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Abstract

Lethal firearm ownership is deeply polarizing in the United States. We show that beneath this
polarization, owners and non-owners share a common objective — safety — but disagree sharply about
whether lethal firearms achieve it. Using an original survey of more than 5,400 respondents combined
with randomized experiments, we document that owners feel safe and confident with firearms, while non-
owners on balance feel less safe around them and perceive large private costs and social harms. Demand
for lethal firearms is nonetheless potentially large and growing: one-third of non-owners express interest
in acquiring one — these individuals report the lowest day-to-day safety — while very few owners would
consider reducing their holdings. Persuading owners to relinquish firearms appears unrealistic; the more
tractable margins may be safe storage and non-lethal substitution for additional purchases. We organize
these patterns through a framework centered on a perceived safety possibilities frontier (SPF) — the
safety outcomes a household believes achievable with different combinations of lethal and non-lethal
tools. Households may differ in firearm demand because they face different risk environments, weigh
protective benefits against harms differently, or hold different beliefs about the frontier. Our descriptive
evidence points to heterogeneous beliefs as important drivers, suggesting that levers such as information
could shift the perceived frontier. These patterns motivate three experimental treatments: one on the
private legal/medical costs of lethal firearm ownership, and two on a non-lethal firearm (NLFA), with
and without a conservative pundit’s endorsement. The private-cost treatment increases concern about
harms among all respondents and support for safe storage policies, and modestly raises stated willingness
to keep lethal firearms locked. NLFA treatments raise willingness to pay for an NLFA, to keep lethal
firearms locked, and support for incapacitating over lethal firearms and for policies encouraging NLFAs.
These effects are largely persistent. Importantly, NLFA information does not increase willingness to
reduce lethal firearm ownership but does increase willingness to store lethal firearms safely. Our results
suggest that many owners perceive the SPF differently from non-owners, neglecting harms or less-lethal
alternatives, yet remain open to such tools. Overall, individuals share a common goal — safety — yet
disagree about the means. Although these disagreements appear entrenched, people remain receptive to

alternatives that might command broader agreement.
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1 Introduction

Lethal firearms have for decades been a polarizing political issue in the United States. There are passionate
gun-rights activists, but also passionate gun-control advocates who highlight that firearms are a leading
cause of death among children. Despite this polarization, there is limited understanding of why people hold
such different views about personal lethal firearm ownership, and even less about what might shift those
views. We ask what underlies this disagreement and if there is latent common ground.

We run an original large-scale survey of lethal firearm owners (LFAO) and non-owners (NO) to study
preferences, beliefs, behaviors, and whether information shifts views. Within non-owners, we distinguish
those interested in acquiring a lethal firearm (NO-I) from those not interested (NO-U). Motivated by our
descriptive findings, we develop a simple framework in which all households demand safety but may differ
in their preferences, true risk environments, or beliefs about how firearms contribute to safety, and we use
this framework to design and interpret three randomized information treatments.

Our descriptive findings reveal a clear asymmetry in demand: roughly one-third of non-owners are inter-
ested in acquiring a lethal firearm,* but very few owners would consider reducing their holdings—62% are
interested in acquiring more. Safety is the overriding motivation: both LFAO and non-owners cite family or
self-protection as the top reason for owning or wanting a firearm. Yet groups diverge sharply in how they
perceive gun-related risks and benefits. LFAO feel safe and confident owning lethal firearms and report that
carrying a gun reduces their likelihood of being victimized; NO-U feel unsafe and anxious around firearms;
NO-I fall in between, reporting lower daily safety and less trust in police. These gaps extend to perceived
private costs: NO-U are far more worried than LFAO about a child accessing a gun or about legal liability,
with NO-I falling in between. Groups also diverge sharply in perceived externalities: NO-U are far more
likely to believe that firearm ownership increases crime, murders, suicides, school shootings, and serious
accidents, with LFAO the least likely to hold these views. We also document widespread unawareness of
non-lethal firearm alternatives (NLFAs), even though many LFAO say they would prefer a firearm that
incapacitates rather than kills—suggesting unmet demand for such alternatives. Taken together, LFAO and
non-owners share a demand for safety but differ in whether they view lethal firearms as making them safer.

Our descriptive findings suggest that demand for lethal firearms is expanding—with a large pool of
interested non-owners and current owners seeking additional guns—while persuading owners to relinquish
firearms without any replacement appears unrealistic. The more tractable margins are safe storage, substitu-
tion toward non-lethal alternatives for additional purchases, and steering new buyers toward NLFAs. These
descriptive patterns also motivate the design of our experimental treatments: because perceived costs are
heterogeneous, we test whether highlighting private risks shifts beliefs; because respondents demand safety
but are largely unaware of NLFAs, we test whether presenting a commercially available alternative shifts
demand.

To organize these empirical patterns, we use a framework in which households share a demand for safety
but differ in how they think about producing it. Households purchase safety-related tools—including lethal
and non-lethal firearms—that vary in their net safety benefits (protective benefits minus harms). Given
their preferences (how they weigh benefits relative to harms) and their beliefs about the benefits and harms
of each option, they select a point on their perceived safety possibilities frontier (SPF). This framework
highlights three sources of heterogeneity in firearm demand. First, people may face genuinely different

safety environments—different exposures to crime, different skill in handling firearms, different household

1Nearly one-half according to Pew Research (2024).



compositions|yielding di erent true SPFs. Second, they may have dierent preferences, i.e., dierent
weights on bene ts relative to harms, even if they share the same SPF and perceive it accurately; this
purely preference-driven view is often implicitly assumed in the literature on rearm ownership. Third, they
may have di erent beliefsabout the SPF|di erent perceived frequencies of situations requiring lethal force,

di erent perceived health and legal harms, or limited awareness of non-lethal alternatives|even if their true
SPFs and preferences are identical.

Our descriptive ndings point to heterogeneous beliefs as a key driver: ownership groups di er markedly
in perceived costs and bene ts of rearms and in awareness of NLFAs. This distinction matters for policy.
Fundamental preference disagreement suggests few levers, if any, could resolve the disagreement. Heterogene-
ity in beliefs about the SPF, on the other hand, suggests that providing or drawing attention to information
relevant to the frontier could in uence beliefs and behavior|motivating our experimental treatments, which
aim to shift the perceived SPF.

Our three treatments target two margins of the perceived SPF. ThePrivate Costs of Lethal Firearms
treatment informs all respondents about heightened risks of suicide and accidents in rearm-owning house-
holds and about legal liability when a child uses a rearm to commit a crime. For LFAO, we additionally
randomize information about a commercially available NLFA (the Byrna Gun), split into a pure-information
arm (Non-Lethal Firearm Information ) and an information-plus-endorsement arm (Non-Lethal Firearm In-
formation and Endorsement). The private-costs treatment increases concerns about legal liability among
both LFAO and non-owners and shifts policy views toward safe storage. NLFA information raises willing-
ness to view non-lethal rearms as alternatives to lethal ones, increases willingness to pay for an NLFA,
and strengthens support for NLFA-promoting policies. The information and endorsement arms produce
similar short-run e ects, but endorsement generates greater persistence in a follow-up survey two to three
weeks later. Despite these shifts, LFAO are unwilling to give up their lethal rearms in response to the
interventions: qualitative responses reveal that while treatments favorably shifted assessments of NLFAs for
self-defense, respondents continued to envision circumstances requiring lethal force.

Our framework provides a lens for why our treatments could have a non-trivial impact on rearm-related
beliefs and behavior. In Section 6, we discuss potential welfare implications of encouraging NLFA adoption
through three channels: correcting miscalibrated perceptions of the safety possibilities frontier, direct harm
reduction through safer storage and substitution toward non-lethal force, and shifts in owners' policy views
toward support for purchasing restrictions. Back-of-the-envelope calculations suggest sizable harm-reduction
bene ts: promoting NLFAs could prevent up to 8% of school shootings and 7% of child rearm-related
suicides and accidental deaths through treatment-induced increases in safe storage.

Our contribution is fourfold. First, we eld a large-scale survey of more than 5,400 LFAO and non-owners,
with veri ed ownership status via a timed gun-part naming game in a validation survey. Second, we expand
measurement beyond standard sociodemographic and policy-attitude modules to include social networks,
perceived externalities, internalities, and|importantly|feelings attached to lethal rearm ownership and
the use of deadly force, with real-stakes and incentive-compatible questions. Third, by elding parallel
modules for non-owners, we identify those on the cusp of purchasing (NO-I) and those uninterested (NO-U),
allowing us to study not only why people own guns but also why they do not. Fourth, we experimentally
test the importance of information about private costs of lethal rearm ownership and about a fairly new
NLFA on gun-related beliefs, behaviors, and policy views|an avenue not previously explored.

We connect to three literatures. First, the economics of safety: Viscusi (1983) pioneered methods to



reveal willingness to pay to reduce risks, and work by Spence (1977), Shavell (1984), and others studies why
unregulated markets may not produce e cient safety levels. These exercises assume individuals broadly
agree on what reduces personal safety; we empirically unpack why people can agree on a goal yet disagree
on how to achieve it.

Second, social-science work on gun ownership patterns and policy attitudes. Beginning with Cook and
Ludwig (1996), who documented that lethal rearms were acquired primarily for safety and that \Americans
are ambivalent about guns: they fear them and at the same time they feel safer possessing them," several
strands have examined owner demographics and types (Boine et al., 2022; Yamane, 2022), links between
ownership and victimization or fear (Kelley and Ellison, 2021; Kleck and Kovandzic, 2009; Warner and Stei-
dley, 2022), shifts in gun culture (Yamane et al., 2018; Burton et al., 2021), and e ects of information shocks
on policy attitudes (Dixon et al., 2020; Susmann et al., 2022; Luca et al., 2020). Our contribution is to jointly
and rigorously measure motivations and feelings for both owners and non-owners, and to experimentally test
how information about private costs and NLFAs shifts beliefs and policy support.

Third, work on externalities and rearm demand. Cook et al. (2025) nd U.S. households would pay
on average$744 annually for a 20% reduction in gun violence, while Rosenberg (2024) and Knight (2013)
provide causal estimates of health and cross-state externalities, respectively. A smaller literature estimates
rearm demand and substitution patterns (Moshary et al., 2025; Armona and Rosenberg, 2024), and related
work studies marginal purchasers and fatalities (Rosenberg, 2025). We build on this by making legal liability
salient, introducing a relatively novel NLFA technology, and unpacking 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 NLFAs. Section 5 describes the 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 Prolic. They had to be between 18 and 64 years old and US residents.

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 car, owning a jet, owning a guf).
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 2025 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’

2We originally wanted to recruit respondents above age 65 as well but the pool on Proli c of LFAO in that age bracket was
too small.

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.



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.

We also conducted a separate \validation survey" recruiting a new set of participants. This survey served
as a validation for rearm ownership status, a check for social desirability bias in the stated safety concerns
(through two list experiments), and a few additional robustness checks.

As can be seen in Table 1, our recruitment was fairly successful visa-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. Therefore, our main estimates are reweighted along six dimensions|gender, race,
age, income, U.S. region (Midwest, East, South, West), and political a liation|using the quota targets in
Table 1 to ensure representativeness. An advantage of the Proli c platform is the relatively high rate of
follow-up, nearly 85%.

Table 1: Sample Representativity

LFAO Non-owners

Survey Quota Survey Quota
Male 68% 73% 42% 41%
Female 31% 27% 56% 59%
White 85% 87% 67% 66%
Non-white 15% 13% 33% 34%
18-29 years old 15% 13.1% 29% 34%
30-49 years old 50% 51.5% 39% 39%
50-64 years old 35% 35.4% 32% 27%
Income 0-40,000 13% 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% 21% 20.2%
East/Northeast 12% 8% 20% 19.2%
South 46% 45% 36% 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.

5This is also the case for the validation survey - see Appendix Table A-42.



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 https://harvard.qualtrics.com/survey and the Full Questionnaire can be found in Appendix
A-7.

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 so as not to in uence earlier answers,
included 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.

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 Rie 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)® 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 how taking away a lethal rearm would make them feel.

6Now formally known as Scouting America.



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 saind 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
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 (MPL) (see
Appendix Figure A-2 for screenshots and full questionnaire in Appendix A-7 for the exact structure of the
MPL). We also included a practice MPL to ensure that respondents understood how these types of questions
worked. 94% of the LFAOs answered MPL comprehension questions accurately (see Appendix Table A-10).

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.



Figure 1. Main Survey and Experimental Design
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2.3 The validation survey

The validation survey recruited lethal rearm owners and non-owners through the obfuscated method de-
veloped 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. Speci cally, the two list experiments
contained, respectively, the following sensitive sentences: \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). The survey also added questions about predicting others' reasons for owning guns (to see
whether respondents accurately assess others' motivations). Appendix Section A-4 describes the validation
survey and presents all results, relevant parts of which will be discussed in the main text.

2.4 Motivation and description of the experimental treatments

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

Private costs of lethal rearms treatment. As we will show, there are prominent di erences between
lethal rearm owners and non-owners in terms of the psychic and perceived safety bene ts of rearm owner-
ship, 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 their family) because we conjectured that they would be more consistently internalized by individuals, yet
perceived di erently across gun-ownership status. Indeed, as shown in Figure 9, 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 (4%) 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 20% responded a rmatively.

The Non-Lethal Firearm Information treatment aimed to Il these gaps, as summarized in Figure 3A,
describing the Byrna, 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 C®cartridge. Byrna launchers re a .68 caliber chemical-
lled projectile using a patented pull-pierce technology where the CG 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.”

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.
Table A-24 shows that only 15% of Republicans view non-lethal rearms as a \good replacement” compared
to 26% of Democrats. Further, there is a 24-ppt divide in agreeing with the statement that 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 thion-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 would 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
https://vimeo.com/987381143/cd1d2ae354?share=copy
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