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SOCIETAL BENEFITS OF FIREARM OWNERSHIP –

SELF-DEFENCE

INTRODUCTION

Protecting oneself, one’s family and one’s property is a right and an obligation much older than self‑defence with a gun.  The degree of force that can be used to respond to a threat may be limited by modern law to be commensurate to the danger, but reasonable self-defence has been upheld by courts and glorified in modern culture.  The ability to defend oneself is often seen as personally liberating, as underlined by such phrases as “taking back the streets.”  Self‑defence expands self-confidence and the feeling of personal freedom.  Self-defence courses are readily available across Canada.  Various techniques of combat are taught.  Some of these courses are aimed at the general public and some at groups at risk, for example, rape avoidance classes for women university students.  Questions on self-defence in general have narrowed to effectiveness and safety.  An almost separate research literature on self-defence with a gun has developed, particularly in the United States.

The use of firearms for self-protection or the protection of property is a key element of the gun debate.  As McClurg, Kopel and Denning(
) note:

On the one hand, if guns are recognized as validly possessed for purposes of self-defence, some types of gun control, including gun prohibition or other measures that significantly restrict the availability of guns, are logically precluded.  On the other hand, if a right to possess guns for self-defence is denied, virtually all avenues of gun control are at least open for consideration …

Even if not discharged, firearms can be useful tools for protecting oneself, another person or property from animals and human attacks, both in the home and elsewhere (e.g., in the wilderness).  Having a firearm can also make some people feel safer.  American studies have suggested that “most defensive gun owners feel safer, and most also believe they are safer because they have a gun.”(
)  For these people, owning a gun represents a major benefit.

Quantifying the extent and consequences of self-defence is difficult.  The crime reporting statistics are based on police data and can record only those incidents that are reported to the police.  Crime tends to be underreported for a variety of reasons, such as the perceived unimportance of the incident, or a discomfort with reliving the incident, or a belief that the police could not do anything.  In 1999 in Canada, 78% of sexual assaults were not reported to police, while 65% of break and enters were reported.  In the U.S. from 1992 to 2000, 57% of robberies, 55% of aggravated assaults, and 31% of rapes and sexual assaults were reported to the police.  Incidents in which a crime was not completed or averted might tend to be underreported or underrecorded.

Sample surveys have been used to gather information on victimization and on defensive gun use.  These types of surveys face considerable problems.  Standard statistical theory provides a framework to take account of sampling errors and accuracy.  Fortunately, crime is a relatively infrequent in both Canada and the United States.  Self-defence with a gun is even less frequent.  Unfortunately, detecting something that happens to just one percent of the population or less means that very large samples are needed.  Confidence intervals will tend to be wide, and it will be difficult to test hypotheses that relate to only a subset of the data.

Other biasing factors can affect the quality of sample results.  Surveys are based on an interviewee recalling a past event rather than making a current report.  Memory is fallible.  To increase the response rate and to obtain more cases, the recall period can be five years.  Incidents can be forgotten, leading to an undercount.  Human memory is subject to “telescoping” in which events are wrongly dated in the memory.  Most likely, incidents more than five years old might be wrongly moved forward to fall in a five-year reporting span.  In addition, interviewees may be inclined to boastfully inflate incidents in which they defended themselves, or to not mention gun use of doubtful legality.

SELF-PROTECTIVE FIREARM USE IN THE UNITED STATES
Since 1973, the U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics has been administering the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) to collect information on criminal victimization.  A nationally representative sample of about 42,000 households consisting of about 76,000 persons is selected.  Each household unit for the NCVS remains in the sample for three years, being interviewed every six months.  The first interview is in person, but the later interviews may be by telephone.  Each person aged over twelve years in the household is interviewed.

By reinterviewing the same subject periodically, the survey can control for memory error of telescoping made when people place past events into the wrong time slots.  With reinterviewing, these errors show up as duplicates and can be removed.  The initial interview is only used to gather an initial history of victimizations, not to compute the annual estimates.  The actual NCVS interviews are conducted each month on one sixth of the sample.  Those subjects who have been in the sample for three years are replaced by new households.
The NCVS is not designed to survey gun use.  It is a victimization survey first and foremost.  The subjects are first asked NCVS screening questions.  These questions follow the form “[w]as something belonging to you stolen?”  The screening questions cover theft, break‑ins, vehicle and parts theft, and attacks and threats.  Attempted as well as completed incidents are recorded.  Some crimes such as trespassing, vandalism, and malicious mischief are excluded from the NCVS.

Only if the subjects answered that they have been victimized would there be follow‑up questions from the more detailed NCVS Crime Incident Report, including the issue of self‑protection.(
)  In the current survey, three introductory questions are used:

40.
Did you do anything with the idea of protecting YOURSELF or your PROPERTY while the incident was going on?

41.
Was there anything you did or tried to do about the incident while it was going on?

42.
What did you do?  Anything else?

A positive answer to question 40 leads directly to question 42, as does a positive answer to question 41.  For question 42, the interviewer is instructed to ask “[w]hat did you do?” and then pause to listen to the respondent’s narrative.  The interviewer classifies the actions taken in the narrative and records them by ticking boxes on the questionnaire form.  After the respondent has finished talking, the interviewer asks “[a]nything else?”  If further details are given, the relevant boxes are ticked and the “[a]nything else?” repeated again until the respondent says no.  The range of defensive actions recorded by the survey runs from using force against the offender through to screaming from pain or fear.  Gun use is recorded as either having attacked the offender by firing the gun, or having threatened the offender with the gun.  Next the respondent is questioned about the relation between these actions and any injuries received, how these actions either helped or hurt, and, if there were other people present, what they did and the consequences.  When victims defended themselves against crimes of violence, weapons of any type were used relatively infrequently.

Self-protective Measures for Crimes of Violence, 
Average 1995-2002

	Total self-protective measures
	100.0

	Attacked offender with weapon
	1.0

	Attacked offender without weapon
	9.8

	Threatened offender with weapon
	1.1

	Threatened offender without weapon
	2.1

	Resisted or captured offender
	21.5

	Scared or warned offender
	9.5

	Persuaded or appeased offender
	11.1

	Ran away or hid
	14.4

	Got help or gave alarm
	11.1

	Screamed from pain or fear
	2.4

	Took other measures
	16.1


Source:  NVCS Table 70, various years.

Actual protective gun use estimates from the NCVS range between 60,000 and 90,000 incidents per year in the recent past, or less than one tenth of a percent of all households in the United States.

The important point about this survey design is that options are not prompted.  In particular, the interviewer does not ask whether the respondent used a gun.  In general, surveys that rely on respondents to volunteer specific information tend to produce lower estimates than those that prompt.

Gary Kleck and Marc Gertz(
) thought that the basic NCVS methodology would tend to underestimate the true prevalence of U.S. defensive gun use.  They followed a different methodology.  They employed the usual practice of a single sample, and asked a direct question of all respondents:

Within the past five years have you yourself or another member of your household used a gun, even if it was not fired, for self‑protection or for the protection of property at home, work or elsewhere?  Please do not include military service, police work, or work as a security guard.

Gun use was prompted.  Only experienced professional telephone interviewers were used.  Supervisors monitored interviews at random, and they called back all interviewees who reported a defensive gun use.  Interviewees reporting such gun uses were asked how many incidents involving defensive uses of guns against persons had happened to members of the household in the past five years and how many in the past twelve months.  If the interviewee was not involved in the incident, the interviewer asked to speak directly to the involved person or set times and dates to call back.  Up to three call-backs were made.

Defensive gun use against criminals is very infrequent in the United States.  To gather sufficient data, the sample design has to be quite complex and has to rely on quite a large initial sample.  Just under 5,000 households had to be interviewed to filter out 222 households who reported using a gun defensively.  About 1,600 households were given a full interview for statistical control purposes.

Those interviewees who reported they had used a gun defensively were asked a long, detailed series of questions.  To be finally accepted as a defensive gun use, the incident has to pass the following tests:

· the defensive action was against a human rather than an animal, but not in connection with police, military, or security guard duties;

· actual contact was made with a person, rather than merely investigating suspicious circumstances;

· the gun user could state a specific crime that he or she thought was being committed; and

· the gun was actually used to back up a verbal warning or brandished or fired.

Based on these answers, Kleck and Gertz estimate that in 1995 there were between 2.2 and 2.5 million defensive gun uses against humans in the United States, out of an adult population of 190 million in 97 million households.  This range of numbers might seem too high at first glance.  However, there are about 220 million private guns in about half of the American households.  Thus about 1% of guns are used defensively per year.  About 93 million Americans live in gun-owning households, which would mean that about 3% of such adults would use a gun defensively per year.

This survey provides considerable information about defensive gun uses.  The threat of self-defence with a gun is quite a strong deterrent.  Only in a minority of U.S. incidents, less than one quarter, did the defender report that the gun was fired.

What the Defender Did With the Gun (%)

	Brandished or showed gun
	75.7

	Verbally referred to gun
	57.6

	Pointed gun at offender
	49.8

	Fired gun (including warning shots)
	23.9

	Fired gun at offender, trying to shoot him/her
	15.6

	Wounded or killed offender
	8.3


The answers may total more than 100% because more than one response per incident was allowed.  The offender was unarmed in about half of the incidents, but had a gun in 18% of the incidents.  In 3.1% of the incidents, gunfire was exchanged between the criminal and the victim.

Type of Crime Defender Thought Was Being Committed (%)

	Burglary
	33.8

	Robbery
	20.5

	Other theft
	6.2

	Trespassing
	14.8

	Rape, sexual assault
	8.2

	Other assault
	30.4

	Other crime
	9.5


Trespassing might seem too slight a crime to merit gun use, but Kleck and Gertz point out that in only 3.7% of the cases was trespass the only perceived offence.  Another way to assess the seriousness of the incident is to ask about the apparent danger of the incident.

Defender’s Perceived Likelihood That Someone Would Have Died

Had Gun Not Been Used for Protection (%)

	Almost certainly not
	20.8

	Probably not
	19.3

	Might Have
	16.2

	Probably would have
	14.2

	Almost certainly would have
	15.7

	Could not say
	13.7


By adding together the “might” and “probably” and “almost certainly” categories, it would seem that just under half the potential victims faced a significant chance of death.  It should be emphasized that this is their subjective estimate.  This is a survey of recollections, and memory can be fallible.  Taking a gun out and waving it towards another human is an act fraught with danger.  Even if shots are not fired, the legality of the act may be unclear.  Memory recall can be tainted with self-justification.  On the other hand, the human memory might retain the extraordinary and erase the unimportant.  Minor incidents of the defensive use of a gun might slip the interviewee’s mind while on the phone with the polling company.  A conscious decision to omit or underreport incidents may be based on the uncertain legal implications of using a gun in a defensive fashion.  Was the use fully legal?  Was the incident reported to the police?  These questions may cause the gun user to avoid reporting an incident to the interviewer.

In contrast in Canada, self-protection as a legal defence against charges of unlawful gun use is much less available.  A larger bias towards underreporting would be expected in Canadian surveys.  In addition, a lower reported response rate would be expected in surveys that were sponsored by the government or legal agencies.  The respondent might fear that data would be forwarded to the police for further action or as a basis for revoking a firearm licence.  Kleck and Gertz(
) discus the implications of sample findings:

If we consider only the 15.7% who believed someone almost certainly would have been killed had they not used a gun … it yields national annual estimates of 340,000 to 400,000 [defensive gun uses] of any kind, and 240,000 to 300,000 uses of handguns, where defenders stated, if asked, that they believed they almost certainly had saved a life by using the gun.  Just how many of these were truly life-saving gun uses is impossible to know.  As a point of comparison, the largest number of deaths involving guns, including homicides, suicides, and accidental deaths in any one year in U.S. history was 38,323 in 1991.

And later:(
)
Since as many as 400,000 people a year use guns in situations where the defenders claim that they “almost certainly” saved a life by doing so, this result cannot be dismissed as trivial.  If even one-tenth of these people are accurate in their stated perceptions, the number of lives saved by victim use of guns would still exceed the total number of lives taken with guns.  It is not possible to know how many lives are actually saved this way, for the simple reason that no one can be certain how crime incidents would have turned out had the participants acted differently than they actually did.  But surely this is too serious a matter to simply assume that practically everyone who says he believes he saved a life by using a gun was wrong.

Kleck and Gertz obtain a slightly higher estimate of defensive gun use than previous private surveys, which range from 700,000 to over 3 million uses per year; but all these figures are considerably higher than the figures from the National Crime Victimization Survey.  Kleck and Gertz feel that the U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics NCVS estimates have been given too prominent a place in the debate over gun usage.  The NCVS, according to Kleck and Gertz, underestimates the extent of self-defence with a gun.  The interviewees in the NCVS are not treated as anonymous.  Address, telephone number, and full names of all occupants are taken by U.S. federal government employees from the Bureau of Census on behalf of a law-enforcement agency, the Department of Justice.  Kleck and Gertz(
) set out why they expect under-reporting:

Even under the best of circumstances, reporting the use of a gun for self-protection would be an extremely sensitive and legally controversial matter for either of two reasons.  As with other forms of forceful resistance, the defensive act itself, regardless of the characteristics of any weapon used, might constitute an unlawful assault or at least the [respondent] might believe that others, including either legal authorities or the researchers, could regard it that way.  Resistance with a gun also involves additional elements of sensitivity.  Because guns are legally regulated, a victim’s possession of the weapon, either in general or at the time of the [defensive gun use], might itself be unlawful, either in fact or in the mind of a crime victim who used one.  More likely, lay persons with a limited knowledge of the extremely complicated law of either self-defence or firearms regulation are unlikely to know for sure whether their defensive actions or their gun possession was lawful.

Although the differences between the survey designs of the Kleck and Gertz study and the NCVS might seem slight, the differences in the results are not.  Between 2.2 and 2.5 million annual defensive uses is six to eight times larger than the NCVS estimate, and might lead to very different estimates of any beneficial effect of crime reduction by gun owners acting in self-defence.  Kleck and Gertz present a number of arguments.  Their approach, they argue, is cutting-edge, and, generally in social surveys, better methodologies tend to give higher estimates.  Their estimates are quite compatible with other gun surveys and the NCVS is on its own and tends to underestimate.  However, Kleck and Gertz did not manage to convince everyone.

In 1997, Hemenway(
) launched an attack.  He argued that there is a substantial bias towards overestimation in the Kleck and Gertz survey.  Firstly, there is the problem of personal presentation bias:(
)
An individual who purchases a gun for self-defence and then uses it successfully to ward off a criminal is displaying the wisdom of his precautions and his capability in protecting himself, his loved ones, and his property.  His action is to be commended and admired.

Secondly, this bias, according to Hemenway, has a very large numerical effect because of the infrequency of defensive gun use.  As a health policy analyst, Hemenway sees a similarity to a problem in epidemiology.(
)  For a rare disease, most of the positive results of a screening test will be false positives.  Hemenway gives a worked example(
) in Table 2A to show how the process works.  Suppose that, out of a sample of 5,000, the true number of gun uses is 16 and there is a 1% false reporting rate.  Rounding to the closest integers would give a finding of zero defensive gun users (actually 0.16) who falsely report no gun use, but 50 non‑defensive gun users (actually 49.84) who falsely report that they used a gun against a criminal.  Thus 16 is increased by 50 to result in 66 total reported defensive gun users, which is an overstatement by a factor of just over four.

Kleck and Gertz reply(
) that Hemenway arbitrarily assumes numerical rates of false reporting.  Survey estimates of illegal behaviour such as drug usage(
) show that underreporting is the dominant bias.  In addition, the Kleck and Gertz survey takes particular care to weed out unreliable answers.  The survey asks a series of up to 19 questions about any incident of defensive gun use.  These answers are checked for internal consistency.  Kleck and Gertz do present two versions of their results – one with all incidents and the other with 26 problematic cases excluded.

In 1994, close to the time of the Kleck and Gertz survey, the U.S. Police Foundation and the U.S. National Institute of Justice conducted the National Survey of Private Ownership of Firearms (NSPOF).(
)  This survey uses questions on defensive gun use that are very similar to the Kleck and Gertz questions, and thus might provide independent confirmation.  The initial question was:

Within the past 12 months, have you yourself used a gun, even if it was not fired, to protect yourself or someone else, or for the protection of property at home, work, or elsewhere?

Those who had were asked how often.  Those who had not were asked if they had ever defensively use a gun.  An additional 30 questions were asked of those respondents who reported a defensive gun use.  The sample size was 5,000.  After some sample records were filtered out as not relevant or as implausible, Cook and Ludwig estimate 1.5 million people use a gun defensively against a person each year.  This compares with the Kleck and Gertz figure of 2.5 million, and these estimates are not statistically different.  The response rates and other statistical characteristics of the surveys seem quite similar.

Cook and Ludwig believe that the results they have found are substantially biased.  Although they recognize that doubts about the legality or legitimacy of gun use may cause some respondents to report a false negative, they find the line of reasoning of Hemenway persuasive.  There is a social desirability bias.  In the same way that surveys find that, for example, voting tends to be overreported and bankruptcy underreported, it is thought heroic to defend oneself against a criminal attacker.  People want to be heroes.  They point out that the U.S. National Rifle Association publishes reports of defensive gun use taken from local newspapers in its magazine and on its Web site.  For Cook and Ludwig, the chances that people who have not used a gun to defend themselves will misreport will drive the survey results:(
)
In sum, there is no direct evidence on the false-positive rate for [defensive gun use] but good reason to believe that it is not trivial.  Given even a small rate of false positives, the infrequency of [defensive gun use] (even by Kleck and Gertz’s measure) suggests that surveys are likely to overestimate the prevalence of this event regardless of the false-negative rate.

Cook and Ludwig attempt to compare their numbers with related estimates from other sources.  In the NSPOF survey, they ask which crime is thought to be committed or about to be.  They compare the estimates of the national annual number incidents in which a gun was used defensively to the total number of incidents reported in the National Crime Victimization Survey in which a gun might or might not have been used by the defender.

	
	Gun-Defended NSPOF
	NCVS

	Rapes
	322,000
	316,000

	Aggravated Assault
	462,000
	2.48 million

	Robberies
	527,000
	1.30 million


The victimization estimates derived from the NSPOF survey are close to the NCVS estimates.  Cook and Ludwig conclude:(
)
The NSPOF estimate of the number of defensive gun users thus implies that every rape or rape attempt was thwarted by a [defensive gun use], as was one of five aggravated assaults and two of five robberies.  Even if the NCVS-based estimates of criminal victimization rates are off by an order of magnitude, the NSPOF-based estimates for [defensive gun use] are implausible.

Kleck and Gertz had argued(
) that a large share of the incidents that they covered would probably be outside the scope of the NCVS or standard police report data, and cannot be compared.  The NCVS, according to Kleck and Gertz, underestimates crime and comparisons made with more appropriate figures would seem more reasonable.  There is some information from criminals on how often they face resistance.  A third of a prison sample of felons in 1982 reported that they had been scared off, shot at wounded or captured by an armed victim.

Cook and Ludwig(
) point to another apparent inconsistency.  The NSPOF estimates 315,000 woundings of criminals compared to the 17,000 unintentional gun wounds treated in hospital emergency rooms.  Kleck(
) argues that criminals would prefer self-treatment for non-serious gun wounds because health professionals are legally obliged to report gun wounds to the police.

Cook and Ludwig conclude that survey data appear to suffer from a large bias that overstates the number of defensive gun uses.  Furthermore these surveys do not distinguish between virtuous and objectionable instances of gun use.  Cook and Ludwig make three suggestions for future research:

· Screen out false positives by, for example, more detailed questioning or cross-checking with police records.

· Question the respondent’s role to if there were any precipitating factors or alternate courses of action.

· Find out how the respondent’s view of the incident differs from that of a neutral observer, perhaps by checking back on incidents that have been reported to the police.

McDowall, Loftin and Presser(
) present an interesting exploration of the differences between the NCVS, which produces low estimates, and other surveys, such as those by Kleck and Gertz or Cook and Ludwig, which find many more incidents of self-protection with a gun.

One possible source of inaccuracy in the NCVS is the identification of the survey as an official U.S. federal operation that records the names of interviewees.  Having a private or academic institution undertake the survey might lessen the fears of legal consequences.  Another possible source is the open narrative survey method which does not prompt the interviewer for possible gun use.  Asking in the NCVS Incident Report directly whether a gun was used for self‑defence in that incident would remove this source of bias.

In addition, the NCVS excludes trespassing and minor offences.  On the other hand, the NCVS may be less susceptible to false positives because only those respondents who say they have been a victim have a chance to report a defensive gun use.

The two other types of surveys may give different answers because they are measuring different phenomena.  The NCVS measures victimization by asking about crimes that have occurred or crimes in progress that were not completed.  The other surveys may also record that a gun was used to avoid a crime, by, for example, scaring off a suspicious character before a crime occurs.

Finding enough respondents who used a gun defensively for sampling analysis is a problem.  McDowall, Loftin and Presser selected a national sample from commercial lists of likely gun owners.  Over four fifths of the eventual respondents had a gun at home.  The Survey Research Center at the University of Maryland conducted the interviews by telephone.  Confidentiality was promised for all answers.  Out of 3,714 households, 3,006 completed the interview.  Within the household, the interviewer asked randomly to speak to the male head of the household three out of four times, and the female one in four times.

The approach was to ask each interviewee the same questions from both the NCVS and the other surveys.  For statistical control, the order of the questions was randomized so that half answered the amended NCVS questions first and then the other survey type questions.  The other half of the respondents were interviewed with the other survey questions first.  The NCVS questions are called CRIME, and the other survey GUN.

The amended NCVS question layout was:

CRIME

NCVS screening questionnaire

e.g.,
“Was something belonging to you stolen in the past twelve months?”
If a positive response is given, the NCVS incident questionnaire is filled in, including the direct question of whether a gun was used in the incident for self-defence.

This question above would be repeated with different crimes substituted for stealing.  The other surveys, e.g., Kleck and Gertz or Cook and Ludwig, used the following question layout:

GUN
The basic question was:

“Within the past 12 months, have you yourself used a gun, even if it was not fired, to protect yourself or someone else, or for the protection of property at home, work, or elsewhere?”
If a positive response is given, additional questions were asked similar to those in the other surveys.

If the NCVS and the other surveys are measuring the same phenomena, then the responses to the CRIME and the GUN questions should be the same.

McDowall, Loftin and Presser did not attempt to separate out civilian gun uses from police, security or armed forces uses in the initial question.  Instead, they analyzed the incident narratives to classify the gun use.  It gives the count for all 3,006 who fully responded to the survey.  Table 1 combines the results from those who answered GUN questions first and those who answered CRIME questions first.

Table 1 – Type of Incident Eliciting Gun Use

	Type of Incident
	Number of
Respondents
	Percentage of

	
	
	Respondents
	Incidents

	GUN questions

	No incident 
	2,851
	94.8
	– 

	Civilian against offender, clear 
	48
	1.6
	31.0

	Civilian against offender, ambiguous 
	24
	0.8
	15.5

	Law enforcement and security work 
	30
	1.0
	19.3

	Civilian against possible offender, no contact
	20
	0.7
	12.9

	Against animals 
	13
	0.4
	8.4

	Carries gun for protection only 
	10
	0.3
	6.4

	Target shooting 
	8
	0.3
	5.2

	Military duties 
	2
	0.1
	1.3

	CRIME questions 

	No incident 
	2,977
	99.0
	– 

	Civilian against offender, clear 
	24
	0.8
	82.8

	Law enforcement and security work 
	5
	0.2
	17.2


Source:  McDowall, Loftin and Presser (2000).

This survey is not a random sample of the general population but taken from a commercial list that focuses on possible gun users.  Deliberately oversampling produces more usable information, but means that the sample statistics cannot be used directly to estimate population measures.  The survey has 83% of households owning guns, compared to 38% in Kleck and Gertz or 35% in Cook and Ludwig.  Some other official surveys find just over 40% of U.S. households have a gun.

The CRIME questions showed that only 1% of respondents were involved in a criminal incident in which they used a gun in self-defence.  The ratio of civilian-to-civilian gun uses vs. law enforcement and security work gun uses of 24 to 5, nearly five times, should be interpreted with some caution because the survey codes only the most recent use of a gun.  The more open‑ended GUN questions contain some responses in which having a gun would apparently be reassuring to the respondent but would not count as a substantial example of self‑protection.  Some respondents counted target shooting as practising for self-defence.  In some cases, there was a suspicious noise, the interviewee picked up a gun to investigate, but found nothing.  Leaving aside these cases to concentrate on incidents in which an offender was clearly seen, there were twice as many firearm uses reported for the GUN questions compared to the CRIME questions.

Table 2 shows how the order in which the two sets of questions were asked affects the results.  The GUN reports combine both clear and ambiguous civilian uses.

Table 2 – Incidents of Firearm Defence by Question Order

	Reported Incident
	First Question
	Total

	
	GUN
	CRIME
	

	No incident  
	1,434
	1,485
	2,919

	GUN incident only  
	40
	23
	63

	CRIME incident only  
	6
	9
	15

	Both GUN and CRIME incident  
	4
	5
	9

	Total  
	1,484
	1,522
	3,006


Source:  McDowall, Loftin and Presser (2000).

McDowall, Loftin, and Presser conducted some statistical tests on their survey results.  Having one set of questions first might jog the memory and cause a fuller set of recollections for the second set of questions, technically a differential carryover effect.  This effect was found to be statistically insignificant.  Overall, the GUN questions yield more responses, at a statistically significant level, than the CRIME questions.  This confirms the hypothesis that the other non-NCVS survey questions, in the mind of the average interviewee, cover a wider range of events, including crimes that were forestalled.

McDowall, Loftin and Presser did further question those interviewees who reported firearms incidents in their second set of questions but not their first set.  A total of 26 people gave additional reports to GUN questions after answering CRIME questions, and six gave additional reports to CRIME questions after answering GUN questions.

	Reasons for additional GUN reports

	Do not know/Did not understand question that way
	9

	Incident did not involve serious harm
	8

	Other responses
	9

	Reasons for additional CRIME reports

	Do not know/Did not understand question that way
	3

	Other responses
	3


Those respondents who did not know or did not understand the question that way felt the two set of questions were similar but that each set prompted them to remember something different.  The category of other responses was characterized by McDowall, Loftin and Presser as idiosyncratic and not fitting a pattern.  One respondent interpreted the CRIME questions as referring only to incidents in his home, and another doubted that he could prove he was victimized.

McDowall, Loftin and Presser argue that there is a basic ambiguity about the incidents covered by the GUN type questions of the other non-NCVS surveys.  The surveys have to rely on the respondents’ assessing the potential for a crime to be committed and consequent danger to the respondents.  The person who was assessed to be a robber might have just been a panhandler.  The implication, according to McDowall, Loftin and Presser, of the higher response to the GUN questions relative to the CRIME questions is that the other surveys overestimate the extent of armed defence against crime.  They criticize Kleck and Gertz for comparing their own estimate of defensive gun use to the NCVS victimization figures to find that protective gun uses are about three to five times as common as criminal uses, because the two figures are measuring different phenomena.

McDowall, Loftin and Presser conclude that the wording of the question does matter a great deal, but unfortunately their survey design does not allow a closer analysis of how wording changes affect the results.  They were not able to test for direct falsification, which would involve manipulating question order and content and finding some method of separating out any differential carryover effect.

Hemenway, Azrael and Miller(
) present the results of two national telephone surveys that were undertaken for the Harvard Injury Control Research Center.  These surveys ask about both defensive and offensive gun use to investigate whether guns are used more often for protection than for crime and violence.  In addition, the survey reports of defensive gun use were forwarded to some criminal court judges to attempt to assess whether these incidents were legal.

The phone interviewers attempted to sample the same number of male and female respondents by alternating the gender they asked to speak to.  In 1996, 1,905 adults were surveyed, and 2,521 in 1999.  The Harvard survey seems to have had some difficulty in maintaining the consistency and integrity of the survey questions.  In 1999, a hostile gun question was accidentally omitted, and respondents had to be re-interviewed.  The offensive gun use question initially lumped together incidents that the respondents may have only witnessed, perhaps incompletely.  In 1996, the question was:

In the past five years, has anyone used, displayed or brought out a gun in a hostile manner even if this event did not take place as part of the commission of a crime?

In 1999, the question was corrected to specify that the gun use was against the respondent, rather than the respondent just a witnessing an incident.  The 1996 survey incident descriptions were read to eliminate those cases in which the respondent was not the victim of this gun use.  A positive answer to the qualifying question would be followed by up to 30 additional questions.  Hostile incidents were eliminated if the respondents were police, security or military employees or if the respondent might have been thought to be a criminal.  The defensive gun use questions were:

In the past five years, have you used a gun to protect yourself from a person or people?  (1996); and

…

In the past five years, have you used, displayed or brought out a gun in self defense to protect yourself from a person or people?  (1999).

Summaries of the defensive gun use incidents were sent to five criminal court judges in California, Pennsylvania, and Massachusetts.  Assuming the respondent had the proper permits, the judges classified each incident as very likely legal, likely legal, as likely as not legal, unlikely legal, or very unlikely legal.

Table 3 shows the reports of gun use in 1996 and 1999.

Table 3 – Offensive and Defensive Gun Use

	Survey year
	1996
	1999

	Sample size
	1,905
	2,521

	Hostile gun displays:  gun use against respondents
	Respondents
	Incidents
	Respondents
	Incidents

	Total positives 
	122
	450
	131
	342

	Total exclusions 
	64
	338
	37
	183

	Cases 
	58
	112
	94
	159

	Self defence gun use by respondents
	Respondents
	Incidents
	Respondents
	Incidents

	Total positives 
	23
	222
	47
	445

	Total exclusions 
	9
	168
	18
	353

	Cases 
	14
	54
	29
	92


Source:  Hemenway, Azrael and Miller (2000), Tables 1 and 2.

In Table 3, the total number of respondents who reported an incident is recorded as positives.  Answers from non-civilian occupations such as police and security were excluded, as well as witness accounts of hostile gun use.  Thus 58 individuals had a gun used against them in the 1996 survey in 112 incidents, compared to 14 people who used a gun defensively 54 times in total in the past five years.

For both offensive and defensive gun use, there are more incidents than respondents.  In total, 152 respondents reported 271 civilian offensive gun uses in both surveys, and 43 respondents reported 146 civilian defensive gun uses.  The vast majority of respondents, over 95% in the previous five years, neither used a gun in self-defence nor were a victim of a hostile gun incident, but, in the aggregate, those who did report such incidents told of multiple incidents.

Some reported examples of hostile gun use were a disagreement between two cattle farmers over a broken fence, a boyfriend pulling a gun on his then girlfriend when she told him the relationship was over, and someone being mugged in New York.

In total, 43 respondents reported a defensive gun use.  Of these, 35 provided a full description of the most recent event.  The criminal court judges were shown summaries of these incidents.  They rated each event independently.  Leaving aside the ratings of “as likely legal as illegal,” there was unanimity in 23 of the cases, and just one dissenting opinion in nine cases.  Overall the judges felt that just over half the incidents they reviewed would have been illegal.

	Majority Opinion

	Probably illegal
	18

	Probably legal
	15

	No majority opinion
	2

	Total
	35


Some reported examples of probably illegal gun use included a business owner firing a gun at two men near his business after the alarm went off, and a man threatening to shoot an acquaintance who interrupted his viewing a movie by saying something nasty.  Reported examples of probably legal gun use included someone arriving at a friend’s home during a robbery, and somebody being woken up by a possible burglary and then taking a gun to scare off the intruders.

Hemenway, Azrael and Miller feel that they have been as conservative as possible by applying stricter standards to reports of hostile gun use than to self-defensive uses.  Despite this, the authors see their results as increasing doubt about the amount of self-defensive gun use that is beneficial to society.  The authors point to prison surveys in which about half of convicted felons who have fired a gun claim self-defence.  In their survey, the criminal court judges rated at least half the incidents as probably illegal.  Since the judges worked from event descriptions given by the gun user, there may be a strong bias towards self-justification in recounting the incidents.  Hemenway, Azrael and Miller argue that there are more incidents that are annoying and hostile than are criminal; it may be very easy for a civilian to mistakenly assess a nasty situation as a crime in waiting.  Mental judgment may be clouded by anger or intoxication.  Even police, who are rigorously trained, can make mistakes under conditions of heavy stress, confusion and fear.  It could be assumed that the average untrained civilian might make worse decisions than the police.

Hemenway and Azrael(
) have also published a different analysis of the earlier 1996 survey.  Summaries of all the descriptions of defensive gun use incidents and a sample of hostile gun uses were sent to three criminology students who had no strong beliefs about gun control.  The summaries were presented to the students in random order.  They were not labelled as either hostile or self-defence.  The students rated the social desirability of each incident on a scale of -2 (least) to +2 (most).

The students rated only one quarter of the self-defence incidents as socially desirable.  They saw as most socially undesirable those incidents that started as an argument and progressed to gun use, most often brandishing rather than actual firing.  Some reported examples of socially undesirable gun use include a young woman who was leaving track practice when a gun was flashed at her during a drug incident.  In response, she took out her gun and the incident ended.  In another incident, after an argument in a club, the two sides came upon each other in the parking lot.  Both sides took out their guns and the incident ended.  A group of men were sitting around in the park drinking when tempers frayed.  Everyone ran to their cars to get their guns and the incident ended.  In all three incidents, no shots were fired and the police were not contacted.

SELF-DEFENCE IN THE UNITED STATES
Tark and Kleck(
) look at the complete range of protective actions that crime victims take.  They situate self-defence with a gun within the whole continuum of self-protective actions.  Inferring how effective different types of self-defence could be can be confounded by the complexity of the circumstances in which the victim decides how to resist.  Consider running away or yelling for help:  these victim actions would most likely be found in incidents where the victim thinks the immediate danger is not high and the criminal is not in a position to inflict injury.  On the other hand, fighting off a criminal might be a last resort, only to be undertaken in the most dangerous of situations.  These arguments suggest the possibility of selection bias.  Fighting off a criminal may be statistically correlated to poor outcomes for the victim not because forceful self-defence itself does not work or improve the outcome but because victims may choose force to protect themselves more in situations which seem to be leading toward injury and harm.

Tark and Kleck use the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) for the years 1992 to 2001.  To obtain sufficient data, they combine the different years.  They concentrate on crimes that involve direct contact between victims and offenders, looking at sexual assault, robbery, assault, personal contact larcenies, and confrontational burglaries.  Personal contact larcenies are purse snatchings and pocket pickings.  A confrontational burglary is a break and enter in which the victim sees the offender during the crime.

Tark and Kleck feel that the NCVS probably underreports the extent of armed resistance with guns.  Carrying a gun in public is probably illegal and consequently reporting an act of self-defence involves confessing to a crime.  Just as surveys tend to show underestimates of gun ownership compared to direct measures of the stock of guns, Tark and Kleck argue that gun owners will conceal defensive gun use.

The sequence of events is of particular interest to Tark and Kleck, who wish to focus on what happens after the victim takes a protective action.  Incidents in which defensive actions are recorded by the NCVS as being simultaneous to the violent action are treated as missing.  As a check, these incidents were randomly recoded as having the injury happening before or after the defensive action, and the data were reanalyzed.  The NCVS asks whether the self-protective actions occurred before, during or after the injury.  This rules out dealing with complex sequences of offensive and defensive actions.  Tark and Kleck classify minor injuries as bruises, black eyes, cuts, scratches, swelling, chipped teeth and other injuries.  Serious injuries are rape, attempted rape, other sexual assault, knife or stab wounds, gun-shot and bullet wounds, broken bones or teeth knocked out, internal injuries, and being knocked unconscious.

The actions undertaken by the victim can be categorized in the NCVS questionnaire by the physical aggressiveness of the act.  At one extreme of action, the victim might attack the offender with a gun, other weapon or physical force, and at the other extreme, the victim might try to call the police or a guard or attract attention or help, or scream from pain or fear.  The victim might threaten with a gun, other weapon, or without a weapon, struggle, duck, block blows, or hold onto property.  The victim might chase, try to catch or hold the offender.  The victim might yell, turn on lights, or threaten to call the police.  The victim might pretend to cooperate, or argue, reason, plead, and bargain with the offender.  The victim might run or drive away, or hide, or lock a door.  The scope of actions that a victim could report to the NCVS is very wide, ranging from actions that are intended to injure the offender, through efforts to make the crime more difficult or increase the chances of being caught to hiding and evasion.  Tark and Kleck find some difficulty with the NCVS response coded as screaming from pain or fear.  The problem is that this reaction might be the involuntary result of pain rather than a quick decision to protect oneself, but nevertheless there might be some effect on the willingness of the criminal to continue with the crime.

Table 4 shows some of the raw tabulations by Tark and Kleck for all offences.  This table looks at all victims whether or not they used self-defence.  Just over 70% of the incidents involved the victims taking some measure to protect themselves.  Breaking down the cases of injury by whether the injury was inflicted after the self-protective act or earlier shows the interesting result that fighting back does not seem to increase the overall risk of later injury.  Only 2.8% of those victims who protected themselves suffered an additional injury and only 0.7% were seriously injured.  Tark and Kleck also provide the same breakdowns for robberies, assaults and confrontational burglaries.  The finding that injury after a defensive act is uncommon and serious injury rare holds, with 5.4% of robbery victims, 2.5% of assault victims and 2.7% of confrontational burglary victims suffering an injury, with serious injuries afflicting 1.6%, 0.4% and 0.3% respectively.

Table 4 – 
Self-Protective Measures:  Frequency and Injury

	All Offences

	Self Protective Measure
	Frequency
	Injured
	Injured after self protection
	Seriously injured after self protection

	
	
	Percentage

	Attacked with gun 
	45
	33.3
	2.2
	0.0

	Threatened with gun 
	202
	13.9
	2.5
	1.5

	Attacked with nongun weapon 
	230
	40.6
	2.6
	0.9

	Threatened with nongun weapon 
	232
	18.5
	0.9
	0.4

	Threatened without weapon
	2,661
	47.4
	3.8
	1.2

	Resisted or captured offender
	540
	20.6
	2.6
	0.4

	Struggled
	4,984
	49.8
	4.1
	1.0

	Chased, held offender
	517
	24.6
	2.3
	0.4

	Yelled, turned on lights
	2,492
	27.4
	2.7
	0.7

	Stalled, pretended to cooperate
	535
	21.5
	4.5
	1.5

	Argued, reasoned, pleaded
	2,700
	23.3
	3.4
	0.9

	Ran away, hid
	3,807
	20.5
	1.8
	0.4

	Called police or guard
	1,990
	17.8
	0.9
	0.2

	Tried to attract attention
	567
	38.7
	1.9
	0.4

	Screamed from pain or fear
	569
	77.0
	3.5
	1.6

	Other strategies
	4,149
	15.9
	2.4
	0.5

	Any self protective measure 
	19,519
	26.4
	2.8
	0.7

	No self protective measure 
	8,077
	18.5
	n/a
	n/a

	Total Incidents
	27,595
	24.1
	2.0
	0.5


Source:  Tark and Kleck (2004), Table 2.

These raw numbers point strongly to a finding that self-protective actions are helpful rather than harmful, but they are suggestive rather than conclusive, because in tabulating the data by the actions of the victim, the differences in the dangerousness of the criminal incident and the opportunities open for self-defence are lost.  The incidence of post-resistance injury is very low, but these figures do not show whether resistance does reduce the incidence of injury.

As well as the type of self-defence the victim tried, Tark and Kleck looked at other variables that might contribute to the success or failure of protective measures.  An offender who is more apparently powerful than the victim would probably face fewer protective attempts, and fewer of these would be effective.  The coded survey responses on the sex and age of the offender and victim and how the offender was armed or not can be used see if there was a likely advantage of power.  Younger offenders are hypothesized to be more powerful than older victims.  Male offenders are hypothesized to be more powerful than female victims.  Armed offenders are hypothesized to be more powerful than unarmed victims.  Multiple offenders are hypothesized to be more powerful than a smaller number of victims.  The location of the incident as in the victim’s home or a secure public place with a guard on duty might increase the victim’s confidence to resist.  In general in rural areas, there are fewer people around to help a victim than in urban areas.  Some offences are against family members.  A family relationship could be protective by lessening the desire to hurt victims because they are family, or by the same token family ties could lessen the desire of victims to vigorously defend themselves for fear of hurting a family member.  Family intimacy may have bred dislike or even hatred, increasing the chance of violence.  Having other family members present as bystanders or additional potential victims might cause the victim to resort to stronger defensive measures to scare the offender off, or might cause the victim to be more careful to avoid annoying the offender who might become more violent with other family members.

Although much of the debate on self-protection has centred on avoiding personal injury, victims may also wish to avoid theft or robbery.  In particular, low-income victims might put a higher weight on protecting property than people with higher incomes, because they have to make more effort and sacrifice to replace lost items.  Victims of robbery, confrontational burglary or personal contact larceny who practised self-defence lost hardly any property in comparison to victims who did not resist.  After fitting statistical logit models to the data, Tark and Kleck find that armed resistance, with either a gun or other weapon, was most effective in avoiding loss.  The four most effective methods against robbery, and three out of four of the most effective methods against confrontational burglaries and all other crimes that result in property loss, were the various forms of armed resistance.

However, it is possible that this reduction of property loss could be associated with an increased risk of injury, as resistance by victims might anger aggressors into attacking.  When Tark and Kleck look at the association between actions taken to protect property and injury to the victim, regardless of whether the sequence was injury ( resistance or resistance ( injury, they find results that are extremely mixed, with half of protective actions being associated with increased chances of being injured and half not.  How forceful the defensive action was does not seem to explain these results.  For Tark and Kleck, the uninformativeness of these results calls attention to the importance of investigating the sequence of events, because only cases when property loss or injury follows the act of resistance should be counted as a failure of self-protective measures.  Their statistical analysis compares incidents in which the victim was injured after taking protective actions to those incidents in which they were not injured after taking protective measures.

Tark and Kleck treat calling the police as a baseline victim response against which the effectiveness of other actions can be measured.  They note that calling the police may be a reasonable action only for victims in less dangerous criminal incidents.  The small number of recorded incidents of certain types of self-protection undermines the usefulness of tests of significance.  Indeed, most victim reactions have statistical effects on the chances of later injury that are not significantly different from calling the police.  Threatening the criminal with either a gun or other weapon is the most effective defence to reduce the chances of being injured, although neither effect is statistically significant.  Running away and hiding raised the chances of later injury to a statistically significant extent.  Attacking without a weapon, struggling, stalling or pretending to cooperate, arguing or reasoning or pleading, and screaming from pain or fear all seem to be associated with higher chances of injury than calling the police, but these effects are not statistically significant.  Looking at robbery victims, the response of using a gun to attack the offender had a very large coefficient or effect, but this is coefficient is estimated on just six sample cases of robbery victims who used a gun.  All of these six were uninjured.  Tark and Kleck hypothesize that those actions by victims that tend to be associated with higher levels of later injury are those in which the criminal could rationally see violence as solving the problem of a crime not going as planned.  Injuring a victim could be an attempt to stop a victim who starts to attack or struggle, or to force a victim who is stalling or pretending to cooperate, or to silence a screaming victim.

Tark and Kleck conclude that their study contradicts earlier research that the use of force or arms by crime victims did not work or worked less well to avoid injury than not using force, because earlier studies did not properly consider the sequence of injury and action by the victim.  Ignoring the sequence of events includes in the data those incidents in which injury caused the victim to become forceful.  This biases the findings towards the conclusion that forceful self-defence does not work.

Preventing serious injury is probably a much higher priority for most people than avoiding such minor injuries as cuts and bruises.  In view of this, some victims might use force to avoid serious injury, perhaps at the cost of minor injuries such bruises and cuts.  Less than one quarter of the injuries inflicted in crimes are serious.  The statistical difficulties of estimating effects and testing significance are compounded by the rarity of the events.  Serious injury follows a defensive action in only 0.7% of confrontational crimes.  In the data analyzed by Tark and Kleck, there were only 45 cases of a victim attacking with a gun and 202 instances of threatening with a gun.  No sexual assault victim attacked her offender with a gun.  With this lack of variation in the data, very few effects are statistically different from the baseline effect of calling the police, even though coefficients may be numerically large.  Only the actions of attacking the criminal without a weapon, physically struggling with the offender and screaming from pain or fear have statistically significant effects compared to calling the police.  These three victim actions worsen the chances of serious injury.  Serious injury was nearly five times more likely for victims who screamed compared to those who called the police.  The most serious of injuries is death, but the NCVS cannot interview such victims.  Tark and Kleck argue from the 2001 numbers on fatal incidents, 15,980, and non-fatal violent incidents, 5,315,500, that if deaths could have been included in the surveys there would have been one additional record for a fatal incident for every 333 non-fatal incidents.  This is a very small addition to the sample and not sufficient to cause the estimated parameters to change.

The Tark and Kleck study follows a body of U.S. research on victims of crime that found self-defence reduced the chances that rape, robbery or burglary attempts would be successful.  The open question was whether breaking off the crime was bought at the cost of more injuries.  Tark and Kleck resolve some of the ambiguity in previous research results by carefully separating out the sequence of events.  They argue that incidents in which victims react to an injury with self-defence are very different from incidents in which an act of self-defence goes wrong, leading to injury.  If these two categories of incidents are combined, the statistical results will show an association between self-defence and injury that is unwarranted.  Even this correction will tend to underestimate the benefits of self-protection, as Tark and Kleck feel that potential victims will tend to neglect to report incidents, in some cases by forgetfulness and in some cases because the weapons used were not licensed, or not licensed for use in a public place.

Although Tark and Kleck recognize the limitations of any research, they see the current statistical evidence as strong enough to support advice to the public.  In nearly all cases, self-protective measures by potential victims will either be successful or have no effect; only in exceptional circumstances will they lead to harm.  Contrary to widely held belief, not resisting is not necessarily the safest choice.  Circumstances such as location or the number or power of the offenders may, however, rule out defensive actions in some cases.  Nor will resistance guarantee the safety of the victim, because violent crime is inherently dangerous.

As earlier studies have shown, fewer rapes are completed on victims who fight back, and property loss is lower for robbery victims who resist.  Tark and Kleck extend these results to add to evidence that injury after resistance is very infrequent.  To this statistically strong finding, they add statistically weaker results about the effectiveness of different types of resistance.  More forceful resistance seemed to reduce the risk of subsequent injury, but the least forceful methods of stalling, arguing and screaming from pain or fear seemed to lead to higher risks than just calling the police.  Estimated coefficients tended to lose statistical significance as more and more detailed analyses were undertaken, because attention was focussed on smaller and smaller numbers of cases and individuals.

CANADIAN STUDIES
The United States has a very different constitutional, social, cultural and historical background from Canada.  The Second Amendment to the U.S. Constitution talks of the right of the people to keep and bear arms.  Although debate continues about the meaning and implications of this amendment, gun ownership in the United States is higher and using a gun to defend self, family and property would seem to be easier, more acceptable and legal for more people in more locations than in Canada.  Pushing the need for self-defence have been the higher crime rates in large U.S. cities.  Canadian cites have lower crime rates; however, many Canadians live or work in proximity to dangerous wildlife.

Three studies of defensive gun use in Canada have been undertaken by Gary Mauser and fellow researchers.  In the first of these, Sowden Research surveyed 403 adult British Columbia residents by telephone interview in 1988.(
)  About 4% of the respondents reported ever using a gun defensively.  Just under half of these incidents involved protection against a human being.

In 1990, Mauser(
) undertook a national telephone survey of Canada using questions with the fixed, limited recall period rather than asking if the interviewee had ever used a firearm for protection.  This survey has been criticized.  Neil Boyd(
) emphasizes that Mauser’s conclusion was based on the replies of 6 respondents out of a sample of 393.  Mauser responded(
) that the small sample size results in large standard errors but that the estimate is still statistically unbiased.  Gabor(
) has put forward a more substantial critique.  He argues that the survey question was based on too wide a definition of self-defence.  Mauser asked:

Aside from military service or police work, in the past five years, have you yourself, or a member of your household, ever used a gun for self-protection or for protection of property at home, at work or elsewhere, even if it wasn’t fired?

An affirmative answer is followed by a question of whether the threat was from an animal or a human or both.

Gabor questions whether just carrying or brandishing a weapon would qualify for a positive response.  Gabor argues that Mauser’s conclusion that guns save lives depends upon the reported incidents involving imminent danger in which the gun actively protects the potential victim.  He finds that the survey findings are open to varying interpretations, and may be counting the number of incidents in which people felt that just having a gun offered some protection.

Mauser and Buckner(
) undertook a larger sample survey on gun control and crime in 1995.  More than 1,500 households were interviewed – over three times larger than the earlier survey.  Responses to the question, given above in full, about having used a gun for self‑protection or protection of property in the past five years, were as follows:

	
	Number
	%

	Yes
	31
	2.1

	No
	1,468
	97.5

	Don’t Know
	3
	0.2

	Refused
	3
	0.2

	Total
	1,505
	100.0


Thus in an average year, in round numbers, four households per 1,000 reported using a gun defensively.  The next question asked whether the source of danger was an animal or a person:

	
	Number
	%

	Animal
	19
	61.3

	Person
	4
	12.9

	Both
	1
	3.2

	Refused
	7
	22.6

	Total
	31
	100.0


Mauser and Buckner attribute the high refusal rate to the legal uncertainties of reporting use of a gun for self-defence against a person in Canada.  Defence against animals was concentrated the West and, as might be expected, in rural areas and small towns.  Gun use against criminals was concentrated in big cities.

From these three telephone surveys of the general public, Mauser estimates that Canadians use firearms to protect themselves, their families or their property against human threats between 19,000 and 37,500 times each year.  Furthermore, he estimates the defensive use of firearms by Canadians to repel animal threats to be between 36,200 and 52,500 annually.(
)  On the basis of these findings, Mauser believes that:

Since firearms are used in Canada around 66,000 times each year to defend against either human or animal threats, and more importantly, approximately 30,000 times annually to protect against criminal violence, this implies that the private ownership of firearms contributes significantly to public safety.

He further notes that:(
)
It is unknown how many lives are actually saved, but if a life were saved in only 5 percent of these incidents, then the private ownership of firearms would save more than 3,300 lives annually in Canada.  To put this in perspective, it should be noted that firearms are involved in the deaths of around 1,400 people annually in Canada (about 1,100 of these are suicides).

Mauser and Buckner point out the limitations of their survey: 

More research is needed to provide a firm estimate of how many Canadians use firearms to protect themselves or their families from violence.  In addition, further research must be conducted into what respondents meant when they reported they had “used” a firearm in defence – did they shoot to kill, fire a warning shot or merely display the weapon?  Given the sensitive nature of defensive use of firearms, it is possible that many respondents have concealed actual incidents so the true number may be even higher than reported here.  It is even possible that some respondents may have included carrying or having the firearm available in case of an attack as an example of “use.”  The only way to answer these questions would be to study this issue by using a larger sample survey.

A larger sample size would enable researchers to understand what Canadians do to defend themselves in repelling animal and human threats.  It would be particularly important to study defensive efforts to repel aggression by violent criminals, either in sexual assaults or armed robberies, and how effective these efforts are.  Policy makers should know the frequency with which defensive weapons of all kinds are used in personal self-defence in Canada.

Some readers will think these survey numbers need further support or too high.  There is some complementary evidence available.  Mauser and Buckner asked, in different parts of the telephone survey, about the respondent’s attitude to self-defence and to gun confiscation.  In particular, they asked:

Q13.3
Do you think that people who own handguns for self-defence should have their guns confiscated?

Q24
If you or your family were threatened with death or serious injury by an aggressor and you had access to a firearm, would you use it defend yourself or not?

A total of 714 interviewees answered “yes” to Q13.3, but 386 (54.1%) of these also answered “yes” to Q24.  This can be compared to the 791 interviewees who answered “no” to Q13.3, 511 (64.6%) of whom also answered “yes” to Q24.  Apart from the apparent contradiction by those 386 respondents who would defend themselves with a gun that should be confiscated, the noteworthy result is that a majority of people would use a gun to protect themselves against a serious threat.

In addition to asking questions about a general willingness in the abstract to use guns for protection, the Statistics Canada General Social Survey(
) questions Canadians about any actions they have taken to avoid crime.  Interviewees were asked whether they had ever done any of the things on a list to protect themselves or their property from crime, and then whether they had done so in the last twelve months.  The 1999 survey found that Canadians had taken the following actions to protect themselves in the previous twelve months:

	Changed my activities or avoided certain places
	27%

	Installed security hardware
	21%

	Have taken a self-defence course
	3%

	Obtained a dog
	3%

	Changed my phone number
	2%

	Changed residence or moved
	1%

	Obtained a gun
	0.2%


Source:  Statistics Canada (2000), Figure 8.

Thus, 0.2% of respondents had obtained a gun within the previous year.  Some caution should be exercised with sample estimates of very infrequent events, as the sampling error is large.  Although 0.2% is not large in itself, there are over 11 million households in Canada, which would put the number of households buying a gun for protection at over 20,000 in one year.  It is not known how many of these households contained someone with a valid firearms licence, or how many individuals would have to first obtain a firearms licence before purchasing a gun, but approximately 100,000 firearms licences were issued during 1999.  Although not recorded as such in the official Canadian firearms statistics, it is quite possible that a substantial part of new demand for firearms is motivated by self-protection.

DISCUSSION

The research on the protective use of firearms in United States sampled above is quite voluminous, and exhibits considerable ingenuity in tackling some difficult questions.  Unfortunately, the sampling difficulties of investigating very infrequent incidents mean that there is no feasible sampling framework that would answer all the questions with a reasonable statistical certainty.  From the point of view of scientific methodology, some readers will be uncomfortable with studies that commission opinion polls and then disagree with the results because measurement error is thought to cause substantial bias.  In such cases, it seems as if the investigator’s prior beliefs dominate the data, rather than the data improving the researcher’s knowledge.  However interesting the methods used by researchers on both sides of these issues are, they only partly illuminate the issue of measurement error.  Individual incidents offer examples of the wise use of guns and examples of the unwise use, but drawing the dividing line between them may be difficult, with different answers depending on whether the test is social desirability, or not breaking the law or not doing harm.

Even if one particular estimate may be biased upwards, this does not negate the possibility that there may be a substantial number of beneficial defensive gun uses.  Take, for example, the higher end of a range of annual defensive gun uses of 2.2 to 3 million, in conjunction of an error rate 50%:  this gives a corrected range of 1.1 to 1.5 million, which are sizable numbers.

Any reader of these studies must be puzzled by the differences in numbers reported.  All the researchers note they used professional polling organizations with trained and supervised staff to ensure quality.  They all had the interviews reread for dubious data, which are either discarded or reported separately.  However, the large differences remain unexplained.

The research on general self-defence is moving towards the conclusion that forceful actions are safer than any alternative response to a criminal threat.  Self-defence with a gun is sufficiently infrequent for sample size difficulties to make statistically significant results impossible, but the size and patterns in the coefficients support its effectiveness and safety.

Less research has been undertaken in Canada on the use of guns for self-defence.  Perhaps more research on the use of firearms to protect against wildlife would have been a useful addition to the recent debate on the registration of rifles and shotguns.  The results obtained by Mauser and his associates are comparable to the U.S. numbers after allowing for lower gun ownership.  In addition, a number of Canadians buy firearms for self-protection against local crime.  Other Canadians have reacted to crime by, for example, purchasing security hardware, changing activities or avoiding certain places.  These gun and security hardware purchases are a form of physical insurance, acquired by rational consumers comparing costs and benefits, and being willing to pay for a greater sense of security.

SELF DEFENCE ON THE JOB
Although the discussion above has focused on individuals in their private lives using firearms to protect life and property both in the U.S. and Canada, some Canadians who face dangers as a part of their employment are legally allowed to carry firearms in Canada.  A Chief Firearms Officer may issue an Authorization To Carry (ATC) under special circumstances.  

Individuals whose principal job activity is the handling, transportation or protection of cash, negotiable instruments or other goods of substantial value may be issued an ATC if firearms are required to protect their lives or the lives of other individuals in the course of that activity.  Guards in the armoured vehicle industry are required to wear a uniform and carry the firearm in a holster.  The ATC is valid only as long as the individual is employed as an armoured guard.  

People who work in remote wilderness areas and require firearms to protect their lives or those of others from wild animals may obtain an ATC.  This allows them to carry a prohibited weapon, in particular a handgun, rather than a long gun.  

The number of such ATCs issued recently is given in Table 5.  

Table 5 – Authorizations to Carry Handguns and Restricted Firearms, 

Issued 1 September 2004 to 20 April 2006
	Province / Territory
	Protection Against Wildlife
	Armoured Vehicle Industry

	British Columbia/Yukon
	434
	2,160

	Alberta/Northwest Territories
	116
	1,489

	Saskatchewan
	19
	619

	Manitoba/Nunavut
	9
	645

	Ontario
	235
	4,712

	Quebec
	73
	2,566

	New Brunswick
	0
	346

	Nova Scotia
	0
	569

	Newfoundland and Labrador
	0
	133

	Prince Edward Island
	0
	56

	Total
	886
	13,295


Source:  Minister of Public Safety.(
)
In Canada, fifteen times more ATCs have been issued to armoured vehicle guards than to workers in remote areas.  Although strictly speaking the purpose of the ATC is to protect life, some indication of the effectiveness of being armed can be seen from the number of robberies.  Statistics Canada collects crime data from police forces in the Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Survey.  The incident-based UCR (UCR2) is more detailed than the Aggregate UCR Survey, but not all forces have a suitable computer system that enables them to participate.  The UCR2 contains more information on how crimes happen.  Table 6 shows what or who was robbed from 1997 to 2002.  

Table 6 – Total Robbery Incidents by Target Place, 
UCR2 Survey, 1997-2002
	Target
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002

	Person
	15,752
	15,404
	15,872
	17,222
	17,689
	17,295

	Residence
	718
	666
	666
	641
	817
	906

	Armoured Vehicle
	5
	8
	3
	6
	3
	1

	Bank/Financial Institution
	1,167
	1,284
	1,313
	1,049
	701
	460

	Convenience Store
	1,793
	1,933
	1,842
	1,671
	1,491
	1,518

	Gas Station
	984
	984
	1,039
	995
	832
	857

	Other Commercial
	3,972
	4,024
	4,028
	3,464
	3,278
	2,971

	Other
	6,228
	6,096
	6,000
	5,554
	5,517
	5365

	Unknown
	129
	137
	61
	82
	44
	46

	UCR2 Coverage
	48%
	46%
	46%
	53%
	59%
	59%


Source:  Statistics Canada, Canadian Crime Statistics, various years.

Notes:  
1.
Other Commercial includes establishments such as bars, stores, restaurants, office buildings, common areas of apartments, hotels, and other.

2.
Other category includes non-commercial enterprises, transport and storage facilities, car dealerships, motor vehicles, public institutions and other.

3.
UCR2 Coverage is the percentage of the national volume of crime included in the survey.  

It should be noted that coverage varies between 46% and 59% of national crime; this variation is caused not by random sampling but by how many police forces had the computer capacity to submit data.  However, some patterns in the numbers are very strong.  The contrast between the level of robbery incidents of armoured vehicles and of bank/financial institutions stands out.  Banks and financial institutions were subject to robberies, whether completed or attempted, about 230 times more frequently than armoured vehicles.  The notorious U.S. bank robber Willie Sutton was once asked why he robbed banks.  He famously replied, “Because that’s where the money is.”  Applying this principle would lead to an expectation of more robberies of armoured vehicles than there were.  The most obvious explanation is that the armour and security features of the trucks and the armed guards strongly deter robbery attempts.  

In addition to these two reasons for ATCs to be issued, pure self-defence is also grounds.  The necessary circumstances for an ATC for self protection are imminent danger of death (police protection not being sufficient), and that the possession of a restricted firearm or prohibited handgun can reasonably be justified for protecting the individual or other individuals from death or grievous bodily harm.  No figures on the number of such ATCs have been released.  

REFERENCES

Boyd, Neil.  “Bill C-68:  Simple problem, complex solutions.”  Canadian Journal of Criminology, Vol. 37, Issue 2, 1995, pp. 214-220.

Bureau of Justice Statistics (U.S.).  NCVS Interviewing Manual for Field Representatives.  Washington D.C., February 2003.  http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/pub/pdf/manual.pdf.

Bureau of Justice Statistics (U.S.).  National Crime Victimization Survey.  Washington, D.C., various years.

Cook, Philip J., and Jens Ludwig.  “Defensive Gun Uses:  New Evidence From a National Survey.”  Journal of Quantitative Criminology, Vol. 14, Issue 2, 1998, pp. 111-132.

Gabor, Thomas.  “Canadians Rarely Use Firearms for Self-Protection.”  Canadian Journal of Criminology, 1996, Vol. 38, Issue 2, 1996, pp. 217-221.

Hemenway, David.  “Survey Research and Self-Defense Gun Use:  An Explanation of Extreme Overestimates.”  Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, Vol. 87, Issue 4, 1997, pp. 1430-1446.

Hemenway, David, D. Azrael, and M. Miller.  “Gun Use in the United States:  Results From Two National Surveys.”  Injury Prevention, Vol. 6, Issue 4, 2000, pp. 263-267.

Hemenway, David, and D. Azrael.  “The Relative Frequency of Offensive and Defensive Gun Uses:  Results From a National Survey.”  Violence and Victims, Vol. 15, No. 3, 2000, pp. 257-272.

Kleck, Gary.  Guns and Violence:  A Summary of the Field.  Prepared for the 1991 annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, Washington, 29 August through 1 September 1991.

Kleck, Gary.  “Degrading Scientific Standards to Get the Defensive Gun Use Estimate Down.”  Journal on Firearms and Public Policy, Vol. 11, 1999, pp. 77-138.

Kleck, Gary, and Marc Gertz.  “Armed Resistance to Crime:  The Prevalence and Nature of Self‑Defense With a Gun.”  Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, Vol. 86, 1995, pp. 150‑187.

Kleck, Gary, and Marc Gertz.  “The Illegitimacy of One-Sided Speculation:  Getting the Defensive Gun Use Estimate Down.”  Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, Vol. 87, Issue 4, 1997, pp. 1446-1462.

Mauser, Gary A.  “A Comparison of Canadian and American Attitudes Towards Firearms.”  Canadian Journal of Criminology, October 1990, pp. 573-589.

Mauser, Gary A.  “Do Canadians Use Firearms in Self-Protection?”  Canadian Journal of Criminology, Vol. 37, Issue 4, 1995, pp. 556-562.

Mauser, Gary A.  “Canadians Do Use Firearms for Self-Protection.”  Canadian Journal of Criminology, Vol. 38, Issue 4, 1996, pp. 485-489.

Mauser, Gary A.  “Armed Self-Defense:  The Canadian Case.”  Journal of Criminal Justice, Vol. 24, Issue 5, 1996, pp. 392-406.

Mauser, Gary A., and Michael Margolis.  “The Politics of Gun Control:  Comparing Canadian and American Patterns.”  Government and Policy, Vol. 10, 1992, pp. 189-209.

Mauser, Gary A., and Taylor Buckner.  Canadian Attitudes Toward Gun Control:  The Real Story.  Mackenzie Institute Occasional Paper, January 1997.

McClurg, Andrew J., David B. Kopel and Brannon P. Denning, eds.  Gun Control and Gun Rights.  New York University Press, New York, 2002.

McDowall, David, Colin Loftin, and Stanley Presser.  “Measuring Civilian Defensive Firearm Use:  A Methodological Experiment.”  Journal of Quantitative Criminology, Vol. 16, Issue 1, 2000, pp. 1-19.

Statistics Canada.  Juristat #85-002, Vol. 20, No. 10, November 2000.

Tark, Jongyeon, and Gary Kleck.  “Resisting Crime:  The Effects of Victim Action on the Outcomes of Crimes.”  Criminology, Vol. 42, Issue 4, 2004, pp. 861-909.

Parliamentary Information and Research Service








NOT TO BE PUBLISHED





Projects prepared by the Parliamentary Information and Research Service are designed in accordance with the requirements and instructions of Parliamentarians making the request.  The views expressed should not therefore be regarded as those of the Parliamentary Information and Research Service nor of the individual preparing the project.














(�)	Andrew J. McClurg, David B. Kopel and Brannon P. Denning, eds., Gun Control and Gun Rights, New York University Press, New York, 2002, p. 3.


(�)	Gary Kleck, Guns and Violence:  A Summary of the Field, prepared for the 1991 annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, Washington, 29 August through 1 September 1991, p. 5.


(�)	See NCVS Interviewing Manual for Field Representatives (�HYPERLINK "http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/pub/pdf/manual.pdf"��http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/pub/pdf/ manual.pdf�).


(�)	Gary Kleck and Marc Gertz, “Armed Resistance to Crime:  The Prevalence and Nature of Self�Defense with a Gun,” Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, Vol. 86, 1995, pp. 150�187.


(�)	Ibid., p. 177.


(�)	Ibid., pp. 180-181.


(�)	Ibid., p. 155.


(�)	David Hemenway, “Survey Research and Self-Defense Gun Use:  An Explanation of Extreme Overestimates,” Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, Vol. 87, Issue 4, 1997, pp. 1430-1446.


(�)	Ibid., p. 1431.


(�)	Ibid., p. 1435.


(�)	Ibid., p. 1444.


(�)	Gary Kleck and Marc Gertz, “The Illegitimacy of One-Sided Speculation:  Getting the Defensive Gun Use Estimate Down,” Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, Vol. 87, Issue 4, 1997, pp. 1455-1456.


(�)	Ibid., pp. 1457-1459.


(�)	Philip J. Cook and Jens Ludwig, “Defensive Gun Uses:  New Evidence From a National Survey,” Journal of Quantitative Criminology, Vol. 14, Issue 2, 1998, pp. 111-132.


(�)	Ibid., p. 116.


(�)	Ibid., p. 123.


(�)	Kleck and Gertz (1995), pp. 167�168.


(�)	Cook and Ludwig (1998), p. 127.


(�)	Gary Kleck, “Degrading Scientific Standards to Get the Defensive Gun Use Estimate Down,” Journal on Firearms and Public Policy, Vol. 11, 1999, p. 89.


(�)	David McDowall, Colin Loftin and Stanley Presser, “Measuring Civilian Defensive Firearm Use:  A Methodological Experiment,” Journal of Quantitative Criminology, Vol. 16, Issue 1, 2000, pp. 1-19.


(�)	David Hemenway, D. Azrael and M. Miller, “Gun Use in the United States:  Results From Two National Surveys,” Injury Prevention, Vol. 6, Issue 4, 2000, pp. 263-267.


(�)	David Hemenway and D. Azrael, “The Relative Frequency of Offensive and Defensive Gun Uses:  Results From a National Survey,” Violence and Victims, Vol. 15, No. 3, 2000, pp. 257-272.


(�)	Jongyeon Tark and Gary Kleck, “Resisting Crime:  The Effects of Victim Action on the Outcomes of Crimes,” Criminology, Vol. 42, Issue 4, 2004, pp. 861-909.


(�)	Gary A. Mauser, “A Comparison of Canadian and American Attitudes Towards Firearms,” Canadian Journal of Criminology, October 1990, pp. 573-589.


(�)	Gary A. Mauser and Michael Margolis, “The Politics of Gun Control:  Comparing Canadian and American Patterns,” Government and Policy, Vol. 10, 1992, pp. 189-209.


(�)	Neil Boyd, “Bill C-68:  Simple problem, complex solutions,” Canadian Journal of Criminology, Vol. 37, Issue 2, 1995, pp. 214-220.


(�)	Gary A. Mauser, “Do Canadians Use Firearms in Self-Protection?”  Canadian Journal of Criminology, Vol. 37, Issue 4, 1995, pp. 556-562.


(�)	Thomas Gabor, “Canadians Rarely Use Firearms for Self-Protection,” Canadian Journal of Criminology, Vol. 38, Issue 2, 1996, pp. 217-221.


(�)	Gary A. Mauser and Taylor Buckner, Canadian Attitudes Toward Gun Control:  The Real Story, Mackenzie Institute Occasional Paper, January 1997.


(�)	Mauser (1995), pp. 556-562.


(�)	Gary A. Mauser, “Armed Self-Defense:  The Canadian Case,” Journal of Criminal Justice, Vol. 24, Issue 5, 1996, pp. 392-406.


(�)	Statistics Canada, Juristat #85-002, Vol. 20, No. 10, November 2000.


(�)	See Hansard, Number 022, Friday, 12 May 2006 at 12:05.  Available at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.parl.gc.ca/39/1/parlbus/chambus/house/debates/022_2006-05-12/han022_1205-e.htm" ��http://www.parl.gc.ca/39/1/parlbus/chambus/house/debates/022_2006-05-12/han022_1205-e.htm�. 





PAGE  

_936445059.doc
[image: image1.png]CANADA

LIBRARY OF PARLIAMENT
BIBLIOTHEQUE DU PARLEMENT







