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Abstract

Personal lethal firearm ownership has for several decades been a hot button political issue in the United

States. This article aims to explore the motivations and beliefs underlying sharply different views on

the subject through an original large-scale survey of lethal firearm owners (LFAO) and non-owners and

experimental information interventions. We start by documenting several facts: First, LFAO and non-

owners appear to be driven by a common objective–to be safe. Both groups list protection of family

or self as the top rationale for owning or potentially acquiring a lethal firearm (LFA). Second, among

non-owners, there are those who are interested in purchasing a lethal firearm (NO-I) and those who

are not (NO-U). NO-I feel the least safe in their daily lives. Third, there are differences in emotional

responses to possession of an LFA. LFAO report feeling unsafe and less confident if they did not own

the product whereas NO-U report similar feelings if they did own it. Fourth, LFAO are much less

concerned about the possibility of personal and social costs associated with lethal firearm possession,

a finding heightened across partisan lines. Taken together, these facts motivate three experimental

treatments that randomly provide respondents with information on either (1) the personal legal and

medical risks of ownership or (2) a non-lethal firearm (NLFA), provided with or without a conservative

pundit’s endorsement. The first treatment increases concerns about harms associated with lethal firearm

ownership among all respondents, but these results are generally short-lived and do not affect policy

views. The second treatment, however, increases respondents’ willingness to pay for a NLFA and their

self-reported preference for firearms that incapacitate but do not kill. Moreover, these treatment effects

are more persistent than those of the cost treatment, especially when coupled with an endorsement, and

affect the support of policies aimed at encouraging NLFAs. Importantly, we do not find that exposure

to information on NLFAs makes current owners want to give up their (lethal) guns. We interpret these

findings through an organizing framework in which every household has a demand for safety but differs in

how they use firearms or other tools to produce it, due to different perceptions of the safety possibilities

frontier (SPF, views about the least harmful ways to achieve protection benefits) or different preferences

and incentives influencing the tradeoff over protective benefits vs. harms. Our results suggest that a

substantial share of LFAO perceive the SPF differently than non-owners, and that there is a potential

demand for less-lethal tools to be and feel safe.
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1 Introduction

Lethal firearms have for decades been a hot-button political issue in the United States. There are passionate

gun rights activists, but also passionate gun-control advocates who, for example, highlight that they are a

leading cause of death among children in the U.S. Despite such polarization, there is limited understanding

of why people hold such different views about personal lethal firearm ownership, and even less so about what

might influence their views.

In this article, we design and run original large-scale surveys of both current lethal firearm owners (LFAO)

and non-owners (NO) to provide an in-depth account of the motivations and beliefs behind LFA ownership

or the absence of it and to experimentally study whether providing information can shift people’s views.

We provide two types of information treatments, one focusing on the private costs of lethal firearms – via

increased risk of legal liability and harm to others – and the other centering around an option for personal

protection previously unknown or neglected by most survey respondents: a non-lethal firearm (NLFA).

Beginning with the landmark report entitled Guns in America, by Cook and Ludwig (1996), several

papers have sought to describe America’s gun owners and their motivations. Using General Social Survey

(GSS) data, for instance, Glaeser and Glendon (1998) note: “Gun ownership appears to become a social

norm when there is mistrust of public justice or where there is a tradition of private retribution.” One

limitation of surveys such as GSS and Gallup is that they typically only include a handful of questions about

firearm ownership. There is also a small set of dedicated surveys on the subject that include policy views

(Siegel and Boine, 2020; English, 2022). We build on these studies and the literature in five important ways.

First, we contribute through the scale of our study. We include nearly 6,000 LFAO and non-owners

together in a large-scale survey. We determined lethal firearm ownership using obfuscated recruitment and

verified ownership status with a validation survey that included a timed gun part naming game. After

large purchasing upticks with COVID-19, in particular, it is important to update our understanding of who

currently owns firearms (Lopez, 2016; Helmore, 2021; De Visé, 2023; Hicks et al., 2023). Second, we ex-

pand the scope of questions covered in the “whys” behind gun ownership: we include not only questions on

sociodemographics, family traditions, sports, and crime, but add new modules on social networks, externali-

ties, internalities, and – importantly – emotional responses to lethal firearm ownership and the use of deadly

force. Third, by including to the fullest extent possible similar modules for non-owners, we can identify those

who are on the cusp of purchasing (non-owners interested, NO-I) and those who are uninterested (NO-U).

Fourth, we include real-stakes and incentive-compatible questions that provide assurance on the quality of

our responses. Fifth, we identify and test the importance of differences in knowledge about the private costs

of LFAO and a fairly new non-lethal alternative (NFLA) on gun-related beliefs, behaviors, and policy views.

How people view and think about NLFAs has not been explored so far but offers a potentially important

avenue for policy.

Our findings can be organized in two main groups: First, a documentation of what drives demand for

LFAs and, second, the impacts of information on gun-related behaviors and attitudes.

Starting with the first set of findings, there is a clear asymmetry in demand for LFAs. Many non-owners

(30%) are potentially interested in acquiring a firearm1 but very few LFAOs are willing to reduce the number

of guns they own or give them up altogether. In fact, 60% are interested in acquiring more. When it comes

to the reason for owning guns, we find that demand for safety and protection is key. Both LFAO and

non-owners (NO) listed protection of family or self as the top rationale for owning (in the case of LFAO)

1and nearly one-half according to Pew Research (2024)

2



or why they would acquire (in the case of NO) a lethal firearm. Demand for safety does correlate with

objective measures of risk such as local crime rates or gun-related violence at either the county or zipcode

levels. LFAO and NO-U report feeling similarly safe in their daily lives, despite the former being personally,

lethally armed. In contrast, NO-I report feeling significantly less safe in their daily lives and trust the police

less to keep them safe than either group. These differences persist even if we control for local risk.

If everyone demands safety, why do some people choose to own LFAs while others do not? We find large

heterogeneity in the perceived costs of guns. While LFAO, NO-I, and NO-U would feel similarly upset about

accidentally harming or killing another person in self defense or otherwise, there is a large gap across groups

in how worried they are that a child could use their gun to hurt themselves or others, and in being arrested or

sued if someone took their gun and caused harm: NO-U are the most worried and LFAO the least, with NO-I

falling in the middle. There are similarly large differences between groups in their perceptions of externalities

associated with lethal firearm ownership, with NO-U being most likely, NO-I the second most likely, and

LFAO the least likely to believe that firearm ownership increases crime, murders, suicides, school shootings,

and serious accidents. As a result, people feel very differently about owning guns: many LFAO feel safe,

confident and valuable by owning a lethal firearm. They are much more likely to report that carrying a gun

reduces their likelihood of being victimized or hurt. Similarly, the top emotional responses that LFAO report

to imagining their guns being taken away include feeling insecure and vulnerable, alongside feeling angry

and frustrated. Many non-owners, on the other hand, feel the opposite: the top emotions related to firearms

for non-owners who are uninterested in acquiring a firearm are unsafe, nervous, scared, and irresponsible.

We then document a lack of awareness of non-lethal alternatives, even though many LFAOs say that they

would prefer to own a firearm that could incapacitate rather than kill, suggesting an unmet demand for such

alternatives.

Thus, lethal firearm owners and non-owners appear to be driven by a common objective: to feel safe.

However, they have different views about whether guns make them safer. Owners feel safe with lethal guns

and vulnerable without them. Uninterested non-owners feel unsafe and irresponsible with LFA and are

worried about private and social harms. Interested non-owners appear to fall in-between and feel especially

unsafe in daily lives. These differences do not seem readily explained by other sociodemographics or the actual

crime threat people face. Most gun owners have not considered purchasing non-lethal firearm alternatives

and are not aware of their availability.

Given that personal safety is the most prominent rationale provided for lethal firearm ownership, yet gun

owners and interested non-owners seemed to neglect certain firearm-related risks and non-lethal alternatives

to lethal force, we devised treatments that targeted these information gaps. For all respondents, we randomly

provided information on the private costs of ownership, including the heightened risk of suicides and accidents

among households that possess a lethal firearm, as well as the legal liability that families might face if their

children use a lethal firearm to commit a crime (as had been recently decided in a case in Michigan). We call

this the Private Costs of Lethal Firearms treatment. For current owners, we also randomized information

about a fairly new non-lethal firearm alternative commercially known as the Byrna Gun. The product has

been on the market since 2019 and is the first firearm to be specifically marketed as “an alternative to lethal

force” among the U.S. civilian population. All treatments included a narrated video, and the Byrna treatment

was further divided into a pure information treatment (the Non-Lethal Firearm Information treatment) vs.

a treatment that combined information with an endorsement from the conservative TV personality, Sean

Hannity (the Non-Lethal Firearm Information and Endorsement treatment).
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We find that the Private Costs of Lethal Firearms treatment increases concerns about lethal firearm usage

among LFAO and Non-Owners and affects policy views on safe storage. Information about NLFA affects both

the willingness to view Byrna as an alternative to a lethal firearm, and agreement with the sentiment that

they prefer a firearm to incapacitate but not kill a person. We find increases in willingness to pay for a NLFA,

to consider a NLFA over a lethal firearm for their next firearm acquisition, and willingness to support policies

that promote non-lethal guns. In general, the effects of the information vs. information and endorsement

are indistinguishable in the short-term, but the endorsement leads to greater persistence in the follow-up.

Despite this, LFAO were not willing to “give up their (lethal) guns” in response to information on the

NLFA. Qualitative responses probing this reluctance revealed that the treatments favorably shifted people’s

assessments about the suitability of NLFA for self-defense but some continued to imagine circumstances

where only lethal force could be appropriate.

These descriptive and empirical findings can be interpreted through our organizing framework in which

every household has a demand for safety but differs in how they think about producing it. Specifically,

households produce safety by purchasing various tools in the market – tools that vary in their net safety

benefits (protective benefits minus harms). People differ in their choices about which tools to purchase

for several reasons. For example, because of heterogeneity in underlying needs or preferences, they might

differentially trade off protective benefits against harms. More unique to our approach, and consistent with

the empirical analysis, they might have different beliefs, perceptions, and visions for which tools deliver the

most net safety: they could imagine more frequent or intense encounters in which lethal force would be

required, neglect harms and focus on protective benefits, and/or differ in knowledge or beliefs of readily

available options such as NLFA. Such heterogeneity leads them to hold different beliefs about the safety-

possibilities frontier (the highest expected protective benefit for any given amount of expected harm) and

stands in contrast to fundamentally disagreeing about the correct point to be on the true frontier. Funda-

mental preference disagreement suggests few levers, if any, could resolve the disagreement. Heterogeneity

in beliefs about the safety-possibilities frontier, on the other hand, suggests that levers that influence those

beliefs by providing or drawing attention to information relevant to the frontier could influence beliefs and

behavior. Our framework then provides a lens for understanding why our experimental treatments could

have a non-trivial impact on firearm-related beliefs and behavior. In the penultimate section of the paper,

we discuss potential welfare implications of encouraging NLFA demand through treatments like ours, which

could be viewed as “harm reduction” interventions in the language of public health.

Our focus on safety contributes to a broad literature in economics. Viscusi (1983) pioneered methods to

reveal people’s willingness to pay (WTP) to reduce risks to life and health. Work by Spence (1977), Shavell

(1984), and others illustrate reasons (including consumer misperceptions) why unregulated markets may not

produce efficient levels of product safety. But these exercises assume individuals broadly agree on what

factors reduce or increase personal safety. We innovate on this literature by empirically unpacking reasons

people could agree on a goal but starkly disagree on how to achieve it.

Social scientists within and outside of economics have examined America’s gun owners. Cook and Ludwig

(1996) detailed the landscape of ownership and use of lethal firearms in the mid-nineties.2 Many key features

of the American lethal firearm landscape were established therein, including that lethal firearms were acquired

primarily for safety. The authors also noted an important tension: “Americans are ambivalent about guns:

they fear them and at the same time they feel safer possessing them.” As we show, this ambivalence largely

2As noted by the study’s funder, Police Foundation, “For the nation’s police, the nexus of drugs and guns creates daily and
deadly challenges to their ability to control crime and ensure public safety.”
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stems from di�erent views across individuals. With increasing sophistication of text analysis, many studies

con�rmed Cook and Ludwig (1996) initial �ndings. Boine et al. (2022), using latent class analysis, described

six di�erent types of owners, with a large share concerned for safety (further subset into concerns about

family, self, or general protection) and residual groups prioritizing the Second Amendment or sport. Yamane

(2022) documented a gradual increase in the diversity of lethal �rearm owners over the last four decades

{becoming less rural, less white, and less male. Past victimization and fear of violent crime have consistently

been found to be important predictors of gun ownership (Kelley and Ellison, 2021; Kleck and Kovandzic, 2009;

Warner and Steidley, 2022; Kleck et al., 2011; Warner and Ratcli�, 2021), especially for women (Warner,

2020). Yamane et al. (2018) noted a rise in self-protection topics in NRA-a�liated magazines over the last

century (1917-2016); interpreting this and other �ndings as evidence gun culture has shifted from so-called

1.0 (recreational hunters) to 2.0 (armed citizens), with an increasing emphasis on the Constitution (Burton

et al., 2021). Shapira et al. (2022) discuss how experience in childhood and young adulthood in
uences views

on lethal �rearms, and Warner and Ratcli� (2021) delve into feelings associated with ownership.

Several studies assess citizen views on lethal �rearm regulation, including survey experiments that ran-

domize respondents to clips of school shooting coverage or documentaries on the subject (Dixon et al., 2020;

Robbers, 2005; Parker et al., 2017a,b). Treatments targeting misconceptions regarding other gun-owners'

support for regulation has been shown to be mildly e�ective at increasing support for stricter policies among

those harboring misperceptions (Dixon et al., 2020; Susmann et al., 2022). Luca et al. (2020) �nd that mass

shootings appear to lead to looser gun regulations in states with Republican-controlled legislatures. Policies

that lower the health costs of gun violence appear to be highly desirable. Using a contingent valuation ap-

proach, Cook et al. (2025) �nd U.S. households would pay on average$744 annually for a 20% reduction in

gun violence (or nearly$100 billion per year) and Rosenberg (2024) provides causal estimates of the health

externalities associated with lethal �rearm ownership.

A smaller literature in economics has estimated the demand for lethal �rearms. The experimental exer-

cises are limited in realism since researchers are ethically unable to provide respondents with a real �rearm.

Despite these limitations, Moshary et al. (2025) provide a rigorous estimate of the price elasticity for lethal

�rearms using a stated conjoint analysis. Respondents who expressed interest in purchasing a �rearm were

screened in, and attributes of lethal �rearms and prices were cross-randomized. The reduced-form results

found that would-be new owners were more price sensitive than those in the market for another lethal �rearm.

An accompanying structural model that allowed for substitution across handgun and long-gun types, with a

no-gun outside option, demonstrated more substitutability from the latter to the former { with implications

for long gun bans. Armona and Rosenberg (2024) build a structural model of the �rearms market, �nding

substantial heterogeneity in preferences for lethal �rearm characteristics across consumers, and derive the

optimal (tax) policy under political constraints. Rosenberg (2025) uses gun store entries to identify the

e�ects of increased LFA purchases in a given area, �nding increases in associated fatalities that are driven by

adversely selected marginal consumers. Our approach builds on this important reduced form and structural

research by making salient legal liability associated with ownership, introducing a relatively novel less-lethal

�rearm technology, and more broadly uncovering the \whys" behind �rearm demand.

The remainder of the article proceeds as follows. Section 2 describes the survey sample including the

experimental components. Section 3 provides descriptive results as to why people do and do not own lethal

�rearms. Section 4 presents our organizing framework for interpreting the aforementioned patterns and

formalizes the potential role of drawing attention to non-lethal �rearm alternatives. Section 5 describes the
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experimental �ndings, Section 6 o�ers a discussion of the policy implications, and Section 7 concludes.

2 Survey and Sample

2.1 Data collection and sample

Participants were recruited via Proli�c. A representative sample relative to the U.S. population of gun

owners and non-gun owners was obtained through an obfuscated recruitment methodology. Respondents

were pre-screened using a list-based approach, where they were presented with various characteristics (e.g.,

owning a cat, traveling abroad last year, owning a gun).3 Thus, participants did not select in or out of the

survey based on the topic of gun ownership. Those who selected or did not select the gun ownership option

were then directed to our main survey as either gun owners or non-gun owners, respectively. A focus survey

was run prior to launch in August to ascertain whether LFAO and NO knew about Byrna already and their

assessments of which, if any, of the information treatments we were considering would be e�ective.4

The main survey targeted a total sample size of 6,000 U.S. residents aged 18 to 64, with 60% lethal �rearm

owners and 40% non-owners. We imposed quotas within each group to obtain a nationally representative

group of lethal �rearm owners and non-owners. The targeted dimensions included gender, race, age, income,

census region, and political a�liation.

A follow-up survey was administered two weeks after participation in the main survey to all respondents.

The validation survey served as a cross-validation study for �rearm ownership status, recruiting a new set of

participants and employing the same obfuscated recruitment method. The validation also served to verify

through a list experiment that concern for safety was indeed paramount among LFAO as well as to ascertain

whether NO predict the primary rationale that LFAO provide for ownership. All participants were required

to be at least 18 years old and residents of the United States.

As can be seen in Table 1 our recruitment was fairly successful vis-a-vis meeting the required quotas.

We obtained appropriate representativeness in a number of key dimensions including Republican party

membership, Southern region, and White men. However, we had di�culty recruiting high-income gun

owners on the platform and the sample skews younger overall. Therefore, our main estimates are reweighted

to be representative. An advantage of the Proli�c platform is the relatively high rate of follow-up, nearly

85%.5

3We use gun to refer to lethal �rearm throughout the paper.
4The pilot contains 5 videos: health, legal liability, Byrna, Byrna + Endorsement. For the LFAO focus survey, each

respondent was randomly allocated to 1 video, whereas for the NO focus survey each respondent saw 3 of the 5 and provided
their views.

5We considered adding another platform but given the requirement for obfuscated recruitment and follow-up we elected to
use one platform and reweight.
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Table 1: Sample Representativity

LFAO Non-owners
Survey Quota Survey Quota

Male 68% 73% 43% 41%
Female 31% 27% 55% 59%
White 85% 87% 66% 66%
Non-white 15% 13% 34% 34%
Age 18-29 15% 13.1% 29% 34%
Age 30-49 50% 51.5% 39% 39%
Age 50-64 35% 35.4% 32% 27%
Income 0-40,000 14% 10.9% 35% 34%
Income 40,000 - 100,000 43% 37.6% 31% 30%
Income 100,000+ 43% 51.5% 33% 36%
Midwest 24% 28% 20% 20.2%
East/Northeast 12% 8% 20% 19.2%
South 46% 45% 35% 34.3%
West 18% 19% 24% 26.3%
Republican 45% 42.2% 19% 16.8%
Democrat 20% 17.8% 34% 32.6%
Independent 32% 40% 40% 50.5%

Notes : The table presents the demographic representativeness benchmark comparison between GSS 2022 data, and our
sample (pre-reweight), divided by lethal �rearm ownership status. The percentages shown for each category are based on
the respective groups of LFAO and non-owners.

2.2 The main survey

We next describe the blocks and contents of the main survey, which are illustrated in Figure 1. The survey

can be visited at the link https://harvard.qualtrics.com/survey and the Full Questionnaire can be found at

https://socialeconomicslab.org/

The survey also contained multiple attention check questions { a veri�cation mechanism to ensure re-

spondents were paying attention to the survey. This included questions designed to detect inattentive or

disengaged participants. Some sensitive questions asked at the very end to not in
uence earlier answers in-

cluded voting behavior in previous elections and a question on the interpretation of the Second Amendment.

Lethal �rearm ownership. This block included questions about lethal �rearm possession, duration of

ownership, and types of lethal �rearms owned (including the brand and model). Respondents also provided

details about whether they intend to acquire more lethal �rearms in the future. After this block, all ques-

tions were asked both of lethal �rearm owners and non-owners. For those who did not endorse lethal �rearm

ownership, the questions were worded slightly di�erently to re
ect the possibility of owning or not owning a

lethal �rearm.

Reasons for owning or not owning a lethal �rearm. This block explored motivations for lethal �rearm

ownership or reasons for non-ownership at a high level (subsequent blocks probe rationales in more detail).

These included but were not limited to: personal protection, hunting, constitutional rights, monetary and

non-monetary cost concerns, and ethical considerations.
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Figure 1: Main Survey and Experimental Design

Notes: This �gure presents the survey 
ow for the main survey. Participants are categorized into two groups: lethal �rearm owners
and non-owners. Owners were randomized to receive one of the following: a video treatment on private costs associated with lethal
�rearm ownership, information on a legal non-lethal �rearm (Byrna), the non-lethal �rearm information combined with an endorsement
by conservative Fox News talk show host Sean Hannity, or a pure control. Non-lethal �rearm owners were randomly assigned to either
receive the cost information treatment or to a pure control. The green text only pertain to gun owners as non-gun owners were not
asked these questions for ethical reasons.
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Current storage of weapons. This survey block examined storage practices, including the use of locked

storage devices and ease of accessibility of lethal �rearms. We viewed the ease of accessibility as a check on

the stated consistent use of safe storage devices.

Lethal �rearm behaviors. This block covered the frequency of lethal �rearm use (e.g., shooting and

hunting), collecting, and engagement in gun rights activism. For instance, respondents were asked about

their participation in shooting sports, lethal �rearm training, membership in lethal �rearm advocacy groups

(e.g., National Ri
e Association (NRA), Gun Owners of America etc.) and donations to support those groups.

Identity and social network. This block assessed the role of lethal �rearm ownership in fostering one's

identity and social network (including whether the respondent participated in Future Farmers of America

or Boy Scouts of America).6 The section included questions on family traditions, peer in
uence, perceived

second order beliefs, and whether individuals used \we" or \they" statements when referring to lethal �rearm

owners.

Self-View, feelings, and emotions. This block was designed to assess the emotional and psychological

e�ects of lethal �rearm ownership. Participants re
ected on how owning (or not owning) a lethal �rearm

made them feel and, importantly, how taking away a lethal �rearm would make them feel.

Self-defense and safety. This section explored perceptions of threat, past experiences of violence, and

trust in law enforcement.

Personal rights and freedoms. This block examined beliefs about how many other Americans own lethal

�rearms, Constitutional and Divine rights for ownership of lethal �rearms, and whether carrying a lethal

�rearm made the respondents feel more vs. less safeand whether it would make the respondent more or less

likely to be attacked or victimized.

Community defense. This block identi�ed participation in organized community defense initiatives.

Private costs of lethal �rearms. This block assessed emotional, legal, and familial concerns associated

with lethal �rearm ownership. Speci�cally, the section included questions exploring how upset the respon-

dent would feel if they accidentally shot someone, or if someone used their lethal �rearm inappropriately,

including for suicide. The block also probed questions on feelings if children harmed themselves.

Externalities. This block covered public safety concerns including accidents, crime, and school shootings.

Experimental treatment section. Randomly selected subsamples of lethal �rearm owner respondents

and non-owners were shown video treatments providing information about the private costs of lethal or

non-lethal �rearm alternatives. We describe these in more detail below.

Non-Lethal �rearm alternatives. This block examined willingness to adopt non-lethal alternatives like

6Now formally known as Scouting America.
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Byrna guns.

Locking of arms and safe storage. This block explored whether respondents were inclined to store their

lethal �rearms safely.

Non-lethal �rearms and gun safe multiple price list elicitation. This block elicited respondents'

willingness to pay for a gun safe and a Byrna non-lethal �rearm using a multiple price list (for screenshots

and the exact structure of the MPL, see the full questionnaire). We also included a practice MPL to ensure

that respondents understood how these types of questions worked.

Policy views on lethal �rearms and non-lethal �rearm alternatives. This block included questions

on lethal �rearm regulations, concealed carry, and gun buyback programs, as well as real-stakes questions

such as support for petitions and allocating donations related to lethal �rearm policies.

2.3 The validation survey

The validation survey recruited lethal �rearm owners and non-owners in the obfuscated method developed

above. Respondents were then presented with a timed game where they had to identify various parts of a

revolver. This helped verify that those who self-identi�ed as gun owners were indeed better at naming gun

parts. We also included list experiments to address social desirability bias for both gun owners and non gun

owners pertaining to their reasons to own lethal �rearms.7 The survey also added questions about predicting

others' reasons for owning guns (to see whether respondents accurately assess others' motivations).

2.4 The follow-up survey

The follow-up survey includes a subset of sections from the main survey. Speci�cally, it retained the Storage of

Weapons section and all questions following the treatments, including Non-Lethal Firearms as Alternatives,

Locking of Arms, Byrna and Gun Safe Multiple Price List Elicitation, Non-Lethal Policy Views and Real-

Stakes, Lethal Policy Views and Real-Stakes, Sensitive Questions, and Feedback.

Among respondents who completed the main survey, 84% started the follow-up survey and 98% out

of those that started completed it. Appendix Table A-3 shows the correlates of starting the follow-up

survey. Male and white respondents were less likely to complete the follow-up survey (-3ppt and -4.1ppt,

respectively), while completion increased with age, by 5.6ppt for those aged 30-49 and 5.9ppt for those 50-64.

We also �nd LFAO randomized into the Private Costs of Lethal Firearms treatment were slightly less likely

to follow-up.

2.5 Motivation and description of the experimental treatments

We introduced three information treatments in the form of short videos. Figures 2-3b show screenshots from

these videos.
7Speci�cally, the two list experiments contained, respectively, the following sensitive sentence: \My number one reason for

owning guns is safety" for LFAO, and \The number one reason for gun owners to own guns is safety" for non{owners (experiment
1), \My number one reason for owning guns is because it gives me a feeling of power" for LFAO, and \The number one reason
for gun owners to own guns is because it gives them a feeling of power" for non{owners (experiment 2).
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The Private Costs of Lethal Firearms Treatment As we will show, there are prominent di�erences be-

tween lethal �rearm owners and non-owners in terms of the psychic and perceived safety bene�ts of �rearm

ownership, as well as ownership costs (see Section 3). When considering an information treatment then,

accurate information on the pecuniary or non-pecuniary costs of ownership, either borne by the individual

owner's family or broader society, are both plausible options. We focused on private costs (borne by the

individual or his family) because we conjectured that they would be more consistently internalized by indi-

viduals, yet perceived di�erently across gun-ownership status. Indeed, as shown in Figure 10, there are large

gaps in how lethal �rearm owners vs. non-owners view the private costs of ownership. Speci�cally, the two

groups di�er in the degree to which they are concerned about their children using a lethal �rearm to hurt

themselves or others { 27% among current LFAO vs. 70% among non-owners who are also not interested in

ownership, and 51% among those who are current non-owners yet interested in lethal �rearm ownership.

Our Private Costs of Lethal Firearms information treatment, summarized in Figure 2 was 1.6 mins long

and highlighted the �nancial, legal, and psychic costs associated with such ownership, with an emphasis

on child safety. It explained that owners can face severe legal consequences, including criminal charges or

lawsuits, if their �rearm was involved in an accident { especially if a child gained access to it. The video also

discussed legal requirements for safe storage and permits, emphasizing that failure to comply can result in

�nes or imprisonment. The video explained that even in self-defense situations, the use of a lethal �rearm

may lead to legal scrutiny if deemed excessive. A recent case study was provided: Jennifer and James

Crumbley of Michigan were sentenced to up to 15 years in prison after their son used the gun they had

given him in a school shooting. The video observed that while owners can be found liable, lethal �rearm

manufacturers are largely shielded from any liability. Lastly, the video cites recent statistics on increased

suicides in households with a lethal �rearm.

Treatments providing information on non-lethal alternatives Our non-lethal �rearm information

treatments were motivated by evidence suggesting that many people do not consider such �rearms in their

�rearm purchase decisions, perhaps because they are not well informed about such options. Consistent with

this idea, Figure 13 displays responses from the control group of lethal �rearm owners. In the absence of

the treatment, only a handful of owners own a non-lethal product (5%) and only about a third have ever

considered purchasing one. In addition, at the end of the survey, we queried lethal �rearm owners if they

had ever heard of Byrna prior to the survey - and only 21% responded a�rmatively.

The Non-Lethal Firearm Information treatment video aimed to �ll these information gaps, as summarized

in Figure 3A, describing the Byrna SD, a non-lethal self-defense �rearm. Using a combination of researcher

and manufacturer content, the treatment accurately portrays Byrna as a lightweight launcher that \uses

an easy-to-load �ve-round magazine and is powered by an 8-gram CO2 cartridge. Byrna launchers �re a

.68 caliber chemical-�lled projectile using a patented pull-pierce technology where the CO2 canister is only

punctured on the �rst trigger pull, meaning your launcher is always at the ready." The Byrna launcher is

reported to incapacitate an attacker for over 30 minutes, with a range of more than 60 feet, saying that

it is \estimated to be more than 90% e�ective in stopping an assailant." The intervention noted that the

non-lethal �rearm did not require permits or background checks. Additionally, the intervention described

its use by over 300 police departments nationwide and high consumer ratings. A security guard testimonial

noted that while lethal �rearms remain an option, Byrna serves as a preferred �rst line of defense: \I still

have a handgun in my safe in my house and I've still got my ri
e ready at any time [at home], but Byrna

will always be my �rst resort."
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The third and �nal treatment { the Non-Lethal Firearm Information and Endorsement Treatment { was

motivated by a conjectured partisan split in views on the acceptability of non-lethal �rearm alternatives.

Figure A-21 shows that only 14% of Republicans view non-lethal �rearms as a \good replacement" compared

to 25% of Democrats. Further, there is a 23 ppt divide in agreeing with the statement the respondent prefers

a �rearm that incapacitates but does not kill. Given these conjectured divides, and other research on the

importance of trusted messengers (Ho et al., 2022; Alatas et al., 2024), we augmented theNon-Lethal Firearm

Information treatment video with an endorsement from Fox News host Sean Hannity. The video includes

Hannity training with and using the product, stating he has purchased it himself and integrates them into

his \personal security strategy".

Importantly, the non-lethal �rearm alternative treatments were only randomized among veri�ed lethal

�rearm owners. This was motivated by a few di�erent considerations. First was an ethical concern { by

drawing more attention to non-lethal alternatives with a willingness to pay elicitation, we'd potentially

encourage arming a previously unarmed group, with risks of harmful unintended consequences. Second, a

policy-relevant question is whether to target lethal �rearm owners in particular (e.g., at gun shows) with

messaging about non-lethal �rearms. Third, we were unsure about the size of the non-gun owner population

that is interested in acquiring �rearms{if we anticipated that the interested population is as large as we show

in Section 3, we may have been able to articulate a justi�cation for a di�erent protocol.
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Figure 2: Private Cost of Lethal Firearm Ownership {
Information Treatment

Notes: This �gure summarizes the Private Costs of Lethal Firearms treatment, which presents legal and health risks associated
with lethal �rearm ownership. The treatment outlines potential legal consequences, including criminal charges and lawsuits, if a
�rearm is involved in an accident, particularly when accessed by a child. It also addresses legal requirements for �rearm storage
and permits, as well as the possibility of legal scrutiny in self-defense cases. Additionally, the treatment highlights that �rearm
manufacturers are legally protected from liability related to unintentional harm, presents data on �rearm-related deaths among young
people, and discusses the increased suicide risk associated with household gun ownership. A legal case in Michigan is referenced, where
parents were held accountable for their child's use of a �rearm in a school shooting. The video treatment can be visited at the link
https://vimeo.com/987381143/cd1d2ae354?share=copy
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