firearms.  (Smith, 27)  According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics report, Guns Used in Crime, less than 1 percent of inmates interviewed had carried a military type weapon when they committed the act they were incarcerated for.  (Guns Used in Crime, 6)  Both of these statistics show “assault weapons” were a miniscule problem or not a problem at all.  Therefore, even if gun control laws did somehow work and reduce crime, an “assault weapon” ban would have no negative impact on crime rates.
There is a tendency to argue that guns have terrible social costs and that banning guns would save the lives of children.  “Guns are used an estimated 2.5 million times per year to prevent crimes.” (Smith, 39)  Sometimes an argument made in the name of gun control is that if it saves the life of one child it is worth it.  If that is the case, then leaving guns in the hands of citizens is worth it.  The 2.5 million instances include crimes such as kidnapping, rape, and murder.  “Children are 12 times more likely to die in an automobile accident than from gun-related homicide.” (Smith, 26)  If saving the lives of children is truly the goal, then the focus should be on other points than firearms.  In accidental injury deaths, firearms account for less than 2 percent, Automobiles account for 51 percent, and drowning accounts for 17 percent.  Firearms make up very small percentages of the deaths of children.

“Guns are used 65 times more often to prevent a crime than to commit one.” (Smith, 40)  That is a very good ratio; if guns were to be made illegal, then all times guns were used it would be a crime, which would itself be an increase in crime.

There are quite a few problems with many pro-gun control arguments.  In comparisons of international statistics there is a tendency to compare rates of crimes committed with firearms.  These statistics are not exceptionally indicative by themselves.  When examining these statistics alone it generally seems like the countries with greater number of firearms have more crime.  Take Great Britain for example, they have fewer gun crimes than the U.S., they have had lower crime rates since before their gun control laws.  If the statistics were to be looked at only as rates of gun crimes, then it would look like they had less crime.  Looking at how their crime rates have raised substantially in both 2001 and 2004 it is possible to see the gun control laws did not reduce crime, as one might believe if they examined the gun crime rates.  A law does no good if it increases overall crime.
The Supreme Court hearing arguments about gun control for the first gun control related case in nearly 70 years; a ruling is believed to be delivered by summer.  Hopefully the realization will be that gun control does not work, and therefore should not be used.  With the overwhelming evidence showing gun control does not lower crime rates, and does not make the world safer; why would people continue to try passing gun control laws?  Are people really so naïve?  Do they not want bother learning other sides of arguments?  Are they unwilling to accept alternatives to their ideas?  Is there a more sinister reason for disarming the populace?  “A well regulated Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State, the right of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed.”  If guns were banned, the situation might have ended up very different for Cody.  The newspapers might have had titles with something along the lines of “Three People Brutally Murdered,” or maybe “Man Murdered, Girlfriend and Child Raped.”  There are almost innumerable possibilities for what could have happened, but Cody did not hesitate to exercise his right to bear arms; unfortunately for many people, the Government has tried and may succeed in taking away that very right which could be responsible for saving Cody, his girlfriend, and her daughter.
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