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Gun Control
 	The president's proposal to enact legislation that will restrict the usage of guns in some way is an outrageous move, but prescribing to the realms of reality, it will not help enhance the safety of civilians. On the contrary, private gun ownership is a self-defense mechanism that cannot be disregarded altogether.  Persons opposing the proposal are portrayed as pessimists, yet it will have an insignificant impact on the illegal use of guns. The vitality of the plan goes beyond the legal framework since the safety of civilians is involved, but there is no need to implement laws that do have a far-reaching impact on the general public. The debate against gun control has some political motives and this should not be a reason to enact additional laws. In this regard, the essay provides a conceptual framework for the arguments and counterarguments on whether gun control will prevent illegal gun users to commit crimes. 
 Empirical evidence shows that there are 200 million persons owing guns privately; however, only 2% of the latter are used to commit criminal activities (Wilson, 1994).  Also, most of the guns used to commit crime are not obtained from gun shops and pawn shops. Therefore, from the statistical data, it is evident that private gun ownership makes a minimal difference in illegal gun use. Nonetheless, illicit gun users either borrow or privately acquire the ammunition and this will make it difficult to regulate their activities. The efficacy of the legislation also sparks concerns since the ability of individuals to defend themselves from physical harm and threats from assailants. According to Gary Kleck, guns usage for defensive purposes estimates three million times, and it exceeds the number of reported cases of burglary and violent offenses (Wilson, 1994). In this regard, proponents of gun control should not advocate for control of gun control measures at the expense of the citizens’ safety.
Moreover, reports have emerged that persons who use guns for defensive purpose are less likely to get mugged or sustain physical injuries during a violent attack. Criminals are often scared at the sight of civilians wielding weapons on them, and there are possibilities that the latter get shot and incarcerated. From a legal standpoint, private gun ownership has contributed immensely to improve the security of civilians and restraints to lawful purchase of guns are far-fetched. Besides, assailants are likely to attack residential areas with occupants that have no guns and gun control advocates are merely acting out of ignorance. Most importantly, the proponents to the control measures will be tilting the balance of social injustices in favor of the offenders. 
Besides, despite government endeavors to curb criminal activities, it should not neglect the fact that incarceration of offenders has plentiful hurdles. There are mixed reactions towards the legislation and not all persons within our judicial system are enthusiastic to adopt it. The suggestion can only be useful when there are add-ons such as increasing their sentences; the bureaucratic procedures to make this a success are cumbersome.  
Conversely, advocates for this legislation have argued that private gun ownership has the tradeoff of self-injury. They reiterate that allowing law-abiding citizens to own guns is likely to put their lives and the lives of their loved ones in danger. The advocates have miniaturized their vision and are pretending to be upholding the welfare of the citizens while they are trying to satisfy their political ideologies. Individuals arguing that guns will cause self-harm to the owners do not comprehend that most of the gun accidents occur as a result of rifles and not shotguns, and the number of such cases has diminished over the years, and the circumstances where individuals confuse their relatives to criminals are infrequent. 
Also, they argue that more guns on the hands of the civilians are likely to intensify crime rates within the country. They have reinforced their arguments with the claims that most criminals do not carry guns to inflict on harm on civilians, but protect the dangers other criminal gangs pose. The arms also make crimes more severe since the victims are more vulnerable to sustain injuries than when ammunition is not present.  The protagonists are adamant that guns should be on the hands of law enforcement officers who should use them by the law.
In conclusion, it is illogical that a government that has failed in his part of protecting its citizens imposes restrictions that prevent them from lawfully purchasing guns. The objective of gun control should not focus on disarming law-abiding citizens but reduce the magnitude of crimes. Carrying weapons should be for specific purposes, and the law-enforcement officers should strive to prevent persons from using guns illegally. Frequent searches on civilians are appropriate when police officers suspect unlawful ownership of guns. The operations should be supported on the grounds of reasonable suspicions backed with factual evidence. The efficiency of these crackdowns has proved useful in the past with law enforcement officers arresting 24000 criminals for having illegal guns (Wilson, 1994).  
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