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Tl.u; En'ECT Ot' Gt::-: AV,\IL,\IIILITY os ROBSr:.RT ASP ROllBEnT MURDEn: A 

CIWtlIR)U"TlOS :::TC.llT or 50 Cl"l"lJ>:.a' 

(By l'hiltJ.l J. Cook, A,.,;j:;tunl, !'rorffil<Or of Pollcy Sciences & ~nomics, Duke 
C ui\"en;ily) 

Thill n'H'.·u("h .... a.~ tHlJ.lporlcd by the L.S. Dept. of Justice and the 
Furd, F{'UlICililioll, 1 lUll u'lClcl)led lu llnrl>:u1:l llob.nd and Edw!lJu U, 
JUlie" ill f'.r l.rc.vidilll( ""1111' (.f the dAta. on ""hie!> this study is 
I.UM"!, and to 'hiliJ.l )"'11 for prugranllnirig ~istnnce, Helpful com· 
"H'nt..; nn :m I'nrlil'r dra!t Were received from LnarlCli (lotfe1ter, 
Brian jo'()TI;t, Hilt! AIlII Wit teo 

'.l. INTnODt:CTION 

Firl'lIT11l!1 111"1' 1I1<I'd ill u luql!1' rractiun IIf the violent crimI's of robbery. ft1l.!IAult, 
and IlIurd"r, Thl' ..... Id,·,.prt·/HI /I~ailllhjlity of fiTt'!lrn~. plU'tlcui:lrly btultigulll'. Iu!..", 
fn"llJl'ntly rt'cc,jvf'(1 part of till' blaille fur the extraordinarily high calf'S o( vlolenl. 
crillif''' ill tht· Cnill'd :-;1"1j'~. :lnd til(' vioh'IIL crime 'II'BVe of UIC 1%.S-75dCCAde 
mli)' !alive \)<'1'0 (lwll'·<1 in pllrt by the growtb in the A\'nflnbUity of haOdgulUi in 
urI'"l1l1n'IL~, Advot'ul.·s, of :ltringcllt gUll control hAve long nrgurd thltt the adoption 
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of n prORrllm which mucic it.' rnort;! COR!J~' or j.jm~ c(lIl''llming or lI'gnJly ri!>ky for 
criminl!lli to obt:tin gUlls would have the drcct (If reducing the nrnotlul nnd Ecrious­
De!'!! or \'io]rmt crillletl.1 

This p!lper nnl11y:ws the rclnth:mship betwern glln nvnilability and the crimI) of 
robbery. which i6 oefined M t,heft or nHcrnptcrl t.1I(:!t through violence or the tim.':lt 
of violence. The imporinnCQ oi guns in robbery ill indicnted hy thefnct thnt {ony­
fh'c p(~rcent. of roI)Vcrit'1i reported 1.0 the police nrc pCI'petmted with n gun (nlmost 
nlwltys a hnndgun), and thnt gun robllcri(!s nre milch more Jikcl}' to n'sult in the 
d(!l!tt, (>f· the vicUm thrill roblJeri~!I committed with other weapoull. The major 
findillgll of this study, bfl~'~d on un cxt{'nl'live unnlysill of intercil;l' oifTer('ncrs in 
the rat'-" of rniJl)(,I'.\· and roJ)l)ery Inllrdllr, fire: (I) t1wt 1111 incrt::nse in lhl! den!'it:; 
of gUl\8 ill II. city hUll 110 dreeL on the ovcntll robbery rntc bttt. is associlltcd with nn 
increase in the fmction of robberies which in\'f)lve 11 gun; (2) the per cupita rate:; 
o( gUll find lIongun TobbelY lIlurder nrc nenrly prop"l'tionale ncroi'S c:ilil's to the 
rat{,!1 of gun nnd nOllgull robbery, TCIi!)eetiVCIYi (3) the~e two findings, t.ogether 
with the fact thnt gun rolJ1Jel'irs im: II lllt>sL tllr!'c tiUIf'S us likely to r(.'sult in the 
death (,f th,) victim (IS nongun roblJcril's, imply thnt t.he pel' capita l'nte of robbery 
murder increll!!('s with the dellsity of glln!'! in n city-n rc~ult which flI50 cmcrgl's 
frOIll n direct unalysis·of the dnln. '1'11(';;;; findings arc cert:lill!), f(-levallt. to the 011-
going debate over the wisdom of ndopling more stringent gun control mensures, 
but .00 not yield predictions about the emcne>, of ndopting any particular gun 
cont.rol strategy, However, my results do suggest the prediction that, if II; Wtl,r 
could be fOllno to reduce the density of handguns in a cit.y, thcn this reductit)n 
would nmeliornt.c the seriousness of the robbery problem. 

The theoretical find empiricnl npproach uscd in o!.'veloping these results rna}' 
be of interest. as 11 contribution to the largely neglected study of how the avail­
aIJility of "illputS" into the crime product ion process influences the level and struc~ 
ture of crime rates, In robbery, the important inputs other thnn labor aTe wenpons 
and "t:lrgcts," nnd the terms Ori which thesc inputs are avnilnble appears to 
bu\'e 11 mlljor influence on robbery patterns. "'enpon availability is measured herl.' 
by a new city gun density index, which should have .nppJications in a number of 
other context:;. 

This puper is orgnnizcd as follows: 
B. Description of Robbery and Robbery Data 
C. Theoretical Issues in Gun AvuilnbBity and Robbery 
D. Construction of the Gun DcnsiL\' Inde,;. 
E. lJctcrminnnt,g of Intercity Dilferenccs in Robbery Rllte 
F. Hobuery :-'lurders 
G, Conclusions 

1. Definition: 

The Uniform Crime Reporting Hnndbook dcfinC.'l robbery as "the. taking or' 
attempting t.o !:lke anything of vnlu(; from the eMe, custod)', or control of a person 
or penson" by force or threat of (orce or violence nnd/or by putting the victim in 
re~:r (p,14)." . 

This definition includes n wide variety of incidents, rnnging from thr: strong nrlll 
I thl'ft of u student's lunch mOlle)' to bunk holclups and truck hijnckings. The di~­

tinction between robbcry and "lareency- from the person" rests on. whethcr the 
victim rl'sists-a pursEsnatching becomes n robbery if the woman at.tempts t.e hohl 
ont.e h('r pur:;c and n strt/l!:~le ensues. A burglnry ("unlawful entry of n structure to 
commit. a felony or a thetttl

) is classified as a robbery if n resident of the buildinB' 
(:onfronts the burglnr nnd thc burglar nttempts to int.imidate the r€;sident. A large 
fruction uf residentinl robberies nn': inlerrupt,ed burglaries.2 

A robbery incident whieh results in the death of the victim or which includes a. 
rnpe is counted by the FBI as a murder or rnpc, not M l\ Tobbery. . 

• ::;~e !\cwlon nnd Zllllrlng (19()Il). 
I !{ep~t~o (19721. 
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2.·1l0bbery Dnln:1 

Robbery weapon: 

~~r, ~. oi oi h.r:::::::::: ::::: :::::::: :::::::::::::::: :::::: ::: ::::::::::: ::: 
Unarmed ...•.•.....••.•.•••...•...•••...•.•.•••. '" .•...•... _. _ ..• _.,._._. 

p.,cenl 
rUlilltnlln 

Percenl v1c\lm 
wilh .ltaek hospllaliuhon' 

23 
40 
73 

26 
22 
9 

The most cvmprchcnsivc sourcc or clat.a on robbery rni!';; and patterns Ilre the 
reports to the Fill made by ciLiell participaf.ing in the Uniform Crjme Heporling 
system. In recent .,·ear:>, Il series of criminnl v;cLimiz:lti')n !'urvc:ys ha.~ 1)('('11 
conducter! hy the C"nsus Bureau to !';upplement the Uniform Crime Reporting 
syst.crn. A natiollwide sun'CY has been conduc\.ed eV('ry "i:t rn'Jllth~ "ince ]!)7:J, 
:1Ilc1 special sllrvey:; have been conducted Sil 20 large cilie.,;} It remains nn ope/l 
que:;tion whet,her t.he crime sun'ey~ yield a lIlorn accurate rcpn· .. wntatio/l of 
interlcmpofnl and cros~-:;ccli(J/l crimc p!1tterll~ t.han thc Ulliform Crime Hep(lrt:', 5 

but the question i~ moot. for the an:t1y:;is pre.:'ented here: the t wenty-si:t cilit·, 
which have becn sun'eyed do not con~titute a large enough sample on which 10 
bno;e n comprehensive nnaly:;is of intercity robbery patterns. "'hilc I do usc de­
~criptive statistics from viclimiz:lt ion survey data -on occa-;ion, rno;:t,SlJ the 
empirical work is bn.~erl on 1975 UCH. robbery dal.'\ for the 50 largest cities . 
. There nrc S()riou~ dOllbt.~ concerning the accurncy of t,he UCH. <Iat.a, M anyone 

who hn.~ eycn n nO'ldding ncquait:U1ce with the criminology Jiternlure mU6~ 
knotr.S The robbery count published hy the UCR for each eit,:l' is the numh(~r 
reportcd to the FBI by the: city police department. ThiQ number is ~U!;pect, 
primarilY becau~e a Inrgc fmcUon of robberies (especially the lei'S seriou~ 
incidents) nrc never rcported to the police. Furthermore, thr~ police depurtmcnl~ 
rnn,y not c1n.~8ify incidents Ilccuratcl~' (note the suht.lelie:rof clns~ification describer! 
nbuye), and in ~ome cases may f/lil to report nil known incidents to the Fl:ll 
for politiclll or other ren.~ons. These problems of underrcporting cletrnct frolll thc 
confidence which should b.) placed on nny cross-section nnalysis of UCR stlllistics; 
if there nrc sY:ltemntic intercity dlITerenees in the degree to which robbery mle:; 
nrc IInderreported, then the rlat.'l will ~'i~ld /I biased impres:<ion of the importance 
of VlLrioU5 city,chnracteristics in innuencing the true robbeQ' rate. 

3. Robbery Trends nnd Patterns: 

Robbery is predominantly n crime of the large clUes: 05 Jlercent of all robberies 
occur in cities with populalion exceeding 250,000 (which .coll\:lin less than olle 
qUllrter of the U.S. population), and 18 percent of all U.S. robberit':; :Ire cOlllmitted 
in New York City alone. . . 

A majority (56 percent) of big cit~, robberies rcported to the FBI in 197;') 
occurred on thc street, 14 percent in re::idellces, and the remaining 30 percent 
ir1\"olved commercial targets. An analysi .. of the "·iclimization "un'e~' dalu for 2(j 
cities conducted by Cook (1970) found that the typicnl stre('i robb'Jr)- was 
committed by two or mQre Ncgro male youths: 84 percellt. uf these rubberi!':; 
invoh'ed nonwhite oITcn't1ers, 53 percent involved youths nged l('ss than 21, 63 
percent iovolved two or more oIT(:nders (though the vict.im was nlmo:!t nlway:; 
alone nt the t.ima of t.he robbery). The typical victim was lIlalt (64 perccnt), 
white (62 pcrcent), Ilnd aged 25 or more (02 percent). 

4. Seriousness: 

The number of robberies reported to the FBI hns more Ih:1II tripled since 
1905, and ,,;ctimizationrntC'.8 in some of the most robbery-proll(' cities (Detroit, 
Boston, Newllrk) Ilre IlS high IlS { pcrecnt pcr yenr. The seriou:;lJ(.-,;.s oC the robbery 

• SOUlP oC the •• data are published In Crime (rs the United Btale •• 
• SI'(' U.S. Dept. oC Jusllee. l!17li, 107Gn, 1070b. 
'S~e l>k0l'nn.lIlH :llld'l1}7:i,l'lenbcrg (10i;). 
'_ Skot"ln (1076). 
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prohlpln i~ not. the rPlllllt o( t hI) direct rC(lnnmic 10!l~ to \·iclim.~-i2 pl)rc('nl or 
lh!; ~Irc!':t rl)hlJl'ril'M r!'l'nrted in lh~ viclimizfI\inn 1'IIrve.,·:\ T!'>lultPII in the lh()ft of 
!I'IIR thnn S.iO.1 Milch JlJOTe impnrtant i.; tho high mtl' of injury nnd <li:nth which 
rC6111t.~ from TIlbhery incidcnt'l, nnd lhe mental IIllgui:<h o( even thn~o Tohbrry 
victim!'! who nrt: not injurel\. Furlh('rmore, the wirle:iprrnd fenr of "crime in the 
Iltrl'et.s," endemic in mO:lt of the large cities, dil'ltortll t.he life style of th!' city 3mi 
hM IIoelnl e03t1\ far beyond the <Iirrct I03~r!!' to actllal robhery victim!'. ·Thnt 
th;!! fenr is wl'lI founded is sugge~lert by the fnet that one out of even· BOVCTi 
mUffler:! in thl! 50 Inrgellt eilie:! W:L'l the rCi\ult of n robhery incident. . 

The likelihllol\ that n rohhery will rC~lIlt in t.he injury or death of the \'iclim 
I~ !'lIbc;tflnlinlly influencelt by I.he tYjJc of wenpon IIRed by the rohhcr. The bel't 
nnta on the likelihood of injury i~ taken from Um victimization surVC"l\ (If the 26 
cities. J~or street robberies reported in UlI!se surveys, gun rohberies hn(1 th~ lowest 
Injury ralc (2.fl perecnl) while the high~st injury mle occurrcl\ in rohberics 
in which thc robber used n club. Tnblc 1 givcs thccornpJcte brenkdown on injury 
rnlc.~ h;\' wenpon lype. Directly comparnhlc rlnta for robbery murd(·rs is nol n\'nil­
nhle. Howevcr, calculntion& bn.~ed on the 1 !li5 UCH. datn for the 50 largest cities 
rcvcnl n clear pattern which r(.'V('r:5C!\ the illlprcs~ion thnt guns nrc "safer" than 
(lthcr weapon, in robhery. Thc fmction of gun rohhericfi which result in the dcath 
()f the victim is 5 timc!! n:.~ high as the corresponding fmction for rnhberic:< 'I\'ith 
()Lher wenpons (including unarmed): consequently, while Icss thnn hali of rnhh<:riNl 
in\'olvell a gun, fully two-thirds .. r nll robbery murders in\'olved n gun. Table 2 
summnrizes these result.s. 

TABLE !.-!!OURY RATES 1M STREET ROBBERIES BY WEAPON TYPE 

Wupon: 
Gun _ ••• _ •••• _ • __ ._. _ ._. ___ ._. ___ ••• _ •••• - ••••• -_. __ • ____ •• ___ •• -._ 
Knire. _. " __ • ___ ._. _____ •• _. _ ••• __ • __ • __ • __ • ____ •• ____ • ______ ._. __ • 
other weapon __ •• _________ ... ____ •• ___ • __ .. ________ .... __ .... ____ •• 
Unlfmed._. _ ••• _. ___ ... _._._ ••• _. ____ • ___ ._. __ ... ____ • _______ • __ ._ 
All incidents _ •• _ ... _ ••••••••••• __ .. _ •• ___ • ______ • ___ • ____ • _. __ • __ .. 

Pen:enl 01 
viclims incurnn, 

medical eosts 

2.8 
6.6 

IZ.O 
5.2 
6. Z 

Percent 01 
victims incur"", 

medical ctI,ts 
uceedint $1.000 

0.1 
.4 
.7 
.2 
.5 

Source: Table 1()..8 01 P. J. Cook "A Shalelic Choice Analysi. 01 Robbery" in W. Skolan (ed.> Sample Survey. olthl 
Victims 01 Clime. 8allinitr, 1976. • 

TABLE 2 

Gun robberi .. ___ .,. __ •• __ •••• ____ • ______ • ____ •• _ •••• _____ .... __ • __ •••• _ 
!loniun rob beri e' _ • ___ .... _. ___ • _. ____ • __ • _ •• _ .. _c ___________ • ___ • ___ ••• 
A"lobbe, ies ____ • __ ... _ ._. __ •••••• ___ • __ ... _____ ... ___ ••• _. __ • ______ • __ 

Robbery mUlders' 
I.!IOO robber ie, 

with slaled 
weapon tyle 

7.66 
2.11 
4.84 

Sou,ce: Unpublished UCR d.l. on homicide, .nd robbelies in the 50 lar.e,1 cili ... 

Robbery murders! 
100.000 

popuiltron 

2.29 
1.07 
J. 36 

Tnhles 1 nnd 2 givc \'rry diITerrnt imprC'S!'i(lns of the relnt.ive dangero\l'n~ of 
guns in robberies. Could it be t.me HuH gun robbers nre 1(,!15 likd.,- to injure 1\ 
victim bllt. much more likelv to kill him thnn ot.her robbers? The difference is 
nllll(lsL eertflinlYTlo/ the rrslI(t of diITerrn<:es in the datil ~Ollrct's: indeed, since ~JD 
rohheriC'S nrc morc likely to l.ic rcp\1rted t(1 I he policc t.han n(lnglln robberies, I the 
tme disparity betweC'n gun nud nllngun robbery murder rnt.cs/IOOO robberies ill 
iar(Jr.r thnn that n'portcd in Tnble 2. I helievc the correct c:l:plnnation is the 
following: nongun robberies nrc much more lik('Jy than gUll rohberies to be initinted 
by nn :llisnult on the .... ictim (as connoted by thc terms "mugging "and "yoking"!.' 

'CCI(lk (lllill). 
• Zlmrln/: (lllTi). 
• Till" ('Inlm IR Tcrlf!('(\ liT rC~!lltn rcported 10 Cook Bod ~ftf.ln (11711) •• Tn!>le X,_ 2. Fur 

rohherl~. ""'olrlng ndult rimle (llIcod~1'I! rcr'ortet! In the NAt onnl Crime I'nnel hou~ebold 
Tlcllml7.ntlon Hnn'eyn, the follo\\'lug rc~nltn "'ere obtnlned: It .lIoultl be not.d 1I1nt "gull" 
robhl·rl~. are th!;>se In "'hkh nt kost olle of the olfcnders bnd a gUll (.DO"t rObberle" are 
('"mmIUed by t'l'<O or more otrCDllcrs). An attnck In Il gnll lobhcr), Dlny tht'rt'fort' IDn,h'e 
nllllth"r 'I",·nl'on. It the nlt"ck do,," IDToh'e a guo. It mn,. he In tile form of clubblnl!' aT 
J11"tnl·whlpplng. rntber thnn shooting. Injury resulta In the Becond colullIn should ~e Inter· 
preted nccordlngly. 

weweS&h' Wt'tO 
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Huch an at.tack i~ .not !1r.::dcd in ~ K~n. rohhery in. n~o!lt CMClI hc!calJSC thn difiplay 
of the gun IR RufficICnt In Il~cIr t{) mtlmllJatr. the vlctun. In thr. rr:lntivcly few casCll 
where the gun rohher actually RhootA the gun, however, it ill much more likely to 
inflict deadly harm on the victim than nn nUack with Romo other Rort of weapon. 
Some eyidence for thie explanntion iR found in Tahle I. which indicalCll that I,he 
3eriou8 injury. rnte (medical costA exc(!Cding ~tOOO) In gun rohhcriCli ill rclnliveh' 

• high when eompured with the overall injury rate. The wC'apon-linked murder 
pattern is n continuation of this "trend." -

C. Tln:ORP-TfCAL fSSUP-R 

The term "gun nvailability" nppeam ireqllently in the Congrcssionnl hearings 
and scholarly literature dealin~ with glln control. Reducing gun availahility, nnd 
pnrticularly reducing the availability of handgunR to polentinl criminuls, is the 
proximale objective of the range of gun control policies which Bruce-Briggs (1976) 
has lahelled the "interdiction" strntegy: policies which include licensing and . 
registration, mandatory waiting periods hetween purchase and tranfifer, hans on:' 
mail order sales" and c"en total bans on private posRl'fi.~ion. . 

Ideally, interdiction policies could he designed and implemented 60 as to 
discriminate hetween legitimate and criminnl usc.'l, preserving the public/ll acceSR 
to the (ormer while eliminating the latter. In practice, dei!!crimination policiell 
take the fonn of prohibiting certain. categories of individuals from ncquiring or 
posl>cslling firearms. The current fcdcrallaw,l the Gun Control Act of 19(18 (GCA), 
adopts this discrimination strategy; the GvA mnkes Irun Dosscssion by a felon or 
ex-mental patient iJlegal, and furthemlore makes it ii).cgn[ for gun denIers (0 5e II 
guns to anyone "they have rea.o;on to hc!ie\'e~' is a felon, ex-mental pntient, or 
minor (age less than 21 in the case of handguns).lo In an effort to mnke the dis­
crimination strategy more effective, nnd to fneilitate the C'nforccment of litate and 
locnl gun control ordinnnces, GCA bans mnil order gun snles and required thnt 
handguns he purchnsed in the buyer's !!tnte of residence. Denlernnre required to 
he licensed by the federal government (Bureau of Alcohol, Tobncco, and Firearms) 
nnd 1.0 keep recordR of nil sales; people who only !!ell n few gun!! per yenr arc not 
required to be licensed and arc not governed hy the "ame restrictions aR dealem. 

A number of stntC's nnd cities have adopted ordinnnceswhich strengthen 
the fC'dernl Inw in various wnys. Tnble 3 summarizes the laws v .. hich npply in the 
30 largest cities. Wilh a fcw exceptions, stote n~d locnl ordinances have adopted 
the discrimination strategy. For example, states anrl cities which require hanflgun 
huyers to be licensed have typienll}' issllcd such licenses to most nil applicant!! 
after a brief effort to check criminal record!!, with no intent of inhihiting glln 
sales. Stntes which have adopted a waiting period between purchase ancl transfer 
nrc in elTect nttempting to discriminate against buyers who might be in the 
middle of an argument and need a cooling off period. 

Discrimination policies are not intended to recluce tjle stock or the 110w of new 
handguns into a Jurisr!iction. There arc large differences in gun rl!'nsity among 
cit.ies, with Southern and Mountain Rt:'gion cities tcnding to be relatively high 
nnd cities in the Northeast and Far West relatively low (sec Table 5 below). 
These differences surely reflect differences in demnnd rather than differcncell in 
supply or legal restrictions for the most purt. 
~ The alternatives to a discrimination strntegy arc any of a nllmber of policies 

designed to reduce the density of hnnd~tJns, which I will term "disnrmament" 
policies. Examples of disnnnnment policlcs include restrictive licensing (Boston. 
New York City), a ban on cheap hn/'Jdguns or other means of raining th!;! mini­
mum price at which guns can be acquired (e.g., gun registration fees), a han on 
the acquisition of handguns (recently adopted in Wa1'hington, D.C,), or n totnl 
han on priv.ate posseS8ion. Such policies receive sllpport from people who helieve 
that effective gun control cannot be achiever! through discrimination policies . 

The two milin arguments arc: (I) Diseriminntion policiC'1' arc ineffective he­
CAUS!' It is Irnpossihle to prevent (C'lons and minors from obtnining gllns when 
gun:'! arc readily nvailable to c\·eryone eh;c--the markC'tis too "Iraky," ami (2) 
Many glm crimC's (m; we1l as gun ncrident~ nml glln SlIiciries) arc committed hy 
adult:! who nrc ncithrr ex-felons nor ell-mental pntients, an(1 hence can ohtain a 
glln )egnlly under GCA provisions. Reccnt scholarly slmlies which have nttemptcd 
to Assess t.he effcctivenc:IS of current state and local ordinancC's tend tosUp)lOlt 
the claim thnt thcst' ordinAnces have heen ineffective at reducing cri me.1I It is 

r.' 

j-

,. For a comprphcDsl'l"r rIl"cus~lon ot the leftnl nntcce,lent~. JlolIlI~. nnl1 dfrrlR or the 

OCA. 8..., Zlmrlng (11175). ._,_. r'-11 ~h".'''lr11no (l97U) .. nd Murray (J1l7!!). 

_~~ .......... __ ~_.' • __ .... _e. __ ·' __ .. _~ ___ ~. 
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noL clear whether'thl'se ordinanc!'R arc ineffective as a result of n fundamental 
deficiency in their deRign, or rnthi-r simply been lise they hnve not been enforced 
ndequntcly.u 

Only a Cew evnlllntions of disarmament policic:I have been publishecl. Since 
the first serious rec!'nt effort to disarm the pUblic in n U.S. jurisdiction hns just 
begun in Washington, D.C.,11 published cvalllntionR hnve been baserl on int~r­
nntionnl comparisons or ~n nnntj:sis of .t~e iI,!,pact or. m\option of ? sLringcnt gun 
control statute In a forclgn natIon. Naive II,ternatlOnnl compnrlsons have vir­
tunlly no vallie. For eXn1~ple, S~Vf,~'1 authonl hay!' nscrihcu Jnpnn's extraordinarily 
low murder fIIte to th!'Jf st,nngent glln control stntutes.1I This explanation is 
completely inath:qllate, given (,hnt .Jnpnn's totnl murder rate is much lower than 
the U.S. 71OT/!lUTl murder rntc. In nny ev!'nt, croRS naLional comparisons always 
suffer from t,he difficult,)' of controlling for enllllra} lind other diITcrenecs, nnd 
should he int.erpreted with great calltion. 1S 

Table 3.-State and Local Handgun Regulntions, 1975 

A. State permit to buy 1_ 

Boston 
Buffalo 
Chicngo 
Detroit 
Newark 
New York 
Baltimore 2 

St. Lollis 3 

B. Some State or local requirements-
1. LoolIl permit required: 

Philndclphla 
Cleveland 
1\1 il wa u kee 
District oC Columbia 

2. Local waiting time, possibilit,· of investigation: 
New Orleans -
Minneapolis 
:'IIiami 

3. Statu waiting period required: 
Portland (5 rhys) 
Oakland (iJ rlnyl') 
Sail Fr:l!lcil'co (5 days) 
San Diego (5 days) 
Los Angeles (!l dnys) 
Pittsburgh (2 days) 

C. No regulation: 
Atlnntn 
Dnllas 
Denver 
Houston 

Of I11l1ch gr!'aler inl('r!'Rt iR th!' pol;sihility of !'\':Ilunting th!' ch:ll1g!:'s in \'iolent 
crime rnt.es resulting Crom the adoption of a f'tringrnt rii1'nrmanl('nt Rtntutc,le 

t: ZllI1rlllJ! IllI;;;1 nlltillrurc-lIrIJ!!;" (l!IiG). 
"Th,· oTfllllnllrr II. Ihr n1strkl nr Colnmhln. "'hlrh wrnt Illto r/fcct III 1!l70. bnn. Ihe 

""'IIIlslllolI IIr Irnl"("r II( I)nllli/","," Io~' DIs1r1r1 n·sl<lrlll~. Till' f:lIlIh'nll J~,,,, In Nt'''- York 
RIIII .. IIIIS IIUI"'"c,I II n'"lrklh'" IkclI~IIIJ! "~'~I"III Ihrc1uJ!hotlt 1111,,',1 of Ihr 20th crnlury. 

"1':17.111111 11!)7:!) mn!;'-" \lie CIIIIl}lnrls0l1 willi Jlljl'l1l nml 01llH nnllmls "'hkh IIDYl' ~Irll'1 
J!IIII ('inJlrollfIW":. 

"f.:r,' llrllrr·llrlt:t:~ (l!1,Gl hUlllorous critique of Inll'ronllo"n) "ompnrl~o"". r;C"'~OIl nnll 
r.hllrl"" ,1I~c'II"~ ,lImc-IIIJI!'~ with IlIlrrllnflolllll c·"IIII'"rl"oll •• "I'. 1:!~-12:;. 

I ()rcUJ1nlh.t.~ mlllllh11111~ (hnt ,l.!'11U IIII),'-rs nll.tnSIl n l,,,rrnlr (rom :-ttntf" or lornl nufhnrltlf"II 
hnn' 1"','11 III ,-!f'-"I III )In""nrll1l",-t\><_ ~I'''' York. 111l",,1". )llrhj"n1l. ~!,,, • .l1'f~l'y. ;\1I1r)'11I1I.1. 
~tb.t':lHrl. nJlll :'\ltrfh ('.lrollna f'fl1rr 1!lr,,,, nr Itrenr.'. 

: 'lnryhl1l1l law ,I"llIlr(':o: thnl nn n!I .. )I(·:tUon (or lInluleun tlllrrllnftr hI' to:rnt 10 fhr !'tnt .. 
1'011"" i clll."" I ... fllrr 1I"'/I"IIInl frllll""rll\111. with III 11',,"1 Ihr IKI~"lhlllty IIrnl Ihr f.:lnll' 1'0111'1' 
\\'111 10\"(·:o:th:"lr 11If' I'IITl'hn~rr Hlltl cll:-::tllow thr flHrf'lulfH'. 

!\ !\H~~llnrl Sow rNluhrs; 1hn1 llRllfl,C'lJlI In1Tchn~('rN hn\"f" n Iwrmu froni U1('· t"1l\1nt~·· ",hrrUf. 
hilI ,III". ""l "1,,','1(," Ihr rnlr"orlr. of "ro)llr who nrc' IlIrlll'l 111' In rrN'h'r n I'NIlIIt (hryonrl 
IIItI rf1Qlllrl'l11r'ntJo: 111:1t flu' :11~l'!~r:\nt hf' o( n~ .. nncl or "cnnlr· ·mltrn) (·hnrnrlrr). 

III or Ilnrtlf'ulnr 11l1~q4·:.;1 nrc' f'\"n)lInflou,.: or thf' r(,c,'nt rr:lI+kllowlt nn J!un o,,"urn;hlll nlill 
""" til .Tnlllllh'n 1':,'" Gru.lrc·:;u 11".1 Rllrrhlt:r 0!1711l nllll Illr"rr 11,,,1 Crnllllllll (Ilndfttr,I). 
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although even with n valid !;tue)y or thil! type it i!l difficult to t11'trnct Ir~80ns 
rclevnnt to U.S. policy. In spite of the lnck of experience with eli.~llrlllllment 
policic!l within the U.S., annlysis of Ilvllilllblc U.S. dab can yirld /lHme in!light 
mto the potential effect of Ildopting such IL policy at the nationnl or locn) levcl. 
Since thc main proximate objective for diilllrrnament policics is to reduce gUll 
density, one methocl of predicting the effccts of adopting such n policy i8 to com­
pare violent crime rntes in jUriseJictionR which currently hnve high gun density 
with violent crime rntes in low gun denl'lit.y jurisdictions. Such nn nnnlysis, bn.~ed 
on 1975 data for 50 inrge cities, ill prcRCnted in Rubsequent 8ect.ions or this pl'Lper 
for the crime of robbery. Dut first, it is neccRsary to di!lcUSS threc prcliminary 
qur~'1tion!l: (1) How docs gun density per se affect thc availability or guns for 
robbcry? (2) What effects should we eXP':ct a. reduction in gun availnbility to hnvn 
on robbery rates nnd paUIJrns7 and (3) Is it vnlid to mnke infercnces conccrning 
the potnntial effects oC a disarmamcnt strategy from nnalYRis of recent cross­
section dnta (In cities? 

1. GlIn denlJity and gun p088enion by p.otential robbeTII 
The extrnt to which robbers nrc armecl with gun!! in a pnrticulnr ei!;y is the 

result or a numher of factors which can be usefully cle.ssifierl in t.he usual.demand 
and lIupply Crnmework. 

«(I) Supply.-In a Crict.ionlel'ls market., the notion of gun "availahilit.y" to nn 
individunl purehMcr is eq\Ji~lllenl to the money price of 1\ gun (or vector of 
prices if there arc n variety or tylX'S of g\!nR for :<;ale). The market for ~UnR is Cnr 
from frictionless, however. Transaction!! COllts mny be a particu1:lrly Important 
conRiderntion in nnaly:z;in~ supply eOhdi.tions for th(' kinds of people who constitute 
the great mnjority oC nctlve robhcrs. Tbe mo~t. visihle nnd rradily ncce:;.~ihle gun 
~rllerR nre prCllumnhlv the fedcrnlly Iicenl'rd dealers, who ndvrrli!'(' nnd nrc 
('n.~i1y located hy purc'haselll. However, Iicensrcl denlerR nrc prohihited hy fedcral 
law from sel1ing hanrlguilil to minors or Jlroplc with felony records, nnd further­
more nrc required to rrgist.cr every sale on a form which is sllhject to insprction 
hy the police. While thcse requirements arc no douht wid!'ly violated in practice, 
thry may he sufficient to deter a sullstantial fmction of potrnlial rohhcrs from 
huying from Iicrnsed dC/llerS-1!Specinl1y in cit.ieR nnd states which I'rquirc huyers 
to have a purchnse permit. 

Thc allernntiv!' sources of supply arc the informal "hand-to-h:\Ilr!" market, 
nnr! fenc('l1 of Rtolen merehandise. IT (A hlack mnrket for gunR import!'rl from leR5 
rrRtrietive aren.~ mny he important in the frw eitics, l3uch aR New York, whid,: 
have stringent. regulat.ions on gun purcha,~!,.n) Th(~:;e Rourees oC sllppl~' arr pre­
Rumahly chnrac\.eri:z;cd by l'lignificant lransactionscost.~, clur to the rlimcult~· of 
ll11yrT!, nnd sellers finding ench othrr and negotiating a deal in such mar\,cts. 
Potentinl hUyeTR in the15e mllrkets will ordinarily havlt' to srarch, or simply po~tpone 
purch:ll~e for some length of (ime, hefore encollnteringan acceptnhlr offel' of sale. 
The rrl"ull. is that the t,ypicnl rohber will own n gun-if c\'rr-rluring a smaller 
fraction of his actiye cnreer than would he true if thel'r werr no t.ranl'aclions 
cl)gl~. . 

The crueinl n!;srrtion for the present cont<>xt is that tr'nnl"actions costR arr 
rlircclly relalcd to th(' clrni'ity of gun oWllrrship in n city. Thr ~upply of ~lIns 
In' frncr!' nnd in thr hand-to-halle\ markrt will he relath'r\" "thin" ond erratic 
in citirs with low gun o\\'n\'fRhip rates; thr typicnl huyrr will ha\'(' to Rrorch (or 
wnit.) longer hrforr finding nn "ccrplahl(' rlral in BORton than in Dollas. Hrlativel~' 
high transnctions COllts in low c1rnl"ih· cities would hr expccted to rrduce tho 
gun owncTRhip ratr nmong rohhrTR and other criminols. 

Hohhrr!l can ncquire gU.M hy horrowing, renting, or str;lling thrm as wrll os 
hy pllrchn.~c, hut the rfTect of cit,· gun clcnsit.y on the rase of nrgotiating thsse 
othrr t'Yllr!l of tronl'octions l'hould he much thr ROll1r nl' for plu·chasrl'i:. I'or 
example, a gun originally plirchn.~rd h~' an nclult I1Irlllhrr of thr hOllsrhol.(\ may 
IN' "horro\\'rd" hy n \,(>rnagr son. (l\lor(' than onr-qllar\r'( of nil rolthrnrs nro 

"X"\\,lnll lIlI,l Zlmrlll/:. ChnJl\f'r :1. rCI'(lrl on Ihr hn~IN of n HlllR lInrrl. 1'011 Ihnl o,"'r 
!Inlf c:H l.rrN'1I11 M lonll,l/:une nro' nrqulr .. ,1 u~r,l. Cl\'rr hnlf of lI"r,1 Ilrrllrlll" nrr nr'llllrr<l 
(ruin frlNldtc or ntlirr prh"ntt' pnrtJrfl. 

,- Thr illlrrnll of ..\lroh"l. Tnl ... cro, nntl l"lrrnrm~ lrnrrl1 11\'rr 2.:;00 hnllll,:,,"" ··rec:e!nll. 
r",·"'·N.·o! Ilr ~1'17.rll" h,' Ihr N~w York I'nll..., Ilr"nrllll~nl .1I.rll./: n ~lx·'"OI.lh I',·rlno!. Oilly 
4 rwrr"nl' of Ihr.r /:11';" ,,'rrr IIr.1 "01,1 nt rrlnll In Nt'''' YI.r!; Rtnlr. III ('\11,·. with 11'." 
.Irlll!:rni !:1I1'1 rr/:lliollo"., Ihr Jlrro·N.t of IrIIrr,l /:IIU" orl,:lllolh./: In .Inl,' \\'0" """'h hlJ:hcr~ 
"'/:' ;;n'i! ',II Allonln. R ... , l'r(ljl'<'I J.lrnlinrotllln. ,\TF I' :1:no.J \7./;11). 
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commit.ted by youth!! nged k'l!.~ thnn 18 ycnr!!.) OhviouFly this possihility is more 
likely to he n .... ailnble to nny one teenager in n high density city than R. low deMity 
one. 

It i8 impossiblc to ntl.~CIlS directly the importnnce of these mechnnisms by which 
gun drnaity illfllJellCCS gun availability to robhcrs. It ill no douht true thnt noyona 
who is determined to obtnin n gun will he nllie to do eo, given enough money ~nd 
efforlr-f,he "professional" rol,bCry will not be deterred by the relntively loW' gun 
IlvlliJnbility I have n.'lcribcd to 10wdonsity ciUCIl. But the dHTerence in nvailability 
between 11 low denRity city sllch n.~ Boston nnd n high density city fiuch lIS Dnllns 
may bc enough to det~r n sub~tnntinl frnetion of potential rohhcrs from obtaining 
guns. 

In ndClii.ion to the effects of gun den!lit.y, l\upply conditions arc pot~nlial1y in. 
fluenced by slate and local ordinnnces governing gun trnnsact.lons. St.ates 'which 
requiro buyers t" obtnin a police-i!<!'urd permit before ncquiring n gun mny thereby 
drive more buyers into the informnl Itlarketll (supplied hy unlicensed sellerll) in 
which the purchase permit requirement is readily evndcd in practice. The eIT('ct of 
this increu.se in demand in such mnrkets will be to mise the avernge money pricc, 
thereby r!ldncing t.hc avallnbility of guns to robbers. In the long run, n liceolling 
requirement mny also renuce availability to robbers by reducing the overall density 
of K':Ins in nn nres. 

(b) Demand.-The value oC B gun to an active robber Is tnc Bum of two com­
ponents. First, the Tobber may value the gun as 11 "tool of the trade"-an invest­
ment which will hnve some payolT in the form of increasing the profitability of 
rohhcrie~. If the robber views the acquisition of a gun n5 purely n business proposi­
tion, th'!n he will buy if he encounters nn offer to sell at a price less than the di5-
counted present vnlue of the prospective ineren.se in .net robbery enrnings." RoD­
bers will of course dilTer in their perceptions of how much a gun is worth I\!I nn in­
vestment, depending on how active they plnn to be, their time horizon, and other 
factors. 

The second component of the value of n gun to n rohher ill derived tram a gun's 
other uses. After nil, most handgun owners in urhnn arelL'! arc not robbers; they 
ncquire guns for t.heir yalue in self defensl.', hunting, t.nrget shooting, or simply l\g 

collector's items.'o There is no reason to believe thnt. robbers do not llhare these 
'vnlues to some I.':dent, nlthough Once ngain we would c"pect roobers to be some­
·whnt heterogeneous V;itll respect; to the value plnced on the po~session of a gun for 
these purposes. 

Whether a rohber nctually acquires Ii gun depends on the total value he nUnches 
to gun ownership compared with the moner price nnd trnnsnetion costs of acquir­

'ing n gun. I hnve Argued Above that the overnll gun dcnl!it.y in n city will influence 
the cest of nequisition-is there 111;:0 rt'n.~on to believe that gun density will in­
fluence robbers' demllod for guns? In n l"ense, the answer is yes. CitiCil dilTer very 
widely with respect to gun dcol'ity, for rt'n.~on" which appear to have more to do 
with tradition !lnd culture thnn with the residents' ohjective circumstances. How 
else enn we explnin why 50 percent of urhnn housl'holds in Texas nnd the Moun­
tain slnlCll report owning guns, compared with-only 10 percent. of households in 
New Englnnd nnd the Midat.1antic lltntl'R? To the extent that robbers tend to share 
their urbnn neighbors' tn!'te for gun ownership, then it will be tru~ thnt robbers in 
high gun dcnsity cities will 1I:1.'I."e n greater demand for guns than robbers in low 
drm;ity cities. Thc n['gtlmt'nt is not so mueh that gun density hns n dircct causal 
cITcct on robbers' drmand, but rathrr ihnt the snme cultural factors which io­
tIuence overnll gun densit.y nrc nlso Iikeh- t.o influence the robberR' demand. 

There nre 15l.'vl'rnl cunclu.'jions which {o)low {rom the discussion ahoyI.'. First, gun 
density in n city infilH'nCI'S the "avnilnl)i1ity" (costs of nequisition) to actual or 
pot.()nt.inl robbers. Srcond, robbers living in ciUrs with n high density of gun 
ownership nrc likely to have a grcnl('r drmnnrl for guns thnn robbers in low density 
cities. Intercity rlifft'Tenccs in gun density do not directly cau3e thcse.l!0stuln~1 
difTereocrl1 in dt'mnnd; both nfe the ft''sult. of a lIhnred culture or trndltJon whlC'h 
pinel's wirll'ly diIT(lring vnlue on gun ownrf.!'hip nmong dilTerent regions of the 
country. Third, thl'se demand and stlpply consirit'rntions hoth suggest thnt II 
relntivnly high proportion (If rohhers in high density cities will P05S('!'t< gun!!. 

Whnt eITl'ct will tbl'se hypoth('sizen diITcrrnces in glln ownership rlltes among 
robhers hnve on t,he amount and composition of rohbery rntr:'! In n city? 

U Thl. cnleulnt!!>n mn,. be qlJlt~ complrr In prlodple. Riner Ole ncqul~IlJOD ot iii ~D ~.,. 
~1J!'!llrfl elllln!'!r. In frrquene,- of rohhrr,-. tnr!!r! ".Irctlon,,,,,d nllmhrr of "ccompl1~.: lb~ 
.. hnnll"~ ,.,-l\l In turn enllRe 1\ ehllnJ:e In ext>eclcd In('omr ('ourll'd ...... h ('haD,""'" 10 Ih .. Ib"""t 
Dr Ir.c:lIll'unlRllment nnd Injnr ... nt the hftntlR or n Tlcllm. 

'" Ne .... lon lin" Z!mrlng. Chnptrr 10. 
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t. The efJecL ~I glln poueuion on robbery 
T~e defining tl\8k of robbery lEi to.o\:ereornc th(' victim's nntursl Tl'~is!nn~c fo 

partmg with, bls vnluuhlCll through m!.lmlrlnUon or force. Several \.cchmquell of 
physical intimirlation lire commonly uRed in robfxory, including nctual nttack 
(M ill "muggings" nnd "yokinWl"), nnd tho thrent.ening rlillplay of a wt'npon such 
M a gun, knlre, or club. The probnbility of 8ueCC88 dependm on quickly forrlltalling 
or overcoming renistance on'the pnrt of the victim. If we; t.hink of rOHht'ry ns n 
production procell..~ with robbers, victimR, nnd wcapona 1\8 inputs, the mnrginnl 
product of n gun in robbery enn ho ddined ns the mCrf!aRC in the prohahility or 
successful intimidation (compnred with the most eff('ctive alternntive wC'npon) 
due to the usc of the gun. This marginal product will depenci on the circumst.ances, 
but '01'111 presumnblr be positive in most case.~. A plausible DRsertion ill that. the 
"!arglunl product 0 a gun ill directly reiated to the ahility of t.he victim t{l defend 
hUTlBclf--hlll strength, acce.'!S to wen pOllS and alarml', etc. The marginal product 
wnds to be especially high in a commercial or hank robbery, anel close t.() :r.r..r.Q 
when the victim Is an elderly womnn on the street. The value of a gun's marglniil 
prorluct (VMP) is equal t.o thc marginal prorluct multiplied by the amount, of 
money nnd ~thcr vnluahlCll w~ich cnn be stolen from the yictim if th(' robbery is 
811CC(,8Sflll. SlIlce better defended tar~('ts tend t{l ha'\'l' greater thnn n\'i.orago "loot," 
t.he gun'o VMP incrense1! a fortiori With the ability of the viet.im t.o dcrone) himself. 

The relnCiv{l nttrnctivenellS of dilTerent rohhery t,argets t.hus chnnge8 when a-' 
(potential) robber acquires a gun for Borne rC.lL'lOn; ""ell dl'fl'ndNl, high pnyoff 
targets become much more attrnctive, wbile wrak targe!.'! hecomp only slightly 
marc attractive at best. ConRider the possihle elTects of acquiring a gun: (1) 
Choice of targets unaffected, rohbery technique !;:hnn~e9 to include a gun (wcnpon 
8ubstitution); (2) Change target choice RS well as tecllIlique (t.nrget suhstitution); 
and, if he was not prf1viousJy nctive; (3) Entry int.o the robbcry hUlliness. Given the 
postuln\.cd change in the I c1ative al.tractiveness of tnrget,s, ""C would expect 
target substitution, if it occurB, to in\'ol\'r flUbstitution of better ciefrnurd tnrgets 
for wenker ones. Entry, iC it occurs, would be like)y t.o occur agninst wull drfeneieei 
tar~!!t.s. 

This nnnlysis of Ihe individual robhcr's r('sponRe to the acquisition of a glln is 
a us('(ul bnsis for gcnernt.ing predictions about the effect of t.he adoption of n 
succrssful disnrmament policy in a city. Policy-relevnnt concerns include the 
effect. on the overall robbery rat.e, the ('trrct on thc relaliv(' frcqu('!lc), with which 
guns nrc used in rohhery, anr! the effect on thu relative frrqllcnry with which 
different. tnrget types are robhl1d. 

(a) Robbery Rale~.-The ciTrct of It chnnge in gun availnbility on rohhery rntes 
is not c1par. For' examplr, an incren1'C ill gun availahility may result in some 
pot.cnt.inl robbers "entering" the uusiness, Hut the a\'c:rage rafe nt. which acLive 
rohl}Crs commit this crime mny well decrease as a result of the incr('aR(, in gun 
availahility_ The t.nrgets a\'nilable to gun rohbers t.end to hI' more lucrnli\'t' thnn 
those select.ed by nongun robbers,!! nnd th(' likt'lihooci thnt the robbery will br 
successful is also higher wiLh a gun. The avernge "take" of a gun rohbery is nbout 
two anei one-half times as high as t.he nverage "tnke" of nongun strt'et robheries. 
A rohber who ncquires,a gun, may substitute a f('w lucrative targets for muny I('s$ 
lucrative targets, thereby mnintaining his income while reducing his risk of arr('st 
and punishment. Jt is possible t.hat the av('rnge rate of robbery commi~sion per 
active robber will fnll enough t.o eompensnt.e for the postulateu incrclISe in the 
number of active robbers; if 50, then an increase in gun a\'ailnbility will not cause 
nn increase in the overall robbery ratc. 
. This f1il'cul'sjon cnn he formnlizrci ns follows. SIIPPOl'C thr indh'idllnl rohht'r 
mnximi:o;cs the expecteci valllt' of his IItility for a pt'riofl gh'('n hy 

(I) pU[Y(p,G)T+(l-p)V[Y(p,G)), 

wherr 
t-p= prohahility or bring arrel't('eI alHl pllnll'h('d (n.~~umrrl to occur nt the 

('ne! of the prriod) 
G= indicntor for tht' pm'se1'sion or n glln 
Y= income from robhery, n.o;.'mmrd to un a diffrrl.'ntiab)e function of the 

ri ... k le\'('1 (l-p) chO!'en hy the robu('r. 
U= utility (If rohhrry income if the robber i!l not nrr(,1't.l'(1 anel plmi:<;hrd 
v= utility of rohllery income if the robber is srrt'sterl nnei pllni5r:'~\ 

-----
.. S~ Cook (1I1T6) ror ~ta!l~t1 .... on the bke 'and ~UCCt'~8 ratt'llin roIJ10f'r.r. 
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(2) C/O'» 1'0') 
(3) V,l'>O> V", 1''' 
(4) Yp<O 
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• Th(,~i! n.~~lIInption!" ilJlply illI' following condition for n utility-maximum choic'! 
of Jl (nllil hl'JlcI~ Y): -

V-u 
(5) YP=pu'+O-p) V', 

It i!l crucial in inl('rprl'ling Ihis rC',~IIIl. 10 d"fim' th,' illC(lIIH' loclI!" -y= }'(p, G) 
with some carr:, It ill n~;;IUlII'd that al OJ(' 1l('llillning of I hI' pC'rind the rohhcr 
pC'rcC'ivC':" n vnricl,), of rohl)!'ry opportllnilil'fi, which difTC'r IIccorriing to thc ex­
pC'ctC'd "lal(C''' nllli Hw probaiJility of :tpprt'llI'n~i(l1l 'nnd pllni411nent. Any given 
income lI'v!'1 cnn iJC' l!chi('\'('(1 in n variety of wlI)"Sj for (';mlJlpll', thC' rohhl'r might 
eXJwcL to tnkC' $200 C'lthC'r hy robhillg fOllr ))('opl,' nn till' ;.:lrl'l't or On!\ liquor sLore, 
For ('nch illCOllW I"vc:l Y, the Y-p loclI" n·n,·cts thn lJIinilllllrn-p combmation of 
rohheriC's will nchic\,l\ nt !t'ast that l!'\'pl of totnl incomC', 

The solution for p will in general be different Whl'D t.he TolJhcr own~ 1\ glln 
(G= 1) lhnn when he doc!I not (G=O), The dingrl\m iJIl1strat(~ tlli:" shift, in thl' 
likcly cn.~C' in which ncquisition of n glln incrl'n.~"R thl' robher's illicit mcoml'. 

, Y - income 
Croll 
robbery 

F/Gun .. ) 

p • probability oC 
avoidin! punishment 

Bllt this n'!'IIIL dM~ not imply that thl' IIIlInber of rohbl'Ti!':< commit\('1l !Il1ring 
til!' ppriocl incrC'n.~e~ n.~ a rrsult of til!' 11 cq II i;:il ion of a glln; IhC' Tl'lation!"hip h"I\\'C'I'Tl 
rohhl'TY incomr nnd thC' nlllllhC'T of rllhl)('riC'~ i~ nol. ch'ar, hilt it if' plnll!"i111P that 
thC' "glln" l',lllltion inyoh'(',. fp\\·(·r, mn!'r lllcrath'l' rohhC'rir:" thnn til(' nongull 
)<Ollltioll, Thl' ha!'ic prohll'lIl h('re i~ thnt n ~ill1pl(' llIlwl'ight('cI COllnt nf tl1l' nllmlll'r 
of rohhC'ril':" il' not thC' th('lIretically app!'opriat(· indl'); nf rohlwry I\clh,it~,. II O\\'­
e\'I'T, nppropriatl' ndjll!;tmC'lIts to Ihi~ cOllnt cannot he mlld(' frolll rn'nilahlc daln. 

AnoUI('r Tl':I$On why nn )Ilcr!'a,.c in gun a\·nilnhilil.y (in Ihl' f'l'n~C' of glln (11'I1"ity) 
mny hn\'C' n nl'gati\'C' I'fTect on thl' o\'('rnll rohl)('ry rnt{' i" thnt polentinl rohhf'ry 
victims nrC' morC' Iikl'ly to hI' nrml''' in Citil';; whl'rl' glln nwnl'r:"hip i;: widl'i'prf'ad. 
Thl' prnhnhilil.x. that n rohbcr will hI' killC'd or injllrC'd h~' hi;; victim is small hut. 
not ill!'ignificnnl, particularly in tilt' cn"(' nf cOJllmf'rcial rol)hf'T~·. Such jll;;t iliahll' 
homicldC'" nll11o,,1 alwa~'s nTl' ("ollllllilll'd with 1\ gllll, ~o that. potl'nlial victilll!: in 
high glli! tJ!'I1:,it)' cilil';; :"holll<1 pO~(\ a grC'al!'r tlm'at to rol,J.C'r" thnn in 10\\" 'kn~iLy 
cili,". ' 

TahlC' 4 prc;;!'nts f;\atisli('s on Ihl' Iikl'lihood lhnl II rohlll'r will h(' killNl by his 
victim nr hy nn (·mpl!.),!'(' of :1 commcrci:ll ('ntl'rpril'(". Thl' prohahility is vcry low 
in thl' lo\\' gun or.nsiLy rl'gions (Ihr. NorLhl':lsL nnd I'nrilic ennst citips), hut much 
high('r in thl' Routh lind Midwest(,Tn citi('s whl'TI' gun owneTl'hip is murh more 
(,Olllmon, To put Ihrse dl':lth rn\.es in pcrsp('cth'(', lhe~' c:m he compnT(,cI wit.h t.he 
overnll nnnunl d('nl.h rnt.c for 20 YC':lr olel Negro mnl(':" of 340 P(,T 100,000, 1n 
Atlnntn, fOT CJ(/\Illplf', II rohhC'r in this dl'JIlogrnphir g"oup woulo double t.hc Iikeli­
hond of his denth hy committ.ing se\"('n r(1l)hrril's in II ~·I'nr. The likl'lihoon or n 
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rnhl.li'!r being w(Jundcil hy hill ,{ir.tilll is I"'('HUlllllhly 'HI1IHI 1111111 iplr·.,f tllr' JihlihlHld 
thnt he will Iw. killed. It Rhou\r\ lin notl'r! t hnt. thnsn dll\.n wuultl h:"'I' IWl'n lIIu('h 
more Infomlntivo if it .hnd IX'(ln pORsiIJIIl til ;l(~Jlllm U~ cOI1lIll('rl'inlnnd nonr""llIwr/'inl 
jlJstifinhle homiciuN!. It. may he, fnr eXlllllplc, thnt jURWinhln hnmirilil' rntl'H M(' 1\ 
(unctiol'} of thl! fmetion of rohhcrv tnrl(eh! which hin: IIrllled gllnrd!\ rllthl'r thnn /I 

(unetio'l;, of overnll gun denRity in n city. NnvnrLhl·II·"l1; lhr. IIt~llilltil'R 111'1' 
ndeqllitQ Cor dcrncJnlltr<;;.!ng thllt tim fel\r or 'lUmn victim'lI nhilit,y In rlpfl'ml lh(,l11-

• sclvp.l! should Ill' cOJUlidl'Jred when nnnlyzing deterrent.'!1.0 rohh<.'ry. 

3. MaHng in/c.renU3 from analY3u of cro.,a-8cclt'oll data 
The empirienlllnnlysill which followlI IIlCMUrel! Lhe inwrcity rc1nlionllhip 1",t.w(,lm 

gun densit.y nncl the rate nnd cOl1lposlt.jlln of rohl)l'ry. There ill also n prcliminnry 
nLtcmpt 1.0 men.~ure tho effect oC n reIJuir(:mcnt thllt gun purchullern 10m;!. POS1II'SR n 
licenlle i.~sued by the stnle nuthoritie!l. 

TABlt •• -CIVILIAH JUSTIFIABLE HOMICIDES WITH ROBBERS 1.S VICTIMS 

. -_ .. --_._--------------
II- Northeast: . 

I. He., york ................................................... . 
2. BosIDi~ Bunllo, Newark, Pilbburch (combin.d) ................ ,. 

D. pacirIC: • 
3. los Ion,tles, Oakbnd, Portl.nd, ~h Diero. San fund"", (combined). 

c. Mid·AII.ntic: 
~. !l.1llimore •••••••• _ ............ _ ..... _ ................... _ ... . 
5. W·uhinelo!1 ..... _" ......... _ ••••• _ ....................... _ •••• 

D. MidwO$I-Hiwh·run dunsity dIiO$:' 
6. Cincinn.U ••••• _ ....................... _ ••••••••••••• """". 
7. Cl.vel.nd ................................................... . 
8. Detroit. ..................................................... . 
9. SL Louis: ...... _ ............................................. . 

E. Soulh-H"h·,un d.nsity dUos: 
10. 1.lllnl ....... _ ..... _ ........................ _ ............. . 
11. Houslon ....... _ .......... _._ ............................... . 
12. Hew Orl~ns ...... _ ........... _ .............. _ ......... _ .... . 

Humber 01 cl";li.n 
jush/ioble 

homicides in 
robbery, 1973 
. .no 1974 

38 
6 

11 

9 
11 

2 
14 
50 
10 

16 
13 
4 

--------.-----._.-. 

(slimaled dealh 
ral. of robb.rs 

p.r 100,000 
robber if! 

4.5 
~.3 

3.1 

8.1 
27.2 

4.4 
20.7 
25.6 
23.1 

48.2 
17.9 
10.2 

1.010$: The counl 0/ juslir .. ble homiddO$ of robbers WIS I.bulaled by h.nd from Ihe supplemenl'ry homicid. 'lporl< 
submill.d 10 the fBI by Ihe cil)' polic. dep.,lmenls. MDSI (Ihouih by no means 311) r.porled jusliliabl. hom,cidulnclude 
some informalion on Ih. circumslances •• 1I0winllh. robb.ry IUslillable homicid., by ciYllian< (includinr s<curily lu.rds 
10 b. id.ntir~ .nd di;linlui,hed hom IUS\ir.a~le homicIdes in olhtr conlexh). II .... nol possible in mar,y inslonces 10 
dlSlinruish ~wten commercial and noncommercial lobb.ry intidenls. 

The se~ond column is Ihe quoli'/Il of (I)!~ Ih. 2·y • ., lolal 01 lusUfi.bl. homicides, .nd (2) Iwice Ihe number of robb.ries 
reporled in. Ih. mosl rec.nl yictimiulion surv.y conducl.d in Ihe cily. (Surv.ys "'or. condotled in 1974 or 1975.) The 
d.nominalor is doubled 10 reneellh. lacllhollhe .ve,.,. robbery incld.nl inl'Olves .bQul2 robll<!n. 

The_~e rel<ultl' enn only he int.r.rpr('\.cd in the cont(lxt of n C:l 11'::1 I fr:lmework >iHch 
11~ that pre~ented above. The c(!ntl'lliarglllncnt is thnt the fraclion of ncti\'(' robller:; 
who pOi'"c.~l' gun!' is closely rdntrc\ to th ... o\'(!rnll dl'n!;ity of p;un oWIlf·I'.<hip in a 
cily. Til tho extmt thnt high gun dr.nsity cilir.,; t{)lld to hn\'e rcl:iti\'ply IIndf,'sirnbh' 
pntlerns or IC'\·e1.~ of robbcry, we can conclU(le that n program which \\'a.'\ !'ucceRRfu I 
in reducing gun owner!'hip IImong roblinI':; would tend to im)JTcwl' thi!' n~pec I 
of the crime progrmn, other lhingl' heing equal. One po~~ilJle mrthncl of n~llueing 
glm ownership nmong rohbers i~ to impose regulation!;, lIuch IIli r('I'trictivr Hcr.nRing, 
which have the effect of reducing oV(1mll gun denRity in a city. Thill l'trntegy 
:::holllcl he effective ngainst rohhery becau!<(1 It :<hnllirl reduc(1 gun :n-nilahility to 
rohber:>. The only envent to Lhill conclusion iR th~t nn O\'(1rall r('(luction in gun 
ownel'i'hip rna\' undl'rrnine whnt.ever detcrrr'nt ('!Tl'ct that wirirsprpnll gun owner­
ship ha.~ on rohbrr:; (hut this concern iR unlikely to he imJlort~nt if IIhopke('lll!rll 
nrc l'lill permittrrl 10 own gunR or hire gllnrrl.<). If high glln rlenliit~- cilie;; rln not 
rliJTrr with rri'pcct. to rohber~' mtes IInel pntterns from low rlen"lty dt.ie!', we cnn 
eoncludr thnt gun ownCl1'hlp hy rohber,; Ii' not of milch concern to public- policy. 

Suhsequent !'rclionR rli:;cu~q the menl'ul'l'ment oC gun r1cn~itr, lh(' j,,<uel' invC'lved 
in specifying IIppropriale rohlmry equntionll, nnd the rcsult" from P!'t.imnling 
those equnt.ionR using crll~q-srction onln on cit.ie." . 
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D. MEAIIURINO GUN DENBITr 

By "gun den!lity" I menn either t.he fraction of hou!'ehold~ in a city who own 
guns or the, n1;lnlber of gUll!! per hou~ehold. Ideally for my purpo~es, l}je mensure 
would be limIted to hnnrlgun.~ nnd other con!'enlnhle firearm!! (c,~., RR'I'I'ed-off 
IIhotI(Unfl), since nlmost all rohlJcrie!l nre commit·ted with such gun=<. In fnct 
9()l3!! of firrnrm robbe!it'll reportcrl t() the FBI were eommitte,1 with hnnciglIDs i~ 
,l!){j/.n A further rh~lIlrnhle refinement. 'l'l"Ollld he to exclurle guns which (or one 
renson or nnother nrc not operntionnl.n 

Since dala on gun Rnles by city nrc not nvnilnhle, i'oId tht' mam' nntionwirlt' 
I'nmple surveys of gun owncrflhip hnve flamplell which nrc too th'in to permit 
estimates (or Individunl citirll, it i~ necellsary to men.<ure gun rlen=<ity inrlirectly. 
Any ml.!asure which i~ highly r:orrelnled with gun den~it~· would hI! l1ccep(nhie 
(or my purpo~e here, ~ince Ruch n proxy 'l'l"ould hnve essentlnlIy thr flnme cnrdinnl 
properties a!l n direct men~urt' of rlem'ity.2t . 

Three pO!'R.ihle proxies for gun denR.it~, nrc t.he (rnctkm of ~uicir!es committrd 
with n gun, the frnct.ion ol~ homicide:< comrnittr·rI with n glln nnr! thc numht'r of 
fntnl gun accidents per cnpitn. Dntn on l'uicirlc. nnrl glln nccirlent~ for ench of the 
':;0 !nrgest cities were calculaled from unpuhliflherl Vilal SlntiR.tics rlatn. Homici{ie 
RtntistiCR. were cnlculntcd from unpubliR.hed FBI r1ntn. All of the.-e ~tatiRtic~ nre 
given in Appendix A. E:ich of lhl'se men..ures is briefly discus~erl below. 

1. Thc fraction of Iluicidcll commutcd with a gun 
Assuming that most suicidc nt.tempts arc mnde with wt'npon~ which nrc rcarlil)' 

avnilnbll' to the victim, ~·o 'I\'ould expect thnt the fmction of fluicide ntlemptfl 
madr. with n gun in a city would refi(!ct gun density in that city. The menflure 
uctunlly ~ed here-the fraction of Ilucceuful suicides committeU with 1\ gun­
w111 presumnhly he lnrger thnn the frnction of attempt,~ 'I\'ith n gun to the extent 
thnt gunfl tend to be more deadly thnn other ~uicide l\'enpon~.1S Howeyer, thi~ 
"instrumentnlity effect." of guns will not chnnge the ordering which this statistic 
giveR to the cities. 
f. The fraction of murder, committed with a gun U 

Most murders nrc the direct. result of nrguments nnd fights. Thi~ Inck of prc­
meditation suggests, as in the cn.~e of suicide, that the 'I\'cnpon which is l'elecLed 
will he one rendily nt hnnd (nnd not acquired specificnlIy for the purpo~e of 
committing the murder). The homicide st.ntistics presented in Appcndi:l: A 
exclude murders which were n.~!;ocinted with nn nct of nr!;on, robhery, or rape. 

Since t.hree-quarters of gun murdcrs are committed with handguns, it would 
appenr thnt thh; lIlen.~ure is more C105t'1:- n."socinLed with hnndgun den::it~· t.hrm with 
the dcnsit~· of guns per se. 
S. Falal accident role 

The fntnl firenrms nceident mte should reflect the dcnsity of guns which nrc 
ncliyel\' in usc in hunting, tnrget shooting, etc., rother thnn the overall density of 
gllns. Irence it is not directl~' rclnted 10 gun den~ity r.s the preceding two mensure!'. 
lnclrcd, thc fircnrms Cntnl accident mte for the Nntion has fnllen R.lendily O\'er the 
In5t 25 yea~, in spite of the evident incrense in gun ownt'Tilhip rntcs-thii:l dt'crenst' 
mny be the result of a 'decline in the nmount of hunting in th!' U.S. during this 
period. 

Bt'sides this !'hnllenge to the vnliclity of the fatnl gun nccident ratc nR. nn iudi!!!I­
tor of gun dt'n:;it~" there i!l a prncticnl problem in uR.ing it for this purpose: in mnny 
cilie!' tht' nnnunl numher of gun :lccidenll:l is so low thnt relntively RmnJl inconsi~t­
enciell in rJ:I'>sifi!'ation could rcsult in n suhslnntial chnnge in the city'~ rnnking. 
In any eVt'nt, it is of some intrrest thnt the gun fntnl accident rate is pO!;itively 
correlatt'd nero:;s cities with ench of the,firR.t two meMures. 

The gun ricnsity index which I have ndopted for usc in this !'tudy i;; the nvcrnge 
of tht' pt'rct'nt of !'uicid!'s wiLh gun nnd tht' p!'rcent of homicides with gun. Besides 
the n pripri arguments briefly presented nhove, there nre two pieces of e\'idencc 
which :"uggest \'ery fltrongly that thi:" lIIeMure is n vnlid indicator of gun dcnsity. 

'" Cr/tnt: III tile lilllte,1 Stalco, Ifin;. , 
., Sr. Zlmrln/:' (J1l7n) ro~ nn Inlrre.llnj: ~nles;orl%ntlon of s;un. oN:'Ordln/: 10 th.lr n~crMI, 

hllll1· for Immrlllnl~ upe . 
.. ·SI'I' 7.lmrllll: (IIlOR) for n dl,cu~5Ion or the ""e of h"ntllll: Ih-en.~~ "8 " gun drn.lty 

nlrn"l~n·. 
'" N(,wI"n nllli 7.ltnrlll/:'. Chnpl"r 11. nnd Ihnl nrrnrm fl"lrlt'Jr ntlrmpl. nr!' ,," likely In 

I ••• lIrrr .. r,,1 n. hnn,:III/:,. nlltl mlll'h morr IIkrlT to lor flllrl'''""',,1 'hIm olhrr I'onlmnn rnr"" •• 
,. nrlll (p. XT) COn"lrllr'" n "F'lrrnrm Chol~~ ATnllnhllll.r Mr,,""r,," ",hlrh con.I.I~ of Ihr 

perrrllt ftr murorno. rnlllli'dr •. nlltl n,:,:rnl'nlrd """null. rommltt.d ,,·lth n /:1111. 
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Flrllt, In !!pitc of the f.nct thnt murder il!ld lluicide differ rndicnlly in tf'rms of 

motivation; circumlltnnccs, ~nrl de.mogrnphic pnt~rns, the pcrcl'nt of IlIliciclc'" with 
gun iR hig Ily correlnted 'Wlt,h the prrcent of homicidclI with glm IlcrOl:lll cit.ie~ 
(p=.82.). Appllrcntly hoth of these m('nllures arc henvily influcncer! I,,· the slime 
underlying city chllrncteriRtil;.~ • 

A second tl'Rt of the validity oC the city gun denl:litr index was mnde h,· com­
pnrinp; It with the rl'~ults of thc gun ownership quest,lOn on thc NOllC t~l'nernl 
Sociol Surve"!! conducted in lU73, 1974, anr! H)76 (1\0 gun ownl'TI.hip question WIUI 
inc\tlcll'r! in the 1975 Survey). Uy combining the thrcc6ur\'ey somplcs, lohtaincrl 
a l'nmplc clenflc enough to estirnntc rcgionnl gun owncrllhip pattcrns with a rea­
lIonahle rlegree oC accuracy. Table 5 givl'.~ the fraction oC urhan (popuflltion grenter 
th:ll~ 2;;0,000) houfleholdR which rl'por~r! owning n firearm In cHch of c.i/:!-ht regions. 
The frnction of households which reported owning n pistol Lq Hl~o given in this 
tallie. Uoth of these sLntisHcs can be compllrcn wiLh the population·weightcd 
nv('rnge or the elty gun index for each or thcse regions. Figure 1 plots the NOI~C 
c1atH agnin!'t the gun density index ncross the eight region"', tbgetlH'r with the 
corrt'_~pon(ling (egrcfi<'ion ·line. Both pistol ownership and ovemll firearm ownership 
rn{.(>~ nrc linearly I'elated to th~ ~n density inelex nel'OSS regiol1s, with cOrrelation 
coefficients oC .83 nnr! .94 n:spccLlveh·. Furthermorc, the predicted vnlucs of glln 
nnd pistol owne~hip retes calculated from the rt'grel'sions nrc within thc 95 per­
cent confidence interval o( the survey point estimntes in every cnse. 

Tnken tog~ther, t,llCSC results demonstrnte the vnlidity of the gun d~JU\it.r index. 
The compnrlson With the NORAC survey results suggest that thiS index has 
interval Bcnle properties, Rnd the regression results provide n method for esti­
Ointing the actual gun or pistol ownt'rship rate for IIny one city from tha gun 
density Index number for thnt city. 

'rABlE 5,-RELATlOIiSHIP BETWEEK GUN DENSITY INDEX MD [STlM,~TED PERCEHT OF HOUSEHOLDS OWIIIM 
GUNS 

Percent Percent 
urban Predicted urban Predicted 

Gun households percent households percent 
density owninl ownln. ownlnl ownlnl 

Relion index pistol pistol Residual firearml firearms Residu.1 Ie 

Hew Enlland and Mid· 
Atlantic •••••••••••••••• 37.0 5.0 4.5 0.5 10,0 11.1 -1.2 281 

p.ciroc ................ '" 46,5 11.6 10,7 .9 .25,9 21.4 4.5 III 
hsl leorlh Centr.i. ••••••• 57. C 14,6 17.4 -2.1 28.8 32.5 -3,7 ~5 
South ... tlantic •••••••••••• 59,2 24.0 18.6 5.4 4Q.O 34.4 5.6 75 
West Harth Centr.I •••••••• 60,5 11.2 19,4 -8.3 21.8 35.7 -7.9 54 
West Soulh Cenlr.I ••••••••• 68,6 22.2 24,5 -2,3 41.7 U.2 -2.5 10! 
Mount.ln ................ 69.0 33.1 24.8 9.0 48.5 U,6 3.9 68 
[asl Soulh Centr.L ....... 74.6 25.8 28.3 -2.5 SJ.7 50.3 I.Z 58 

Notes: Thl' rl'gion!' inrlude the following citir~ from the ,;0 citit's !'nmple: 1. 
BOl'ton, Buffalo, Nl'wnrk, New York, Phiiaorlphin, Pitt:,llIIrgh, Rochr"ter; 2. 
San Frnncisco, San Dit'go, Long Bench, ~lIn Jose, Los Angl'lt's, St'lIttlt', POI't1nnd: 
3. Milwnukl'c, Chicngo, Toledo, Indil1nnpoli!l, Cincinnnti, Detroit, Clt'\'rlnnrl, 
Columl.llIs; 4.. Wn!'hingtoIl, Bnltimore, Miami, Norfolk, Chnrlotte, AUnntll, 
Jnc~f'on\'llll', T~mpa; 5' .. Snint Pnul, Minnl'lIpolis, Omnhn, Knmon~ City, St. Louis: 
6. -Qklnhomn Clh', Au~tlO, Tul~n, El Pn!'o, Hou~ton, San AntOniO, New Orlenns, 
Fort V,,"orth, Dnhl1s, Bntr.n Rouge; 7. Denver, Tucson, Phoenix; 8. Louisville, 
Ml'mphil', Birminghnm, Nn~h\'i1Ie. 

Tht' Gun dl'nsity index ill thl' populntion wcigllted nvcrngc for I'l1ch T('gion of the 
clt~· gun density indexes in thnt region. Tho proccclurC:l used for constructing thl' 
citv gun density indext'li nrc cxplnined in I1ppendix A. 

'rhe "percent owning pl~tol" nnr! "percent owning fire:lrm" nrl' cnlculntcd frolll 
thr Nntlonnl Op1nlon n~cnrch Centrr'!' Gt'nernl Sorinl Sun'l'~' files Cor 1973,1974, 
nnd 1976. Thl' J'(~ultl' Cor thr thrt'e yenr~ were combiner! in ord('r 10 "il'lo 1II0TI' 
Tl'lInhle ('tItlmnt('tl. "N" I~ t.he lotnl nUrnhl'T of rt"pondents in th('"e 3 ~'enr:, Ih'inl!: ill 
cit\t'l) with populn lion .excceding 2iiO,OOO in the rl'l('\·nnt. T('gion. Thl'!'r lIurVl'~'" usc 11 
clustered snmpling tcchniqllr; the Tl'liability of tht' e!'timnte,(·i:< nhollt thr :onll1c nl' 
thl' rrlinbllity which would hI' olltninl'rl by n purc rnnJlom !'lHnp\r wi\h H 
I'l'!'p,onrlr:nt. ... 

, Predicted pl'Tcl'nt owning pil'tol" i~ cnlculnt.ed from ,II .. ('grl',,~ioll of t hI' NOrte 
rstimntcs on the rl'gionnl gun dCI\$lt~· inr!ex~ Il!c~o~.~ ihl' eight Tl'gion:'. Thl' I'Sti­
mnled eqnntion i", 

llG,=-1!l.0+.631, RJ=.6~ 
( 10.6)(.18) 

c 

..,..~ 
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whcre thl' I'tnnilnrctl'rror of tllf' c\lr·mcil'nl. I'~timntl'l' nrl' "ivcn in pMl'nt.iJl'l'i5. Thc 
"rc.~jc\unt" is the rlirrcrcnce in the neLllnt pr.rcCYll owning n pifitot nTlr! t hI' ~rccnt 
pn'(lictell rrorn tlw equnlion. • 

"Prr:dictc(1 percent owning firl'nrrn" iR r-nlculnt<.'d l'irnilnrlr from thj~ rpgrel'.~ion: 
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t:. IJt;n;RMINANTS 0.' TIn: IN~n:nCITl· Illn·F:JU;NCF:B IN 1I0Jlnt;ny nAT': 

Officinl (UCH.) rohl)C'ry rnte~ rlirTer tn,mendously nmong Inrge cities; (or U)7:'), 
the 1lI0st robhery-prone cit)" (Detroit) fmITered (rom n reporterl rohhen' rntc which 
WlIS nine timu nR high nR t.he lowest city (Snn Jose) with tho range rllllning from 
1.6/1000 to 14.9/ 1 O~. . 

The criminology literature nbounds with suggestions o( city chnrnctcrisUCF< 
which Ilhould be consirlered in explnining intercity crime difTerencc.~ nnd no 
single equnlion purporting to explnin the~ rlifTerencc.~ could tnke moro tiHI.Il n few 
o( these explnnntory vorinbles mto nccount. Since my objective is primnrily to 
mensure the l'ffeet of gun density on rohhery mtes, mther 'thnn to provide n 
complete explnnntion of intercity differences in robbery, there is no neccssit,· to try 
oJl p01'sihiJilies. It iR well known that nn unhinsed c.~timnte of the eITr.c't of nn 
explanatory variahle X can he genernted by n multivariate regression nnnlysis 
which includes only those cxp.hllllltory vnrinble!l which nrc corrclntcd with X. In 
prnctiee, the omi!'!'ion of explnnntory "nrinbles from the rl'gm5sion equation 
will not seriously bins the coefficient estillln te for X so long ns t hc.~e omitted 
vnrinhl~s nrc ol1ly weakly correlated with X or have only n wonk cnusnl erTecl on 
the rlepcndent vnrinh!e for the sample which is being u~ed. Unfortunntely, in a ficld 
~uch as criminology whe~e theory gi .... e.'! so little direction to empirical work, it i~ 
difficult to know n priority which vnrinblcl! nrc important in the scnsc discussed 
nhove. 

The procedure I have ndoptcrl for selecting n specificntion for the robhery cqt!:I­
lion iR to map out se .... ern! entegories of I:xplnnatory vnriables which a prior con­
sideration or pre .... ious rel'earch suggest nrc important. One of more vnrinhles which 
seem to capture the essentinl aspe.cts of cach calegory wcr.e thl'n inclurll'ci in thc 
cquntion, !.hough in Som(' cnSeS they werc dropped before being included in the 
final specification for rensons I cxplain below. 

Each of thcRC cntegorie~ nrc bridly di~cussed below. Appendix B dcfine.~ th(' 
vnrinbles nctunlly ul'eri in the robhery equntion!' nnn Ii!:'ts lhe dntn on which thi~ 
equntion was l'stimall'd. ' 

1. The dependellt variable.! 
For the regre!'sion!' reporteel in Table:> 6 :lI1cJ 8, the dependent \'arinhll'S arc the 

tollll numher of robberic!' of a pnrticulnr type (gUll, nongun, or lotnl) which oc­
curred in the central city in 19jii, divided by the city's populntion. Ench of I hel'(, 
rutes is elistrihutl'rI npproximntely log normally ncrol'S cities. All regre!'Hi<lII:<1 nrc 
run twice, once using a !inenr form and onel' u!'ing the log of t.he robbery rate ns 
a elrpendent ,·ariable. In Table 7, the r1rpenrlent \'arinbll' is the log of the ratio of 
gun unci nongun robbery rnt('~. 

Since my focul' is on ennditions which inHucnc(' the ~lIpply of robherie,:, the 
robben' rute", arc to be viewed as robben' COnlllli""ion fates mther thnn "ictimizli­
tion rn·te~. They arc misleading al' :<Iuch 'to the extent that :lomc robbrrief' in ench 
city IIrl' committl'd by people who arc not rt:"idrnts of the cit~·, nnd some re"irlents 
of the city commit robbl'ries out!'irlc the city limits. The few u!'C'ful replies re­
crived in rel'pon:'e to a qUel'tionnaire mailed to police chief" in the samplr of :')0 
centrnl cities 6UggC'st that therr i:< ~ome difference nlnong citie:< with re:;pl'cl tn thr 
frnction of robberies cOI.nmittl'd by non-re~irlent:<: police e"timnte:' of the fruction 
of robbery nrrl'slec;; who were non-re"irlent:, rnngccl from 1 perccnt tu 20 percent. 
One po~sible prox,' for thr net How of robbl'rs into II city i:< the fraction of till' 
111ctropolilnn areall' popul:ltion which rc;:iol'S in the cit.y.u PrC:lumnbly the mnin 
cil~· in a metropolitan area act~ ns 1\ "magnet" for criminal;:, sincc in 1l10~t casl':; it 
will br the ccnter of commercinl acth·it~· nnel night life in t.he nren. Thl' relnth'e 
"i7.c of thc inHow·to the centrnl city "hOllld he closcl~' relntecl to the relatin' size of 
thC' ncarhy populat.ion. 

i. Errors in measuremellt 
It hn!' I)een t horoll,::hly documen ted t ha t erillle rnle$ reported by the policr 

lIIuler:<tnt(' the tru ~ crime rnte!<'in II city for l'ver), erillle exccpl murder. or grrllter 
cnncrrn i~ thnt. some citic:; underrcport robberi!':; to a greater degrce thnn. other". 
Intercity reporting ciiITcrcllcrs arc only of ellnct,'rn for our purpUMS if thl' fraction 
of rob.beric:; which nrc report cd in omcinl :'tnti"tics hnppc.n" to be correlated with 
the gun dcn:<ity index. There is no npparC'nt method of controlling for rl'plIrtin~ 
clifTC'rt'ncC''' in t.he contrxt of thr robbeQ' rquation. lIowcvl'r, it i" po:i:<ihle to le:'t 
the hypothC'l'is Ihnt the degrre of unc1errl'porting i!'! uncorr('lntec1 with gun aVllil­
Ilbilit.y by using nn alternative Illea~ure of the robbery mte. 

::1 Thl. mN1~ure wn~ ~u~l:e~t~d by WJlRon nnd D"lfind (19i6), p. 230. 
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Viclirni7;llticm :;1Jn'cy:; \"rrc c;oncliictec\ in 2ft of thc ':;0 citif!~ eluring cit her 1!l74 
or l!l7;;. Itcportcd rc.bhr.ry rntCll F(('ncrntNI by thrllC !'un'cj's nrr ~uhj('ct. to \'nriou~ 
C!TOrR anrl nrc not Rt.rictly c(lmparnhll' t'o the pUhli:<hN\ UClt datn (th(' mo.qt im­
portnnt rlifTcrrncell being the fllct t.hat nnnr('~id('ntR who nrl' rohhed in the c('ntml 
city nrc not eountl'd in t hI' .... icUmi7:llti'on RurveYIl 2~). In nny event, the victimiza­
tion f\urvey relmlt~ have bl:rm viewed by Rome RcholurR (though not all) fl.'I a morl' 
conRintenL reprr.~entntion of robbery rateR Ihnt the UCIt clntR." If true, then the 
rntio of the UCn. robbcry mte to the victimizntion Bun'ey robbery rRte should 
men.~urr~ the rlegr('(' of underreporting in n city. The corrrlnt.ion belll'cen thiR ratio 
nnd lhe gun nvnilnbility indcx for cit.ieB for which (Intn nrc nVRilabl!.' iR Rmnll nnd 
stntistienlly in~ignificnnt (-.13). The vicLimizntion survcy meMUTE' of robbery 
rntc.~ iR 11150 used IlR n rlepenc\rn t "lIriable in one of the rcgressions report.cd in Table 
6. The l1rimnry problem with uRing this men.~lIe if! the smnll sample Rize. 

S. Demographic cliaractcriJJlia 
Almost. 1111 robberieR nr(' committed by youthful mnll'!!', nnd nbout 70 percent 

of urban robbt'ril'R nrc committed hy blackR.30 The!'e clemogrnphic pntlernR do 
not "cxplnin" robbery in any !iocinlogicnl pen~c, but it i~ perhnp:I nccl'ptnblc to 
include mcn~urell of the clemographi.: chnrncteristiell of the ciUes' populnt.ions a.<; 
proxies for whnte"er underlying; fnctorR do explnin these pnttern~. The vnrinble 
used in the regrcspion specificntion here is the percent of the city'" populnlion in 
Hl70 which wnli black mnle!' ngerl 10-20. (By 1 !l75 t.hi5 group would he ngerl 1:;-25, 
the penk ngel! for participation in robbery.) 

4. Socioccollomic charac/eri.,/iCJJ of Ihe populatioll 
Robbern, like other violent criminn\s, nrc disproportionntely e1mwn from poor 

neighborhoods. In pnrt the rclntionship bctwt'cn povert.)" nnd violent crime mny 
be the r('sult of one aspect Cit the (Ieterrcnce phl'nomenon; people with poor 
legitimate opportunities have less to lose from being nrrC!'t.ed nnd punishc:rl. The 
vnriable nctunlly used in the robbery regression ill n mensUrc of tbe fr!lction of 
the city populnt.ion who arc relntively poor; specifically, the percentnga of the 
city':; fnmilies with income Ic.~s than one-half the medinn fnmily income for tht' 
Stnnclnrd Metropolitnn St.atisticnl Aren." 

5. Robbery inputs 
Two inJiuts to the "production process" which characterizes robhC'ry nrc wcnpon,; 

and tnrget.~. 
Th,) gun rlensit)' ir;tl;:;x de"eloperl in Section D is included in thlJ robbery equn­

tion prir::lIIrily as n mcn.~ure of gun R\'nilnhility to robbers. One po~!'ihle objection 
to iacluding this vSlrinble n" a determinnnt of the robbery mle is that the legitimntc 
demand for gtlns (espccinlly hCl/ldgllllS) is in pnrt moth'nted by a (\e:<irc for self­
protection IIgninst cri"u')IUI:F. 32 h could therefore he nrgue(\ thn! gun den"ity nnd 
crime mteR nrc simultaneously determined, with gun c\em;ity inOuencing crime 
rnte''' lind vice versa. This problem, if present, would leave t.he proper interpretn­
tion or nn e'"~tilllnterl coefficient on gun dcnsity in a crime equntion in doubt. 
Howe\,er, t.his simultaneity argumcnt is only :1 problem in thc present. context 
if guns nrc purehni<cd for dcfense ngnin~t. robbery. This mny be the cnse for store 
()\\'n(,rs, but. it is unlikcly Ihnt the typicnl gun buyer who sC'ek." protcction for 
his home is concerned nbout. robbe'ry (mo~t. of which oceur:\ on the ~tr('ct) ::;0 
lI1uch a.~ burglarl/-criminal .inlru~ion'i into the home. If the t.hrent of being 
robhr:-r1 hns little cfTect on the overnll demand for gun!l, the :limult.ancity problem 
h' 1I0t "criouR. It. i~ certninly true that robbt'Q' is not the primnry determinnnt 
of int.ercity difTcrenccl' in gun den::;ity, :<ince the two nrc "ega/il'ely correlnted 
ncros:; cities ('Y = - .3~). 31 

!:II 1"11. n. 5"I1Tn. =- WII.olI nml I10lnnd (1976) UAC n molllllcntlon of tbe publlsbed results tor Tlctlmh:,atlon 
~lIrl'rr <Intn for the 26 cltl~~. 

:on Cook Cl\l7(). 
"l·;hrlch (111;':\) IIRCS 1\ stmllnr men~urc In "pc<'lr.,·'n!: n robbcrr r~l:rl'""'on on Rtntf' dntn. 

III. p("·~rt~· mrnRllrr Ix the ll('rM'nt of hOIl ... holtl. '11 the Rtnte ,,·lth IDN>m~ IrfN than 'II th~ 
mr.llnn In thr "Intc. 

'" Clotrt'ltrr (11l77) /lnd. thnt the demnnd for !!Uns IR InfiuenCt'd b,. tht' OTrrnll Illdl'x 
"lol"nt <'Tlmr rnlc. 

'" R~c FI!:" r~ :I • 
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IrlenIly we wOllfrl wnnt to inc\ucle n l11ensure of the nVllllnbilitl' of I.t.(rnct.lvc 
rohbery tnrgr.t..q in the rhh\w.ry eqllnt.ion. The melL~llre nclllully ullerl-thc numbcr 
<.f storeR per cnpitn in the city-'-iR nut ('ntirely Rnt.iHfnc\or,\', but enn he ju~tified. 
The extent to which /ltore owm'rR ddcnd themHclvC:l ngninMi robhery (e.g., by 
minimizing the nmount of cMh kept on hnnd, hiring gunrcl~, elc.) c\epends in 
pnrt on the probability thnt the store will be robhed. The robbery victimization 
rate per store will be lower in cities with n high density of lltoreR, olher thingll 
(including the robbery rate per eaplt.n) being equnl. Thus t.hc nrguahle elTect of 
an incrclL~e in Rtore rlensity is to dilute the robbery rute, thUll reducing the incent·ive 
to riel( protect and thereby inerensing the attractiveness of Rtor~ ll.'I robberJ· 
targetR.1f 

O. Criminal justice system effectiveness 
The criminal justice system influences crime rates through a variety of mecha­

nismsl the most importnnt of which nrc nssociated with the threat amI deliver: of 
punishment. In particular, the deterrence mechanism hlL'l been widely I'tudied in 
the context of explaining interjurisdiciional dilTcrences in crime mtes. A numhr.r of 
studies have reported that dilTerences In the threat of punishment across juriR­
dictions (states, cities, counties, and even precincts haye been u~ed as unils of 
observation of these studies) nrc: negntiveJy correlnted with crime mips, nne! this 
negative correlation hn.'! been inwrpretcd IlS a result of the deterrence process." 
However, there nre serio\L~ methodological problems with these stud irs. Further­
more, at lenst twocnrefully done empiricnl studies (both using cross-section datn 
on states) have found no evidence that the deterrence cITed explains a significant 
portion oC interjurisdiction ciilTerenccs in crime rntes.IS There are at Icast three 
possible explanations for the null result reported in thrse studies: (J) The deter­
rence effect is very weakj (2) St.ntcs do not differ vcry much in the relati\'(' elTec­
tiveness of their CJS'Sj or (most likely) (3) The measures oC CJS elTectivene!l.~ used 
in these nnd other studies arc very inadequate proxies for t.he underlying eli men­
sion of int.erest. 

Because of thc serio'us doubts I have concerning the usual measures of CJF 
elTectiveness,n I have used somewhat dilT('rent variahlcs in the robbery regrrssions 
which follow. The only st!ch varinble which appenrs in the finnl specification IS 

is the ratio of FBI Index crim<'.5 t.o the nverage number of police OmCNS who nrc 
nctually on patrol at all,\' one tinie in n city-an indicator of the workload of one 
sector of the CJS.3f Presumably I.he police resources availnble for the solulion of 
any robbery, nne! hence police elTectiveness, will decline as the overall crime work­
load increases. l3ecausc this CJS elTectivene~s ll1ensure wn~ not :I\'ailablr for all 
cities in the sample, all regressions 'Were run hoth with ano without this ,·arial)lr. 

7. Poplilatioll density 
James Q. Wilson and Barhara Boland (1976) g!\'e.o; sen!'nl 'possil)lc justifica­

tions for including city population e1ensity in 1I regression analysis of robbery 
including the "opportunity" theory that. potential victims are more readily 
available in clem;e citi('s and t.he "subcultul'l.''' t.heor~· that "clense cities should 
make it easier for like minded individuals t.o find and n~!,(lciat{! with each ot.hel· 
under conditionR of weak !'oeial control anel i'O, by their inl{,l'nction, intl'n!'if~' any 
proclivities the~' may hnvr for erimin:ll activity (I'. 224)." Hoeh's (1974) l'xperi­
mcnts with explaining intcr-S:o.mA dilTercnces in crime rntes found that. t.he log 
of SIlfSA "populntion performs better than popUlation den!'ity ai' an rxplanator~' 
vnriable, but such was not the eMC in the present. context (~ee Table 6). 

>I Cook (1977) present. tht. nrJ:1lrnent In /rrenlrr .Ieloll . 
., Rrt' ND,;lo (19770) [or n n.- .. lew of these Rtutllea. A recent t'xDIIIJlle I. Ihr unl'"r by 

)Inthlr~on !lnd I'llSSt'lI (1970). 
u Forn! (1970)' nnd NII,;lll (11)77h). 
:rr R .... Cook (1977b) . 
.. J t'xl't'rhnenlrd brl"n,· "'lIh n .. orIn hIe In<llcntlnJ; th05e stnt,," whIch J;I\'P the jll""nll" 

.. ourl jllrl .. lIrtlon ?nr II;'rrndnnl~ up 10 n rrlnth·"ly hlJ;h nJ;~ (IS). hul "'UhQut "otnltlr 
tcur-f"r:C:>l • 

.. Ghnlktn (J1I7n de~rrlh ... thr Inlrrclh' rrlntlon'hlp helll'r"" ("rlmr rnl". nllll Ihl' nl1m· 
I,pr nr unlform",1 Omcrr". Thl' "nrlllhlp J m;r I. hn.r,1 nn Ihr FRill" linin nF I. u~rrl In WIl""n 
n,"! /lolnn<l Il!l'n. Tllp;.- r .. "ort thnt ·'.hrrr I. n "ufl'rl.lol:" RlIloun! (If <lltl'Nrllr.· ""'('In;: 
rill". with f ... "N·1 In Ibl' (rnrtlnn of lInlformrll o/fic .. r. who nr" nl·lunll.1" on I'nlrnl .. I :\"Y 
nnr time' . 

,-
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TABLE 6.-REGRESSltlN RES,ULTS rOR OVERALL CITY ROB~ERY RAHS, 1975 

'Dependenl v.riables 

loa of 
victim 

lei UCR robbery rale per 1,000 
UCR robbery III. ,urvey 

per 1,000 robbery Means 

Independenl vari.bl., (I) 

I. Con'l.nl ........... -O. 407 
(I. 332) 

2. Gun density index... .140 
(.706) 

(2) (3) 

: O. 810 '0. 837 
(.472) (.450) 
.341 .230 

(.667) (.637) 

(4) 

'0.847 
(.4E6) 
.508 

(. £.82) 

(5) 

0.784 
(.411) 
.411 

(.66\) 

(6) 

1.53 
(2.92) 
2.60 

(4.09) 

"II~&iO lor 46 
cili..,' 

(7) (8) (9) 

1.39 : -4.73 
(2.84) (.42) 

.95 .882. 
(3.98) (.650) • 'trS79 

3. GUn r.iulalion 

dummy........... 'd~) '(:m) '(: m)::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::"":i95 
4. Youlhful bl.ck 

malu (percenl)._. '.128 '.114 '.122 

5. Populalion per 
sauare tnile 

(.052) (.'41) (.044) 

(I.()I)Il'I)..... .... '.0358 '.0453 '.0448 

6. fmtion 01 SMSA in 
(.0210) (.0170) (.0157) 

'.108 
(.042) 

'.0577 
(.0161) 

• .116 
(.046) 

'.0515 
(.0151) 

' •• 67 
(.255) 

'.338 
(.097) 

cily .............. ·-.g~1 '-.972 '-.971 '-\.035 '-\.027 '-4.48 
• (.389) (.315) (,300) (.323) (.313) (1.94) 

7. Clime, p~r cop 
(I,()(j()'.) .......................... '.855 .......... '.913 ........ .. 

8. Retail ,I;;res per 
................. (.360) ........... (.376) ........ .. 

100 popul.1ion .... .635 .418 .178 
(.451) (.398) (.373) 

9. fratlion in rel,!ive 

.215 
(.335) 

-.034 
(.315) 

poVtrt,........... .546 -.101 -.095 .345 .400 
(1.753) (1.583) (1.573) (I. 615) (1.629) 

10. Norlh •• ,1 reaion 

-I. 74 
(2.37) 

12.0 
(9.7) 

'.637 
(.218) 

'.315 
(.091) 

.0197 ........ 
(.0328) 2.55 

'.0480 ........ 
(.0150) 7.00 

'-3.87 ................. .. 
(1.89) ........... .466 

'6.82 .................. . 
(2.27) ........... .291 

-3.09 ................. .. 
(2.26) ........... .807 

10.0 .................. . 
(9.8) ........... .219 

dummy .......... -.IS5 .......................................................................... . 
(.IH) ................................................................... .130 

II. Soulhe',1 reaion 

rl"mmy ........... '(: In) :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::: .... :370 
12. We,ttrn reaion 

dummy ......... .. • OH ................................. ~ ...................................... .. 
(.135) ....................... .................. .................... ...... .217 

13. Lo, popul.tion...... .OS.O .......................................................................... . 
{.0951) ................................................................... 13.3 

R ,................. . B25 .804 .858 .786 . 839 , 7H .830 .458 ...... .. 
N .................. 46 46 39 46 39 46 39 25 

'The me.n lor independent vari.ble 7 (crime. per cop in 1.000·s) i, c.lculated lor Ihe 39 titie, lor which these d.i. we,. 
lYoil.ble. 

'Si,nili .. nl .1 10 percenllevel. 
I Sianir.canl .1 1 percent level. 
• Si.nillcanl .t 5 percenllevel. 

8. Regional variables 
I experimented with the common prat'tice in cro;;s-s('cLion ;;tudies of including 

r('gionnl indicntors in the regres.~ion "'pecificnt ion. In l'pitc of the multitude 0 r 
po~."ihl(' jllstifit'ntions for inducting th('!;c variahl('s, t'oefficient (,I'ti III a trs on re>gionn I 
variahl('1' w('re in nil ca~es slali."tically in~ignificnnt and had litHe ('(fcct on estimates 
of the coelfirients of other variahles ill the equation. For thi~ reason regression re­
;;nlts for ~p('eificllti()n~ which includr regional inrlicators arc not r('portccl here, elC­
cept for one example inc\\l(lerl in T-.'lble 6. 

9. Siale regulation 
A clumm.'· varinhlr indicating re>lal ively slrong state rrgnlaliion of glJn purchaserI' 

i;; incl\ulrd in ~OI1l[, of th(' r['gr(,~5ion.". In partiru\:lr, th(' indie'ator tn1r.e!l thr vnlue 
on(, for ril.ir1\ lo('nlrcl in ."tnl('s which !'('quire purrhn;;er;; to ol)tain n permit., nncl 
z('ro othl'rwi."l'. Thr citirl' 1'0 inclicntccl nrc Boston, HufTnlo, N('w York Cil.", 
Chil'll~O, Detroit, Nl'wnrk, Bnllimorc', Sl. Loui~, 1\::IO;;ns Cit,", nnel Chnrlottc. 

nF.Ont:ss10:-; nF.SULTS Fon TIIF. TOTAL nOBBt:ny nAT.: 

Tnhlr Ii pr(':'rnl;; rl'su\ts for six n\tr!'l1nti,,1' rrgrrssion sprdficntiom; for explnin_ 
ing inlercity difTcrencrs in the ovcrnll UCn. rohhery mtf' in 1975. A :levcnth rcgres· 
Ilion is 111:;0 includcd, which ut.i1izcs liS n c1l'prllcient, vnrinhlr thr Nalionn! Crime 
Pnllc!';; survey-hnsed 1l1rn!'ure of thl' rohhcr,\' rnle for rnch of 2G cit·ics. The first. 

... r--

f:L
":. 

==-. 
r~ • 

.,;>"-

--



, 
f -'," 
~.~ .. , :-:.~ 
~ .. 

,,-I 

.. 

". 

.. 

299 

Fix n:p;reR~ions iliffe;' ~'ith r('sfJ!!cL to funetillnal form ancl which s~t. of indf~l)('ncl()nt 
vllrinhleR arc ·included. RC'RhltR for oth('r r!'Rrf'R~ion Rpl!r.ificnO"n~ hn~l!d 011 Ihis 
,nnlCcollection of vnrinlllcR (not. rcpnrtf:cI hen:) a.rn qunlitntivcly l'imilnr. 

The mo~t. impnrtllnt. conccrn in thn pn'sent wulext is the relation!'hip hctll'een 
gun density and robbery rates. In every regresRion the estimated cocllicient il' 
po~itivc, hut.lltnt.ist.!cnlly. inl'ignificant. The conclt~si()n thllt there is n? .ril'rn.onst.rn­
hIe RYIlt.ematlc relatIOnship hetween theso two varlahles eouln he nntlclpatrd from 
n glnnce nt Figure 3; th,~\:nttcr plot of robbery raLes VB. f.he glln den"it.~· inllelt is 

"diffuse nnd essent.inlly j ,.dernlesR. Since the theoret.icnl discu$ion ill Hectioll C 
suggested that there is (, ':strong n priori reason to expect. eit.her n posith'o or negn­
tive relationship between roblJery rates nlltl gun dcn$ity, these rc.~ult!'; nrc 1101. 
particulnrly tl'ouhlesome. 

The result which i8 Rurprising is thllt citieR located in Rtntes which h:n-e the most 
Rtringent regulation on gun purchase have significantly higher rollhery rates than 
other ci ti,'''. cclcri8 paribu3. 

The nex~ !lection reports that thi~ fJoRiti\'e a$Rociatioll obtnins for hoth gun nnd 
nonguri robbery (sce Tnble S). Since it is hnrd to Imlic\'e that gun regulations cause 
increases in the rolJuery ral.e, one is forcnd to conclude that there. arc vuria!)le!; 
omitter! from the regression spccifications which infiuenc-c rohhery mtcs mid which 
nrc "ystematically relnted to .the presence of relntivcly stringent gun regulations 
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TABLE 7.-R~R[SSfOlt RESUL:rS' fOR CITY ROBBlRY -RATES. 1975: TH[ CUIMIOIiGUII MIX 

lr>dtPflld.nt mllbles 

Deptndent .. riablHor (t"n 
robberi .. divided by nonrun 
robberi .. ) 

1. Comlant." __ • _ .• _. _________________ • ________________________ • __________ • __ _ 

2. Cun density I"du ____ •• ______ • _______ • ____ • ___ ._. ____________ ._._. ___ • __ •• ___ . 

, 1.llun rflul.,ion dummy ____________________________ ; _____ • _______ ; __________ :_ 

4. Youlhful black mal .. (percent) __________________________________ -' __________ _ 

(1) 

-0.~3 
(.456) 

'2.48 
(.~) 
-.14~ 
(.130) 
'.104 
(.040~ 5. POpulllfon/squlr. mill (lhoUSlnds) ________________________________________ • (:l\'I~J) 

6. rllclfon 01 SMSA in city - - __________________________________ -;-_____________ (:~) 

7. Cri me./cop (thDuunds) ______________________________ v _______________ ~ ____________________ _ 

I: Relall slor"f100 population __________________________________________________ _ 

t. Fraction In reillin proverty ___________ • __ : _____________________ • ___________ _ 

R' _____________________________________________________ ~ __________________ • 

11 ______ -----------------------------------------------__________________ _ 

r Sirnlranl II S.pert:enl lenl. 
, Slrnlranl 111 pen:ent Ilnl. 

-.50S 
(.335) 

-3.30 
(1.53) 

.701 
46 

(Z) 

1-0.176 
(.3~) 

L2.63 
(.52) 

-_102 
(.102) 
, .107 

~.8:lo 
(.01270) 

-.235 
(.242) 

1.627 
(.291) 

1-.674 
(.302) 

1-2.91 
(1.27> 

.IIS 
39 

~n~·~~~~~,~~tI\.~~~w~JiW;;U.~;Q. ;.1~~~~~~~~~~.;.1'~t>'l:"'2;.1~;;...,,1i_ 
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TABLE 8.-R~GRESSlON RESULTS FOR CITY ROBBERY RATES,; 1975: SEPARATE ANALYSES FOR GUN AND HONGUN RATES 

Dep.nd,nt vlrl~bllS 
LOi iun robb.ry per 1,000 Gun robbtry PIT 1,000 LOi nonlun robblry per 1,000 /lonlun robbery per 1,000 

Ind'Plnd.nt~~~~~~ ___ ._ ••• _._._. __ •. __ ."~._ (2) ~ (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

· I. ConslJn!. ............................................. ,.. ••• -0.101 -0.308 
" (.542) (.465) 

2. Gun d.nsit).;.Ju ........ :..................... ..... ........ I 1.74 I 1.74 
. • (.76) (.65) 

3. Gun rllulltlon dummy .......... ; ................................................... . 

· 4. Youlhtul black millS (p.rc.nl) ................................... j·:iw ...... j·:iii .. 
. (.047) (. 046) 

5. Population p.r squlr. mUv...... .......... ................... ' . 0559 , .0563 
· (1,000·').................................................... (.0179) (.0149) 

I. Fuctlon 01 SMS", In city ..................................... '-1.16 , -1.13 

7. Crlmlt per cnp (I,OOO's) ........ , .......................... : ...... ~~ ~~~.. ' UP 
S. R.lJlI sfollS plr 100 populltlon ............................. :···:::04S .. 
9. Friction In rtlilivi pov.rty .................................. . 

RI ........... .' ........................................... . 
11. ....................................................... . -----... _._----_._--_ .. _--

: I Sllnlflcant .1 5 plrc.nll.vel. 
I Sllniraclnt al I pertlnt l.v.l. 

.,,1 >f .... ' 
", :,,; , 

(.441) 
-1.45 
(I. SO) 

.738 
4S 

(.37) 
-.383 

C.370) 
-1.28 

(1.61) 
• 83~ 

39 

-0.268 O. m -0.052 0.469 0.546 0.608 I. 10 I. H 
(.455) (1.789) (1.468) (.526) (.538) (.512) (1.64) (1.78) 

11.60 15.77 14.94 -.638 -.816 -1.030 -3.17 -3.98 

(:W .... ~~~~~~ ...... ~~:~~ ....... ~:~~~~ ...... ~~~~~~ .. l(jW .... ~~:~~ ...... ~~ .. ~~ .. ' 
(.127) ................................. ...... ......... (.143) ....................... . 

'.176. 1.365 1.524 .0517 .0625 0693 .t02 .111 
(.045) (.156) (.144) (.0458) (.0527) (0.502) (.143) • (.114) 
'.046~ 1.155 1.139 '.0559 s.0548 1.0399 '.183000 '.175 
f.0159) (.059) (.047) (.0174) (.0172) (.054) (.054) (.057). 

'-.09 l-loOI 1-2.45 1-.937 1-.922 -1.47 -1.42 -1.42 

,f:W .... ~~:~~~.. • ~:W ..... ~:~~~~. (:~~~) ,"!O;':~W .~ .. ~~:~~.. (I:W 
(.36) ............ (1.17) ........... (.429) ... , (.409) ............ (1.42) 

-. Zl!I -2.12 1-3.12 ju .206 ; .455 .379 .025 
(.375) (I. ") (1.17) (.428) (.429)" , (.424) (1.337) (1.417) 

-1.66 -.07 -2.21 2.11 1.83 1.25·· t 12.1 '12.2 
(1.59) (5.94) (S.08) (1.75) (1.86) (1.79) (5.51 (5. I) 
·".8~ ."5 .114 .794 .&23 .846 •• 0 .12' 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ r ______________________ ~ ____ ~ ____________________ ___ 

~ 
If 

J 

I Sllnlficant .t 10 pere,nl l,v.l. 
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other coefficient e!ltimntcl\ nrc Cor tne mO!lt pl1rt. in ngrcernr:nt with prior ellpec­

tntioM, with the exception of "rctni~ slorell/enpitn" nnr) l.he rc1nlive IlII\'('rt." I measure-these two ,'nrinblcf! have ",(,lIk nnd crrntic est.imntrc\ r!frctf; on th'r 
: overnll robhcn' rate, 

11~r' m:ORE:8101' II&SUJ-TS ron GUN ANU NONOUN 1l0nnt:Rl' 1I.\Tt:S 

. ' Evcn if gun den!<it.r is not IIYllt.('mnUenll;\' rdnwd to the ()'I.'crnlll('\'d of ruhl)rT\' 
, ; in n cit.y, thc Iwnilnhilit.y of gnns tr',fobhrrs i!; !'till rtf eonccrn to polic,nlln kr'l'i' ic 

gun dcn:;it~' innuer;ces J'ohlK'rs' chofer! of Wrll)Jlln;; or tnl'J:ctF, }'igul'l' " \>l't'Frnts 
the scnUr!' dirtgl'nln relnHn/t gun deJ)sit~, to thr f)'lIctioJ) "r ml,bl'ri(',<: COlllllliu('l\ • 
with n gnn, This t1ingrllJll i1hJ5trnlr!;l n elcnr pO!'itin' IIs:,ocintion l,rtwl'l'l1 tIll' IWH 
vnrinbles, The I'cgl'cl'fiun 1'('"1111,, in Tnl~lr i 11!'lilonstmtr: tllllt thi,: :!:'i'ocilltion 

I,' IJC)'!;lists when Cncto)'1' which nI'l' thought to innll!'JI~1' th,. 0\'('1'1111 }('\"c'l oC rolJhel'\' 
nrc controlled {OI', El'pcl'imcnts with' n1tcrnnth'{' funcHonnl fO),IlI!;', not "I'poI'tr,il 

I heri!, :riclrl similar )'!'sults, " .,'. ' , 

r The ()stilnntcll cOl)flicicnt. on the slale J!;un n'glJlntioll dUJlIJ\lY \'!lI'iolJl!' ),I'Cjlli)'r" 

I 
some intl'l'pretntion, Such J'cgulnliofl!; I1In~'lIrTr-ct \\,1'1I[)on U.~I' in 1'(1)111"'.'" j,f(lil'cctlr 
hy cnlJ:;ing l'oHle rCfluction of o\'cm\l glln I\t'n.c:ilr in n t'it~', Thi" illdi(,l'ct ,,!fI'Ct 
ennnot hc mrn~urer\ in the prr!;cnt. conte:oct, Th!' eUl'nicicnt I'i'timatr' on t1\1\ rlllllllJl~' 

I varinhlr: I'cr\'cs as a mellSUI'I' of the direct cff('ct oC lh(','<c regullitiun", holdillp; (1\'C,'­

n11 gun dc'n!;it)" con!;tnnt. The ncgntivc eocfficiClit r.~tilllate I'cpm'lcrl hrr(' i;: COIll­
patiblc with t.hl' existence of this dircct. cffect, but the coefficient. is not t<tatislicnlh' 
significnnt, • , ' 
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Tllhl1~ R llr~!'~nt.!' regre~~i~n n·;:.n!ts for a ~l1mher of' specifiCIl tions 1I tili7.iTi~ ~lIn 
or mm.'11111 rol,I)('f\' rnt~~ liS till' d('pl'mlnnt \'Ilrinhles. ·"'hile there nrc no surprises 
h(·rr,·~ it i~ u""fu\ \<1 tllnk~ sf'\'rrnl morl' oh~er\'ntion!\ concl'rning th,. mf!o~ured 
rITeet of glln cl(,"~iI,\·. Fi r:;t , the p;lln r1I.'Ol'ity coefficients in corrrsponlling pairs 
!ll /tlln nnl1 nn~J!lln ro~)bc\':; n'gr('>"sion~ nrc mensur<:el with nhnw;t ... qunllll·cci~i()n 
1~1 ~\'pr,\' ca!'('. ~h" r!;t nnnten cOI'fficir'I!t!; nrf' llignificllnL in t hf' gun rol,l,pr.,· regres­
sinn;; :II!!I not 11\ the non gun rr)!,l'!'!'!'JOns hecause the estimntel\ co('fficicntR Ilr!' 
1:1I'Il(,P (in nhsohlte "nlue) in tht: former. ' 

t::l'cr)Ocl, nil'. r·ln.~ticities nSi'ocin\Nl ~"jth the glln dl'nsity cocfficic(lt estimates 
f"l' htlth till' JIllf':tJ· ,nno log.rll'pl'nl\ont forms of the gun mbher.\· rC!~rr~sions IIrc, 
nil ~Io~ .. til 1:0. ThiS rri'u1t cn.n. ht' trnn~formf'(l thro.ugh Il !'im})\e clllculntion to 
/11'1'1\'1' :tn !'.<tllllntr or the ('Instsclt~· of "un rohher.\· With resprct to the !,rrcent (If '. 
hll1l~('h"ld" owning :t pi!"lol-thc nn:;"'rr in nIl cases is clo!'!' to .S.1l Ttl olher lDard., 
a 10 /Icawt rCI~uc(i~n in the 11umber of p~{oTII til a cily ill dllllocialcd !Ci/h about a 
Ii percell{ rcrillcholl 1n Ihe gUll robber!1 rale.· " . ." '" 

An annlp:i~ of thl' innllencc of gun n\'ailnbilit.,\' on the distrihution (If rohh!'!'y 
tnr!t('t;: (COIllIIII'I'ci:t1 "5. noncoJllil1ercinl) dirt not :l'irlrl an~' clenr cut r\.'i'l1lt!'. The 
~h\'ol'('\ic!,l (·xpectnti.on that incrensi,!g gun nmilnbiJit.,- shoull] cnu~" n rrlnti\'e 
II1cr('n~e III C('lJlIlwrcltIl rolJhrn' rates :s not supportccl 1)\' lh(' n\'nilnhle llntn. 

TIl\' {'Ia!<ticity of j!:lIn I'obberr (Gf{) with respect to thr (rnction of hou~l'holr]s 
which own n pistol (HG) is' gi"cn b~' thc formula .' . 

Xow 7Tll=2.6 
7TV= -19,0+.631 (from tnble 'i, not!'!') 

whcre 1=57.8. thrrl'forc 7l7J=17.4 . ., 

dGUr 
From 1'r:Jllatioll 1 nf tnh\I' ~ ..... ;rr=.M.l alllt 1\': liCItI'll nllfl\'{', till' rl'lntilllJ!'h\J' 

Iwt wcell 11 r: :11111 I h:\!, stlll'e ,6:3. ~hcl·rr"J'e • 
. ' 

. ~"""'·-~~";=~-17A.O.Jn...-..,_~_ ... , 
. '" 1:r:RII/1=-··_ .. ··--,,2, .~-~,!"" ".' 2.1i .63 -.. ; 

l'siJ1!! thc log fOl'J1) (EIJllatiClII J) till' !'In,:t icit~· \':\IIJ'{'!>sl"n ht'COlllcS 

('ollc1u;:ioll:; from thl' filldin)!" »l'p~clltr(1 in T:ll)l('~ 13,7 amI 8 cnn bl' bricft~· sum­
mari7.C'II. Both gUll ,I('n~ity :\IId 1'0hhl'l·~-l':ltc.'; diffel' '~'idel~' :IJl1ong thr citir!' in the 
:':IIl1ph'. hut thrr() i~ little' if al1~' I'l'lntioll~hi» 1>1'1\\'('('11 th(' two ,·ari:thlef'. ThC' zero 
OJ'CIl'I' cOl'J'C'lntiOl\ i;:. :"lip;htlynrgath-r nllli tIll' p:ll'tinl COI'l'('tntiont' in a \'nriety of 
llIulth'al'in\t' s»l'rificatiOIl;:: :11'(' :111 ,:1i!thtl~· ]lll;:itin'. An incl'(':tl'r in gun dt'll:;it.r is 
a.;:,<orintr(\ with ~"nw >"lIh;;titutioll of !lUll:' fOI' othl'S' "'('Ilpon!' in robhrr,". High 
gUll drl1!'it~· cit i(';: \I'm I t(l h:\\',' 1't'lntiwly hillh !tun 1'00\)('1'.\' fIIt('." anl\ 1'(,\1I\1"l.'ly 
lo\\' nOIl/!Ull l'ohh\lI'.\' l:ll!'!'. ",Iwthr!" 01' nnt olh('1' factol'" nrc conh'o\Jrc\ for in the 
:lnal.,·.;:i.;:. TIl(' jJo:,;:ihlr import·nllce ()( thi;; I't':,ult I;: ('\'nlunted in th(' I1rst f'l'ct}on., 

, ~, 

Tht' ('\'idcnc\, pr('£'(,llt.rt\ :11>0\,(' suggl';;t,: t h:lt t.he o\'('r:lll d('n.<it~\· (I( glln j)\\'l\er~ • 
:'hip in n cit~· hn:; .little inllllC'llcc Oll (.hll cit.y':: l'ohhl'l'~' I':\t('. but :1 ."tl'ong effect. on 
t.he (mcLion of 1:9bberie>" \\'hich i!1\'oh'(' :l gun. Thl' »l'op('ni'iI.\· of r(lhhl'J's to Ullt'. _. 
/!lIn!" rnthrl' tliml olht'!' \\'(,:1]1011:" j,: of COllcrl'JI to thl' I'xt('nt. th~lt thl' t."P! of wrapoll./" .. 
inOu(,llc('." the Olltcnl1l1' of tlH' I'nhl)('I'~·. Th(' w(':l)Jon-I'('lntC'<1 {hITI'I'l'I!(,(,';: JJ1.0UtCCIl11!',."",. 
<locul\1l'lltr'\ aI>O\'e, inrhh\l' ,IiIT"I'I'llce;: in thr frarticlJli' of J'obhl'J'II':" which I'r::lllt ",: 
ill injun', ancl drnt h of t hI' \'iet ilil. Thi,: i'I'Ct inn focu;:{'=< (111 t hI' i;:."u(' of 1','hht'r~· ... 
llllll'dl'l': 11' it tl'll<' that thl' incl'r:l;'\· ill )!;\lll I'(lhh('ri(':; Msoci:ltl'c1 with :llI iJlcrrlll'e .. ". 
in !:lUll d('IIi'ity 1.':111:"'" a COllcomit:lnt incl'(':1:;(' ill t hI' 1'0b1)rl',\' Jilllnl,t:.~,·:~t('? 

, ' , ~,: 'r ' .~. "." '! ;' _-, 

,.' Til" "11111 Olf Ihe ('Ocmelc,,,t l'''thll''I1'~ for c:,eh l"Ilcpcn,II,,,t "nr"lhl~ ill' 11~'I: UI'l'lIr r"rm~ 
"r .",. J:IIII Ilu,l 1I0JlJ!11I1 r4'J:r'1~"'\IlH:-:' I .. ,U."·($!l-~arlly cqunl h' nil' ("orrf':tI'OllllhIF "' .... "mrltnt 
r .. llllntc'~ for II", 11l1l'IIr forlll of Ihl' "'111) rlltolo"r," ,'qunll"" "'lIb till' ~nlllr f)><,,')II('nl\"1I lin, 
1"n\}\.0 (\1.. .' '. ,,', ~,,,f"",~ led' ',"_, 

.. The c'la~lh·1t\' cnlculnllnllH nrl' 111",11' fI~)nj: Ihl' 1IIr:"II~ of thl' nk\'nnt ""rln"I(',,: thr., 
j:1I11 ,1I'1I.lIy 111.11':< 1,""" IIIr"fI of !ij.~ "':"r !hr -10 "'lIr~ In Ihl. ,.1I"'1'1 ..... nn.~ ,I he' ':IID. rol.I!t'r~;; :':. 

1
1IJ •••••••• ~ ... ~~~<:::;-;~:;c;0~r:1h' hn,.; n mpH1I or !!.(jil/10{lI\ ,.u)lHlnUtut. """ ,. '~~:~:::;~~"\'!~:~.t·(:r;~?~.~;·~~r>,/~·:~:,:~~ 
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The relntionllhip I~twcen the typ-ieal robbery nnd the relntlvely few events 

which nre elli.~Aifir.rl by VCR at ' robhrr." mllrrll'rs" is not well unrlcrlltoorl.41 
Wenpon usc in robbery, nnd indeed thc overnll robhen' rntc, will onlv influence 
the robbery murrler rate j( robbery murders nrc.elmwly rclntccl to thl' (ypieal rob­
hery in which t.he victim is not killed. Tho following hypothctienl exnml'lcF. n­
Iw;~rnte some o( thc posllihle relationships between rol,lhcri(!ll nnd robhery murrlerl!: 

Exnf(lpJe 1: A rolJlJer holrJ~ lip n hquor store with n gun, c1emnncling cn~h. 
When the clerk renche!! IJnrll)r the counler nll if to "et ofT nn nlarm or pick up It 
gun, the rohber panic!; nnrl "hoots nnd kilh, the clcrk., .-,., , 

Example 2: A mnn cntcT'l\ n liq\lor "lore, lIhont..~ nnr! ki!l!\ the clerk without 
spenking, nnd then cmptic.'1 the ensh register.'" ',',,'," ~.,l<' 

Exnmple 3: One mnn fOhoot!! nnr! kill!' nnother following n (Irunken nrgument.' 
As nn afterthought, the killrr tnkes the vbUm's wllllel.. ' 

All three of the!;e ca!;es 'would mo!'!t Iikel,r he officially clnssifirrl nll rohhery 
murclerll. The examples (lifTer cJrnmntirnlb. in term!' of thn relationship Il:-tween 
the two clements of the crime: the theft, imrl the lJlurrler. If the rohl}l'r;l' murder 
!;tnli~tics nre clorninlltcrl by en!lc.~ l=imilnr to eltllmple 3, then it is IIpproprillte to 
vinw rohhery niurder Ill; more murrlrr thnn rohhnn-; in thi;; cn;;c, we would cxpect 
vnrintion!; in rohhcr.r rnlrs to hn"e Jiltlu rel.':\Oon<hip to vnrintions in the rohhp.ry 
murder mle. At the otter extreme, n5 in rltlHllplel, is the possihility of murder ns 
nn nccidentnl outcome of the in~trument.nl violence (or thrent thereof) which is nn 
clement of cvrrr rohhery. The mle of l'uch "ar6rl~ntnl" rohhery murclnr'''mn~' he 
influenced hy the eompo=ition of rohherie~ wil h rrl"pert to weapon Ul"(!, circum-
l=tnnc('lI, etc.; holrling 611Ch (netprll constnnt, we would eltpect the rohhcry murder 
!'nll' to vnry proportionnt(':~· with the 9"ernll rohher.,· rntc. 

" . 

The erucinl chstinction iwtwern ('xnmplrs 1 nnel 3 is in terms of whelher thr 
primnry moti"e of the nSl'nilant is to injure the victim or to strnl from him. The 
criminnl'l' hehllvior in rxample 2 cnn he .... icwccl n!' 'the result. (If a c{lm\Jinntion of 
th(' two motj"r."; thc violcnt nct mny be nn ('1111 in itl=nlf, Ill" w('l1 Ill" II mcnns for 
complrUng the thch succcs.';fully. There jfi indirect r\'irlrncr thnt n Inrgr propor­
tion of rohl)erie!' which rel'ult in the victim's l"erioul" injurr (1~' invo\\'(' grenter thnn 

,_~,;'n!:S!~i'nr.r" levels of "iolence, suggesting thnt violence in !'ueh CII;:C!' is not .o::impl;l' 
n lllC'lm." of ol)tnining complinnec from therohbcry '·ictim.4t To the (,,,tent tl,1at 'the~)~. 
lewl of violence u."erl in robbery is pnrtially det<'fmin(>(1 h~' t.hl' rohhrr's prr)'onality, 

r 
I 

rnther thnn hy in,~trumentnJ considerntions nlone, thr l'C'lntionl"hip hl'twecn the 
typienl I'Ohhrr;l' nnr! tllO~C robheries which r('~ult in thr "ictim'l' cleath hceomel' 
rnthrr COO1pl("lt. 'The rohher.,· denth rnte will he inOurnccri hr the rohhery rnte, 
hu\ nll=o IJ~' thl' f1i~trill11\ion of ",.:jolence pronene:;s" among rohbrrl'. 

lh'gn'l'<jnn I'I'!'uit:= I'eport('d in Tnhle 9 .o::ugg('!'t thnt thr!'r i;: n tight link hetween 
thl' I':Itl',~ nfrol,III'I'Y IInr! rohhcry murderncro~~ thr 50 citi('~ in thr current snl11pl~. 
The cOl'rrlntion hcl\\'1'1'11 the gun rohbrry murrlrr rnt(' and th(' gun rohbery rate 1~, 
.90, nnd thr eOl'l'el:ttion for the nonl'lln cal'e is .76. These J'(~sultl! m'e supported by 
Zimring':= timc !'eries nnalysis oC Detroit, c1nta.4l They nrc strong evidence for 
T{'jecting thl' scel1nrio ~\lggcsted hy exnmple 3 Ill' typicnl of I'ohhery murders. 

Equlltion 4 includrs the murder rnte (net of relony 'l1urner) which cnn he 
\"i('\\'('d ns n rurther te, .. t {If the possihility thnt Tohher:-' \,lUrder is "morc murder 
thnn rohhery" in the ~('n:=r di:=cu!:':=cd aho\'c. The coefficienl ('l"timate is po.o::iti\'r 
hut not significnnt nt thr 10 percent IC"el, and the two rohhery mte "arinhles 
continur to hI' :::ignifiennt nnd importnnt cxplnr.ntion!' of rohh('r;l' murder. 

TIl<' nntuml intrr('nee from"thr!'e results i." thnt rohhrry lIlurdrrs nrc the prob­
nhilil'tie ,'e!'1I1t of l'(lhherie~. The coefficient ('~timatc:= in equation. 1 nnd 2 suggest 
thaI :10 nclclitionnllOOO gun rohherir:; re:mlL in 6.6-8.8 nclditionnl rohhery Olurrler:::, 
whrrl'lI." nn nrlditiolllll 1000 nongun murder;; re:=ult in 1.1i-2.6 nddition:ll robhery 
IIllJl'rll'r;;. Sincr the conl'tnnt term.o:: nrc not significnntly rliITerent. from zero, the 
result!' nrC' compntihlr with tho ,l'implc morlel !'uggrl't~c1 hy C'xnmple I; every 
rohh('r~' involving n given tY1l1' or w('npon hnl' thr :=n01(, prohnhilHy of resul ling 

., "'hellll'r n mnrel .. r In ... oh·ell n rilhht-rr or nOI 11I11~1 !)(' Inrrrrl'll rrom Ihr ('\renOl.tnnce~. 
Jr 11"'n' nrl' )I" rYrwlll,,'"~r~ 0,'01lnhll'. "'1,11,, T(lhhH" nlllTI!ru In romml'r<"\n\ IMotloll" 11\0, 
hI' ,,""lIy rlMRII1r11 corrrell.,' In mo.t rn~r8. the prohlem~ nre pre"umnbl,' milch ,::rrnlcr [or 
JoI .... I 1 .. ,1 ",.r!r .. 

., Thl.~ ")lnml'lI' !~ 1111'11\")'-" on n rl'nl Inel.ll'lIt In llOIll<tOIl (11'.rrlh"d hy J.u n,I.J:nn rill'. 
I', l:\ll, 
," eno\; nnl\ ;'\'n,,11I r"port n ntlOlhrr of rl'lc ... nnl 11",llnl:I< from thr N'ntlonnl CrimI' "Hnl'l 

\'ldlll\l7.otlol\~ ~lIn'''.'',: ,II !!n rill" •. For rxnnlllir. nnly :!li IlI'rI'l'nl of thl' "\rll"'" ,,'1'0 "'rrl' 
""rloll"ly IlIjllrl'll hi rlln rolo"rrll'. nltrml't",1 nil)' "orl 01 "h,'I<lrnl Tr~l"lnnrr ltll'\'lng or 
hlllh'F II,,· rnlo"l'rl. Th .. ('(lr"'"I'ol1ll1l1':: (rnt'!lon 1I<:l1I ""rrl'nl rllr IIllnrml'd rollhcrlr~, 
~ ~;lIl1rit'l! I JIlin litlli. Ihnl for 11I'lroll Ih .. rntlo of rohl",r, llIl1r1l .. r to rohh .. rlr~ hy 'ypl' 

n( ""'lI"nll 1- "lrll1n1l ... ",,,"tnnl frJJm ~'l'nT to p·ftT '\lIrlll!: I h~ Illnn-J<. Thl" I1n!!ln,: r .. ln­
for .. r~ 111" "rol'0rl1onllll'" fhllllll~ ror .. roP~·~~tlon rlntn. Iln","nr. Zlmrln,:: 'hill" Ihftl Ihr.r .. 
"'n. IrrmroelouF jump h; IlIIf rnllo durIn!: lOil noel 1072 for r.ncll t;rJlC' of "'enpon". T1iIA 
.. llnl',:: .. hn,. not IM-rn .... lllnln .. d "" yt't. 
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in thn victim's death. This prohnhility i.~ IIhout three timell n.<I high for gun ro\)­
berie!! al, for nongun rohheries. An nllernntive view of the re:;ultR--one which is 
marc compatible with the cvidence di~ewlsed nhovc--i.~ that the dangerol1~nCRs 
of 8 rohhery depends on the vialr.nce pronenes,~ of the rohher, the rohhery cir­
cumstnnees, nOfI p('rhap~ other (nctorll, hut Lhllt the distrihution of these fllctors 
is inrlependen~ -of the rohbery rntc.'; acrolls cities. 

!'on alternative approach to estimating 'Weapons elTects in robbery I!'! to regre. ... ' 
the ftaction or robh!.'ricg wtlieh result in death on the fraction of roboories which 
involve gunll. If the number of murders ill in fact, lIt.rictlyproportionnl to t.he 
numbnr of robberies of each wellpon type, then the constant In t.his regression 
term can be interpreted ns the likelihood of d(mth in a non gun murder, and the 
coefficient. Il$ the difference between the likelihood of denUtin gun and nongun 
robheries.fa The results of this equation indiellte thllt t.he fraction of robberies 
involving guns explains a small but significllnt percentage of the intercity variance 
in the robbery murrler/robbery ratio. The point estimate for the likelihood of 
c1enth in a gun robhery is 7.2/1000, "'hieh is close to the estimate generated by 
equation 1. 

~~)hery murders =) -2.l... - OS Gun robberi!.'s Jl1 = ! 13 
1000 robberies (1:~ 6)! ;)'( 2. 38) Robberies .' 

We cnn infpr the elTt'et on the rohht'ry murder rate of a reduction in citr gun 
density by combining the rt'sults from Tnble!' 8 and 9 ... 'or examph.', using gun 
density cocfficit'nt estimates from IiIJt'nr equation~ .'; nnel 10 in Toblc 8, lind the 
eot'fficient e!'timates from cquation 3 of Tnble 9, n ~traightrorwnrd cnlcuintion fT 

yit'ltls the following result: a /0 percent reduction in the num/Jcr of pi~to13 ill a city 
is associated with about a 4.t percent reduction in ·the 71um/Jcr of robbery mllrders. 

An alternnti\'c approach to cstimllting the elTect of gun nvailability on the 
rohbery mUrcit'r rate is to calculntc the "reduced form" regre~ions, prescnterl in 
Tahle 10. The rcsullo; of these regressions nre \'cry similar to the gun robhery' 
regres~ion results in Table 8; this similarity i~ not surprising given t.he high 

. i , eorrt'lation bp.tween the glln robbery rate nnr! the robbery murder rat(', and the 

) 

~"~"""'*"""' ..... fact that the two variables b~' coincidence have. tht' samc menno Ba~d on the 
1 ri:grp!'!'ion rp!'u1ts in Table 10, cquation 3, a 10 pt'rcent reduction in the numbcr""""'~"", 
I of pi:;tols i:; associated with a rerluction in the rohbery murder rate by nboul 

5 percent. 

I 

'i 
I , 
t 
I , 
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TABLE g.-ROBBERY MURDER RATE AS A FUNCTION OF THE ROBBERY RAT[ REGRESSION RESULTS 

Dependenl .Iliable 

I. Gun robbery murder rale per 
100,000 ' ..... ,. ........ _ •• _ •••• 

2. Honlun robbti~ mUlder rale per 
100,000 ' ............... _ .... .. 

3. 10lal ;obbery murder rale per 
100.000 , •••••••••••••••••••••• 

c. Tolal robbery murder rile per 
100,000 ' .......... , ••••••••••• 

, 197A·75 a,·erare. 
:.SianifiCJnl all·percenllevel. 
, Sianir,canl al 10·pert.enllevtl. 

Hole; SI.ndard errors in parepthuu. 

Gun Honaun Assaull 
robbery rale robbery rale murder r/.,Ie 

Con,llnl per 1,000 per 1,000 per 1,000 

-0.739 
(.17A) 

. --- •. ---------
: O. 773......................... 0.8\ .7 

C' 056) ................ ., .............. , "" ......... .. 

,081 """""" : O. 211........ •• .58 47 
(.098) ........... . 

-.284 
C,232) 

, -.463 
(.255) 

!.907 
(.089) 

~. 741 
(.138) 

(.027) ................. """ ........... _. 

'.136 ............ .82 C7 
(.072) ....... " .......................... . 

'.133 
C,07l) 

0.359 .83 47 
(,230) ....... , ,_ ..... _ ...... . 

J(=aG+bll'=aG+b(R-GI 

""ht>rr )1~null1ltrr nf rohbrry ml1rcl('rt=. 
G, X·nlllllhrr "r J!lIn Ino /:un I rohherlr~ 

R·nll",I'rr of rohh,'rlps 

I1h'lolh,/: Ihroll/:h hy It nut! rrnrrnu/:ln~ terlll~ ~'Irhl~ 

~-Ia-b)£+b R R 
c: The "filclllnllon of Ihr rilulklty hen' I" .. Imlln 10 the I'ro~ .. dllre pXl'llIlnrc' In en.4!! 

JoIul1rn. 
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TABLE IO • ....,ROBBERY MURDER R),Tt PER 1,000 RESID£IITS'-REGR[SSION RESULTS 

LOlrobbery mur~tr III. Robbery murder rlt' 

Independenl variables 0) (2) (3) (4)" -------------------------_ .. 
1. Const.nt •••••••••••••• '" ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

2. Gun densily indu •••••••••••••• _ •• _ •• ; •• _ •• _____ • 

3. Youthlut bllCk mIles (percenl> •• _ ......... __ ...... . 

• -1.696 
(.849) 

'2. 01 
(1.20) 
'.229 
(.076) 

~. Popul.lion/squlre mile (thou'ands) •••••••• : ••• :... '.0736 

s. rreclion of SMSA incily ........................ :.;· _tg~82) 
6. Crimes/cop (Ihousands) ••••• , ••••••••••••••• _ ••••••••••••• ~:~~~~ 
7. Relan slores per 100 populalion. __ •• ____ ••• _._ ••• _. ---····--:690· 
ft. rraclion in r.lalive pov.rly •• _ ••••••••••••••••••••• 

~:.: :::::: ::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::::: ::~:::: 
I 1974-75 Iv.rare. 
'Signiftc.nllt 10 percent level. 
'Sirnificant .1 5 percenllevel. 
• Significlnt .t I percent level. 

Nol.: Standard errors in parenlheses • 

(.708) 
-.510 
(2.796) 

.689 
4S 

O. COXCLUSIONa 

-l.485 -0.728 
C.898) (1.879) 
1.70 '5. 9l 

(1.28) (. Z. 66) 
'. Z9Z '. A6~ 
(.093) (.169) 
'0073\ •• Z08 
(.0288) (. IY"Z) 
-.9~ : -2.49 
(.619) (1. 29) 
.843 •••••••••••••• (.72Z) _____ ._ ••• ___ • 
.716 -1.76 

(.134) (I. 57) 
-2.38 -1.05 
(3.09) (6.19) 

.730 .718 
38 45 

-0.942 
(1.951) 
'4.90 
(2.78) 
•• 689 
(.202)"'" 
'.195 ~ 
C. (63) 

-1.90 
(1.35) 
• 3. 94 
(1.57) 

-1.12 
(1.59) 

-5.79 
(6.71) 

.767 
3! 

The conclll~ion!' rcnched Crom t.he theoreticnl nnd empirical :malysis in this 
pnpt'r lITe of C01Jnm tenlntivc, and subject to n variety oC pO~5ible ~ourct's of error. 
Some findings ''1ppl'nr in my judgment. lo he more robust nnd more strongly up-

l-.... : I'<l' ported by the dlltll thnn others, anrl hence dt'ser,\'ing of grelllt'r confidence. These 
'''strong'' findings nrc summnrizcd first,· followed by n summarY of the weaker 
findings nnd a Cliscussion of the proper interpretation of the findings relnting to the""""""'''' 
elTeeL.,; oC gun density. '.- ., .. 

Strong jinding! 
1. The proxy measure of the density of gun ownership in the .;0 largest cities, 

discllssed in section C, hns a strong claim to vnlidity Cor ero~s-!'ection studies. It 
i~ the fir~t serious elTort to develop such a mensure, and should be valuable in a 
\·ariet~· of research contexts. 

2. The fraction of robberieil which involvc guns is closely (positively) related 
lo the ovcr:lll density of gun oWTlef/;hip in a city. 

3. ~turclers which arc c1n!'~ifiNI as robben' murrlers I,,· UCR occur at a rate 
that is clo~t'ly linked to the robbery Tnte. Thererore, it would appear that robbery 
murder is nn outcome (in 1.\ probabilistic sense) of encounters which were motlvnted 
in I"ome important sense by theftj that is, robbery murders arc similar in that 
rt'spl'et ·to robbcrie~. About three times 11;) mnny gun robberies result in the vic-
tim's death ns iii true for nongun robberies. Gun robbery murdefli arc roughly pro­

i· 

portional to gun robberies tlcross cities, and nongun robbery murders arc roughly 
proportional to nongun robberies. There is a strong case, then, Cor the claim that 
an inert'3Se in the proportion of robberies with guns will increase the ratio of rob­
bl'ry murders to robberies .• There is some evidence that a relative inerense in the 
usc or guns in robbery may reduc.e the victim injury rate, but this possibility could 
not be thoroughly Imalyzed... • . i 

i 
I 
I 

! 

t 
I" 
" 

Other. findinu! -., . - " , 
of. 'rhe density of gun owrtt'rship llmong city residents is not nn important de­

tt'rminant of the city's robbery rate. This finding is subject. to doubt primarily 
\)t'cnuse It is possible that an important- relntionship docs exist but is being obscured 
in the present :;nmp\e by the effect or some unknown factors which hnve been 
exe\urled from the regression specifications. This possibility is of less concern In 
e"aluating finding 2, to the extent thu,t the unknown factors tend to have the snmt' 
proportional effect on gun and nongun robbery. (The intercity correlation between 
gUll and ncnfllun robbery rates is .60, suggesting thLlt the etiology of gun and non­
gun robbery IS siml)ar.) 
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5. An incrcnse in the density of gun OWI1I'r1;hip il> nssociated wit h an inerca~e in t.he 
glln robbery rnte, nnd n corre~pondin~ increase in lhe rnlc of rohb~r\' murder. 

6. Differences in gun del1l;ity hove litU,· mCMUTl'l1hle elTect on rohber:;' choice 
of tl1rgets ns between commercil1) nnd noncommercil1l nlternl1tivcs. A numher of 
other dimen!;ions of tnrget choice nrc of interest, but wcre not investigated here! 
due to dntu limitations. . 

7. Stnte regulations requiring purchnse pel'mit.<; hnve little if any (lireet cITed 
on the robhers' choice of wenpon. These regulations may hnve nn in(Jirect elTect 
by reducing overnll gun density, hut this po~sibi\ity wnl; not "Cltploredhere. One 
of se\'crnl problems in evalunting thiR conclu'lion is thnt there WlIS no nttempt. to 
tnke the qunlity of the state's implementation mechnnisms into nceo\lnlln men!;-
uring t.hc elTect. of n purchnse permit requirement. "" 
I TI/crprclalion . 

The extent of gun ownership in n city is rensonl1hly viewed ns nn important 
dctcrlllinllnt of whc:Lhcr acLual anel potential robbers will acquire guns. First, ~uns 
arc arguably more readily available in the "grey" nnd blnck markets in cities 
where gun owner:;hip i1; widcspread. Secm,d, t.here is no renson to believe t.hat 
criminnls IIcquire guns only for specificnlly criminal purposes-if rohbcr~ arc 
similnr to other resid('nls of their city with respect to tl>.eir \'aluntion or n gun's 
uses in noncriminnl nctivitics, then robbers' dcmnnd (or guns will be relatively 
high in high density citie~. The cost of a gun net of this value in noncriminnl USC!; 
'will hence hn lower in high dnnsit.y cities. While it is not possihlc to sort oul thel'c 
supply nnd demand elTects, they hot.h point towardR the conclusion thnt n reln­
th'e!y high frnction of robben; will bc nrmed in high density cit.ies. A policy which 
was succcssful in increasing the net. cost of ncquiring a gun for usc in robhl'ry will 
then reduce t.hc frnction of robberies committed with II gun. Gh'cn the empirical 
results reported hcre, this reduction in glln usc would hnve little elTect. on the over­
nil Tohnery rat;:, hut would rl'Cluee the rohhery murder rnle. 

~"""~J .. ",.;"""",",,,,-~~~~~. 
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Ar.rl:NDJX A 

CQNBTRUC'I10N OF 'filE CI'fY OUN DENSITY INDT.X 

1;'ho city gun denslt.y index for city i is ,defined o.s 

where 
8,= 

08,= 

M,= 

OM,= 

100 '.! (G81+ 0 M ,). 
2 8, M, 

the number ot suicides committed during 1973 and 1974 In city i . 
the number of suicidcs commltted wit.h a firearm In 1973 and 197-4 
~cl~i M 

the number of murders committed during 1973-1975 in city i, ex­
cluding murde.rs committed in the context of arson, rape or robbery 
the number of murders (ns above) committed with a firenrm. 

Tnble A-I givcs the data from 'I\'hich the index is cnlculated. This tab~e also 
includes tho gun Il.ccident (atality rate for 1973 and 1974 combined (i.e., the 
percent of the city's population killed in 11 gun accident during 1973 or 1914). 

The Bource for the suicide nnd gun nccident dnta is the Vital Statistics death 
filcs tor 1973 and 1974, compiled by the National Center for Health Statisties. 
A detailed description of computation procedures is available from the author • 
. The source for the murder data is a specinl homicide data file constructed by 

tile FBI. This file includes a brief deSCription of CRch of the homicides reported 
tl) the FBI by police departmcnts in the 50 Inrgest cities for n number of yonTS. 

Tile interci!.y correlations between the gun accident fatality rate, the percent­
suicides v.ith gun, and the percent homicides with gun nre as follows: 

.' .• "~",""-f.,:tt-'"!< ... ,., .... i+"~.~~~~'1';.iL'(.;~':tt:nt:,'" . • 
Gun nccident fntality rate: . . ,. ~"""'-,.,.'=, 

Percent suicides with glln'.:. ___________ .,._.________________________ • 16 
Per~ent .homieides witn gun_____________________________________ .04 

Percent suicide with gun ____________ ..• ______________________________ .82 

T"BL£.A-I.~OMPONEHTS OF TIlE GUN DENSITY INDEX 

Num~ro{ Percenlol Number 01 P,reent 01 

slu~J~i~ Number 01 suicide murders, Number 01 murder 
Gun run with 1973-74 lun with 

index lver.te suicides ,un I~er'ee mUrden (un 

Hew.rk •••••••••••••••••• 33.7 l4 55 25.4 115 4a U.9 
B"sloo~ •••••••••• , •• ,.". 34.3 19 123 15.4 103 55 53.2 
New York •••••••••••••••• 34.6 184 998 18.4 1,385 704 50.8 
Sfn Fr.ncisco ••••••••••••• 37.1 103 42' 24.2 110 55 50.0 
fhilldtlphil •••••••••••••• 0,3 143 493 29.0 351 202 57.5 
Sin Dielo •••••••••••• ! ... 44.3 ... 118 290 40.6 51 2~ 48.1 
8unllo ••••••••• , •••••••• 44.4 22 69 31. 8 48 27 56.9 
Lonl Belcll •••••••••••••• 45.5 72 170 42.1 (2 20 48.8 
lo. Anleht ••••••••••••••• 46.7 392 1,092 35.8 424 244 ~1. 6 
W •• hin(\on ............... 47.3 58 164 35. 3 213 IZ7 59.4 
Mi n neapolis •••••••••••••• 47.8 41 119 J4.4 34 2\ 61.2 
Sutt1 •••••••••••••••••••• 48.1 78 208 37.5 48 28 53.7 
Pithburlh •••••••• "" •••• 4!- 8 4Z 133 3\.5 50 33 66.0 

i:r.~~~:::::::::::::~~:: 50.6 67 174 33.5 28 17 62.1 
51.1 195 527 36.6 40 26 65,5 

MiI".uk ................. 51.6 8S 191 40.0 53 34 63. J 
Chicl.o ••••••• """ ••••• 53.3 78 19S 37.0 683 476 G9.6 
811""'011 •••••••••••••• ,. ~.3 6S ISO 46.0 230 144 62.7 
51. PIU!. ••••••••••••••••• s.4 •• 18 53 33.9 16 12 15.0 
l'o,)It~ d._ ••• _ ••• __ •••• , • 54.S .8 131 45.3 30 J9 63.7 
Oon.er •••••••••••••••••• 56.0 59 . II' 49 •. 3 15 4; 62. ; 
Mi.mf. ••••••• _ •••••••••• 56.0 11 166 42.7 68 47 69.3 
I ndiln.polis •••••••••••••• $!..3 ~ 18J 48.0 70 43 68. 6 
~usll" ••••••••••••••••••• ~.7 42 73 57.5 2S 16 61.1 
Om.hl •••••••••••••••••• 60.3 30 61 49.1 3il .22 71.4 
DelroIL •••••••••••••••••• 60.8 l!1 361 SO. 1 517 370 11.6 
Clneinnan •••••••••••••••• 60.9 72 141 51.0 58 41 7D.' 
lI.nn. Cil} •••••••••••••• 63.0 78 I3S 56.S 34 • 59 69.6 
Okl.homa City." ••••• " .... 63.1 106 215 49.~ 44 34 , 76.7 -:,,: 
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TABLE A-I.-COMPONENTS Of THE GUN DENSITY INoEX-Conlinuld 

Humber 01 Pertonlof Num~rof Porcent 01 
Num~rol suicide murd.~ "um~rol murd.! SUicid"'4 

with Gun 1973-7 Jun with 1973-7 mUJ!I!U~ .uietd", lun ... rllt lun index ..... t·1t 

1 63.S 5S 91 &0.4 1> \3 ~U C 
>i-; 

"·1 

EI p;so _________ ~, _______ 
252 205 63.9 107 230 46.5 

(2 75.1 
Cleveland ___ -___ " -------. 

75 135 5S. 5 ~ Columbus ________ .• ______ - 65.3 
70 119. 5a.B 28 20 72.3 65.5 

57.5 5G 44 76.9 

Tulsa ____________________ 

67.2 42 73 
127 92 h.] I 

Chatlolle _____ --.- -- ----
lOB J7I 63.1 

75.5 
SIn Antonio_. ____ , _______ 67.7 

14B 64.B 210 158 .. i 70.2 96 
66.1 280 209 74.5· 

AUonla. _. ______ • ________ 
10.4 282 426 

190 143 75 •. ' 
.,. : ~ .:/ 

Housloo _________________ 
7!l.B 84 127 66.1 

71 SO · 70.' "~"'" . ~ 

51 Louis _________________ 

71.1 167 233 11.6 
21 15 ~3. a "', ~~~;.-.~~ 

Phoenix _________________ 
131 70.2 71.6 92 

68.6 69 53 .6.4 ..... ,,;;, 
Tucson ____________ ------

72.5 68 99 
91 66 7!.! ~~:''''~Jf~'t: 

louisville __________ -.----
170 72.9 72. 8 124 

70.7 116 59 76. S' 
Jocksonville ________ -- ----

73.6 104 147 
169 122 72.2 . ,·f 

Memphis ________ .. _ .. ______ 
73.8 83 110 75.4 

75 56 74.2 
Ne ... Orleons _____________ 

74.:1 83 112 7U 
199 ISS 77.6 

fori Worth _______________ 
75.3 179 245 73.0 

85 66 78.0 
oollls __________ --------

76.4 95 lZ7 74.B 
67 ·52 n.' ~: 

Nishville_. ______________ 
76.5 58 17 75.3 

23 19 82.' 
Bitmin&hlm ______________ 

78. 6 41 55 74.5 B.lon Oule. _____________ 

---....., 

co • .. .. 
~ .. .. 
~ 

" • • .. .. .. .. .. .. .. :, 
0 .. 

.. .. 
::i " ~ ~ 

.. "» ~ 
.. co .. ... .. 

0' 

: d' 

~--------r_------_r--------~~----~~~--~~~~--~~~'----,--------r, iii 10 , ~ I I I ~o.o ~o., . '0.0 20.' '.~' 
'0.0 10.0 ~Q.O Perc .. ntage fT SUICIDE .. tnt G<JIIS 

\\ 

, .. 
. .'~t-



r 




