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  More Guns Less Crime, John Lott (1998, 2000,2010) 
 
 First published in 1998: Dozens of academics have 
published studies on right-to-carry laws using national data. 
They have either confirmed the beneficial link between gun 
ownership and crime or found no indication that ownership in-
creases crime.  
 In 2009 about 124m people lived in households that 
own a total of about 270m guns. Guns pervade our debates on 
crime and are constantly present in movies and the news. Each 
year in the US about 30 people are accidentally killed by private 
citizens who mistakenly believe the victim to be an intruder vs 
330 innocents killed by police. About 95% of the time that peo-
ple use guns defensively, they merely have to brandish a weap-
on to break off an attack. Cases covered by the news media are 
not typical; most encounters reported involve a shooting that 
ends in a fatality.  
 The probability of serious injury from an attack is 3.5X 
greater for women offering no resistance than for those resisting 
with a gun. But if no gun is available, it is better to offer no re-
sistance than to fight. For men, behaving passively is 1.4X more 
likely to result in serious injury than resisting with a gun. Thus, 
a gun produces a smaller change in a man’s ability to defend 
himself than for a woman.  
 “Hot burglaries” are where a resident is at home when 
a criminal strikes. Convicted felons reveal in surveys that they 
are much more worried about armed victims than the police. 
They avoid late-night burglaries because “that’s the way to get 
shot.” Cab drivers and drug dealers who carry guns produce a 
benefit for cab drivers and drug dealers without guns. Home-
owners who defend themselves make burglars generally wary of 
breaking into homes. These spillover effects are referred to as 
“external benefits.” Arming citizens has not stopped terrorism in 
Israel: however, terrorists have responded to the relatively 
greater cost of shooting in public places by resorting to bomb-
ings. 
 In large urban areas, where most murders occur, most 
murders are due to gang-related turf wars over drugs. Over 89% 
of adult murders in the US had criminal records as adults. 3X as 
many children drown in bathtubs each year as die from all types 
of firearm accidents. Whether we want to allow pools, bicycles, 
or space heaters depends not only on whether some people may 
end up being harmed, but on whether more people are helped 
than hurt.  
 No Virginia, Kentucky, North Carolina, or South Caro-
lina permit-holder has ever been involved in violent crime. Our 
legal system cannot provide people with all the protection that 
they desire, and yet individuals are often prevented from de-
fending themselves. Many no longer report attacks to police 
when they have used a gun to defend themselves, particularly 
where guns are banned or restricted.  
 Some counties in rural Illinois don’t even have 24-hour 
police protection. The police cannot feasibly protect everybody 
all the time, and perhaps because of this, police officers are typ-
ically sympathetic to law-abiding citizens who own guns. A 
survey of 22,00 chiefs of police and sheriffs conducted by the 
National Association of Chiefs of Police found that 92% be-
lieved that law-abiding citizens should be able to purchase guns  

 
for self-defense. 60% thought that a national concealed-handgun 
permit law will reduce rates of violent crime. They rejected 
claims that the Brady law would lower the crime rate. Support 
among rank-and-file police offers and the general population for 
the right of individuals to carry guns for self-protection is even 
higher. A Gallup poll in 2008 found that the % of people who 
favor a ban on handguns had fallen to a 50-year low. Those 
most supportive of restrictions tend to be those least directly 
threatened by crime. Georgia state legislators quietly gave 
themselves and a few top officials the right to carry concealed 
guns to places most residents can’t: schools, churches, political 
rallies, and even the Capitol.  
 The distinction between first-and second-degree mur-
der: The deliberate killer is guilty of first-degree murder; the 
impulsive killer is not. People commit fewer crimes if criminal 
penalties are more severe or certain. Empirical work on gun-
buyback programs reveals no impact on crime. 
 Over the last decade, gun ownership has grown for 
virtually all demographic groups. National crime rates have 
fallen as gun ownership has risen. Likewise, states experiencing 
the greatest reductions in crime are those with the fastest grow-
ing percentages of gun ownership. Citizens can take private 
actions that deter crime. Allowing citizens to carry concealed 
handguns reduces violent crimes, and the reductions coincide 
closely with the number of concealed-handgun permits issued.  
 While support for the strictest gun-control laws is usu-
ally strongest in large cities, the largest drops in violent crime 
from legalized concealed handguns occurred in the most urban 
counties with the greatest populations and the highest crime 
rates. Increasing arrest rates in the most crime-prone areas led to 
the greatest reductions in crime. Of all methods studied by 
economists, the carrying of concealed handguns appears to be 
the most cost-effective method for reducing crime.  
 Murder rates decline when more people carry con-
cealed handguns, but the effect is especially pronounced for 
women. Increased penalties for using a gun in the commission 
of a crime reduced crime, but the effect was small. I found no 
crime-reduction benefits from state-mandated waiting periods 
and background checks before allowing people to purchase 
guns. There is also little benefit from training requirements or 
age restrictions for concealed-handgun permits. Both time-series 
and cross-sectional evidence were combined and separate varia-
bles were allowed so that each year the national or regional 
changes in crime rates can be distinguished from local devia-
tions.   
 For “drug effective” tests, random assignment of who 
gets the drug and who receives the placebo is extremely im-
portant. But for guns issues, only statistical evidence can reveal 
the net effect of gun laws on crimes and accidental deaths. I 
analyzed the first systematic national evidence for all 3054 
counties in the US over 16 years from 1977-1992 and asked 
whether these rules saved or cost lives. This book is the first to 
study the questions of deterrence using these data. I used arrest 
rates by type of crime and conviction rates and sentence lengths 
by type of crime.  
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 Many economic studies have found evidence broadly 
consistent with the deterrent effect of punishment. FBI crime 
reports include 7 categories of crime: murder and non-negligent 
manslaughter, rape, aggravated assault, robbery, auto theft, bur-
glary, and larceny. Aggravated assault, murder, robbery and 
rape are both confrontational and likely to occur where guns 
were not previously allowed.  
 97% of first-time applicants for concealed-handgun 
permits already owned a handgun. Those counties with the most 
restrictive policies regarding permits were most likely to have 
new laws imposed upon them by the state. Drivers in cars 
equipped with air bags drive more recklessly and get into acci-
dents at sufficiently higher rates to offset the life-saving effect 
of air bags for the driver and actually increase the total risk of 
death for others.  
 Gun ownership increased from 26% in 1988 to 39% in 
1996, at 76m adults. Just as spending on private security has 
grown dramatically—reaching $82b in 1996, more than twice 
the amount spent in 1980—more people have been obtaining 
guns. The large rise in gun sales immediately before the Brady 
law went in effect in 1994 accounts for some of the increase.  
Large numbers in all people groups own guns. Almost 1 in 4 
voters who identify themselves as liberals and almost 1 in 3 
Democrats own a gun. Women experienced the greatest growth 
in gun ownership during this 8-year period, with an increase of 
over 70%. High-income people and union members are more 
likely to own guns. Rural areas have the highest gun ownership 
and lowest crime rates. Cities with more than 50,00 people have 
the lowest gun ownership and the highest crime rates.    
 Violent crime was 240% higher in 1995 than 1965. By 
2007, stories of people who had used guns to defend themselves 
had helped motivate 39 states to adopt nondiscretionary con-
cealed-handgun laws, which require law enforcement officials 
or a licensing agency to issue permits to all qualified applicants. 
The requirements vary by state and generally include the fol-
lowing; a lack of a significant criminal record, age of either 18 
or 21, various fees, training, and a lack of significant mental 
illness. 
 When concealed-handgun laws went into effect, mur-
ders fell by 8%, rapes by 5%, and aggravated assaults by 7%. 
The reduction in murders was up to 8X greater than the total 
number of accidental deaths in concealed-handgun states. High-
er arrest rates are associated with lower crime rates for all cate-
gories of crime. It is not safer to live in a high-income neigh-
borhood, since high-income areas experience more violent 
crimes but fewer property crimes.  
 Nondiscretionary concealed-handgun laws lower both 
violent-and property-crime rates, but the former is more affected 
by them. Increasing the number of arrests can have different 
effects on crime in different areas, depending on the stigma at-
tached to arrest. Concealed-handgun laws affect high- and low-
crime counties similarly, though for rape and aggravated assault 
they have significant effects only in high-crime counties. For 
robbery, property crimes, auto theft, burglary, and larceny, the 
effect appears to be greatest in low-crime counties. Rapists are 
particularly deterred by handguns.  
 People often take into account only the benefits they 
receive from carrying a gun and not the ones they generate for 

others. When states had discretionary laws, counties with the 
highest populations were those that most severely restricted 
people’s ability to carry concealed weapons. Adopting non-
discretionary laws produced the greatest change in the number 
of permits in the more populous counties.  
 Blacks are more likely to have been victims of crime or 
to live in neighborhoods where there’s a lot of crime involving 
guns. So, generally, blacks are more pro-control than whites. 
While many blacks want to make guns harder to get, the irony is 
that they benefit more than other groups from concealed-
handgun laws. Allowing potential victims a means for self-
defense is more important in crime-prone neighborhoods. The 
history of gun control in the US has often been a series of at-
tempts to disarm blacks. In the 1960s, much of the increased 
regulation of firearms stemmed from the fear generated by 
Black Panthers who openly carried guns.  
 Blacks and those living in urban areas gain the most 
from being able to defend themselves with concealed handguns, 
since the absence of police appears most acute. Black, central-
city residents were 6X more likely to say that they had consid-
ered moving because of an insufficient police presence in their 
neighborhoods.  
 New nondiscretionary laws affected crime immediately 
with an additional change spread out over time because not eve-
ryone who would eventually obtain a permit to carry a con-
cealed handgun did so right away. Thus, the deterrent impact of 
concealed handguns increases with time and deterrence increas-
es with the number of permits.  
 The most densely populated states experienced de-
creases in violent crimes that were 3X greater than those in 
states with average density. Significantly more training is re-
quired to use a gun offensively, as a police officer may be called 
on to do, than defensively. The presence or length of the train-
ing periods typically show no effect on crime, but all results 
indicate that concealed-handgun laws reduce crime.  
 Deterrent effects spill over into neighboring areas. 
Criminals who commit murder, rape, and robbery apparently 
move to adjacent states without laws. All categories of violent 
crime are reduced the most when all counties adopt such laws. 
Overall, these results provide strong evidence for the deterrent 
effect of nondiscretionary concealed-handgun laws. They re-
duce violent crime while higher arrest rates deter all types of 
crime. Nondiscretionary laws caused the greatest change in the 
number of permits issued for concealed handguns in the most 
populous, urbanized counties. Concealed-handgun laws drive 
criminals away. 
 Mass public shooting rates were dramatically lower 
when nondiscretionary concealed-handgun laws were in effect. 
After the passage of such laws, the per-capita death rate from 
mass shooting in those states plummeted by 69%. Deaths and 
injuries fall dramatically after these laws are passed.  
 Counties for Arizona, Pennsylvania, and Oregon, and 
the state of Florida provide yearly permit data. Higher arrest 
rates consistently imply lower crime rates. Greater numbers of 
concealed-handgun permits lower violent crime rates, while 
property crime exhibits little relationship. For rape, increasing 
the arrest rate by 1% produces more than 10X the deterrent ef-
fect of increasing the conviction rate. For auto theft, arrest 
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seems more important than conviction. The assumption is that 
arrest produces large penalties in terms of shame or negative 
reputation. The evidence shows that the reputational penalties 
from arrest and conviction can dwarf the legally imposed penal-
ties.  
 Cuba’s Mariel Boat Lift created a sudden upsurge in 
Florida’s murder rate from 1980-1982. It remained relatively 
constant until the state adopted its nondiscretionary concealed-
handgun law in 1987. Then the murder rate began to drop and 
the size of the drop corresponded with the number of concealed-
handgun permits outstanding. The first post-1987 increase in 
murder rates occurred in 1992, when Florida began to require a 
waiting period and background check before issuing permits.  
 The impact of these laws is smallest right after the law 
passes. No systemic effect appears to arise from longer prison 
sentences. The Oregon data imply that a doubling of permits 
reduces murder rates by 37%. By combining evidence that addi-
tional concealed handguns reduce crime with the monetary es-
timates of victim losses by the National Institute of Justice, it is 
possible to attach a monetary value to the benefits of additional 
concealed-handgun permits. Costs to victims are reduced by 
$5079 for each additional conceal-handgun permit--largely 
driven by the affect of concealed handguns in lower murder 
rates. Purchasing a $300 handgun and paying licensing fees 
every 5 years in Pennsylvania, for example, implies a yearly 
cost of only $43.  
 Accidental deaths from nonhandgun sources increased 
by more than those from handguns after the nondiscretionary 
concealed-handgun laws were implemented. No relationship 
exists between concealed-handgun laws and suicide rates. There 
is a strong negative relationship between gun ownership and all 
crime rates. A 1% increase in gun ownership reduces violent 
crime by 4.1%. Increasing gun ownership nationwide by 1% 
would reduce victim costs by $3.1b. 
 Conclusion: The evidence strongly rejects claims that 
criminals will be more likely to use firearms when their poten-
tial victims are armed. Furthermore, the increased presence of 
concealed handguns under nondiscretionary laws does not raise 
the number of accidental deaths or suicides from handguns. 
Those who engage in mass public shootings are deterred by the 
possibility that law-abiding citizens may be carrying guns. Such 
people may be deranged, but still appear to care whether they 
will be shot as they attempt to kill others. The results are dra-
matic: states that adopted nondiscretionary laws during the 
1977-1992 period virtually eliminated mass public shootings 
after 5 years.  
 Permitting school employees access to guns would 
make schools less vulnerable to mass shootings. One concern 
about leniency in permitting people to carry concealed hand-
guns is that the number of accidental deaths might rise, but I can 
find no evidence of this. The evidence for Pennsylvania and 
Oregon also provides the first estimates of annual social benefits 
that accrue from private expenditure on crime reduction. Each 
additional concealed-handgun permit reduces total losses to 
victims from by $3-5000. 
 The evidence implies that concealed handguns are the 
most cost-effective method for reducing crime that has been 
analyzed by economists; they provide a higher return than in-

creased law enforcement or incarceration, other private security 
devices, or social programs like early educational intervention.   
 Nondiscretionary concealed-handgun laws are associ-
ated with large, significant declines in all 9 crime categories, 
although they reduced violent crimes by more than property 
crimes. Rape and larceny are consistently the most sensitive to 
higher arrest rates. Arrest rates and concealed-handguns laws 
remained consistently negative and significant.  
 I first presented this paper at the Cato Institute in Au-
gust 1996. It was reviewed and accepted months before media 
stories started discussing them. Attacks claiming that this work 
had been paid for by gun manufacturers have been unrelenting. 
The Olin Foundation, of which I have been president for nearly 
20 years, is an independent foundation whose purpose is to sup-
port individuals and institutions working to strengthen the free 
enterprise system. We support academic programs at the finest 
institutions in the nation, including the Ivy league and others. 
We are as independent of the Olin Corp. as the Ford Foundation 
is of the Ford Motor Co.  
 The aversion to honest public debate has been demon-
strated to me over and over again since my study first received 
attention. I never would have guessed how much people fear 
discussing these issues, nor how much effort goes into deliber-
ately ignoring certain findings in order to deny them news cov-
erage. Nor would I have foreseen, after news coverage did oc-
cur, how much energy goes into attacking the integrity of those 
who present such findings. I was also surprised by the absolute 
confidence shown by gun-control advocates that they could gar-
ner extensive news coverage whenever they wanted.  
 Final thoughts: Many factors influence crime, with 
arrest and conviction rates being the most important. However, 
nondiscretionary concealed-handgun laws are also important, 
and the most cost-effective means of reducing crime. The cost 
of hiring more police in order to change arrest and conviction 
rates is much higher, and the net benefits per dollar spent are at 
most a quarter of the benefits from concealed-handgun laws.  
 Urban areas tend to have the most restrictive gun-
control rules, have fought the hardest against nondiscretionary 
concealed-handgun laws, and yet are the very places that benefit 
the most from these laws. Law-abiding citizens in these areas 
must depend on themselves to a great extent for protection. An-
other surprise is that women and blacks both tend to be the 
strongest supporters of gun control, yet obtain the largest bene-
fits from nondiscretionary concealed-handgun laws.  
 The “halo” effect created by these laws is apparently 
not limited to those who share the characteristic of those who 
carry guns. The most obvious example is the drop in murders of 
children following the adoption of nondiscretionary laws. Arm-
ing older people may not only provide direct protection to these 
children, but also causes criminals to leave the area.  
 States with the most guns have the lowest crime rates. 
Urban areas may experience the most violent crime, but also 
have the smallest number of guns. Blacks may be the racial 
group most vulnerable to violent crime, but are also much less 
likely than whites to own guns. Waiting periods and background 
checks produce little if any crime deterrence. Backers of the 
Brady law focused almost exclusively on the value of back-
ground checks, the one part of the law that the Supreme Court 
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specifically struck down. There is no evidence that the Brady 
law has reduced crime and there is some evidence that rates for 
rape and aggravated assault have risen relative to what they 
would have been without the law. 
 One of the major advantages of the large data set ex-
amined in this book is that it includes many different states that 
have adopted nondiscretionary laws in many different years. 
Increasing licensing fees imposed significant new regulatory 
requirements that reduced the number of licensees. This re-
search indicates that outlawing guns increases crime rates. The 
discussion is similar to that over nuclear disarmament. A world 
without nuclear weapons might be better off, but unilateral dis-
armament may not be the best way to accomplish that goal. To 
the extent that guns are an equalizer, their elimination will 
strengthen criminals relative to physically weak victims. Having 
just fought a war for their independence against a government 
that had tried to confiscate their guns, the founding fathers felt 
strongly about this issue.  
 This book has examined over 54,00 observations 
across 3000 counties for 18 years and has controlled for a range 
of other factors never accounted for in previous crime studies. 
Preventing law-abiding citizens from carrying handguns does 
not end violence; it merely makes victims more vulnerable to 
attack. The size and strength of my deterrence results and the 
lack of evidence that holders of permits for concealed handguns 
commit crimes should give pause to those who oppose con-
cealed handguns.  
 Updating the results in 2000: During 1994 Alaska, 
Arizona, Tennessee, and Wyoming enacted new right-to-carry 
laws, and during 1995, Arkansas, Nevada, North Carolina, Ok-
lahoma, Texas, and Utah followed suit. Between 1977 and 1996 
29 states changed their laws and had them in effect for at least 
one full year. All of these have falling crime rates relative to 
others in their region.  
 The change in these before-and-after trends was always 
very significant. For each additional year that the laws were in 
effect, murders fell an additional 1.5% while rape, robbery, and 
aggravated assaults all fell by 3% each year. The longer the 
laws are in effect, the larger the decline in violent crime. The 
most dramatic results are for rape and robbery. 
 The relationship between the percentage of the popula-
tion with permits and changes in crime rates is central to much 
of the debate over the right to carry. Permit prices, the amount 
of training required to get a permit, the length of time that per-
mitting rules have been in effect, and the crime rate are all im-
portant factors in determining how many people will get per-
mits. States that adopted right-to-carry laws more recently tend 
to have more restrictive licensing requirements.  
 Each $10 increase in fees reduced the population get-
ting permits by 0.5% and requiring 5 hours of training (rather 
than none) reduced permits by 0.7%. Crime and multiple-victim 
public shootings increased gun sales and concealed-handgun 
permits. Each multiple-victim public shooting increased a 
state’s number of permits by about 0.2%, and each additional 
person who was killed in such a shooting per 1m people living 
in a state increased permits by 0.1%. This raises the real risk 
that too few people will get permits as permit holders personally 
bear all these costs but produce large benefits for others.  

 For the 31 states issuing permits in 1996, each 1% in-
crease in the population obtaining permits is associated with a 
$3.5b annual net saving to crime victims (1998 dollars). Each 
additional permit produces a total societal benefit of $2500/year. 
High fees are more likely to deter poor individuals from carry-
ing guns. Heavily black areas benefit the most through reduc-
tions in robberies and rapes, while areas where women make up 
a larger share of the population and those living in the wealthi-
est areas obtain the largest benefits from drops in aggravated 
assaults and rapes.  
 The more populous counties in states changing from 
discretionary to nondiscretionary laws had a bigger drop in vio-
lent-crime rates than states that changed from banning con-
cealed handguns to nondiscretionary laws. Taken together, these 
results indicate that legislators should be sensitive to the costs of 
running the permitting program and how the rules affect the 
number and types of people who get permits.  
 Since the original research has received a lot of atten-
tion, I have given my critics complete access to the data. Two 
sets of variables have been primarily used to test the impact of 
right-to-carry laws: crime trends before and after the adoption of 
right-to-carry laws and the % of people with permits. The pas-
sage of these laws has a larger deterrent effect against violent 
crimes than property crimes. The benefits from these laws in-
crease over time as more people obtain permits.  
 Three policing strategies dominate discussions: com-
munity-oriented policing, problem-oriented policing, and the 
broken-windows approach. When hiring rules are changed to 
create equal pass rates on hiring exams across different racial 
groups—typically by replacing intelligence tests with psycho-
logical tests—the evidence indicates that the quality of new 
hires falls across the board. And the longer these new hiring 
policies are in place the more detrimental the effect on police 
departments.  
 Consent decrees—which mandate police hiring rules 
that ensure equal pass rates by race and sex—significantly and 
adversely affect all crime categories. For each additional year 
that the consent decree is in effect, overall violent crimes rise by 
2.4% and property crimes by 1.9%. Each of the 3 policing poli-
cies is associated with increases in some categories of crime and 
decreases in others. For example, community policing reduces 
violent crimes at the expense of increased property crimes.  
 Multiple-Victim Public Shootings While arrest and 
conviction rates, prison sentences, and the death penalty reduce 
murders generally, they have no effect on public shootings. 
Those who commit these crimes usually die in the attack or 
commit suicide. We find the only policy that effectively pre-
vents or limits the carnage they cause is the passage of right-to-
carry laws. When different states passed right-to-carry laws dur-
ing the 23 years we studied, the number of multiple-victim pub-
lic shootings declined by 67%, deaths by 75%, and injuries by 
81%. The very few attacks that still occur in states after enact-
ment of right-to-carry laws occur in places where concealed 
handguns are forbidden, such as schools.  
 Concealed-handguns laws have an important advantage 
over uniformed police. With concealed carrying by ordinary 
citizens, it is unknown who is armed until the criminal attacks. 
Concealed-handguns laws might therefore also require fewer 
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people carrying weapons. Some school systems (such as Balti-
more) have recognized this problem and made nonuniformed 
police offers “part of the faculty at each school.”  
 Safe storage rules also cause problems. Passage of 
these laws is related to almost 9% more rapes and robberies and 
5.6% more burglaries. Gun locks require that guns be unloaded 
and does not offer ready protection from intruders. Burglars 
appeared to be less afraid of entering homes after these laws 
were passed. These storage requirements impair people’s ability 
to use guns defensively. Because accidental shooters tend to be 
the ones most likely to violate the new law, safe-storage laws 
increased violent and property crimes against low-risk citizens 
with no offsetting benefit in reduced accidents or suicides. The 
group of 15 states that adopted these laws faced an annual aver-
age increase of over 300 murders, 3860 rapes, 24,650 robberies, 
and 25,000 aggravated assaults during the first 5 full years after 
the passage of the safe-storage laws. The average annual costs 
borne by victims averaged over $2.6b. The Brady law was asso-
ciated with a significant increase in rapes.  
 Although I was paid by the University of Chicago, 
many people still tune out after critics falsely claim my work 
was funded by the Olin Corporation. Gun-control groups have 
repeatedly attacked me rather than my findings and distorted 
research I have done in other areas. The ease with which gun 
control advocates could get misleading and false claims pub-
lished by the press raises important public choice questions. 
Publications for police office associations have been very sup-
portive.  
 A Decade Later: 9 more years of Data and 9 More 
States Ten years have passed since the 2nd edition of this book  
in 2000. Within the scholarly community the research has with-
stood criticism. Further, the additional 10 years of data provided  
strong support of the arguments I initially put forward. I have 
served as chief economist at the US Sentencing Commission.  
 The Castle Doctrine eliminated the requirement that 
people in their own home have to retreat as far as possible be-
fore defending themselves. In 2007 5m Americans were permit-
ted to carry concealed handguns. 39 states have right-to-carry 
laws and 9 more have may-issue laws. Only Illinois and Wis-
consin still completely ban people from carrying concealed 
handguns. This is a big change from just the 8 states with right-
to-carry laws in the early 1980s. Alaska, Montana, and Vermont 
do not even require permits to carry a concealed handgun. 
 No state that has adopted a right-to-carry law has ever 
rescinded it. There seems to be no buyer’s remorse. In fact, the 
only changes made to right-to-carry laws have been to loosen 
the requirements for getting a permit. Even with this level of 
satisfaction among voters and state legislators, gun-control 
groups still strongly advocate more restrictions. The gun-control 
debate largely focuses on what might go wrong, rather than on 
evidence of what actually happens.  
 Until 1963, American commercial passenger pilots 
carrying US mail were required to carry handguns. There are no 
recorded instances of any gun-related problem arising from a 
legally armed pilot. Prior to 1995, when the Federal Safe School 
Zone Act was passed, many states had allowed concealed-
handgun permit holders to carry guns on school property. And 
even since then, Oregon, New Hampshire, and Utah have con-

tinued to let permit holders carry guns at school. Yet there has 
been no improper use of a permitted concealed handgun at a 
school. Ignoring this evidence, however, critics continue to ar-
gue that permitted concealed handguns make people less safe.  
 The more years a permit lasts, the larger the reduction 
in crime. Any academic debate boils down to 2 issues: how 
good the data are and whether the tests were done correctly. The 
weight of research in refereed scholarly journals indicates that 
the basic results have been replicated. Critics have engaged in 
misrepresentations and casting of aspersions. 
 Despite a Supreme Court’s decision, DC is still 
fighting to make it difficult for people to own handguns. In 
1976 DC’s murder rate was 15th among America’s 50 most 
populous cities. In 15 out of the next 29 years after the ban, its 
murder rate rose to 1st or 2nd place.  
 Every place around the world that has banned guns has 
experienced an increase in murder and violent crime rates. Few 
criminals smuggling guns are caught. What holds true in Amer-
ica holds true in other countries as well: law-abiding citizens, 
not terrorists and criminals obey gun-control laws.  
 Up until the early 1970s, the Jewish state had to deal 
with the cold reality of terrorists who would take machine guns 
into shopping malls, schools, and synagogues and open fire. 
That doesn’t occur anymore since Israelis realized that armed 
citizens could stop such attackers before the attackers cold shoot 
many people. Currently about 10% of Jewish Israeli adults are 
licensed to carry weapons, so determined terrorists have to re-
sort to less effective, secretive routes of attack, such as bomb-
ings. Prior to letting citizens carry concealed handguns, terrorist 
attacks in Israel were committed almost entirely with machine 
guns. Afterward, bombs were used. During waves of terror at-
tacks, Israel’s national police chief calls on all permitted citi-
zens to carry their firearms at all times.  
 The slaughter at Virginia Tech and other public schools 
occurred in the few areas where people were not allowed to car-
ry concealed handguns. Killers often choose gun-free zones for 
their attacks. Similar horrible incidents occur in other gun-free 
zones around the world.  
 There were 38 airplane hijackings in 1969, but in 
1970—as the marshals were employed—the numbers fell for 
the next 3 years, finally declining to low single digits. A major 
factor in how many people are killed or injured is how much 
time elapses between when the attack starts and when someone-
-be it citizen or police—arrives on the scene with a gun. No 
accidentally shooting of an innocent bystander has ever oc-
curred.  
 Gun-free zones are a magnet for deadly attacks. This 
applies to terrorist attacks and crimes generally. Despite many 
studies of bans on so-called assault weapons, economists and 
criminologists have yet to find any benefit from them. Despite 
the impression created by the term gun show “loophole,” there 
are not different rules for buying a gun at a gun show than else-
where. Increased regulations on private transfers reduce the 
number of gun shows and make it more difficult for law-abiding 
citizens to get guns—guns that could have been used to protect 
against crime.  
 A survey of 18,000 state prison inmates showed that 
40% obtained their guns from friends or family and 39% from 
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the street or illegal sources. Despite all the emphasis on gun 
shows, there is no research linking gun show regulations to de-
creased crime rates. If anything, the evidence points in the other 
direction. Enacting the assault weapons ban and instituting wait-
ing periods significantly reduced the number of gun shows, 
which is more likely to deprive law-abiding citizens of a rela-
tively inexpensive source of guns than to prevent criminals from 
getting guns.  
 If permit holders weren’t extremely law abiding and if 
there were problems with right-to-carry laws, most states would 
not have adopted them. It would also have sparked calls for re-
pealing concealed-handgun laws, but no state has even held a 
legislative hearing on that. The lack of serious political debate 
on these points reflects the clear evidence. It is the most law-
abiding citizens who are disarmed and made vulnerable, not the 
criminals. However well meaning, banning guns only makes the 
lives of criminals easier.   
 The gun-control debate has changed dramatically over 
the last decade. In the past the question was how much guns 
caused crime. Now it is over whether there are benefits from 
gun ownership and how large those benefits are.   
 
[Allowing citizens to carry concealed handguns reduces violent 
crimes, and the reductions coincide closely with the number of 
concealed-handgun permits issues. Of all methods studied by 
economists, the carrying of concealed handguns appears to be 
the most cost-effective method for reducing crime. By 2007, 
stories of people who had used guns to defend themselves had 
helped motivate 39 states to adopt nondiscretionary concealed-
handgun laws. After Florida’s 1987 law, the size of murder rate 
drop corresponded with the number of concealed-handgun per-
mits outstanding. Women and blacks both tend to be the strong-
est supporters of gun control, yet obtain the largest benefits 
from nondiscretionary concealed-handgun laws. Violent crime 
rates were rising consistently before the right-to-carry laws and 
falling thereafter. Gun elimination strengthens criminals relative 
to physically weak victims. Between 1977 and 1996 29 states 
changed their laws. The benefits from these laws increase over 
time as more people obtain permits.] 


