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Introduction

Whether emergency room physicians, trauma surgeons, psychiatrists,
pediatricians, or family doctors, physicians throughout the world bear
witness to the terrible consequences of small arms on human health.
A physician stemming a bleed in the chest of a gunshot victim is not con-
cerned with whether the shooting was a suicide, an accident or a homicide,
whether it took place in a conflict situation or in peacetime, or whether the
perpetrator was a gang member, a soldier, a non-state actor, or a law-
abiding gun owner. What matters to the physician is whether bullet struck
bone, whether bone shattered, whether metal and bone splinters punctured
vital organs or blood vessels, or severed the spinal cord—in short, whether
the patient will survive and if so, what his or her future health will be.1

Medical treatment has advanced in the last decade, but physicians have long
recognized that preventing death and injury in times of war2 or peace3 can
produce more significant benefits than an exclusively treatment-based
approach.

Public health approaches to the small-arms issue based on evidence and
science involve various disciplines of expertise, including epidemiology, but
also psychology, sociology, criminology, economics, education, and medi-
cine.A harm-reduction approach begins with the premise that the weapons,
by their very nature, are designed to kill, harm, or threaten other beings.
Given the accepted utility of legal firearms in society, the goal is typically
not a ban, as was the case with antipersonnel mines, but regulation or “harm
reduction.”

This public health approach to injury might begin with a careful analysis
of the epidemiology and etiology of the injury and concentrates on the
causal factors that produce the injury. The injury-prevention model exam-
ines the interactions between the environment (both physical and social),
the host (the victim), the agent (the firearm), and the vector (the ammuni-
tion).The focus is on understanding the causal chain and breaking the chain
at its weakest link with “fact-based” interventions.4 Interventions may



address the underlying factors, for example, programs to improve the social
and economic conditions that give rise to violence. Interventions may focus
on reducing the severity of violence—efforts focused on supply of weapons,
for example, which attempt to control exports or access to small arms.
Finally, interventions may focus on “treatment”, trauma care, rehabilitation,
and reintegration.5

This model is a useful one for understanding the problem of small arms
and the approaches to reducing their negative effects on health. This
chapter will consider:

1. Basic Concepts
2. The Health Effects of Small Arms
3. Causal Factors
4. Proliferation of Legal and Illegal Small Arms
5. Interventions
6. Evaluations
7. Conclusions

Basic Concepts
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What Are Small Arms?

Broadly speaking, small arms are those weapons designed for personal
use. They are lightweight and would include “man-portable” weapons
such as personal and police firearms such as revolvers and self-loading
pistols, rifles and carbines, light machine-guns, sub-machine guns. (e.g.,
The Uzi of Israel, and the HK MP5 of Germany) and assault rifles (e.g.,
the Russian AK-47 “Kalashnikov, the US M-16, the Belgian FAL, and
the German G-3).6

Light weapons are those designed for use by several persons serving
as a crew. Light weapons include heavy machine-guns, hand-held
under-barrel and mounted grenade launchers, portable anti-aircraft
guns, portable anti-tank guns, recoilless rifles, portable launchers 
of anti-tank missile and rocket systems, portable launchers of anti-
aircraft missile systems, and mortars of calibers of less than 100mm.
Ammunition and explosives form an integral part of small arms and
light weapons used in conflicts, and include cartridges (rounds) for
small arms, shells and missiles for light weapons, anti-personnel and
anti-tank hand grenades, landmines, explosives, and mobile containers
with missiles or shells for single-action anti-aircraft and anti-tank
systems.



The Small Arms Survey estimates there to be stockpiles of at least 688
million small arms and light weapons in the world, of which about 59% are
in legal civilian possession, 38% are in the arsenals of national armed forces,
3% are held by police forces, and, most surprisingly, far less than 1% are in
the hands of insurgent groups.7

People generally believe that military, law enforcement, and selected
security officials need weapons in order to protect society. Civilian firearms
ownership is also considered by many to be legitimate for sports, recreation,
and wildlife control, including such activities as target-shooting and man-
aging pests. Aboriginal peoples (Native Americans) in North America see
hunting as a tradition, a way of life, and, for many, even livelihood. When
law enforcement is unable to adequately defend certain individuals, pos-
session of handguns might be considered as acceptable for purposes of self-
defense. In most developed countries, however, this is rare. The United
States is the notable exception.

In conflict and in crime, small arms may be used by those wishing to use
force to achieve their aims. Small arms are easily available and cheap.
AK-47s, for instance, are manufactured in over 40 countries and can be 
purchased for as little as $10–12 in Afghanistan and Angola.7 They are
durable, easy to produce, easy to operate. and often may be concealed easily
and trafficked past legal restrictions where these exist. Most importantly,
they are extremely deadly and provide the user with a high capacity for
killing.A single gunman with an assault rifle can slaughter dozens of people
in a matter of minutes.8

It is important to note that the reliability of weapons-availability data
varies considerably. In highly regulated states, official estimates of legally
licensed firearm owners and registered firearms may be reasonably reliable,
but estimates of illegal weapons in circulation are difficult. In other cases,
estimates are based on surveys such as the International Crime Victimiza-
tion Survey, but these estimates can vary significantly for a single country.9

Apart from surveys, it has been suggested that, in industrialized countries,
one of the most reliable ways to estimate firearm ownership is to examine
suicide data.10 The Small Arms Survey considers there to be about 230
million weapons in the US, 98% of which are in civilian possession, 0.3%
in police possession, and 2% in military possession.11

In less developed countries, the capacity for collecting consistent, reliable,
and relevant data on small arms for evaluation, is limited by various cul-
tural, economic, infrastructural, and logistical factors, especially in conflict
and post-conflict situations. In many post-conflict countries in Central
America and Africa, where only a tiny percentage of guns are registered,
estimates of the total in circulation vary widely. The Small Arms Survey
cites many examples of wild projections of number of arms, in particular,
local claims in Mozambique of 6 million AK-47s in circulation, and widely
reported figures of the wildly implausible 60 million weapons manufactured
in Yemen.10
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The Health Effects of Small Arms

Overview
An estimated 300000 people die annually due to firearms used in armed-
conflict situations.Together with the estimated 200000 people who die each
year from firearms used in non-conflict situations,12 these deaths would
amount to almost one death each and every minute. Putting these 500000
deaths per annum in a public health context ranks them ahead of the mor-
tality and morbidity caused by landmines and only slightly behind other
public health priorities in terms of damage, such as HIV/AIDS (2.9 million),
tuberculosis (1.6 million), and malaria (1.1 million).13 They represent about
a quarter of the 2.3 million deaths due to violence,14,15 of which 42% are
suicides, 38% are homicides, and 26% are war related.16,17

The limitations of the data concerning the mortality and morbidity of
small arms have been noted. In developed countries, different data sources
yield different results; for example, Emergency Room (ER) Codes often
produce different data than the Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Codes.
In addition, while homicide is one of the more reliably reported crimes,
other crimes (or injuries) involving firearms may not be reported or
recorded accurately, even in highly developed countries.18 Language might
play a role in this—the definition of homicide in Spanish includes involun-
tary manslaughter. Even US and Canadian definitions differ. Hospital
records may be unreliable if coding is not a priority. In under-developed
countries, reporting of injuries or deaths may be affected by fear of author-
ities. Cultural factors may come into play; for example, suicides are under-
reported when there is a religious taboo against them, whereas “accidents”
may be over-reported. Domestic violence in many settings is still not con-
sidered a crime and injuries that result from domestic violence may be un-
reported or reported as self-inflicted wounds or accidents.19

Reporting of death and injury in conflict zones is even more unreliable.
Nevertheless, it is maintained that small arms and light weapons remain the
weapons of choice in the vast majority of the world’s conflicts.20 Interna-
tional Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) personnel working in conflict
zones claim that these weapons are responsible for more than 60% of 
all weapons-related deaths and injuries in internal conflicts—far more 
than landmines, mortars, grenades, artillery, and major weapons systems
combined.21

The costs of small arms in conflict are reinforced by research undertaken
by the World Health Organization (WHO). Because the victims are often
the youngest and healthiest of society, it is important to calculate the impact
of disability-adjusted life years (DALYs) of the survivors, as well as the
impact of the number of deaths. Krug estimates that, whereas war may 
have ranked 16th in 1990, by 2020 war may be the 8th leading cause of
DALYs.22 Many of the deaths caused by small arms are considered to be
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preventable, making this pandemic a major concern for public health 
professionals.

Health and Well Being
Death and injury are the most obvious consequences of small arms. Acute
injuries may include damage to major organs or vital structures, rupture of
major vessels, shattering of bones, trauma to the brain, or severing of the
spinal cord. Psychological consequences also take their toll on survivors, the
families of victims, whether they survive or not, and on the perpetrators.
These include post-traumatic stress disorder, emotional detachment, social
withdrawal, suspicion, and recurrent nightmares. In the longer term, there
may be rehabilitative issues. What health professionals may fail to appreci-
ate are the many indirect effects.

Social and Environmental Costs
The presence of a large number of weapons in society may foster a climate
of fear, whether or not an armed conflict is raging. Increased incidence of
crimes involving the use of weapons, such as robberies and assaults, has
been shown in societies with a large number of arms.23 Instability may result
in the creation of refugees and internally displaced peoples (IDPs).

Social instability makes protecting the environment essentially impossi-
ble and even irrelevant to victim and perpetrator alike. Natural resources
are destroyed in armed conflicts exacerbated by small arms. People, forced
to flee their homes, eat or burn whatever they can find in order to survive.

Economic Impacts
In many areas of the world, the economic well being of populations is sig-
nificantly affected by small arms use and possession. The direct effects
include the cancellation of direct medical care and rehabilitative services,
the disruption of basic human services, the negative impacts on property
values and tourism, and the undermining of responsible governance. The
indirect effects include economic downturns, lost growth, and reduced pro-
ductivity. The Inter-American Development Bank estimated the direct and
indirect cost of violence for Latin America at $140–170 billion US per year.10

In Colombia, violence primarily related to small arms has been calculated
as costing up to 25% of the country’s gross domestic product (GDP).24

In First World, non-war situations, the impact is also significant.The direct
cost of deaths and injuries due to firearms in the US has been calculated at
$14000 for each fatal gunshot and $38000 for each injured person.The total
impact goes much further than emergency medical care and rehabilitation,
to psychological support for victims and their families, to children growing
up without parents, and to those relations and contacts who continue to live
in fear. Societal financial costs extend to police services and to lost pro-
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ductivity. Ted Miller has estimated costs of firearm-related damage as being
$195 per person per year in Canada and $495 in the US.25 These figures have
been criticized on the grounds that they assign monetary values to sub-
stantially unquantifiable factors, such as pain, burden of suffering, loss of
livelihood, and quality of life.

Humanitarian Relief Efforts
Gun violence depletes health-care resources, such as blood supplies, in the
field and in emergency rooms. Victims may occupy hospital beds or take
the time of rehabilitative personnel.When the damage is extensive, it makes
careful testing of blood for HIV and other viruses impossible. Armed 
violence promotes the flow of IDPs and refugees. Within refugee camps,
assaults and injuries further strain the resources of humanitarian aid agen-
cies, UN peacekeepers, and the international community, decreasing access
to basic services.

International relief operations are disturbed and may be suspended when
aid workers themselves become targets of attack or require additional costs
for security. More than twice as many ICRC personnel were killed in
Chechnya and Rwanda alone in the 1990s than in all other conflicts since
the Second World War.9

The nightly show of armed conflicts and their consequences on our tele-
vision screens may lead to a perceived need for a quick remedy in these
zones, diverting resources from more enduring treatments of the underly-
ing ills of poverty, deprivation, lack of access to education, and social injus-
tice. During the 1990s, international relief aid for regions in conflict
increased from $1 billion to $5 billion a year, while at the same time, long-
term development aid dropped.9

Effects on Women and Children
Men, who are overwhelmingly the perpetrators of violence and the users
of small arms, represent the vast majority of direct casualties. In war 
situations, however, noncombatants may account for more than 35% of
casualties. Among these, women and children often are represented 
disproportionately.26,27

Women’s experience of small-arms violence is different than men’s. In
many parts of the world, women are more at risk from guns in the hands
of their intimate partners than they are at risk from strangers or combat-
ants.Women also may be more vulnerable to the secondary effects of small-
arms violence, which include psychological, social, and sexual assaults.
Studies in post-conflict societies have shown that women’s perception of
security differs considerably from men’s: women more often experience the
presence of small arms in the household as threatening, while many men
feel more secure in the presence of a weapon.28
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Children are made victims when they die, lose a parent, lose limbs, or
suffer sexual violence.Yet the incredible firepower of modern weapons also
allows children to become combatants and victimizers. In West Africa in
particular, demobilization of these child soldiers has become a major issue.
Yet even these children, who may have committed terrible atrocities, are
victims in another way. They have been robbed of their childhoods, have
lost their ties to their family, and often know little else other than war. They
may have become addicted to drugs and may have become accustomed to
a certain lifestyle that may be difficult to achieve without violence. As
United Nations’ Deputy Secretary-General Louise Frechette29 has noted:

Small children have big dreams. Small arms cause big tragedies. Clearly, the two do
not mix. And yet, from war zones to inner city streets to suburban classrooms, this
combustible blend is wreaking havoc and ruining lives.
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Regional Perpectives

North America

The US has more than 28000 deaths per year from small arms—acci-
dents, suicides, and homicides—by far the highest rate in the developed
world.30 The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) data show that gun-
related deaths have now dropped slightly behind motor-vehicle acci-
dent (MVA) deaths in the 15–24 age category, after three years in the
mid 1990s, when gun deaths actually exceeded MVA deaths. In the US,
38% of firearm deaths are due to homicide; this is similar to patterns
found in Third World countries such as Colombia, Brazil, and Jamaica,
where firearm homicide rate is comparable to or surpasses the firearm
suicide rate. This is the opposite of the pattern in most industrialized
countries, where the firearm suicide rate is approximately 5 times the
firearm homicide rate.10

Each year in Canada, approximately 1000 people die as a result of
firearms and a comparable number suffer injuries requiring hospital-
ization.31 The bulk of the deaths, over 80%, are suicides.There are about
150–175 firearm homicides each year and less than 50 accidental
deaths.31 Despite media portrayals of gun violence as an urban phe-
nomenon, the murder rate in communities in Canada with populations
greater than 500000 is half that of rural locations, where there are more
guns.32

Europe

Britain’s rates of firearm death are much lower than those in 
other countries. England and Wales have a firearm suicide rate of 

Continued
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0.2 per 100000, a total suicide rate of 7.0, a firearm homicide rate of
less than 0.1, and a total homicide rate of 0.6.33 Rates in other western-
European countries are somewhat higher.

Finland has a much higher rate of firearm death, with firearm homi-
cides at 0.4 per 100000, firearm suicides at 5.2, and total firearm deaths
at 5.7. It should be noted that the high firearm suicide rate represents
less than 20% of total suicides.34 Alcohol often plays a role.

Estonia, though next door, has a much different pattern of firearm
death, perhaps because of the influence of gangs and organized crime.
Its firearm suicide rate is 3.7 (one tenth of the total suicide rate),
and its firearm homicide rate is 6.3 (about a third of the total violent
homicide rate).35

Africa

Shortly before the end of 1989, Charles Taylor invaded Liberia with
100 poorly trained soldiers equipped only with small arms: AK-47
assault rifles, a few machine guns, and some hand grenades. Within a
matter of months they had seized several mines, using the profits to
purchase additional light weapons. In less than a year, Taylor was able
to overthrow the government of President Samuel Doe (himself no
paragon of virtue). Less than two years later, rebels, aided by Taylor,
repeated the same “success” story next door in Sierra Leone. Weapons
originating in Bulgaria and Slovenia, arriving by way of Senegal, from
the Ukraine by way of Burkina Faso, and from Liberia, continued to
fuel this war. By the time of a ceasefire in July of 1999, the death toll
was greater than 50000 people; another 100000 were deliberately
injured and mutilated.9

The triumphant tale of the South-African transition to a multiracial
democracy is remarkable in that, in the end, it occurred with relatively
little violence. Unfortunately, the toll of overtly “political” conflict is
dwarfed by the costs of other forms of violence: 25000 South Africans
were murdered in 1997 alone compared with 15000 people killed
between 1990–1998 in acts deemed “political”. Handguns have been
the weapon of choice, rather than military-issue rifles such as the infa-
mous AK-47s. Violence in South Africa remains a major impediment
to the provision of basic health-care, diverting resources from other
health and social services. It has been identified as a great threat to
human rights, economic and social development, and perhaps to
democracy itself.36

South and Central America

In Brazil, there are about 45000–50000 murders per year, of which 88%
are committed with firearms. These have increased about 320% since
1979.36 Firearms account for the majority of deaths in the 15–19 age



The Causal Factors

“[T]he root causes of ethnic, religious and sectarian conflicts around 
the world are quite complex and varied, typically involving historical 
grievances, economic deprivation, inequitable distribution of resources,
human rights abuses, demagogic leadership and an absence of democratic
process.”9 Socioeconomic factors such as poverty, family disruptions (sepa-
ration, death, divorce), alcoholism, mental illness, history of violence, and
illicit drug use all serve as predictors of individual and group violence, both
in first- and third-world settings. Yet research indicates that households and
societies with these problems and without guns do not have the same rate
of death and injury.40

Social conditions have a significant impact on the desire to obtain
weapons. Individuals or groups who feel chronically marginalized may be
driven by political desperation or domestic despair. Individual criminals
and crime organizations may see user-friendly, cheap, and readily accessi-
ble weapons as a dramatic and speedy means to gain access to political or
economic control.
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category. Interestingly, Brazil reports ten times as many injuries as
fatalities from firearms, whereas most industrialized countries, such as
Canada and Finland, report approximately equal proportions.18 This
may reflect the fact that in Brazil, in contrast to highly industrialized
countries, firearms are more likely targeted at others than at one’s self.

In Colombia, there was an increase of 366% from 1983 to 1993. By
1998 there were 18000 firearm murders per year (a rate of about 
50 per 100000),37 accounting for 80% of total homicides.36 A large 
proportion of these remain in the nation’s capital, Bogota, as well as in
the cities of Cali and Medellin, historic centers of the cocaine trade.

It is calculated that in 1998–1999, the number of violent deaths from
small arms in Nicaragua, El Salvador, and Guatemala exceeded those
that had occurred in the respective civil wars.7 During the civil wars in
Nicaragua, Honduras was a transit point for arms, and weapons, includ-
ing AK-47s, could be purchased cheaply (for less than $20) and easily
along the border. Honduras’ murder rate is about 45 per 100000, and
a strong majority of these homicides (36 of the 45 per 100000 in 1999)
are committed with firearms.38 Guatemala’s murder rate is similar and
El Salvador’s is somewhat higher. Over 75% of El Salvador’s murders
are committed with firearms, and more than 60% of violent deaths in
total are caused by firearms or explosives. Seven percent of 9 to 13 year
olds admitted to carrying a gun to school.The vast majority of weapons
in the country are pistols and revolvers.39



Child psychiatrist Joanna Santa Barbara’s Cycle of Violence illustrates
how the weaponization of states or communities with pre-existing social
conditions undermining stability can ignite, fuel, prolong, or exacerbate
armed conflicts.41 Societal and economic conflicts may spin out of control;
political conflicts in individual states may be transformed into armed con-
flicts that cross borders.

The greater insecurity generated throughout society may in itself lead to
a spiraling demand for, and use of, firearms and small arms. States may lose
their monopoly on the use of force, leading to progressive privatization of
security forces and spreading weapons throughout civilian society. Glorifi-
cation of weapons on television and in movies may fuel demand further. A
population may become acculturated to violence and intractable conflict
may develop, sustaining a demand for weapons that may be accelerated
simply by their availability.

The development of a culture of firearm violence certainly would hamper
efforts towards non-violent conflict resolution, impede peace-building
processes, and inhibit the establishment of civil society and stable models
of governance.

A number of scholars have maintained that while the proliferation of
small arms does not cause violence, it increases the lethality of violence.42

Studies undertaken by the ICRC, for example, provide evidence that if
small arms remain in circulation after political “conflicts” have ceased,
violence among warring factions is replaced by interpersonal violence.
Afghanistan in the mid 1990s illustrates the problems faced by armed soci-
eties once the fighting has stopped. Meddings compared the circumstances
and rates of weapons-related injuries in Kandahar for 5 years before the
region came under uncontested control by the Taliban, and the first year-
and-a-half in peace after the Taliban’s establishment of control (after a six
month hiatus allowing for some semblance of stability). Weapons injuries
declined only 20–40%, while the rate of gun deaths actually increased. In
this “peaceful” post-conflict region, there was a high rate of non-combat
injury and 80 deaths per 100000; 50% of these were firearm related.
Meddings attributed the failure to reduce injury and death more substan-
tially to two factors: a) after peace was established, there was no disarma-
ment and the weapons remained in circulation, and b) although this one
area of the country was at peace, there were armed conflicts between 
factions in other parts of the country.43

There is similar evidence from developed countries “at peace.” The
famous New England Journal of Medicine comparison of Seattle, WA, and
Vancouver, Canada, showed that murder rates vary between cities just a
few kilometers apart and in many other ways similar.44 In terms of total
firearm deaths, Cukier found that the US rate (11.4 per 100000) is about
three-and-a-half times that of Canada’s rate, roughly correlating to the
number of firearms per capita. While the murder rate without guns in the
US is roughly equivalent (1.3 times) that of Canada, the US murder rate
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with handguns is 15 times the Canadian rate.45 Zimring and Hawkins com-
pared transnational patterns of violent crime and concluded that while
assault rates in Canada, New Zealand, and Australia are higher than in the
US, American rates of lethal violence dwarf other industrialized countries.46

Similarly, suicides attempted with firearms are more likely to succeed. A
study of more than 20 developed countries demonstrated that this direct
correlation of the percentage of households with firearms and firearm 
death rates held true across linguistic, cultural, and geographic bound-
aries.47,48 Miller and Cohen added England and Wales, the US, and Australia
to the mix and still found that over 90% of variance in death rate could 
be explained by access to firearms in those areas. This would suggest that 
a 1.0% increase or decrease in the number of households with guns 
in Canada would be associated with a 5.8% increase or decrease in the
death rate.49

Some have argued that, to the contrary, possession of firearms decreases
violence by allowing citizens to protect themselves.50,51 For example, widely
publicized studies conclude that Americans save thousands of lives each
year possessing, using, or threatening the use of firearms. Published esti-
mates of the number of times that a gun is used in the United States for
protection in a single year have ranged from 62000 to 23 million. One study,
which asked for details about gun use, estimated that, in 1993, about 
400000 adults felt that they had saved a life by using a gun.52 Such studies
have been critiqued, however, because of the unreliability of self-reported
data, flaws in the research design, and lack of corroborating evidence in, for
example, police reports.53

Others have maintained that relaxing controls on firearms improves
public safety; for example, the well-known thesis of John Lott states that
with more guns there is less crime, and that the right to carry concealed
weapons deters criminals.50 However, these claims have, on balance, not
received support in the medical literature.54

In many situations, pre-meditation might be an issue; in others, there is
an element of impetuosity. Chapdelaine has noted that gunshot wounds
have 5 to 15 times the mortality rate of knife wounds.32 Guns are the most
lethal means of attempting suicide, with a 92% mortality rate per attempt,
in comparison with hanging at 78% and drug overdosing at 23%.32 Suicide
attempts may represent a cry for help or a long-term plan. Impulsivity often
plays a role in both violence and suicide, particularly involving youth. Guns
often represent a permanent solution to a temporary problem.

A gun in the home is far more likely to be involved a fatal or non-fatal
accidental shooting, criminal assault, or suicide attempt than to be used to
kill or injure in self-defense. Controlling for such confounding factors as
sex, race, and age, households with firearms have three times the number
of homicides55 and five times the number of suicides56 (due to all causes)
compared to similar households in the same neighborhoods. Mental illness,
illicit drug use, alcohol, and domestic violence also are predictors of death.
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Recent purchasers of handguns may be the most at risk.57 Similarly, risk-
assessment instruments for domestic violence in the United States have
indicated that firearm ownership is one of the strongest predictive factors
of intimate partner femicide.58

The Proliferation of Legal and Illegal Small Arms

The value of legal trade in small arms accounts for perhaps $7.4 billion US,
a relatively small proportion of the roughly $850 billion spent on military
forces annually worldwide.7 The major arms producers and exporters in 
the world include the US, China, Russia, and many western and eastern
European nations. These countries are economically and politically influ-
ential and include all five permanent Security Council members, who have
veto power at the UN over any significant action. They view guns as legit-
imate items of commerce and thus might be reluctant to embrace any mea-
sures that would restrict their trade. According to information provided by
77 counties to the UN International Study on Firearms Regulation, 45 coun-
tries acknowledged that firearms, components, or ammunition were pro-
duced legally on their territories.59 In 1999, the UN Group of Governmental
Experts estimated that arms were produced by at least 385 companies in
64 countries.10,60 The Small Arms Survey7 has calculated more recently that
98 countries produce or have the capacity to produce weapons, and over
1000 companies are involved. Perhaps the most successful weapon on
record is the Kalashnikov or AK-47: designed in 1941, mass produced in
1947, now has licensed production in more than 19 countries, and numbers
worldwide are estimated at between 70–100 million.10

While most of these weapons end up in the hands of state forces, a sig-
nificant number are found in the hands of irregular armies, communal fac-
tions, crime and drug syndicates, and individuals.

Despite its opposition to regulation on an international level, the US,
remarkably, has some of the strictest controls on exports and documenta-
tion of transfers. Yet figures for small-arms transfers vary. The 2001 Small
Arms Survey placed the value of the small-arms and ammunition trade in
the US as being worth about $1 billion of that country’s total $20 billion in
arms exports.10 The US exports $367 million of firearms annually through
customs (whereas the UK exports about $57 million).10 Total sales or trans-
fers of small arms and ammunition in 1998 were considered to be worth
$463 million; these were to 124 different countries.9 Of these 124 countries,
about 30 were at war or experiencing persistent civil violence in 1998; in at
least five, US or UN soldiers on peacekeeping duty have been fired on or
threatened with US-supplied weapons.9 This particularly ironic situation has
been termed the “boomerang” effect. Yet the general perception within the
US remains that the arms industry makes a positive contribution to employ-
ment and the economy because of these exports. Recent public awareness

14 N. Arya and W.L. Cukier



of the weapons the US supplied to Osama Bin Laden and Saddam Hussein
in the late 1980s and early 1990s may finally change this perception.

Canada is the world’s 9th largest arms exporter. Small-arms exports
permits increased in value from $1.5 million (Canadian) in 1990 to 29.3
million by 1996. In the same year, the number of countries authorized to
receive weapons increased from 18 to 50.61 During the 1990s, Canada
exported military items to at least 17 countries engaged in armed conflict
and many more regimes with undemocratic rule or human-rights abuses.62

Six percent of Canada’s 292 million arms exports are small arms and 
ammunition.63

Virtually all illegal small arms begin as legal small arms, whether in the
hands of insurgents or criminals. While arms are supplied through a
complex global system, their transfer may be summarized as being chan-
neled through the licit, illicit, and “gray” markets. Legally manufactured and
traded weapons may be misused by their owners or others, including the
State, in human-rights violations. They also represent the vast majority of
gun suicides.

The so-called “gray” area weapons transfers are those that involve legal
weapons that are stolen by, given to, or sold to criminals or allied paramil-
itary forces (the state, police or military could be the donor party). Such
transfers often exploit loopholes to circumvent national policies or laws and
involve the most significant proportion of criminal misuse.

The experience of police forces throughout the world shows that the ille-
gally manufactured and traded weapons represent only a small minority of
those used in the commission of suicides or homicides.

Lines between civilian and military markets, and between domestic and
international markets, often are unclear. Lora Lumpe tracks the flow of
these weapons in Running Guns, showing how weapons may be misappro-
priated on a massive scale from First World producers through a shadowy
network of straw purchases to conflict zones. The different supply networks
interact, sharing personnel, transportation, and banking infrastructure.64

When one network is constrained, for example, by political forces, another
network may assume some of the distribution function. If an arms embargo
is imposed on a country, the illicit trade may increase as governments and
non-state actors resort to covert transfers. An individual state’s attempts to
constrain legal access to firearms may be undercut by weaker controls in
neighboring countries. Since the end of the Cold War, the role played by
private interests has increased. However, regulatory efforts are not futile
because the growth in illegal markets seldom offsets the decline in legal
markets.

The US, with few domestic constraints, is often the source of weapons 
in other countries. In 1994, for example, foreign governments reported 
6238 unlawfully acquired firearms that had originated in the US to the US
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. Over 3000 of these were found
in Mexico. Most (60–70%) of the handguns used in crime in Canadian cities
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are imported illegally, mainly from the US. Many of these go from Canada
to the US and back again. In Japan, most (60%) of the firearms recovered
by police are smuggled in from the US (30%) and China (30%).65
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The Right to Bear Arms?66

Rights arguments have been prominent in the ongoing debate over
firearms controls. However, rather than any notion of a collective right
to safety, the rights that tend to be emphasized are the purported rights
of individual citizens to keep and bear arms free from state interven-
tion. The principal source of this argument is, of course, the powerful
gun lobby in the United States. On a recent visit to Canada, the presi-
dent of the National Rifle Association, actor Charlton Heston, referred
to the right to bear arms as “God-given,” telling a group of supporters
that “You may not be absolutely free by owning a firearm. . . . but I
guarantee that you will never be free when you can’t.”67 This concep-
tion of rights and freedom generally is propounded by those opposing
restrictions on firearm ownership and use. However, there is no right
to bear arms under any instrument guaranteeing international human
rights. The United States appears to be the only national jurisdiction in
which such a right may have any semblance of a legal or constitutional
basis. Even in that country, the existence of such a right is contested.
Even a literal reading of the Second Amendment to the US Constitu-
tion reveals that the provision relates to the possession of arms by orga-
nized protectors of the people, not individuals:A well-regulated Militia,
being necessary to the security of a free State, the right of the people
to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.68 In addition to this, US
courts have repeatedly and unanimously held that the United States
Constitution does not guarantee individuals the right to possess or
carry guns; the Second Amendment only protects the right of the state
to maintain organized military forces.69 It does not impede local, state,
or national legislatures from enacting or enforcing gun-control laws.70

While controversy may remain over the interpretation of the Ameri-
can Second Amendment, the notion that a right to bear arms exists has
been dismissed in other countries. The issue of gun control was com-
prehensively revisited in the United Kingdom in the public inquiry fol-
lowing the Dunblane massacre. In the inquiry report, Lord Cullen
declared, “The right to bear arms is not a live issue in the United
Kingdom.”71 The New Zealand High Court has stated, “It should be
emphasized, that there is no general right to bear arms in this country
such as is safeguarded—if that is the appropriate term for it—under
the United States Constitution.”72 In Canada, in a case dealing with leg-
islative controls on automatic weapons, the Supreme Court has stated
that Canadians “do not have a constitutional right to bear arms. Indeed,
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most Canadians prefer the peace of mind and sense of security derived
from the knowledge that the possession of automatic weapons is pro-
hibited.”73

International Law

Even in the absence of formal treaties, international law regulates the
flow of arms.The UN Charter and customary international law prohibit
the use of force and interference in the domestic affairs of another
country. It forbids states and non-state actors from assisting in terror-
ism, human-rights violations, and genocides with arms transfers. It also
prevents states from assisting other states in illegal action even if the
assistance itself is legal. Human-rights law to protect the physical
integrity and dignity of the governed from states is guaranteed by the
1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

Security Council Resolutions also have the force of law and are
binding on all UN states. The Council may decide to enforce regional
embargoes, such as the one on the former Yugoslavia, as it seemed to
do on an increasing basis in the last decade. Embargoes are designed
to reduce tensions. One drawback cited is that the weak and dispos-
sessed may not be allowed the means to combat rights abuses with a
more powerful opponent with greater resources at its disposal.

International humanitarian law is meant to protect non-combatants
and may be applied to restrict weapons that cause damage dispropor-
tionate to the war aims. This was seen most spectacularly with the 
landmines signing treaty. Whole classes of weapons such as assault
weapons and weapons of war (grenades, rocket launchers, etc.) could
be banned from civilian possession, just as landmines and other indis-
criminately harmful weapons have been banned from military and
civilian use.

Article 36 of the 1977 Additional Protocol I of The Geneva Con-
vention bans proposed weapons, which, by its design, causes effects on
health that may constitute “superfluous injury or unnecessary suffer-
ing.”The SirUS (Superficial Injury and Unnecessary Suffering) project,
sponsored by the Red Cross and supported by numerous medical and
humanitarian organizations, is a major appeal to practical recognition
of these principles.

Other UN Resolutions

Effective national regulation on the possession of small arms has been
affirmed by the United Nations, including the UN Security Council
Resolution 1209 (1998) and the Report of the Disarmament Commis-
sion adopted at the General Assembly (1999).36

Continued



Interventions

The best preventative strategies, whether aimed at cancer or violence, strike
at the roots of the disease. Consequently, the importance of long-term
primary prevention strategies that address the root causes of violence 
at the community and individual levels are critical. Demand-reduction
approaches include a broad array of development and democracy-building
measures, as well as measures aimed at reducing the “culture of violence.”

As noted above, the extensive work that establishes the strong link
between mortality and morbidity and the proliferation of small arms pro-
vides general support for measures aimed at improving controls over legal
small arms in order to reduce the risk of misuse and diversion.

There are a number of international resolutions and agreements that are
aimed at reducing the illicit trade in small arms. These include:

– The United Nations Convention on Transnational Organized Crime (UN
A/REC/55/25, 2000) which establishes standards for import, export, trans-
fer, marking, and tracing of firearms (excluding state to state transfers).

– The Protocol against the Illegal Manufacturing of and Trafficking in
Firearms, Their Parts, Components, and Ammunition (A/RES/55/255,
2000), part of the UN Convention on Transnational Organized Crime,
which regulates commercial shipments of firearms. It is legally binding
and requires both export and import licenses, marking and tracing stan-
dards, and provisions for confiscation, seizure, and deactivation.

– A Program of Action (PoA) established by the UN 2001 Conference on
the Illicit Trade in Small Arms in All Its Aspects which provides a frame-
work for focusing on stemming the flow of illegal weapons to conflict
zones.

The PoA stops short of measures supported by many nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs),76,77 which have maintained that much more needs to
be done to prevent the proliferation and misuse of small arms. In addition
to encouraging states to ratify existing international agreements, a number
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Universal Declaration of Human Rights66

All human beings have the right to life, liberty, and security of the
person under Article 3 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.
Furthermore, the preamble of the Universal Declaration states that
freedom from fear is one of the highest aspirations of the common
person. Freedom from physical or psychological violence is a prereq-
uisite to the enjoyment of fundamental human rights. War is said to be,
by definition, a means of violating human rights.74 Peace itself has been
identified as a human right, with the United Nations Charter provid-
ing the foundation for this right.75



of other measures are being promoted. Given the nature of the illicit trade
and the misuse of these weapons, the proposed measures are similar,
regardless of whether the concern is conflict, crime, injury, or terrorism.
These measures include:

– Strengthening export and import license authorizations; for example,
ensuring that there are reciprocal measures so that both the importing
and exporting country must approve transactions;

– concluding a legally binding global agreement on the marking and tracing
of weapons to include systems for adequate and reliable marking of arms
at manufacture and/or import;

– adequate record keeping on arms production, possession, and transfer;
– agreeing on international definitions of arms brokers and shipping agents

and developing legally binding controls on their activities;
– establishing, on an international basis, a set of standards and measures to

strengthen controls governing the legal transfer of weapons to both state
and non-state actors in order to prevent the transfer of weapons that
might be used for repression or aggression, or contribute to the escala-
tion of conflicts or regional destabilization.

Despite continued opposition within the US,79 it is clear that strong domes-
tic regulation of civilian possession and use is critical.77 Measures that allow
legitimate civilian uses of small arms, but reduce the risk that small arms will
be misused or diverted from legal to illegal markets, include licensing, regu-
lation, standards for safe storage and, for example, the ban on civilian pos-
session of fully automatic military assault weapons, which usually would not
be needed for legitimate sporting activities.66 The purposes for which guns
may be acquired vary, and the standards for screening applicants differ, but
clearly norms are emerging worldwide.80 The efforts of the international
community to establish norms for domestic regulation have been blocked
consistently by the United States, owing largely to the influence of the
National Rifle Association. The draft Program of Action for the UN 2001
Conference on the Illicit Trade in Small Arms in All Its Aspects contained
measures to encourage states to ensure adequate regulation of the civilian
use and possession of small arms; it also suggested a prohibition on the civil-
ian possession of military assault weapons. However, the United States
forced removal of any reference to the responsibility of states to adequately
regulate civilian possession of firearms from the final Program of Action.81

In addition to the international agreements, which are notoriously 
difficult to develop and even more difficult to implement, there has been
considerable activity at the regional level to address the problem of small
arms.

Efforts are underway to develop multilateral agreements to curb the
trade in small arms to human-rights abusers. Nongovernmental organiza-
tionss have attempted to incorporate the best of existing treaties with inter-
national law. In 1997, a group of 18 Nobel Peace Laureates, including both
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individuals and organizations, began a campaign for a more responsible
arms trade. It incorporates the best of the comprehensive European
approach and of the binding OAS approach. Like-minded countries and
NGOs are in the process of developing a new Framework Convention
based on these principles.86

Attention also has been focused on measures to collect and destroy
surplus weapons. International standards have been proposed for the
destruction of confiscated or surplus small arms and light weapons.
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Table 1-1. Regional approaches

European Union Program for Combating and Preventing Illicit Trafficking in Conventional
Arms82

In 1993, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe developed criteria for
arms transfers, including small arms.83 These criteria consider a recipient state’s human
rights record, record of compliance with international commitments and the cost of the
arms in question in proportion to the economic circumstances of the recipient state. The
European Union later expanded on this with a Code of Conduct, which entered into force
in 1997. To the criteria above, it adds the requirement of respect of international sanctions
and further consideration of the internal situation of a country, the country’s efforts to
preserve regional peace and security, stability, international security, the recipient country’s
attitude towards terrorism and the risk of diversion or re-export. Individual European
countries may have additional national restrictions on transfers. Though comprehensive, the
Code of Conduct’s one major drawback is its non-binding nature.

OAS: Inter-American Convention Against the Illicit Manufacturing and Trafficking in
Firearms, Ammunition, Explosives, and Other Related Materials84

The Organization of American States (OAS), recognizing the close link between illicit arms
sales, drug trafficking, and violent crime, adopted a convention that requires member states
to criminalize the unauthorized production and transfer of firearms, ammunition, and
related materials, and to cooperate with one another in suppressing the black-market trade.
This requires that countries develop and implement domestic laws and regulations setting
out procedures for the legal manufacture, importation, and exportation of these materials.
This agreement is binding on individual countries. However, only half of the countries have
ratified the treaty; Canada and the US have yet to do so.

ECOWAS: Moratorium on the Import, Export, and Manufacture of Small Arms85

Even in war zones, individual countries or communities of nations can help curb the trade.
West Africa, the locale of several of the most horrific conflicts of the 1990s, adopted a
renewable, three-year voluntary moratorium on the import, export, and manufacture of
small arms and light weapons in 1998. Major credit must be given to the president of Mali,
Alpha Oumar Konaré, who spearheaded this effort in the Economic Community of West-
African States (ECOWAS). States are allowed to apply for exemptions because of re-
training or replacement of outdated weapons from the international regulatory body. This
agreement represents the first time that a block of states that import large numbers of light
weapons has adopted a measure of this kind, and it stands as an important model that other
regions can emulate. The moratorium has been largely observed by member states.

Other regional agreements have been developed in the Great Lakes Region and the Horn
of Africa, in Latin America, in the South Africa Development Community (SADC), and the
Organization of African Unity.



Weapons-collection programs in post-conflict areas are critical to the estab-
lishment of lasting peace—otherwise the risk of high levels of violence
remains.21 The value of weapons-collection programs in other contexts
varies from region to region. In some cases, particularly where they are
mandatory and accompanied by incentives and/or criminal sanctions—for
example, in Australia or Great Britain—these programs have resulted in
large numbers of weapons being collected and destroyed. In other settings,
their impact appears to be largely educational and associated with efforts
to build a culture of peace. In Canada, a volunteer amnesty in 1991 netted
50000 firearms; this has been criticized as of little utility because many of
them were just old hunting rifles.80 In the US, collection programs have been
initiated in many inner cities, and in Brazil, on 24 June 2001, just prior to
the UN Conference on Illicit Small Arms, more than 100000 weapons were
collected and destroyed. In post-conflict areas, NGOs often are helpful with
collection and destruction programs to disarm paramilitaries.

Improvements to record keeping, tracing, information exchange, and
enforcement also have been emphasized by the international community.
There has been renewed emphasis on local measures; for example, more
strictly controlling access to small arms in public places. Some countries,
such as South Africa, have legislated “gun-free zones” to reduce risk.

There also have been efforts directed at manufacturing “smart guns,”
which can only be activated with codes or biometric information, and at
developing technologies to reduce the impact of bullets (kevlar vests are a
notable example).

From a public health perspective, injury prevention also must be sup-
ported by injury control. Timely and appropriate treatment of injuries due
to small arms can significantly reduce mortality. Consequently, improved
emergency services, training, etc., are critical parts of any strategy.

Evaluation

One of the most important steps in implementing an injury-prevention
strategy is evaluation. Given the complex interaction of factors thought to
produce or exacerbate violence, evaluation of particular interventions is
notoriously difficult.5,87,88 With the differences in the causes of firearms
injury among specific populations, and given the multiple factors involved
much of the research, particularly in the US, has focused on the impact on
certain populations of particular interventions—for example, legislation
concerning safe storage. Extensive research also has been conducted on the
factors influencing crime rates; for example, social and economic inequal-
ity, culture and values, the political environment, substance abuse, and 
other high-risk behaviors have been identified as important factors.47 The
interactions between these variables are complex, and they are not all 
easy to measure or control for in longitudinal studies. While the diminish-
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ing proportion of males between the ages of 15 and 24 has been identified
by some researchers as a key factor in the decline in crime rates in many
countries,89 a number of studies have pointed to stronger legislation as 
at least partly responsible for reductions in firearm-related deaths. For
example, in Canada, firearm deaths and injuries have declined significantly
with stronger legislation, and, more significantly, the rates of firearm 
homicide with rifles and shotguns—the focus of the legislation—have
declined by more than 60% over a 10-year period, while murders with 
handguns (often illegally imported from the US) remained relatively flat.90

Australia also has reported significant decreases in fire-arm violence 
following a nationwide agreement on firearms.91 Even in Colombia, a 
ban on carrying handguns in Bogota and Cali on certain days, coupled 
with strict enforcement, has been linked to a significant decline in 
homicides.92

The impact of legislative changes seems clearest in industrialized coun-
tries with high incomes, stable political environments, and effective polic-
ing and judicial systems.12 While there is limited research suggesting that
interventions focused on controlling access to firearms may have an impact
in other countries, such as Colombia,92 it is clear that a wide range of vari-
ables shape demand for and use of firearms in the South, including crimi-
nal activity, drug use, parental factors, and religious beliefs.93 It has been
observed that some developing and newly democratic nations with rela-
tively strict laws on the books—such as Brazil,94 Estonia,95 Jamaica,59 and
South Africa96—have large numbers of illicit firearms in circulation and
high rates of lethal violence. More study is needed, but this appears to be
the result of strong social, economic, and political conditions fuelling
demand, coupled with a lack of effective enforcement capacity and well-
established sources of illicit weapons.

It also is interesting to note that the politically charged nature of the
question of firearms regulation—especially in the US—appears to have
placed a burden of proof on researchers that is much higher than that nor-
mally required to support other public health or safety interventions.97 Yet
criminologist Neil Boyd,90 in a study of Canadian law, has concluded that
there is more evidence to support the efficacy of gun-control legislation in
reducing death and injury than for most other legislative interventions.

The results of amnesties, buybacks, and weapons-collection programs are
variable. In some cases there is limited evidence of significant short-term
impact on weapons availability, although there appears to be an important
educative function involved In response to massacres at Dunblane and Port
Arthur, the United Kingdom and Australia both tightened regulations; the
former banned handguns, and the latter, semi-automatic rifles. British 
citizens voluntarily turned in 200–250000 weapons, while the Australian
buyout program netted 750000.98 The empirical evidence from Australia
suggests that, in the short term at least, firearm homicides have declined. In
Great Britain, the evidence is less clear. It seems that an increase in illegal
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gun trafficking may have offset some of the gains. However, female firearm
homicides have declined dramatically.7

Conclusions

Mainstream health-care organizations throughout the world—including the
US—universally support measures to strengthen controls over firearms and
to treat the global problem of small arms. The American Academy of Pedi-
atrics, the American College of Physicians, the American Society of Inter-
nal Medicine, the American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry,
and the American Medical Association are members of the Handgun Epi-
demic Lowering Plan (HELP) Network.99 The Canadian Public Health
Association, the Canadian Association of Emergency Physicians, the 
Canadian Paediatric Society, the Trauma Association of Canada, and the
National Emergency Nurses Affiliation also support stricter laws.100 Many
law-enforcement officials outside of the US believe that licensing firearm
owners and registering firearms are essential to prevent the diversion of
legal guns to illegal markets. In Canada, the Canadian Association of Chiefs
of Police and the Canadian Police Association have been strong supporters
of gun-owner registration.101 In Britain and Western Europe, the societal
consensus for controls on private firearms is even stronger. Similar coali-
tions have emerged in the South as well, as evidenced by the diverse range
of regional initiatives that have emerged.

While it is true that more research is needed on the impact of small arms,
particularly in some regions, and on the effectiveness of particular inter-
ventions, it is critically important that health-care professionals avoid the
“paralysis of analysis.” As Austin Bradford Hill remarked in 1965 on the
need to control tobacco products, “All scientific work is incomplete . . . All
scientific work is liable to be upset or modified by advancing knowledge.
That does not confer upon us the freedom to ignore the knowledge we
already have or to postpone the action that it appears to demand at any
given time.”102

Resources

Web sites

IANSA: http://www.iansa.org/
Small Arms Survey: http://www.smallarmssurvey.org/
SAFER-Net: http://www.ryerson.ca/SAFER-Net/
HELP: http://www.helpnetwork.org/
WHO Injury and Violence Prevention: http://www5.who.int/violence_

injury_prevention
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Johns Hopkins: http://www.jhsph.edu/gunpolicy/
Physicians for Social Responsibility: http://www.psr.org/violence.html
IPPNW: http://www.ippnw.org
Arias Foundation: http://armslaw.org/fccomment.html
Coalition for Gun Control (Canada): http://www.guncontrol.ca/
Gun Control Network (UK): http://www.gun-control-network.org/
Gun Control Alliance (South Africa): http://www.gca.org.za/
Guncite (US): http://www.guncite.com/
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Country Comparison http://www.ippnw.org/MGS/V7N1Cukier.html
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Canada/US Comparison
Firearms Death (Rate per 100000)* Canada US US/Canada

Accidental deaths with Firearms 1999 0.1 0.3 2.6x
Suicides with Firearms 1999 2.6 7.1 2.7x
Total Firearms Deaths 1999 3.3 10.7 3.2x
Crime Statistics (Rate per 100000) Canada US US/Can
Murders with Firearms 2001 0.55 3.6 6.5x
Murders with Handguns 2001 0.35 2.8 8.0x
Murders without Guns 2001 1.23 2.0 1.6x
Robberies with Guns 2001 14 62 4.4x
Robberies without Guns 2001 74 87 1.2x

Fewer firearms are being used in crimes in Canada—for example, the rate of firearm robberies
has declined significantly by over 50% since 1991, including a 12% decline in 2001, the lowest
rate since 1974. The Government of Canada firmly believes that the Firearms Program is
making an essential contribution to our efforts to sustain this reduction.
Sources:
Statistics Canada (Canadian Center for Justice Statistics): Homicide Survey
Statistics Canada (Canadian Center for Justice Statistics): Canadian Crime Statistics
US Department of Justice: Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics
Prepared by:
Department of Justice Canada
January 2003



References
1. Arya N. Speech before UN General Assembly, United Nations Conference on

the Illicit Trade of Small Arms and Light Weapons in All Its Aspects; July 2001.
Available at: http://www.un.org/Depts/dda/CAB/smallarms/statements/
Ngo/ippnw.html.

2. Jenssen C. Medicine against war. In: Taipale I, et al., eds. War or Health.
London: Zed Books; 2002:7–29.

3. Rivara FP.An overview of injury research. In Rivara FP, Cummings P, Koepsell
TD, Grossman DC, Maier RV, eds. Injury Control: A Guide to Research and
Program Evaluation. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2001.

4. Chapdelaine A, Maurice P. Firearms injury prevention and gun control in
Canada. Can Med Assoc J. 1996:155(9):1285–1289.

5. Bonnie RJ, Fulco C, Liverman CT, eds. Reducing the Burden of Injury:Advanc-
ing Treatment and Prevention. Washington: National Academy Press, 1999.

6. Report of the Panel of Governmental Experts on Small Arms. New York: United
Nations General Assembly; August 27, 1997. Report A/52/298.

7. Graduate Institute of International Studies (GIIS). Small Arms Survey 2002:
Counting the Human Cost. Geneva: Oxford University Press; 2002.

8. Boutwell J, Klare MT. A scourge of small arms. Sci Am. 2000;282(6):48–53.
9. Smithies A. Ten myths about gun control. Canadian Shooting Sports 

Association. Available at: http://www.cdnshootingsports.org/tenmyths.html.
10. Hemenway D, Miller M. Firearm availability and homicide rates across 26 high

income countries. J Trauma. 2000;49:985–988.
11. Graduate Institute of International Studies (GIIS). Small Arms Survey 2001:

Profiling the Problem. Geneva: Oxford University Press; 2001:66.
12. Cukier W. Firearms/small arms: finding common ground. Can Foreign Policy.

1998;6:73–87.
13. World Health Organization (WHO). Statistical annexes. World Health Report

2001. Geneva: World Health Organization; 2001. Available at:
http://www.who.int/whr2001/2001/main/en/pdf/annex2.en.pdf.

14. Krug EE, ed. World Report on Violence and Health. Geneva: World 
Health Organization; 2002. Available at: http://www5.who.int/violence_injury_
prevention/main.cfm?p=0000000675#Appendix%204.

15. United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). UNDP Human Develop-
ment Report 2000. New York: Oxford University Press; 2000:36. Available at:
http://hdr.undp.org/reports/view_reports.cfm?year=2000.

16. Reza A, Mercy JA, Krug EE. Epidemiology of violent deaths in the world. Inj
Prev. 2001;7:104–111. Available at: http://www.injuryprevention.com.

17. World Health Organization (WHO). Small arms and global health. Paper pre-
pared for SALW talks. Geneva: July 2001. Available at: http://www5.who.int/
violence_injury_prevention/download.cfm?id=0000000158.

18. United Nations (UN). International Study on Firearm Regulation. New York:
United Nations; 1998.

19. World Health Organization (WHO). Collaborating Center for Safety Promo-
tion and Injury Prevention. International Workshop on Small Arms and
Firearms Injury: Finding a Common Ground for Public Health. Québec City,
February 7, 1998.

1. The International Small Arms Situation 25



20. Project Ploughshares. Armed Conflicts Report 1996. Waterloo, Ontario:
Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies, 1996. Available at: http://www.
ploughshares.ca/imagesarticles/ACR02/ACRmonitorSpring02.map.pdf.

21. International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC). Arms availability and the
situation of civilians in armed conflict. Geneva: International Committee of the
Red Cross; 1999.

22. Krug EE, Powell KE, Dahlberg LL. Firearm-related deaths in the United
States and 35 other high- and upper-middle-income countries. Int J Epidemiol.
1998;27:214–221.

23. Van Dijk, JJM. Criminal victimisation and victim empowerment in an inter-
national perspective. Paper presented at: Ninth International Symposium on
Victimology. August 25–29, 1997; Amsterdam.

24. Vieira O.Workshop on International Small Arms/Firearms Injury Surveillance
and Research; Ryerson Polytechnic University, Toronto; June 18, 1998.

25. Miller T. Costs associated with gunshot wounds in Canada in 1991. Can Med
Assoc J. 1995;153:1261–1268.

26. International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC). Arms transfers and inter-
national humanitarian law. Geneva: International Committee of the Red
Cross; 1997.

27. Meddings D. Protecting children from armed conflict:Are most casualties non-
combatants? BMJ. 1998;317:1249.

28. Cukier W, Anto M, Kooistra A. Gendered perspectives on small arms prolif-
eration and misuse: Effects and policies. In: Farr VA, Gebre-Wold K, eds. Brief
24: Gender Perspectives on Small Arms and Light Weapon. Bonn: BICC; July
2002:25–39.

29. Frechette L. Speech quoted in United Nations Daily Highlights, Deputy 
Secretary-General opens exhibit highlighting impact of small arms prolifera-
tion on children; 20 July 1999. Available at: http://www.hri.org/news/world/
undh/1999/99-07-20.undh.html.

30. See preliminary 2000 figures in Centers for Disease Control (CDC), National
Vital Statistics 2001;49(12). Available at: http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/
nvsr49/nvsr49_12.pdf.

31. Canadian Center for Justice Statistics (CCJS). Homicide Survey. Ottawa: Sta-
tistics Canada; October 2001.

32. Chapdelaine A, Samson E, Kimberley MD, Viau L. Firearm-related injuries in
Canada: Issues for prevention. Can Med Assoc J. 1991;145:1217–1223.

33. England and Wales. Available at: http://www.ryerson.ca/SAFER-Net and
http://www.helpnetwork.org/.

34. Finland. http://www.ryerson.ca/SAFER-Net and http://www.helpnetwork.org/.
35. Estonia. Available at: http://www.ryerson.ca/SAFER-Net and http://www.

helpnetwork.org/.
36. Cukier W, Chapdelaine A. Global trade in small arms: Public health effects and

interventions. International Physicans for the Prevention of Nuclear War
(IPPNW) and Small Arms/Firearms Education and Research Network
(SAFER-Net); March 2001.

37. Colombia. Available at: http://www.ryerson.ca/SAFER-Net.
38. Castellanos J. Quoted in Godnick W, Muggah R, Waszink C. Stray Bullets:

The Impact of mall Arms Misuse in Central America, Small Arms Survey,
Occasional Paper No. 5, Geneva: Small Arms Survey; Oct. 2002:23.

26 N. Arya and W.L. Cukier



39. Cruz JM, Beltrán MA. Las armas en El Salvador: Diagnóstico sobre su
situación y su impacto. University Institute of Public Opinion (IUDOP),
Central American University for the Arias Foundation for Peace and Human
Progress. Available at: http://www.arias.org.cr/fundarias/cpr/armasliv.

40. Kellermann AL, Lee RK, Mercey JA, Banton J. The epidemiologic basis 
for the prevention of firearms injuries. Ann Rev Public Health. 1991;12:17–
40.

41. Arya N. Healing our planet: Physicians and global security. Croat Med J.
2003;44:139–147. Available at: http://www.cmj.hr/index.php?D=/44/2/139.

42. Zimring FE, Hawkins G. Crime is Not the Problem: Lethal Violence in America.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997; or Lab, SP. Crime Prevention:
Approaches, Practices and Evaluations. Cincinatti: Anderson; 1997.

43. Meddings D. Weapons injuries during and after periods of conflict: Retro-
spective analysis. BMJ. 1997;315:1417–1420.

44. Sloan JH, Kellermann AL, Reay DT. Handgun regulations, crime, assaults, and
homicides: A tale of two cities. N Engl J Med. 1988;319:1256–1262.

45. Cukier W. Firearms regulation: Canada in the international context. Chronic
Dis Can. 1998;19:25–40.

46. Zimring F, Hawkins G. Crime is Not the Problem: Lethal Violence in America.
New York: Oxford University Press; 1997.

47. Killias M. Gun ownership, suicide and homicide: An international perspective.
Understanding Crime, Experiences of Crime and Crime Control. Rome:
UNICRI, 1993:289–302.

48. Killias M. Gun ownership, suicide and homicide: An international perspective.
In: Alvazzi del Frate A, Zvekic Uvan Dijk JJM, eds. Understanding Crime
Experiences of Crime and Crime Control. Rome: UNICRI; 1993:289–302.

49. Miller T, Cohen M. Cost of gunshot and cut/stab wounds in US with some
Canadian comparisons. Accid Anal Prev. 1997;29:329–341.

50. Lott J. More Guns, Less Crime: Understanding Crime and Gun-Control Laws.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press; 1998.

51. Mauser GA. Armed self defense: the Canadian case. J Crim Just.
1996;24:393–406.

52. Hemenway D. Survey research and self-defense gun use: An explanantion of
extreme overestimates. J Crim Law Criminol 1997;87:1430–1445.

53. Cummings P, Koepsell TD. Does owning a firearm increase or decrease the risk
of death? JAMA 1998;280:471–473.

54. Webster DW, Vernick JS, Ludwig J. No proof that right-to-carry laws reduce
violence. Am J Public Health 1998;88:982–983.

55. Kellermann AL, Rivara FP, Rushforth ND. Gun ownership as a risk factor for
homicide in the home. N Eng J Med 1993;329:1084–1091.

56. Kellermann AL, Rivara FP, Somes G, Reay DT, Franciso J, Banton JG. Suicide
in the home in relation to gun ownership. N Eng J Med 1992;327:467–472.

57. Wintemute GJ, Parham CA, Beaumont JJ, Wright M, Drake C. Mortality
among recent purchasers of handguns. N Engl J Med 1999;341:1583–1589.

58. Campbell JC, Webster D, Koziol-McLain J, Block CR, Campbell DW, Gary F,
McFarlane JM, Sachs C, Sharps PW, Ulrich Y, Wilt SA, Manganello J, Xu X,
Schollenberger J, Frye V. Risk factors for femicide in abusive relationships:
Results from a multi-site case control study. Am J Public Health 2003;93:1089–
1097.

1. The International Small Arms Situation 27



59. United Nations (UN). International Study on Firearm Regulation. Updated
database; 1999. Available at: http://www.uncjin.org/Statistics/firearms/
index.htm.

60. A note by the Secretary-General containing the report of the Group of 
Governmental Experts established pursuant to Assembly resolution 54/54 V
of 15 December 1999, entitled Small Arms (Document A/Conf.192/2). New
York: United Nations; 2000. Available at: http://ods-dds-ny.un.org/doc/
UNDOC/GEN/N00/622/52/PDF/N0062252.pdf.

61. Coalition to Oppose the Arms Trade (COAT). Canadian military exports and
international human rights. Press for Conversion. March 1998;32.

62. Coalition to Oppose the Arms Trade (COAT). Canadian military exports and
international human rights. Press for Conversion. April 2000;40.

63. Project Ploughshares. Arms deliveries to the Third World. Available at:
http://www.ploughshares.ca/imagesarticles/ACR00/map_arms_deliveries_3rd2
a.pdf.

64. Lumpe L, ed. Running Guns:The Global Black Market in Small Arms. London:
Zed; 2000.

65. Cukier W, Shropshire S. Domestic gun markets: The licit/illicit links. In: Lumpe
L, ed. Running Guns: The Global Black Market in Small Arms. London: Zed;
2000.

66. Cukier W, Sarkar T, Quigley T. Firearm regulation: International law and
jurisprudence. Can Crim Law Rev 2000;6:99–123.

67. Mickleburgh R. Moses brings gun gospel north. Globe and Mail. 14 April 
2000; A8.

68. U.S. Const. amend II.
69. United States v. Cruikshank, 92 U.S. 542 (1875); United States v. Mille, 307 U.S.

174 (1939); Lewis v. United States, 445 U.S. 55 (1980), all of which hold that the
Second Amendment of the American Constitution does not guarantee any
individual the right to possess firearms. For a more complete discussion, see
Ingram JD, Ray AA. The right (?) to keep and bear arms. N Mex Law Rev
1997;27:491.

70. Stephens OH Jr. Scheb JM II. American Constitutional Law. Minneapolis/
St. Paul: West; 1993 at 473.

71. Lord Cullen. Public enquiry into the shootings at Dunblane Primary School.
1996. Available at: www.official-documents/co/uk/document/scottish/
dunblane/dunblane.htm

72. Police v. David Goodwin (High Court, Hamilton, NZ), unreported AP 107/93.
73. R. v. Hasselwander (1993), 81 C.C.C. (3d) 471, 20 C.R. (4th) 277, [1993] 2 S.C.R.

398 (S.C.C.) at 479 [C.C.C.].
74. Tomasevski K. The right to peace. In: Claude RP, Weston BH, eds. Human

Rights in the World Community Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press;
1989:168.

75. Alston P. Peace as a human right. In: Claude RP, Weston BH, eds. Human
Rights in the World Community: Issues and Action. 2nd ed. Philadelphia: Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania Press; 1992:201. See also United Nations Declaration
on the Right of Peoples to Peace, GA Res. 39/11, 39 GAOR Supp. (No. 51), UN
Doc. A/39/51 (1985), which states that “. . . the preservation of the right of
peoples to peace and the promotion of its implementation constitute a funda-
mental obligation of each State.” (Article 2).

28 N. Arya and W.L. Cukier



76. International Action Network on Small Arms (IANSA). Focusing Attention on
Small Arms: Opportunities for the UN 2001 Conference on the Illicit Trade in
Small Arms and Light Weapons. International Action Network on Small Arms;
2000.

77. Cukier W, Bandeira A, Fernandes R, Kamenju J, Kirsten A, Puley G, Walker
C. Combating the illicit trade in small arms and light weapons: Enhancing con-
trols on legal transfers. Biting the Bullet [Briefing 7]. London: International
Alert, Saferworld, BASIC; 2001.

78. Goldring N. A glass half full. Paper present at The UN Small Arms Confer-
ence, Council on Foreign Relations, Roundtable on the Geo-Economics of Mil-
itary Preparedness, 26 September 2001.

79. Cukier W, Sarkar T, Quigley T. Firearm regulation: International law and
jurisprudence. Can Crim Law Rev. 2000:6:99–123. See also
http://www.ryerson.ca/SAFER-Net.

80. Meek S. Buy or Barter: History and Prospects for Voluntary Weapons Collec-
tion Programmes. Institute for Security Studies; Monograph No. 22; March
1998.

81. United Nations Foundation. Despite US Resistance, States Agree on Pact. July
27, 2001.

82. Norwegian initiative on small arms transfers.Available at: http://www.nisat.org/
EU/European_Union_theme_page.htm Small Arms Survey http://www.
smallarmssurvey.org/RegionalDocs.html

83. Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe. Principles governing
conventional arms transfers, Nov. 25, 1993 Available at: http://www.
osce.org/docs/english/pia/epia93-3.pdf

84. OAS Inter-American Convention Against the Illicit Manufacturing and Traf-
ficking in Firearms, Ammunition, Explosives, and Other Related Materials,
1997. Available at: http://www.oas.org/juridico/english/sigs/a-63.html.

85. Small Arms Survey. Available at: http://www.smallarmssurvey.org/Regional-
Docs.html

86. For an article-by-article defense of the legal arguments behind the Frame-
work Convention on International Arms Transfers, see: http://armslaw.org/
fccomment.html.

87. Clarke RV, ed. Situational Crime Prevention: Successful Case Studies. Albany,
NY: Harrow and Heston; 1992.

88. Christoffel T, Gallagher SS. Injury Prevention and Public Health: Practical
Knowledge, Skills and Strategies. Gaithersburg, Maryland: Aspen; 1999.

89. Foot D, Stoffman D. Boom, Bust and Echo 2000: Profiting from the Demo-
graphic Shift in the New Millenium. Toronto: Stoddart; 2001.

90. Boyd N. A Statistical Analysis of The Impacts of the 1977 Firearms Control Leg-
islation: Critique and Discussion. Ottawa: Department of Justice; 1996.

91. Mouzos J. Firearm-related violence: The impact of the nationwide agreement
on firearms. Trends and Issues in Crime and Criminal Justice. Australian Insti-
tute of Criminology, May 1999.

92. Villaveces A, Cummings P, Espitia V, Koepsell T, McKnight B, Kellermann A.
Effect of a ban on carrying firearms on homicide rates in 2 Columbian cities.
JAMA. 2000;283:1205–1209.

93. Falbo G, Buzzetti R, Cattaneo A. Homicide in children and adolescents: a case
control study in Recife, Brazil. Bull World Health Organ. 2001;79:2–7.

1. The International Small Arms Situation 29



94. Logan S “Under the Gun in Rio”, Brazzil, Nov. 2003. http://www.brazzil.com/
2003/html/news/articles/nov03/p118nov03.htm

95. Estonian Human Development Report, 2000. Available at: http://www.undp.ee.
96. World Bank. Controlling the Jamaican crime problem: Peace building and

community action. World Bank Report. 2000.
97. Kellermann AL. Comment: Gunsmoke—Changing public attitudes towards

smoking and firearms. Am J Public Health June 1997;87:910–913.
98. Faltas S, McDonald G,Waszink C. Removing small arms from society:A review

of weapons collections and destruction programmes. Small Arms Survey,
Occasional Paper No. 2. Geneva: Small Arms Survey; 2001.

99. See the Handgun Epidemic Lowering Plan (HELP) Network web site. Avail-
able at: http://www.helpnetwork.org/.

100. See the Coalition for Gun Control (CGC) website. Available at:
http://www.guncontrol.ca.

101. Griffin D. Executive Officer of the Canadian Police Association, Testimony
before the Senate’s Standing Committee on Lagal and Constitutional Affairs.
February 6, 2003: 2nd Session, 37th Parliament, 140(33). Available at:
http://www.parl.gc.ca/37/2/parlbus/chambus/senate/deb-e/033db2003-02-06-
E.htm?Language=E&Parl=37&Ses=2. See also MacLeod, E. (Chief), Canadian
Association of Chiefs of Police. Don’t Cop Out on the Gun Registry. Comment,
Globe and Mail, Thursday January 15, 2004.

102. Dab W. Cited in: Cukier W, Chapdelaine A. Global trade in small arms: Public
health effects and interventions. International Physicans for the Prevention of
Nuclear War (IPPNW) and Small Arms/Firearms Education and Research
Network (SAFER-Net); March 2001.

30 N. Arya and W.L. Cukier




