
   
 

ABSTRACT 
 This is a comparison study of on- and off-campus crime statistics from states that allow 

the carrying of concealed handguns on campus versus those who do not. This exploratory study 

investigates the effects of concealed handgun legislation on college campuses. The campuses 

where concealed handguns are permitted rose after the implementation of the law in the 

category of sexual assault while remaining steady in murder, robbery, and aggravated assault. 

The findings suggest that laws allowing concealed weapons on campus are not effective in 

reducing violent crime rates, especially sexual assault.  

 

INTRODUCTION 
 Although violent crime rates are much lower on college and university campuses than 

other places across the country, individuals who support legislation forcing colleges and 

universities to allow the concealed carry of weapons on campus claim that such legislation will 

lower crime rates even further.  Gun rights advocate John Lott claims in his book More Guns, 

Less Crime that in states where there is a higher rate of concealed permit holders, the violent 

crime rates go down.
1
  Very little statistical evidence supports this claim and the evidence that 

does exist often comes from pro gun rights supporters.  A recent Stanford Study suggests that the 

rate of violent crime actually increases in states with the legal right to carry.
2
 Another study out 

of Texas A&M University (Phillips, 2015) illustrates that crime rates did not change after the 

implementation of concealed weapons laws.
3
  

This current study is the first known comparison study regarding the crime rates on 

campuses where concealed handguns are permitted, and therefore the first study looking at the 

effectiveness of the law over a multi-year period. While pro-gun rights supporters argue that 

weapons reduce crime, this study examines FBI Uniform crime data and Clery Act crime data on 

campuses that allow concealed weapons versus campuses that ban weapons. This study explores 

the effectiveness on reducing crime rates that laws that mandate the carrying of concealed 

weapons on campus. 

 

METHOD 

 The units of the study include: campus crime statistics from states that permit concealed 

handguns on campus (campus carry states),
4
 campus crime statistics from states that prohibited 

concealed handguns on campus (non-campus carry states),
5
 individual state crime statistics,

6
 and 

finally national crime statistics.
7
 Crime statistics were obtained by federally mandated reportage 

to the FBI and Department of Education through the Clery Act. The following four violent crime 

categories were compared: homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault. Crime 

statistics for all state two-year and four-year colleges and universities were obtained from the 

Department of Education’s Clery Act’s Annual Campus Security Report. National crime 

statistics and individual state crime statistics were obtained from the Federal Bureau of 
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Investigation’s Uniform Crime Reports. Crime data were compared four ways to examine the 

effects of concealed handgun legislation on college and university campus crime rates: 

1. Crime rates in campus carry states before and after the legislation was implemented 

2. Crime rates in campus carry states versus state crime rates in the respective states 

3. Crime rates in campus carry states versus crime rates in non-campus carry states 

4. Rate of forcible rape in the nation versus campus carry states versus non-campus carry 

states 

To avoid duplication of crime statistics, it was necessary to subtract the crime data from the 

Annual Campus Security Report from the Uniform Crime Reports. Additionally, the definition of 

“forcible rape” in the FBI Uniform Crime Report broadened in 2013 to include the same 

definition that the Clery Act has used over the past ten years of data that is used in this study. To 

maintain consistency, the old definition of “forcible rape” for the national crime statistics was 

used for the year 2013, though this does not affect the data consistency. 

 

RESULTS 

 

Crime rates in campus carry states before and after the legislation was implemented 

 Chart 1 provides an overview of violent crime statistics in the two states that mandate 

campus carry before and after this legislation was implemented (when applicable). The Clery 

Report violent crime data from Colorado (2012-2013) was used in addition to crime statistics 

from Utah (2004-2013). Idaho is the third state to force colleges and universities to permit 

concealed handguns on campus but the law went into effect in 2014, and therefore was not used 

in this study. In the ten-year period, no homicides occurred on the campuses of Colorado and 

Utah. In Colorado, the instances of forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault increased over 

the past four years with the last two years allowing concealed carry on campuses (bolded 

statistics). In Utah, the rate of forcible rape fluctuated slightly over the ten-year period but 

ultimately increased in 2012 and 2013. Robbery and aggravated assault increased slightly.  For 

comparison, over the past 10 years, the national average for all four violent crime categories 

occurring off campus has decreased.  While the crime statistics are lower in Utah than they are in 

Colorado, the following two charts illustrate that crime rates in the state of Utah are also 

generally lower than the state of Colorado. 

 

  



CHART 1 – Overview of a Ten-Year Period of Campus Carry States (Colorado
8
 & Utah

9
). 

Numbers are instances per 100,000 people. 

 

 
 

Chart 1a - Colorado Campus Crime Statistics 2004-2013 

 

 
Chart 1b - Utah Campus Crime Statistics 2004-2013 

 

  

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Murder 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Rape 20.8 14.3 16.2 14.3 9.11 17.6 8.1 12.1 15.2 20.8 

Robbery 3.4 2.1 4.4 5.8 3.9 4 4.2 4.1 6.4 5.7 

Assault 15.7 15.2 18.9 12.9 8.6 12.8 9.7 8.3 10.2 8.11 

0 

5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

In
st

an
ce

s 
p

e
r 

1
0

0
,0

0
0

 p
e

o
p

le
 

Colorado 
Campus Carry was Mandated in 2012 

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Murder 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Rape 18.4 12.6 8 10 12.5 10.8 6.6 10.7 9.3 14 

Robbery 1.3 3.3 1.3 0 0 1.1 0 0.5 1.6 1.6 

Assault 5.4 3.9 5.3 9.3 2.5 3.4 4.4 1.6 0.5 1.1 
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Utah 
Campus Carry was mandated in 2004 



Crime rates on campus carry states versus state crime rates in the respective states 

 The following two informative charts illustrate crime trends on and off campus in states 

that permit concealed handguns on campus. Chart 2 compares the campus crime data in Utah 

verses crime data for the state of Utah. The Clery data was removed from the state FBI data to 

ensure no duplication of reports. The state homicide rate remained somewhat constant, while 

forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault gradually decreased over the ten-year period.  

Forcible rape on campus, however, began to decrease, remained steady, and then rose sharply 

over the last four years. Robbery remained somewhat constant while aggravated assault 

decreased over the ten-year period. The noticeable comparison between state and campus crime 

statistics occurs in the category of forcible rape as the state rate gradually decreased while the 

campus rate increased.  

  



CHART 2 – Utah Campus Crime versus State Crime. Numbers are instances per 100,000 

people. 

 

 
Chart 2a - Utah Campus Crime Rates 2004-2013  

 

 
Chart 2b - Utah State Crime Statistics 2004-2013 

 

Chart 3 compares the campus crime data in Colorado versus the state of Colorado. Again, 

the Clery data was removed from the FBI data to ensure no duplication of reports. The state 

homicide and forcible rape statistics remained somewhat constant, while robbery and aggravated 
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Utah Campus Crime 

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Murder 2.1 2.4 1.9 2.3 1.5 1.4 2.1 2.1 1.9 1.9 

Rape 40.4 38.8 35.7 35.8 33.9 34 36.3 31.7 34.6 33.6 

Robbery 55 47 51.8 56.9 55.1 49.7 49.2 41 41 45.5 

Assault 152.3 152.4 148.1 152.6 144.1 140.9 139.6 133.1 141.5 138.9 
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Utah State Crime 



assault decreased slightly over the ten-year period. Because the concealed carry law was 

mandated in 2012, only two years of data exist.  Similar to Utah, campus forcible rape, over a 

ten-year period, began to decreased, remained steady, and then drastically increased over the past 

four years. Robbery and aggravated assault decreased slightly. The noticeable comparison 

between state and campus crime in Colorado is that while forcible rape remained somewhat 

constant over the ten-year period throughout the state, it rose drastically on campus. Robbery and 

aggravated assault decreased gradually both on campus and throughout the state. 

 

CHART 3 – Colorado Campus Crime versus State Crime. Numbers are instances per 

100,000 people. 

 

 
Chart 3a – Colorado Campus Crime 2004-2013 
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Colorado Campus Crime 



 
Chart 3b – Colorado State Crime 2004-2013 

 

Crime rates on campus carry states versus crime rates on non-campus carry states 

 Chart 4 illustrates the differences between campus carry versus non-campus carry states. 

Ultimately if “more guns equals less crime” then by nature, the occurrence of violent crime 

should decrease at a greater rate.  This chart shows that there is no statistical evidence of this.  

For example, as illustrated in Chart 2 and Chart 3, forcible rape on campus drastically increased, 

much faster than the average on non-campus carry states. 

CHART 4 – Campus Carry States (Utah & Colorado) Versus National Crime Statistics. 

Numbers are instances per 100,000 people.  

 

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
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Colorado State Crime 
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Crime in Campus Carry States 



Chart 4a – Crime in Campus Carry States. Utah from 2004-2011 and Colorado and Utah 

from 2012-2013 

 

 
Chart 4b – Crime on Non-Campus Carry States. Utah was subtracted from the data from 

2004-2011 and Colorado and Utah were subtracted from 2012-2013. 

 

Rate of forcible rape in the nation versus campus carry states versus non-campus carry states 

 Finally, Table 1 takes the category of forcible rape and compares the fluctuation of rates 

by percentage nationally (non-campus), in non-campus carry, and in campus carry states. It is 

extremely important to note that the national average of forcible rape is slowly decreasing every 

year while non-campus carry states are increasing.  The campus-carry states, on the other hand, 

are increasing at a much faster rate than non-campus carry states. 

 

TABLE 1 – Sexual Assault Percentage Difference over a Ten-Year Period – Nationally 

(Non-Campus), Non-Campus Carry States, and Campus Carry States (Utah and 

Colorado).  
 

  Non-Campus      Non-Campus Carry States            Campus Carry States 

            Utah (Colorado added in Bold) 

 Per 100,000 % Difference Per 100,000 % Difference Per 100,000 % Difference 

2004 33.3  12.4  18.4  

2005 32.7 -1.83% 12.1 -2.48% 12.6 -46.03% 

2006 32.5 -0.61% 11.9 -16.80% 8 -57.50% 

2007 31.4 -3.38% 11.9 0.00% 10 20.00% 

2008 30.8 -1.91% 10.9 -9.17% 12.5 20.00% 

2009 30.1 -2.27% 9.6 -13.54% 10.8 -15.74% 

2010 28.5 -5.32% 11 12.73% 6.6 -63.64% 

2011 27.8 -2.46% 12.6 12.70% 10.7 38.31 

2012 27.7 -3.60% 15.1 16.61% 9.3 16.41% 

2013 25.6 -7.58% 17.2 12.66% 14 29.29% 
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Crime in Non-Campus Carry States 



 

DISCUSSION 

While the results certainly do not prove that campus carry causes more crime; it 

undoubtedly disproves the claim that the possible presence of individuals carrying concealed 

weapons equals less crime. Idaho is the third state to force state colleges and universities to allow 

the concealed carry of handguns among its students, faculty, and staff.  Idaho was not included in 

this study because the law was implemented in 2014 and at the time of this study, colleges and 

universities have only been required to report crime up to 2013. It is also important to understand 

that this is a small sample size. Finally, it is important to note that the data used came from years 

prior to the implementation of the Violence against Women Act (2013), which caused a spike in 

reportage of crime on campus beginning in 2014. The FBI and Clery violent crime statistics 

presented illustrate that there is no evidence that more guns equals less crime on campus, 

therefore disproving the notion that campuses that allow concealed weapons are safer than 

campuses that ban them.  
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