Boris Karpa’s comments about the GUN CONTROL NETWORK EDUCATION PACK 
I study in Tabeetha School, run by the Scottish Church in Jaffa, Israel. It is run according to British standards, so I study for A-levels. I’m 18 years old. I do not own a gun, nor am I eligible to own one (Israel has very strict gun control, with needs-based licensing and any other gun control measure imaginable). There’s no gun lobby or gun debate here. Only around 4% of the population own guns privately (Around 265,000 out of a population of more than 6,000,000). I have been interested in how the gun debate unrolls in other countries. Here’s a bit of my opinion on your Student Education Pack. I’m a student, after all, right?
  My comments are below in italics.

1. THE GUN CONTROL DEBATE

Guns are dangerous objects.  They have the potential to:- 

Damage property

Frighten people

Injure and kill animals and birds

Injure and kill humans 
That’s why most people are scared of them  -  but the potential power of guns to frighten, damage, injure and kill is exactly what makes them attractive to some other 
people.

From those gun-enthusiasts I have spoken to, this might not always be the case. Many are interested in guns because of their “cultural value”. Weapons and interest in them have been a part of human culture for years. Some people associate guns with the carnage they unleash in irresponsible hands,  others – with the violence they may prevent in the hands of the responsible. Remember – the fact that you are part of the first group, doesn’t mean that other people are too. Some gun enthusiasts are sadistic maniac that collect guns for their capacity for evil, but others don’t. From my acquaintance with these people, most of them don’t. 

Most guns are designed specifically for killing, to be used by the military and police.  In the wrong hands they are the tools of crime and terror.  
Actually, you are not exactly right. First of all, the prime purpose of most guns is to deter an attacker, criminal and invader. If the army didn’t have guns, we’d be invaded by somebody who did. But the fact that the army uses guns to protect us doesn’t imply they are using them to kill. The ability to do so is usually sufficient. Second, most types of guns used today  were invented to be used by civilians, e.g.

The first machineguns were used for shooting passenger pigeons,

The first revolvers were made and marketed for civilians in the U.S.A,

One of the  first submachineguns, the Thompson, was only adapted by the U.S. Army after it acquired popularity with the citizenry,

Most semi-automatic rifles (except two or three designs) are strictly civilian in nature,

And so on, and so forth. The actualy difference between a civilian and a military weapon is purely political. 

Civil societies control dangerous objects in the interests of everyone’s safety.  Guns should not be an exception, yet the issue of gun control is controversial.

The problem is how to balance the right of ordinary people to be safe from gun violence, and the wishes of gun enthusiasts to own and use guns.    

Whether I agree with your argument or not, isn’t the idea that the right of ordinary people to be safe is contrary to the right of gun ethusiasts to own and use guns exactly what you trying to prove? In that case, why are you assuming that from the start?

In most developed countries gun ‘rights’ are restricted.   To get a licence people usually have to prove they need to own guns  (for sport, hunting, vermin control and, more rarely, for self defence).  They also have to prove they’re emotionally and mentally fit to use them.   

In the United States some people say it’s their ‘right’ to own guns because it’s included in the Second Amendment to their Constitution.  But not everyone believes that, and there are always debates about it.   The issue has recently come to the fore again because Attorney General John Ashcroft has advised interpreting the Second Amendment in favour of gun owners.

The gun control debate is about how much everyone’s safety is compromised by the people who have guns.  Gun enthusiasts say screening procedures are there to make sure that all legal gun owners are trustworthy and competent people and OK to own even the most dangerous weapons without causing risk to the public.  But medical and psychiatric experts say screening procedures can’t predict the future behaviour or state of mind of a person who applies for a gun licence. 

The experts are right – licensed gun holders kill and injure many innocent victims.  

<References to Michael Ryan, Thomas Hamilton, Martin Bryant, Robert Steinhäuser omitted to save space>

Many innocent victims? The examples above where of single, isolated nutcases, at least one of which  (Hamilton) was legally supposed to have his guns confiscated long before he had commited his crime (being that he was linked to child abuse). More to the point, the licensing and, even more so, registration of a weapon, discourages the owner from comitting a crime with that particular weapon (whatever its effect might on other forms of crime). Here in Israel I know for fact that crime with legally owned guns is almost non-existent. As far as the British Home Office says, only a miniscule fraction of British gun crime is with legally owned guns. Another interesting comparison might be with Russia where less than 5% of all gun crime is commited with legally held guns. (Russian Ministry of the Interior). In general, criminals use guns that they stole or illegaly manufactured, because of  the cost difference.
Data from several countries show that the level of gun violence is linked to the level of gun ownership, (see International Aspects) so more guns mean more risk, for gun owners themselves as well as other people. – 
From which countries did you collect this data? Gun violence (which is, by the way, only a subset of violent crime in general) is dependent on many factors. For example, let’s compare the murder rates (per 100,000) of a few randomly chosen countries:

The Netherlands (1998): 10.87 (!)


Luxembourg (2000): 14.01 (!)

Switzerland (2000): 2.25



Israel (1998):


2,22

USA(2000): 5.51 

These are drawn up  randomly from  the INTERPOL website. The dates are the last years from which reports have been available on the website.

American gun enthusiasts see things differently.  They say more gun ownership means LESS crime.  But there’s very little objective support for this view, and most academic research says the opposite is true.

This opinion is not limited to Americans – or gun enthusiasts. And the scholars who support it are not such a small minority that it would be safe to disregard them. Some of the people who, in their works, have supported (wrongly or not) the opposite view are:

Valeri Polozov, expert in the Security Committee of the Russian Duma, author of the book “Weapons in a Civil Society”,  last published in Moscow in 2001, now available for downloads in Russian.

David Kopel, author of “The Samurai, The Mountie and The Cowboy: Should America adopt the gun controls of other democracies?” (Book of the year 1992, awarded by the American Society of Criminology)

Chief Inspector Colin Greenwood of the West Yorkshire constabulary, England, who in his book "Firearms Control," claimed that as a consequence of harshly restrictive firearm laws affecting the British public, criminal violence had increased 196% from 1981 to 1992.

Joyce Malcolm, author of “Guns and Violence: The English Experience”

John Ross, author of “Self-Defense laws and violent crime in the U.S.”

And so on, and  so forth. These are not the only people whom I refer to. 

The gun lobby say they like guns and shooting, and if they want to have dangerous weapons we should let them.  They say they have a ‘right’ to own guns if they want to.  They don’t look at how dangerous it is, or how it affects other people.
That is not entirely true. If you look at the gun lobby historically, more and more people are in it because they believe ’ gun rights’ will make people safer. Also, many people who are not gun enthusiast support or have supported gun rights. For example, I may mention Malcolm X, Condoleeza Rice, Oliver Stone, Harry Browne, and Ron Paul (no particular order). If you want to argue you point more successfully, you have to counter their view, not ignore it.

To find out more about the main arguments for and against gun control see:

<list of books omitted from analysis>

2. THE CAMPAIGN TO BAN HANDGUNS, 1996-1997

<campaign summary omitted from analysis>

What about the information that’s coming up about the 100-year ban? 

3. PARLIAMENT

<omitted from analysis>

4. CRIME FIGURES

Because of tight gun control the British gun crime figures are low in comparison to many other countries, but low numbers are always subject to fluctuations that aren’t always statistically significant.

As I pointed out earlier, many other countries with gun control tougher or as tough as Britain have higher official murder rates. However, when speaking of  violent crime in general (of which gun crime is only a subset), a recent U.N. study comparing the violent crime rates of the worlds top 20 industrialised nations puts the U.K. on the first place. As I recall, the UK violence rate was climbing consistently at least for the last 50 years.
See Chapter 3 of Criminal Statistics England and Wales at http://www.official-documents.co.uk/document/cm50/5001/5001.htm
The latest figures for Scotland from the Scottish Executive (2000) show:

· A total of 938 recorded offences in which a firearm was alleged to have been used, the lowest such figure since 1979

· An air weapon was the most commonly used firearm.

· The number of offences involving the alleged use of a pistol/revolver decreased from 161 in 1999 to 93 in 2000, the lowest number since 1995

Data from the Scottish Executive Statistical Bulletin Criminal Justice Series CrJ/2001/5 (Sept 2001) http://www.scotland.gov.uk/stats/bulletins/00110-00.asp
Earlier reports can be accessed via http://www.scotland.gov.uk/stats
The most recent annual British Crime Survey 2001 shows overall crime fell by 12% between 1999 and 2000, violent crime by 19%.  The full British Crime Survey 2001 is at http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/pdfs/hosb1801.pdf
OTHER FIREARMS STATISTICS

Firearms statistics for England and Wales 1999-2000 are at http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/pdfs/hosb1101.pdf

5. CURRENT ISSUES

Replica weapons

<omitted from the analysis>

· Replicas encouraging very young people to become interested in guns

What’s wrong about being interested in guns?
<omitted from the analysis>

Replica guns are illegal here in Israel. No effect on crime or terrorism whatsoever.

Air weapons

<omitted from the analysis>

The Home Affairs Committee took evidence on the use of air guns in 1999, and recommended to the Government that they should be licensed.   The present Government haven’t done this, partly because of worries about the cost of licensing air guns and hours of work it would involve.  But many people, including gun control advocates and animal welfare groups, believe the cost of air rifle crime makes the expense and work involved in controlling them very worthwhile

They did it in Israel, and it didn’t work.

Deactivated weapons

<Omitted>  

They did it in Israel, too. Same result.
Minimum age for shooting

Under present law children of any age can use weapons and shoot if they are supervised.  Some shooting organisations encourage children to handle guns by talking about shooting as fun.  But some people believe getting interested in guns at too an early age can lead to an unhealthy attachment to guns.
What is an “unhealthy attachment”? Is a model plane collectors’ attachment to his toys “unhealthy” (even though he wouldn’t do a day without them)? Define “unhealthy”  please?

  They think such dangerous weapons are not safe for children.  In 1999 The Home Affairs Committee recommended that the Government should bring in a minimum age for using real guns.  The Government didn’t do anything about this.
Because the Ministry of Education claim such practices are very healthy and educative. 

Field sports

Field sports (game shooting, deer stalking) and clay pigeon shooting have not been affected by the recent legislation, and there aren’t any proposals to ban any of these shooting activities.

Some concerns about the firearms used in field sports have been raised by gun control advocates and by the Home Affairs Select Committee.1  

These include:

· The way shotguns are licensed means that a shooter with one licence can have a lot of shotguns.  This encourages owners to have more guns.

How does letting people have more guns encourage them to do so? How does letting people do something encourage them to do it at all. I may, legally, own a whole bunch of porn videos (which are obviously a bad thing). Does that encourage me to own them?

The use of multishot rifles and shotguns – guns that fire more than one shot without reloading are significantly more dangerous.
Probably, but such guns are necessary for most shooting sports.

1For details of the evidence given to Home Affairs Committee, the Committee’s Report and the Government’s response see the links under Parliament.

6. INTERNATIONAL ASPECTS

Data on firearms and violence

Data on firearms and violence is being collected from countries all over the world.  The data allow comparisons to be made between countries and the relationship between gun violence and gun ownership to be analysed.  

These comparisons indicate that there is more gun violence in countries such as the United States where there is more gun ownership, and less in countries like Japan where firearm ownership is very tightly restricted.

Again,  gun violence is a subset of other violence. Moreover, such comparison is pointless because the situation with violence is affected by such factors as culture, economics, etc. etc., and not only gun control. It could only be reasonable if you compared different regions with similar cultures (various parts of the US, or Austria vs. Germany), or, even better, the same country before and after a new gun law, and even that isn’t necessarily scientific (a lot of former Soviet republics has seen sharp drops in crime after relaxing their gun control).

Campaign to restrict the global trade in small arms

As many as 500,000 people are killed each year with small arms, a category that largely equates with guns.  About 200,000 are victims of murder, suicide and “accidents”, often in countries that are, at least nominally, at “peace”.  Another 300,000, most of whom are civilians, die in conflicts.  

Why is the word “accidents” in inverted commas?

And it’s painfully obvious that suicides have nothing to do with our problem (see Japan).

<omitted from analysis>

Plans to prevent states selling guns to rebel groups were blocked by the United States.  For a report see http://www.un.org/events/ref40.htm
And they did it to allow those groups who might need to defend themselves from oppression and genocide to do so. Quite a good cause, I think.

<omitted from analysis>

IANSA, http://www.iansa.org; International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War, www.ippnw.org; Saferworld, http://www.saferworld.co.uk; Oxfam Cut Conflict http://www.oxfam.org.uk/campaign/cutconflict/index.html
As far as I know, the Cato Institue is also part of the IANSA. Their adress is www.cato.org
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