
                                                                    

Volume 9, Issue 3 March  2005 

  

“Unconscious 
Competence” Article 

2 

2005 Special Classes 8 

“Lethal Continuum” 
Article 

9 

South Narc 
Rescheduled 

12 

How to Contact Us 12 

Inside this 
issue: 

       Tactical Talk 
2611 S.  Mendenhal l ,  Memphis ,  TN  38115,  (901)  370-5600,  www.rangemaster .com 

 
 
 

"No free man shall 
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last resort, to protect 
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tyranny in 
government." 

 
 

—-Thomas Jefferson, 
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Rangemaster conducts a one evening OC Class 
from 6:00 to 10:00 p.m. In the classroom, you will 
learn the history and development of OC (pepper 
spray), its characteristics and how to select the 
right unit, and its deployment in self defense. There 
will also be some practice opportunity with inert 
spray to learn how to actually get the canister out 
and into action in a confrontation.  
 
Pepper spray is 
an extremely use-
ful and important 
defensive tool, but 
like all such tools 
training is required 
to learn how to 
use it properly. If 
you have family members who don't/can't carry a 
firearm, this class could be very valuable to them.  
 
Cost is only $49.00 and students 
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 Unconscious Competence: What is it? How can we train for it?Unconscious Competence: What is it? How can we train for it?Unconscious Competence: What is it? How can we train for it?   
Martin D. Topper, Ph.D., Jack M. Feldman, Ph.D. 

 
What Is Unconscious Competence? 
 The term “Unconscious Competence,” is used by members of the American Tactical Shooting As-
sociation and others in the training community to describe a rapid, seamless and successful response to a 
situation involving deadly force or the potential for deadly force.  It is a term many believe they inherently 
understand, but which is, in reality, very hard to define.   
 For example, what does the word “unconscious” imply?  Obviously, it doesn’t mean unconscious-
ness as in a boxer who’s been KO’ed.  Most people who use the term unconscious competence are really 
describing an effective action performed outside of focal awareness. People who have achieved uncon-
scious competence in some area (e.g. music, baseball, self-defense) can carry out an action or sequence of 
actions at a high level of performance without being focally aware of the precise details of their own be-
havior. They are aware of their goal (playing a blues tune, hitting a curve ball, engaging a threat) and 
whether or not they are achieving their goal.  But they are not aware of the details of the separate compo-
nents of their actions. 
  In the area of self-defense, the unconsciously competent person knows he or she is responding to a 
threat and perceives threat’s overall response to their actions.  In a gunfight, this means the person defend-
ing him/herself is not paying attention to how they are drawing their gun or to how many shots they’ve 
fired.  The defender’s attention is locked on the assailant’s aggressive actions and the assailant’s response 
to the shots fired by the defender.  If the defender is well-trained he/she may also be scanning the environ-
ment for multiple assailants and for cover.  But if the defender finds cover and decides to move to it, he/she 
is probably still focusing on the threat and on fighting all the way to that cover, rather than thinking about 
how many steps are required to get to safety.  So the “unconscious” in unconscious competence really re-
fers to selective awareness in which the defender is focused on the threat, tactics and evolving outcome 
rather than the precise details of his/her own behavior.  
  “Competence” isn’t easy to define either.  That’s because competence is context-dependent.  A 
person can be a champion bullseye shooter and miss the target completely in a shoothouse or in force-on-
force training.   As Bruce Siddle explains in Sharpening the Warrior’s Edge, a person fighting to stay alive 
must be competent to perform under high levels of stress and arousal. Furthermore, “competence” in one 
situation may be both quantitatively and qualitatively different from competence in another. Therefore, the 
“competence” aspect of unconscious competence refers to the ability to successfully implement learned 
behaviors and achieve a defined objective in a specific context or set of similar contexts in an automatic 
manner. 
 For the purposes of this discussion, we’ll define an unconsciously competent person as one who 
recognizes a situation/problem without first having to perceive it in focal awareness and then implements a 
learned set of behaviors to resolve that situation/problem without having to mediate the behavioral re-
sponse in focal awareness. In the case of self-defense, focal awareness is reserved for analyzing “big pic-
ture” issues, such as monitoring the on-going course of the interaction with the assailant/potential assailant. 
This monitoring allows the individual to recognize` when the situation has become less “safe,” and allows 
him/her to implement an appropriate defensive or alerting response.  It also allows him/her to recognize 
when the situation has become “safe” and terminate a defensive response, or implement a follow-up re-
sponse at a lower level of the force continuum.  This is very similar to what psychologists have referred to 
as “recognition-primed decision-making.” 
 To be sure, the defender’s response can still be described in terms of Col. John Boyd’s process of 
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Observing, Orienting, Deciding and Acting (i.e. the OODA Loop).  However, solving the tactical problem is 
not undertaken through a process of bringing observations into full awareness, orienting to the details of the 
situation, weighing the pros and cons of alternative responses and then implementing a step-by-step remedy.  
Instead, the unconsciously competent individual begins responding appropriately as he or she first becomes 
aware of the threat. Therefore he/she orients while observing and acts while deciding, and none of these cogni-
tive processes take place in focal awareness.  For this reason, people who have experienced a critical incident 
involving deadly force are often unable to describe the exact, step-by-step process by which they defended 
themselves. 
 But how can someone act appropriately before fully perceiving the details of an emerging situation?  
On the surface, this sounds impossible.  Yet think for a moment.  Most of us do this all the time.  Ever steer 
your car through a skid on slick pavement?  Do you stop and observe, “Damn! I’m skidding to the left!”  Then 
orient yourself by saying, “Remember, I’m driving a rear wheel drive car, and the lane to my left is empty.” 
Then tell yourself, “Therefore, my decision is to take my foot slowly off of the gas and steer into the skid.”  
And finally say to yourself, “Okay Joe, now slowly lift your right foot from the gas while you use your arms 
and hands to slowly turn the wheel to the left.”  
 Of course you don’t!  You begin maneuver almost instantaneously as the visual image in your brain 
perceives your car leaving its lane and your kinesthetic sense tells you that your car is moving in a direction 
you don’t want it to go.   
 But how can this all happen at once? Currently, the best explanation is provided by psychologist Gary 
Klein in Sources of Power: How People Make Decisions.   He’s proposed that the human brain is capable of 
multi-tasking.  His theory works like this:  A visual image is picked up by the retina and is transmitted to the 
visual center of the brain in the occipital lobe.  From there the image is sent to two locations in the brain. On 
the one hand, it goes to the higher levels of the cerebral cortex which is the seat of full conscious awareness.  
There, in the frontal lobes, the image is available to be recognized, analyzed, input into a decision process and 
acted upon as the person considers appropriate.  Let’s call this “the slow track,” because full recognition of the 
meaning of a visual image, analyzing what it represents, deciding what to do and then doing it takes time. 
Some psychologists also refer to this mental process as System II cognition. If you used System II cognition in 
critical situations like a skid, you wouldn’t have enough time to finish processing the OODA Loop before your 
car went over the cliff. 
 Fortunately, there’s a second track, which we’ll call “the fast track,” or System I Cognition. In this sys-
tem, the image is also sent to a lower, pre-conscious region of the brain, which is the amygdala. This area of 
the brain stores visual memory and performs other mental operations as well.  The visual image is compared 
here on a pre-conscious level at incredible speed with many thousands of images that are stored in memory.  
Let’s call each image a “frame” which is a term that Dr. Erving Goffman used in his book Frame Analysis to 
describe specific, cognitively-bounded sets of environmental conditions.  I like to use the word “frame” here 
because the memory probably contains more than just visual information.  There may be sound, kinesthetic, 
tactile, olfactory or other sensory information that also helps complement the visual image contained within 
the frame. 
 Each of these frames has been recorded in the brain through personal life experience and each is associ-
ated in the brain’s motor centers with a behavioral routine, or set of routines, which, again by experience, the 
individual has learned are appropriate responses.  As the pre-frontal areas of the brain scan the visual/sensory 
information it receives, they attempt to match it to the frames that are stored in memory, most likely in a hier-
archical manner.  When a match or near match is made to a frame that contains a situation which represents a 
serious threat to the safety of the individual the pre-frontal areas that have received the sensory input immedi-
ately send a message to the brain’s motor center initiating what the individual has learned is the most appropri-
ate response to that frame.  By the time the higher levels of the brain realize that there is a problem, the solu-
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tion is already in progress.  The higher levels then switch to co-monitoring the progress of the solution to en-
sure the response is indeed the proper one.  If so, and if the situation contained in the frame is successfully re-
solved, the pre-frontal brain returns control of behavior to the higher levels of the cortex. If not, both levels of 
the brain continue to work toward an appropriate resolution.  
 Of course, the situation isn’t quite that simple.  There is a complex interaction between the higher lev-
els of the brain and the pre-frontal areas, and the possibility always exists that the two can get out of synchro-
nization or the individual may encounter a situation for which he/she has no frame that’s even close. At that 
point, a fatal error is possible, unless the various levels of the brain can work quickly together to craft a new 
adaptive routine.  Fortunately, the fast and slow tracks are usually complimentary, one focusing on insight, the 
other on action. Together they produce a synergistic effect that enhances the actor’s chances of survival. 
 But even though these two tracks are complimentary, we know that some people seem to be much 
more skilled than others at integrating System 1 and System 2.  These especially competent individuals seem 
to resolve critical situations and also adapt to rapid changes in those situations.   They invent routines they 
have never before performed and act in a fluid, seamless manner without employing full focal awareness.   
 So at this point in our understanding, we have a model that tells us something about how the brain can 
operate on two tracks at the same time, but we don’t really have a good idea of how the two levels interact, 
except to say that the interaction is very complex, and some people do it better than others.  We really don’t 
know everything we’d like to know.  But we do know that specific types of training can help a person develop 
unconscious competence, and this is enough to make some suggestions about the kind of training that will help 
make relatively unskilled people more competent in finding solutions to potentially violent encounters. 
 
Training 
 How can a self-defense trainer take a person who is already has the capability to multi-task, but who 
does not have the knowledge base or the motor skills to swiftly and competently resolve self-defense prob-
lems, and help him/her learn to multi-task in self-defense contexts?  The answer seems straightforward.  To 
use a computer analogy: upgrade their software and add RAM.  By upgrading software we mean increasing the 
capacity to perform mental operations through the acquisition of new frames and associated behavioral rou-
tines.  By adding RAM we are referring to the biological process by which new cell assemblies are formed 
within the brain and by which existing ones are reinforced.  The process of developing cell assemblies is trig-
gered by training, especially when it’s done under stress. Training stimulates the brain to create new synapses, 
or connections, between brain cells.  This process strings brain cells together in neural nets called 
“assemblies.”  Training-induced synaptic growth therefore allows the various regions of the brain to communi-
cate more efficiently.  This growth also allows for the creation of new thought patterns, because thought itself 
is an emergent property of the cellular structure and bio-chemical processes of the brain. 
 In order to grow the type of cell assemblies needed to resolve self-defense problems, the instructor 
needs to move beyond teaching basic shooting skills and teach the trainee to respond to frames.  That’s be-
cause there’s a significant difference between training that builds basic, or even advanced, shooting skills on a 
“square range” and training which builds tactical competence in the context of critical incidents.  Both types of 
training are necessary, but simply teaching shooting skills provides behavioral routines that are unconnected to 
real life threats. 
 To have a tactically competent individual, one must teach behavioral solutions to problems that are pre-
sented in the form of frames.  Otherwise, the trainee will simply apply the same basic skills to a broad variety 
of situations, regardless of whether they are appropriate for those various contexts. For example, a trainee who 
has only been trained on a square range may simply stand in front of an armed assailant, draw, “double tap” 
the target, lower the pistol and wait for the next command.  If the trainee shoots well, and if the assailant’s cen-
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tral nervous system is compromised by the trainee’s fire, then all may turn out well.  However, if the assail-
ant does not immediately succumb to his injuries, then the trainee could very well wind up being fatally 
wounded by return fire while subconsciously waiting for the next range command. 
 However, an instructor can’t just offer the trainee a few frames and then teach their corresponding 
frame-specific solutions.  The instructor must present both a rich variety of frames and an equally broad vari-
ety of appropriate remedies.  Imparting a broader number of frames and solutions helps the trainee under-
stand the complexity and variability of self-defense contexts and starts him/her on the road to developing 
situational awareness. 
 This is a good start, but it’s still not sufficient to engender what we consider to be true competence.  
That’s because competence doesn’t only involve the speedy application of a learned response to a known 
situation, it also includes the behavioral flexibility to appropriately respond to situations that are similar to, 
but not exactly alike, those frames which have been learned in training.  To teach this, an instructor must em-
ploy training frames that are open-ended, and “branch” (evolve) depending either upon actions taken by the 
trainee, or by changes in the trainee’s environment that are beyond his/her control.  The reason for this is 
simple.  A trainer will never be able to anticipate all the frames that the trainee will need to experience in or-
der to successfully handle the broad variety of potential threats he or she may experience on the street.  The 
trainer also will never be able to teach all appropriate behaviors that a trainee may need to implement to re-
solve such a diverse set of tactical problems.  Therefore, training must provide frames that challenge the 
trainee to develop his/her own responses. 
 So far we’ve discussed a training approach that could fit any skill that humans can perform.  But how 
does this approach specifically apply to teaching people to survive in situations that are likely to escalate into 
deadly force confrontations?  That’s done by employing frames and responses that are based on real-life 
deadly force encounters. In short, the instructor must add the appropriate context. 
 Assuming that the psychological theories described above are correct, and that the brain’s cognitive 
structure has an insight-based slow track and an action-based fast track, we propose that context-relevant 
“frame training” for self-defense is best accomplished on three levels.  The first level includes two types of 
training: insight development through formal instruction, and defensive skill drills.  Insight development is 
fostered by using audio-visual instructional aids, like the al-Qaeda videos.  This type of training offers the 
trainee cognitive frames or “constructs” by bringing them into full focal awareness.  Doing so, affords maxi-
mum frame image resolution.  Such detailed constructs are very important for conveying meaning, so that the 
trainee can interpret the frame, and internalize the kind and level of danger that the visual image represents.  
It also gives the trainee an idea of how behavior within the frame flows.  In short, it lets the trainee know his/
her enemy’s tactics and gives the trainee a chance to begin planning ways to neutralize those tactics.  This 
type of training creates new recognition software and it also promotes the development of cell assemblies in 
the higher, cognitive areas of the brain which are very useful in the overall monitoring of one’s own behavior 
and the behavior of the assailant. 
 The second type of training on level one, defensive skill drills, involves teaching the full force contin-
uum, from verbal judo and unarmed defensive techniques through deadly force.  This training focuses on de-
veloping cell assemblies that are associated with motor pathways.  These are the behavioral routines that are 
triggered by the pre-frontal brain when it receives the sensory input that tells it something is very wrong.  
With respect to these routines we always must remember that we have to construct them out of behaviors that 
are appropriate to a human body that is heavily influenced by the physiological and psychological responses 
caused by a rush of adrenalin.  In short, they must be focused on gross motor skills and they must account for 
the perceptual changes that are common when a person is undergoing what has commonly been referred to as 
the “flight, fight or freeze” response. With respect to training, Bruce Siddle demonstrates that skill sets 
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should be taught in discrete, progressive units with a great deal of positive reinforcement, because 
“confidence builds competence.” 
 The second level of training may either be done under the direction of a trainer or as self-training.  
Let’s call it “visualized interaction.”  It takes at least two major forms: pure visualization and judgment train-
ing using audio-visual training simulators.  In either case, the trainee connects a visual image of a frame with 
a set of appropriate behaviors.  In pure visualization, the trainee only imagines the behavioral solutions to the 
problem.  When audio-visual simulators like FATS are used, the trainee actually implements the behavioral 
solution to the visual and, in the case of most simulators, auditory stimuli associated with the frame.  In both 
types of visualized interaction training, the trainee adds new “software” frames and cell assemblies.  These 
serve both the fast and slow tracks and they also serve to enhance performance in the motor areas that initiate 
the appropriate behaviors for solving the problem presented in the visualized frames.   
 Audio-visual simulators like FATS conduct training in real time, and this produces emotional stress 
that causes hormonal changes in the bloodstream.  On the one hand, because cell assembly production is 
stimulated by stress hormones, audio-visual simulators probably offer more effective training than pure visu-
alization, especially if branching scenarios are used.  On the other hand, these audio-visual simulators pro-
duce stress.  Effective learning under stress requires short sessions and longer periods of recovery if the stu-
dent is to learn without being traumatized.  Therefore, pure visualization can be an important ancillary train-
ing technique to the use of audio-visual scenarios.  However, one must remember that the stressful nature of 
real-time, realistic training requires that the instructor keep the exercises discrete and focused and that he/she 
provide constructive critiques immediately after the session concludes.  Properly constructed real-time train-
ing is no place for a Hollywood Drill Instructor, either on this second level or on the next one. 
 The third and final level of training involves role-playing.  This is the level where unconscious com-
petence is truly built.  This level employs multi-stimulus, problem-solving scenario-based training.  It is 
multi-stimulus because it involves frames that are populated with more than audio-visual stimuli.  Smell, 
touch and even taste should be involved in these frames.  In addition, the frames should involve linguistic 
and kinesthetic stimuli in the form of targets and role players that communicate and move in meaningful 
ways and confront the trainee at different locations within the trainees’ personal spatial and emotional 
“comfort zones.”  To the greatest degree possible, hostile and non-hostile targets should convey stimuli that 
involve linguistic and proxemic information in the areas of verbal language, “body language” and spatial re-
lationships.    
 Generally, this type of training involves three forms of scenario-based exercises: the shoot house, red 
gun exercises and force-on-force training with simunitions, paintball or air soft training guns.  To the degree 
that they can, shoot houses should be interactive.  They should have life-like hostile and non-hostile targets 
that respond with both movement and verbal communication to the actions of the trainee.  This will allow the 
instructors to branch the scenario to the greatest degree possible and require the trainee to interact with a 
flexible rather than a static frame.  In addition, shoot houses should introduce stimuli that are distracting and 
extraneous to the scenario, like smoke or loud music. The shoothouse may also present complicating factors 
that reduce information, e.g. via low light. Adding such sensory complexity will create sensory challenges 
that will help the trainee develop his or her ability to discriminate between information that is vital to under-
standing the frame and solving the problem and information that is simply “noise” which has to be screened 
out.  It will also teach the trainee to deal with a lack of  information.  Regardless of whether the scenario con-
tains extraneous stimuli or lacks important stimuli such sensory challenges teach the trainee to maintain fo-
cus at an appropriate level on the tactical problem presented in the frame. This is an extremely important 
cognitive skill that must be learned if a person is to competently recognize and neutralize threats. 
 Red gun and force-on-force training are perhaps the most effective forms of multi-stimulus, problem-
solving scenario-based training because they offer the most opportunity for the frame to change both in re-
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sponse to the trainee’s actions and in response to the actions of the role players, who the trainee can influ-
ence but not control.  The trainee can hide from a target in a shoot house, but he/she may not be able to es-
cape so easily from a role player.  The frame flexibility found in role-playing training most closely ap-
proximates real life.  However, since all role-playing scenarios are constrained to some degree by the struc-
ture of the facility in which they are conducted, even this most flexible form of training will always exhibit 
less variation than actual events one might encounter on the street or in military combat.  Still, role-playing 
is the best tool we have at present.  
 One added teaching element in red gun and force-on-force training is increased consequences, ei-
ther through reinforcement or by punishment.  These types of exercises contain both psychological rewards 
and real penalties for the trainee. If the trainee makes a mistake in evaluating the frame he/she will be 
robbed, assaulted or even “killed.”  Simunitions, paintball and air soft exercises add an additional level of 
consequence above red gun training because pellet impacts are a clear reminder that the trainee has done 
something very wrong.  Being hit with simunitions makes a lasting impression. Conversely, escaping a dif-
ficult situation or defeating a threat that shoots back gives one a sense of emotional satisfaction that is 
highly reinforcing.  So force-on-force training doesn’t just teach good habits, it deeply ingrains them.  
 However, there is one caveat that must be mentioned when discussing multi-stimulus, problem-
solving, scenario-based level three training.  The frames must be constructed so that they are somewhat 
above the current skill level of the trainee, but they should not be so difficult that they are over his/her 
head.  The teaching frames must challenge, not overwhelm, the trainee.  If the scenario is too far beyond 
the trainee’s ability, then the trainee may become traumatized, develop a lack of self-confidence and sim-
ply give up on developing new skills.  This could have serious potential consequences if the trainee ever 
becomes involved in a critical incident involving deadly force. 
 
Unconscious Competence 
 “Unconscious competence” may not be completely understood, but we know it when we see it.  For 
now, we’ll have to live with the fact that the psychological and neurological sciences are not sufficiently 
advanced for us to offer a detailed description of how competence is encoded in the brain and executed 
through split-second decision-making.   
 However, our understanding is sufficient to create a model of unconscious competence and develop 
teaching points based on that model. This can be tested and applied to real life.  Reports of actual critical 
incidents involving deadly force indicate that people who are trained to resolve problems that are presented 
in frame-based, multi-stimulus, problem-solving scenarios do appear to have a higher probability of both 
avoiding violence and of surviving deadly force encounters, on the street and in combat. Even though this 
feedback is anecdotal, it argues for both systematic study and for continuing to train law enforcement offi-
cers, military personnel and law-abiding citizens to not just shoot, but to integrate a whole range of situ-
ational awareness and defensive skills into a meaningful approach to their everyday personal safety. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Suggested Readings: 
 Gary Klein, Sources of Power: How People Make Decisions, Cambridge, MIT Press, 1998. 
 Erving Goffman, Frame Analysis, New York, Harper and Row, 1974. 
 Bruce Siddle, Sharpening the Warrior’s Edge, Millstadt, IL, PPCT Research Publications, 1995. 
 
This paper was developed for the 15th Annual National Tactical Invitational.  It may be reproduced as long as it is not 
edited in any way and as long as due credit is given to the authors and the American Tactical Shooting Assn.  To 
contact the ATSA  write them at 2600 North Third St., Harrisburg, PA 17110, call them at 717-233-0402 or go to 
www.teddytactical.com. Direct comments to Dr. Topper at Bterr@aol.com or Dr. Feldman at Jack-
wolf@mindspring.com. 
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The Lethality ContinuumThe Lethality Continuum  
 
      I recently ran across a scholarly study that examined the cir-
cumstances around homicides and aggravated assaults, with an eye 
toward identifying factors that would tend to cause the event to 
end in a fatality.   The authors combined publicly available statistics 
from the FBI and Bureau of Justice Statistics along with various 
academic studies of violence to try to determine why some criminal 
events result in death and others do not. 
      I would recommend you read this study, as it has some insight-
ful commentary. For the purposes of this brief article, I am going to 
excerpt some of the various data the authors of that paper brought 
together from various sources.  
      In this paper, one of the authors coined the term “lethality con-
tinuum”, which I had not seen before. In his view assault, aggra-
vated assault, and murder are simply points along a continuum, 
just like the force continuum model with which we are all familiar.  
To me, this illustrated an important point. 
      We tend to focus on murder when we think about or discuss 
violence, and this overlooks this “lethality continuum” concept. We 
may be viciously assaulted, and seriously injured or crippled, with-
out becoming a homicide. In fact, in most urban areas, modern 
trauma care is such that the vast majority of victims of violence 
survive.  Victims who would have died from the exact same injuries 
40-50 years ago routinely survive those injuries today. Of course, 
surviving the injuries does not mean it’s a good thing to be injured!  
You may be blind, paralyzed, missing an arm or eye, or left with an-
other life altering disability—you just didn’t die. 
      In 1999, there were about 12,500 criminal (non-negligent) 

(Continued on page 10) 
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homicides in the US.  That figure represents about one person out 
of each 22,000.  Of course, that’s the nation-wide ratio. In some 
urban areas, like mine, the odds are more like one in 5,000.  This 
is why looking only at the threat of homicide gives so many peo-
ple a false sense of security.  With odds of 1:22,000  a gambler 
would say, “Screw it, I’ll just play the odds”.  A more intelligent 
threat assessment would require us to look at the non-fatal as-
saults, ANY OF WHICH could easily become homicides under the 
right circumstances. 
      For instance, in 1999 in the US, there were 6,163,670 assaults 
reported to the FBI. An assault is defined as an unlawful physical 
attack.  Now, we’re talking about a 1 in 50 chance.  One out of 
every four assaults was categorized as an Aggravated Assault (an 
assault involving a deadly weapon or serious bodily injury to the 
victim). That’s 1,503,280 Aggravated Assaults, or one for each 
182 residents of the US.  Again, that’s a national figure, that rises 
if we look at major urban areas. In my city, for instance, the ac-
tual ratio of Aggravated Assaults is  one per 108 citizens, per year.  
So, even discounting lesser assaults, instead of 1:22,000 odds, 
what we’re really looking at are 1:182 odds.  One out of every 120 
of those Aggravated Assaults becomes a homicide.  These are not 
odds I’m willing to gamble on. I am, therefore, always armed and 
always aware of the potential for violence. 
      Another aspect of the Lethality Continuum we often mis-
calculate is the perception that potentially lethal assaults revolve 
around the threat posed by firearms.  Again, this is caused by 
having our attention focused on Murder, rather than on Aggra-
vated Assault.  Guns are used in 65.2%  of homicides, which leads 
us to focus all our attention on “gunfighting”. A detailed look at 
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Aggravated Assaults, however, shows a clear need for a broader 
focus, and more attention to an integrated approach to training, 
with hand to hand combatives getting more attention.  When we 
look at Aggravated Assaults, we find guns only used in 22.7% of 
the incidents, with knives involved 24.9% of the time.  Blunt ob-
jects (19.4%) and sharp objects (4.7%) added to knives (24.9%) 
makes up a total of 49% of the  weapons involved in Aggravated 
Assaults. An offender armed with a knife or  blunt object  will not 
likely initiate his assault from across the parking lot, nor even 
across the room. Without some combative skills, you may not be 
able to even access your defensive firearm in these circumstances. 
      The last set of stat’s I’ll mention involve the location involved 
in Aggravated Assaults.  Here are some numbers: 
   Home                      13.0% 
   School                      8.8% 
   Parking lot                7.9% 
   Restaurant/bar         5.3% 
   Street                       4.8%. 
      A pragmatic look at these numbers tells us that rather than 
looking for “dangerous areas”, we should realize, accept, and in-
ternalize that ALL venues include a potential for violence.  In mod-
ern society there are no safe places or violence-free zones, and as 
we move through life, we must be aware that violence can occur 
wherever there are people. As my friend John Farnam says, 
“When you least expect it, you’re elected!”  
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South Narc’s ECQC Class RescheduledSouth Narc’s ECQC Class RescheduledSouth Narc’s ECQC Class Rescheduled   
 

      South Narc is having surgery to repair an injured 
shoulder, and won’t be fully recovered in time for the 
scheduled Extreme Close Quarters Combat, “Gun Grappling” 
course on 12-13 March.  The class has been rescheduled 
to 11-12 June. That’s Gun Grappling on Saturday, and the 
optional 4 hour Practical Unarmed Combat segment on Sun-
day. If you were already enrolled, you have been carried 
forward on the new roster. If not, I highly recommend this 
course to those serious about self defense. 


