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Abstract

IMPORTANCE Little is known about support for and willingness to engage in political violence in the
United States. Such violence would likely involve firearms.

OBJECTIVE To evaluate whether firearm owners’ and nonowners’ support for political violence
differs and whether support among owners varies by type of firearms owned, recency of purchase,
and frequency of carrying a loaded firearm in public.

DESIGN, SETTING, AND PARTICIPANTS This cross-sectional nationally representative survey study
was conducted from May 13 to June 2, 2022, among US adult members of the Ipsos KnowledgePanel,
including an oversample of firearm owners.

EXPOSURE Firearm ownership vs nonownership.

MAIN OUTCOMES AND MEASURES Main outcomes concern (1) support for political violence, in
general and to advance specific political objectives; (2) personal willingness to engage in political
violence, by severity of violence and target population; and (3) perceived likelihood of firearm use in
political violence. Outcomes are expressed as weighted proportions and adjusted prevalence
differences, with P values adjusted for the false-discovery rate and reported as q values.

RESULTS The analytic sample comprised 12 851 respondents: 5820 (45.3%) firearm owners, 6132
(47.7%) nonowners without firearms at home, and 899 (7.0%) nonowners with firearms at home.
After weighting, 51.0% (95% CI, 49.9%-52.1%) were female, 8.5% (95% CI, 7.5%-9.5%) Hispanic,
9.1% (95% CI, 8.1%-10.2%) non-Hispanic Black, and 62.6% (95% CI, 61.5%-63.8%) non-Hispanic
White; the mean (SD) age was 48.5 (18.0) years. Owners were more likely than nonowners without
firearms at home to consider violence usually or always justified to advance at least 1 of 17 specific
political objectives (owners: 38.8%; 95% CI, 37.3%-40.4%; nonowners: 29.8%; 95% CI,
28.5%-31.2%; adjusted difference, 6.5 percentage points; 95% CI, 4.5-9.3 percentage points;
q < .001) but were not more willing to engage in political violence. Recent purchasers, owners who
always or nearly always carry loaded firearms in public, and to a lesser extent, owners of assault-type
rifles were more supportive of and willing to engage in political violence than other subgroups of
firearm owners.

CONCLUSIONS AND RELEVANCE In this study of support for political violence in the United States,
differences between firearm owners and nonowners without firearms at home were small to
moderate when present. Differences were greater among subsets of owners than between owners
and nonowners. These findings can guide risk-based prevention efforts.
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Key Points
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nonowners in the United States differ in
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Findings In this survey study with

12 851 participants, firearm owners were

only moderately more supportive of

political violence than nonowners.
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always or nearly always carried firearms

in public were more supportive of and

willing to engage in political violence

than other subsets of firearm owners.
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and nonowners; these findings could

help to guide prevention efforts.
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Introduction

Mortality from firearm violence in the United States has reached a level not seen since the 1990s,
rising by 22.0% from 11.7 per 100 000 persons in 2019 to 14.3 per 100 000 persons in 2021, the
most recent year with final data available.1 Firearm purchasing also increased sharply during the
COVID-19 pandemic; purchase-related background checks averaged 35.5% greater than expected
levels from January 2020 through December 2023 (eFigure in Supplement 1).2,3 Recent studies4-6

(though not all7) have linked purchasing surges to subsequent increases in firearm-related deaths.
Political violence—the use of force to advance political objectives8—may soon become a leading

contributor to firearm violence.9-11 In the 2022 survey that provides the data for this study, 32.8% of
adults considered violence usually or always justified to advance at least 1 of 17 specific political
objectives; nearly 8% thought it very or extremely likely that they would be armed with a firearm in
a future situation where political violence was justified.12

These findings raise urgent questions. Are firearm owners more supportive of political violence
than nonowners? Are they more willing to engage in it? Among owners, are those who purchased
firearms recently, during a time of polarization and social instability, more supportive of political
violence? Owners who regularly carry loaded firearms in public are presumably willing to engage in
defensive firearm violence; are they also more willing to engage in political violence? Assault-type
firearms figure disproportionately in mass violence13 and will be weapons of choice in a future civil
conflict; do their owners endorse political violence more strongly than others? We address these
questions with data from a large nationally representative survey.

Methods

The questionnaire in this survey study was designed by the authors and administered online in
English and Spanish from May 13 to June 2, 2022, by Ipsos.14 The study was approved by the UC Davis
institutional review board and is reported following American Association for Public Opinion
Research (AAPOR) reporting guidelines.15 The institutional review board waived the requirement for
written or verbal consent. Instead, before accessing the questionnaire, participants viewed informed
consent information that concluded “[by] continuing, you are agreeing to participate in this study”
(eMethods in Supplement 1).

Participants
Respondents were drawn from the Ipsos KnowledgePanel (KP), which is widely used in firearm
violence survey research.3,16-20 To establish a nationally representative panel, KP members are
recruited on an ongoing basis through address-based probability sampling using the US Postal
Service’s Delivery Sequence File.21 Recruited adults in households without internet access are
provided a web-enabled device and free internet service.

A probability-proportional-to-size procedure was used to select a study-specific sample from all
panel members aged 18 years and older. Before potential participants accessed the questionnaire,
they were asked, “Do you happen to keep any guns in your home or garage?” Those answering yes
were asked, “Do any of these guns personally belong to you?” Recruitment remained open for firearm
owners until a prespecified target of 5000 participants was reached. Given the expected prevalence
of non–firearm ownership, this allowed for detection of a 3% difference in prevalence of support for
political violence with a referent prevalence of 12%, 2-tailed α = .05, and 1 − β = 0.8. Preplanned
oversamples were also obtained of veterans, California residents, and transgender persons.

A final survey weight variable provided by Ipsos adjusted for the initial probability of selection
into KP, survey-specific nonresponse, the oversamples, and overcoverage or undercoverage using
design weights with poststratification raking ratio adjustments. With weighting, the study sample is
designed to be representative of the noninstitutionalized adult population of the United States
described by the 2021 March supplement of the Current Population Survey.21,22
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Measures
Sociodemographic data were collected by Ipsos from profiles created and maintained by KP
members. Survey questions (eAppendix in Supplement 1) addressed firearm ownership and use,
including types of firearms owned, purchasing, and carrying; beliefs regarding the need for violence
to effect social change and the possibility of civil war; and support for political violence.

Respondents were categorized as personal firearm owners, nonowners with firearms at home,
and nonowners without firearms at home. The principal comparison in analyses by firearm
ownership status is between owners and nonowners without firearms at home. Firearm owners were
categorized based on the types of firearm they owned (the principal comparison is between assault-
type rifle owners and handgun-only owners), recency of purchase (the principal comparison is
between purchasers in 2020 or later and purchasers only in 2019 or earlier), and frequency of loaded
firearm carrying when out in public (the principal comparison is between those who carry all or nearly
all the time and those who do not carry or carry not often at all) (eMethods in Supplement 1).

Primary outcome measures concerned political violence. Violence was represented in the
questionnaire by “force or violence,” defined as “physical force strong enough that it could cause pain
or injury to a person.” “Force or violence to advance an important political objective that you support”
represented political violence.

Respondents were asked about the extent to which they justified political violence “in general”
and to advance 17 specified political objectives. Nine objectives were presented to all respondents
and 8 were paired, with respondents randomized 1:1 for each pair to see 1 item; each respondent was
presented with 13 of 17 objectives.

Respondents who considered political violence to be at least sometimes justified for at least 1
political objective were asked about their personal willingness to engage in political violence—by type
of violence, against members of 9 target populations, and by social context. Questions about future
firearm use in political violence were asked of all respondents.

Implementation
Respondents were randomized 1:1 to receive response options in order from negative to positive
valence (eg, from do not agree to strongly agree) or the reverse throughout the questionnaire. When
a question presented multiple statements requiring responses, the order of those statements was
randomized unless ordering was necessary.

We used unipolar response arrays without a midpoint (eg, do not agree, somewhat agree,
strongly agree, very strongly agree). The literature disagrees on including such midpoints.23,24 We
were persuaded by the studies reviewed by Chyung et al,24 which suggest that midpoints facilitate
satisficing (eMethods in Supplement 1).

Statistical Analysis
To generate prevalence estimates, we calculated weighted percentages and 95% CIs using PROC
SURVEYFREQ in SAS version 9.4 (SAS Institute) and Complex Samples Frequencies in SPSS statistics
version 28 (IBM Corp). To compute adjusted prevalence differences and 95% CIs, we defined
outcomes dichotomously and used PROC SURVEYREG, using robust standard errors to correct for
design effects and heteroskedasticity in binary outcomes. We considered several models (eMethods
in Supplement 1), choosing the final model based on concordance with theory, findings from prior
research, and fit statistics. P values were corrected for multiple comparisons by controlling the false-
discovery rate (FDR) using the Benjamini-Hochberg method.25 The resulting values are known as
FDR-adjusted (or FDR-corrected) P values or as q values26; we use the latter term here. These q
values represent the probability that the given difference would be a false discovery; they represent
the expected proportion of false positives that would be seen among the collection of all differences
whose q values were at or below the given q value. A q < .05 indicates statistical significance.

JAMA Network Open | Public Health Firearm Ownership and Support for Political Violence in the United States

JAMA Network Open. 2024;7(4):e243623. doi:10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2024.3623 (Reprinted) April 9, 2024 3/14

Downloaded from jamanetwork.com by Washington University - St Louis user on 09/19/2025

https://jama.jamanetwork.com/article.aspx?doi=10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2024.3623&utm_campaign=articlePDF%26utm_medium=articlePDFlink%26utm_source=articlePDF%26utm_content=jamanetworkopen.2024.3623
https://jama.jamanetwork.com/article.aspx?doi=10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2024.3623&utm_campaign=articlePDF%26utm_medium=articlePDFlink%26utm_source=articlePDF%26utm_content=jamanetworkopen.2024.3623
https://jama.jamanetwork.com/article.aspx?doi=10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2024.3623&utm_campaign=articlePDF%26utm_medium=articlePDFlink%26utm_source=articlePDF%26utm_content=jamanetworkopen.2024.3623
https://jama.jamanetwork.com/article.aspx?doi=10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2024.3623&utm_campaign=articlePDF%26utm_medium=articlePDFlink%26utm_source=articlePDF%26utm_content=jamanetworkopen.2024.3623


Results

Of 15 449 persons invited to participate in the main sample, 8620 (including 2380 firearm owners)
completed the survey, yielding a 55.8% completion rate. Another 3440 firearm owners completed
the survey as part of oversamples. Item nonresponse ranged from less than 0.1% to 2.5%.

The analytic sample comprised 12 851 respondents: 5820 (45.3%) firearm owners, 6132 (47.7%)
nonowners without firearms at home, and 899 (7.0%) nonowners with firearms at home. After
weighting, 63.9% (95% CI, 62.9%-65.0%) were nonowners without firearms at home, 25.6% (95%
CI, 24.8%-26.5%) were firearm owners, and 10.4% (95% CI, 9.7%-11.2%) were nonowners with
firearms at home. Half (51.0%; 95% CI, 49.9%-52.1%) were female, 8.5% (95% CI, 7.5%-9.5%)
Hispanic, 9.1% (95% CI, 8.1%-10.2%) non-Hispanic Black, and 62.6% (95% CI 61.5%, 63.8%)
non-Hispanic White (eTable 1 in Supplement 1); the weighted mean (SD) age was 48.5 (18.0) years.
Compared with both types of nonowners, firearm owners were older and more frequently male and
working full time (eTable 1 in Supplement 1). Compared with nonrespondents (eTable 2 in
Supplement 1), respondents were older; were more frequently male, non-Hispanic White, and
married; had higher education and income; and were less often working.

Need for Violence and Likelihood of Civil War
Firearm owners were more likely than nonowners without firearms at home to agree strongly or very
strongly with all 3 statements of the need for violence to effect social change (eg, “Our American way
of life is disappearing so fast that we may have to use force to save it”: adjusted difference, 6.0 [95%
CI, 4.0-8.0] percentage points; q < .001). They also more often agreed strongly or very strongly with
a prediction of civil war “in the next few years” (adjusted difference, 4.4 [95% CI, 2.5-6.3] percentage
points; q < .001) (Table 1).

Political Violence
Firearm owners were more likely than nonowners without firearms at home to consider violence
usually or always justified to advance at least 1 of 17 specified political objectives (owners: 38.8%;
95% CI, 37.3%-40.4%; nonowners: 29.8%; 95% CI, 28.5%-31.2%; adjusted difference, 6.5 [95% CI,
4.5-9.3] percentage points; q < .001) (Table 2). Owners were more likely to consider violence usually
or always justified to “preserve an American way of life based on Western European traditions,”
“preserve the American way of life l believe in,” “oppose the government when it tries to take private
land for public purposes,” “reinforce the police,” and “stop illegal immigration” (Table 2; eTable 3 in
Supplement 1).

There were no differences between firearm owners and nonowners without firearms at home
in the proportions very or completely willing to “damage property,” “threaten or intimidate a person,”
“injure a person,” or “kill a person”; these proportions did not exceed 4% (Table 3). There were also
no differences in the proportions very or completely willing to commit violence against members of 9
target populations, and these proportions were below 3% (eTable 4 in Supplement 1). Owners were
more likely than nonowners without firearms at home to be very or completely willing to engage in
violence on their own (adjusted difference, 3.6 [95% CI 2.5-4.7] percentage points; q < .001) but not
as part of a group (eTable 5 in Supplement 1).

Owners were more likely than nonowners without firearms at home to consider it very or
extremely likely that, in a future situation where they considered political violence justified, “I will be
armed with a gun” (adjusted difference, 12.5 [95% CI, 10.9-14.1] percentage points; q < .001); and “I
will carry a gun openly, so that people know I am armed” (adjusted difference, 5.7 [95% CI, 4.4-6.9]
percentage points; q < .001), but not that “I will threaten someone with a gun” or that “I will shoot
someone with a gun” (Table 4).
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Subgroups of Firearm Owners
Among firearm owners, 20.3% (95% CI, 18.9%-21.6%) owned assault-type rifles, 32.8% (95% CI,
31.2%-34.4%) were recent purchasers, and 9.0% (95% CI, 7.9%-10.0%) were always or nearly always
carriers (eTable 6 in Supplement 1). Assault-type rifle owners and recent purchasers were younger
and more frequently male than their comparators; always or nearly always carriers were younger
(eTable 6 in Supplement 1).

All 3 subgroups were more likely than their comparators to agree strongly or very strongly with
the civil war prediction (assault-type rifle owners: adjusted difference 7.2 [95% CI 2.9-11.5]
percentage points; recent purchasers: adjusted difference, 5.4 [95% CI 2.4-8.5] percentage points;
always or nearly always carriers: adjusted difference: 9.4 [95% CI, 4.1-14.8] percentage points)
(eTable 7 in Supplement 1). Recent purchasers and always or nearly always carriers were also more
likely to agree strongly or very strongly with all 3 statements on the need for violence to effect social
change (adjusted differences ranging from 5.0-8.1 percentage points for recent purchasers and from
10.6-16.6 percentage points for always or nearly-always carriers) (eTable 7 in Supplement 1).

Recent purchasers and always or nearly always carriers were more likely than their comparators
to consider political violence usually or always justified to advance at least 1 of 17 political objectives
(recent purchasers: adjusted difference, 7.4 [95% CI, 3.8-11.0] percentage points; q < .001; always or

Table 1. Firearm Ownership Status and Agreement With Statements Regarding Violence to Effect Social Change and the Likelihood of Civil War

Level of agreement

Firearm ownership status

Owner Nonowner with firearms at home Nonowner without firearms at home

Unweighted No. Weighted % (95% CI) Unweighted No. Weighted % (95% CI) Unweighted No. Weighted % (95% CI)
“If elected leaders will not protect American democracy, the people must do it themselves, even if it requires taking violent actions.”

Do not agree 2484 41.7 (40.1 to 43.3) 488 50.9 (47.1 to 54.8) 3457 55.1 (53.5 to 56.6)

Somewhat agree 1931 34.2 (32.7 to 35.7) 256 30.1 (26.5 to 33.6) 1626 28.4 (27.1 to 29.8)

Strongly or very strongly agree 1369 24.1 (22.7 to 25.5) 150 19.0 (15.8 to 22.3) 959 16.5 (15.4 to 17.7)

Adjusted prevalence difference
(95% CI)a

5.4 (3.4 to 7.5) 3.2 (−0.6 to 6.9) [Reference]

q Valueb <.001 .28 NA

“Our American way of life is disappearing so fast that we may have to use force to save it.”

Do not agree 3005 48.4 (46.8 to 50.1) 498 52.5 (48.7 to 56.4) 3815 61.0 (59.5 to 62.5)

Somewhat agree 1694 30.7 (29.2 to 32.2) 245 29.2 (25.7 to 32.7) 1442 25.2 (23.9 to 26.6)

Strongly or very strongly agree 1082 20.8 (19.5 to 22.2) 147 18.3 (15.0 to 21.5) 788 13.7 (12.6 to 14.8)

Adjusted prevalence difference
(95% CI)a

6.0 (4.0 to 8.0) 4.1 (0.5 to 7.8) [Reference]

q Valueb <.001 .11 NA

“Because things have gotten so far off track, true American patriots may have to resort to violence in order to save our country.”

Do not agree 4011 67.5 (66.0 to 69.0) 659 71.7 (68.1 to 75.3) 4769 77.2 (75.9 to 78.6)

Somewhat agree 1207 21.7 (20.4 to 23.1) 165 20.5 (17.3 to 23.7) 893 16.2 (15.0 to 17.4)

Strongly or very strongly agree 551 10.8 (9.7 to 11.8) 66 7.8 (5.6 to 10.0) 365 6.6 (5.8 to 7.3)

Adjusted prevalence difference
(95% CI)a

3.5 (2.1 to 4.9) 1.9 (−0.6 to 4.4) [Reference]

q Valueb <.001 .32 NA

“In the next few years, there will be civil war in the United States.”

Do not agree 2788 45.0 (43.4 to 46.6) 410 44.8 (41.0 to 48.6) 3169 50.8 (49.3 to 52.3)

Somewhat agree 2198 38.7 (37.1 to 40.3) 357 39.2 (35.4 to 43.0) 2162 36.5 (35.1 to 38.0)

Strongly or very strongly agree 787 16.3 (15.0 to 17.7) 122 16.0 (12.9 to 19.1) 685 12.6 (11.6 to 13.7)

Adjusted prevalence difference
(95% CI)a

4.4 (2.5 to 6.3) 1.7 (−1.8 to 5.1) [Reference]

q Valueb <.001 .57 NA

Abbreviation: NA, not applicable.
a Adjusted models include age, race and ethnicity, sex, income, education, census

division, political ideology, rurality, homeownership, marital status, alcohol
consumption, military service, and arrest history. Adjusted differences are for the
strongly or very strongly agree comparison.

b The q value represents the probability that the given difference would be a false
discovery; it represents the expected proportion of false positives that would be seen
among the collection of all differences whose q values were at or below the given
q value.
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Table 2. Firearm Ownership Status and Justification for Political Violence, in General and for 9 Specific Objectives

Level of justificationa

Firearm ownership status

Owner Nonowner with firearms at home Nonowner without firearms at home

Unweighted No. Weighted % (95% CI) Unweighted No. Weighted % (95% CI) Unweighted No. Weighted % (95% CI)
In general…to advance an important political objective that you support

Never justified 4846 81.7 (80.4 to 83.0) 755 81.0 (77.4 to 84.0) 5023 78.9 (77.6 to 80.2)

Sometimes justified 888 16.4 (15.2 to 17.7) 125 15.8 (13.1 to 19.0) 939 17.8 (16.6 to 19.0)

Usually or always justified 75 1.9 (1.4 to 2.5) 18 3.2 (1.8 to 5.7) 153 3.3 (2.7 to 4.0)

Adjusted prevalence difference
(95% CI)b

−0.3 (−1.0 to 0.5) 1.3 (−0.9 to 3.4) [Reference]

q Valuec .64 .48 NA

To advance ≥1 of 17 objectives

Usually or always justified 2243 38.8 (37.3 to 40.4) 280 32.8 (29.2 to 36.5) 1821 29.8 (28.5 to 31.2)

Adjusted prevalence difference
(95% CI)b

6.9 (4.5 to 9.3) 4.2 (−0.02 to 8.5) [Reference]

q Valuec <.001 .17 NA

To return Donald Trump to the presidency this year

Never justified 5223 89.1 (88.0 to 90.1) 795 87.7 (84.7 to 90.2) 5464 88.4 (87.3 to 89.4)

Sometimes justified 259 5.2 (4.5 to 5.9) 48 6.0 (4.3 to 8.3) 315 6.5 (5.7 to 7.4)

Usually or always justified 293 5.7 (4.9 to 6.7) 49 6.3 (4.5 to 8.7) 268 5.1 (4.4 to 5.8)

Adjusted prevalence difference
(95% CI)b

1.2 (0.1 to 2.4) 1.3 (−1.1 to 3.7) [Reference]

q Valuec .15 .54 NA

To stop an election from being stolen

Never justified 4131 71.3 (69.8 to 72.7) 686 75.7 (72.1 to 78.9) 4650 76.0 (74.7 to 77.3)

Sometimes justified 1115 19.0 (17.8 to 20.3) 144 16.6 (13.9 to 19.7) 939 16.1 (15.0 to 17.2)

Usually or always justified 529 9.7 (8.7 to 10.7) 63 7.7 (5.8 to 10.2) 461 7.9 (7.1 to 8.8)

Adjusted prevalence difference
(95% CI)b

1.4 (0.0 to 2.9) 1.2 (−1.5 to 3.9) [Reference]

q Valuec .17 .58 NA

To stop people who do not share my beliefs from voting

Never justified 5586 95.5 (94.7 to 96.2) 858 94.4 (92.0 to 96.2) 5651 91.5 (90.5 to 92.4)

Sometimes justified 138 3.1 (2.5 to 3.7) 28 4.6 (3.0 to 6.9) 262 5.5 (4.8 to 6.3)

Usually or always justified 55 1.4 (1.0 to 2.0) 8 1.0 (0.5 to 2.2) 144 3.0 (2.5 to 3.7)

Adjusted prevalence difference
(95% CI)b

−0.4 (−1.1 to 0.3) −0.8 (−1.9 to 0.3) [Reference]

q Valuec .55 .35 NA

To prevent discrimination based on race or ethnicity

Never justified 3877 65.9 (64.3 to 67.4) 584 62.7 (58.8 to 66.4) 3914 62.2 (60.7 to 63.7)

Sometimes justified 1518 26.8 (25.4 to 28.3) 242 28.4 (25.0 to 32.0) 1611 27.8 (26.4 to 29.2)

Usually or always justified 384 7.3 (6.5 to 8.2) 66 8.9 (6.7 to 11.7) 520 10.0 (9.1 to 11.0)

Adjusted prevalence difference
(95% CI)b

0.2 (−1.2 to 1.5) 0.2 (−2.7 to 3.0) [Reference]

q Valuec .89 .95 NA

To preserve an American way of life based on Western European traditions

Never justified 3892 68.7 (67.2 to 70.1) 683 76.9 (73.5 to 80.0) 4704 78.3 (77.0 to 79.6)

Sometimes justified 1469 24.1 (22.7 to 25.4) 171 18.4 (15.6 to 21.5) 1042 17.0 (15.8 to 18.1)

Usually or always justified 395 7.3 (6.5 to 8.2) 34 4.7 (3.2 to 7.0) 274 4.7 (4.1 to 5.4)

Adjusted prevalence difference
(95% CI)b

1.8 (0.6 to 3.0) 1.0 (−1.2 to 3.2) [Reference]

q Valuec .02 .58 NA

To preserve the American way of life l believe in

Never 2559 45.3 (43.7 to 47.0) 493 55.2 (51.4 to 59.0) 3636 60.9 (59.4 to 62.4)

Sometimes 2315 38.6 (37.1 to 40.2) 301 33.1 (29.6 to 36.8) 1797 28.8 (27.5 to 30.2)

Usually or Always 931 16.1 (14.9 to 17.3) 101 11.7 (9.3 to 14.5) 650 10.3 (9.4 to 11.2)

Adjusted prevalence difference
(95% CI)b

2.9 (1.2 to 4.5) 2.5 (−0.5 to 5.4) [Reference]

q Valuec .004 .28 NA

(continued)
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nearly always carriers: adjusted difference, 19.0 [95% CI, 12.7-25.4] percentage points; q < .001)
(eTable 8 in Supplement 1). Considering objectives individually, recent purchasers were more likely
to justify violence for 4 of 17, and always or nearly always carriers were more likely to justify violence
for 9 of 17 than their comparators (eTables 8 and 9 in Supplement 1). Assault-type rifle owners
differed from handgun-only owners solely in being more likely to justify violence “to oppose the
government when it tries to take private land for public purposes” (adjusted difference, 5.9 [95% CI,
2.3-9.4] percentage points; q = .03).

Recent purchasers and always or nearly always carriers were, more frequently than their
comparators, very or completely willing “to kill a person” to advance a political objective (recent
purchasers: adjusted difference, 1.7 [95% CI, 0.6-2.9] percentage points; q = .01; always or nearly
always carriers: adjusted difference, 3.4 [95% CI, 1.1-5.7] percentage points; q = .01) (eTable 10 in
Supplement 1). Always or nearly-always carriers were also more willing to injure a person (adjusted
difference, 3.2 [95% CI, 0.6-5.7] percentage points; q = .04). Assault-type rifle owners and handgun-
only owners did not differ on these measures.

There were no differences between the 3 subgroups of interest and their comparators in
willingness to engage in violence against members of specified target populations (eTable 11 in
Supplement 1). Assault-type rifle owners, recent purchasers, and always or nearly always carriers
were all more willing than their comparators to engage in political violence on their own (eTable 12 in
Supplement 1). Recent purchasers and always or nearly always carriers were also more willing to
organize a group to commit political violence.

Table 2. Firearm Ownership Status and Justification for Political Violence, in General and for 9 Specific Objectives (continued)

Level of justificationa

Firearm ownership status

Owner Nonowner with firearms at home Nonowner without firearms at home

Unweighted No. Weighted % (95% CI) Unweighted No. Weighted % (95% CI) Unweighted No. Weighted % (95% CI)
To oppose Americans who do not share my beliefs

Never 5364 91.8 (90.8 to 92.6) 831 90.1 (87.2 to 92.4) 5471 87.9 (86.8 to 88.9)

Sometimes 355 6.5 (5.7 to 7.4) 50 7.2 (5.3 to 9.6) 461 8.8 (7.9 to 9.7)

Usually or Always 86 1.7 (1.3 to 2.2) 17 2.7 (1.5 to 4.8) 160 3.3 (2.8 to 4.0)

Adjusted prevalence difference
(95% CI)b

−0.3 (−1.1 to 0.5) 0.7 (−1.2 to 2.5) [Reference]

q Valuec .64 .65 NA

To oppose the government when it does not share my beliefs

Never justified 4709 80.4 (79.0 to 81.6) 759 81.6 (78.1 to 84.6) 5073 81.9 (80.6 to 83.1)

Sometimes justified 934 16.5 (15.4 to 17.8) 113 15.4 (12.6 to 18.6) 797 14.5 (13.4 to 15.7)

Usually or always justified 138 3.1 (2.5 to 3.8) 20 3.1 (1.8 to 5.0) 179 3.6 (3.0 to 4.3)

Adjusted prevalence difference
(95% CI)b

3.1 (−0.6 to 1.2) 0.9 (−1.0 to 2.7) [Reference]

q Valuec .67 .57 NA

To oppose the government when it tries to take private land for public purposes

Never justified 3263 55.1 (53.5 to 56.7) 557 59.6 (55.8 to 63.4) 4015 64.7 (63.3 to 66.2)

Sometimes justified 1926 33.2 (31.7 to 34.7) 265 31.4 (27.9 to 35.2) 1559 26.3 (25.0 to 27.7)

Usually or always justified 588 11.8 (10.7 to 12.9) 71 8.9 (6.9 to 11.5) 473 8.9 (8.0 to 9.9)

Adjusted prevalence difference
(95% CI)b

2.8 (1.2 to 4.4) 0.7 (−2.1 to 3.4) [Reference]

q Valuec .004 .75 NA

Abbreviation: NA, not applicable.
a Participants were responding to this question, “What do you think about the use of

force or violence in the following situations?”
b Adjusted models include age, race and ethnicity, sex, income, education, census

division, political ideology, rurality, homeownership, marital status, alcohol
consumption, military service, and arrest history. Adjusted differences are for the
usually or always justified comparison.

c The q value represents the probability that the given difference would be a false
discovery; it represents the expected proportion of false positives that would be seen
among the collection of all differences whose q values were at or below the given
q value.
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Respondents in all 3 subgroups of interest also more frequently considered it very or extremely
likely that, in a future situation where they considered political violence to be justified, they would
be armed (adjusted differences ranging from 14.3 percentage points for recent purchasers to 50.8
percentage points for always or nearly-always carriers) and would carry a gun openly (adjusted
differences ranging from 5.0 percentage points for recent purchasers to 16.9 percentage points for
always or nearly always carriers) (Table 5; eTables 13 and 14 in Supplement 1). Always or nearly always
carriers more frequently thought it very or extremely likely that they would shoot someone (adjusted
difference, 6.7 [95% CI, 3.6-9.8] percentage points; q < .001).

Weighted prevalences are noteworthy here: 32.2% (95% CI, 28.7%-36.0%) of assault-type rifle
owners and 62.5% (95% CI, 56.7%-68.0%) of always or nearly always carriers thought it very or
extremely likely that they would be armed in such a future situation; 8.8% (95% CI, 5.7%-13.5%) of
always or nearly always carriers thought it very or extremely likely that they would shoot someone.

Table 3. Firearm Ownership Status and Personal Willingness to Engage in Political Violence, by Type of Violence

Level of willingnessa

Firearm ownership status

Owner Nonowner with firearms at home Nonowner without firearms at home

Unweighted No. Weighted % (95% CI) Unweighted No. Weighted % (95% CI) Unweighted No. Weighted % (95% CI)
To damage property

Not asked the question 854 15.4 (14.2 to 16.6) 155 16.4 (13.6 to 19.2) 1530 25.5 (24.2 to 26.8)

Not willing 4370 73.9 (72.5 to 75.4) 668 74.2 (70.8 to 77.6) 3992 63.7 (62.2 to 65.2)

Somewhat willing 436 8.1 (7.1 to 9.0) 58 7.1 (5.1 to 9.1) 424 7.6 (6.8 to 8.5)

Very or completely willing 134 2.6 (2.1 to 3.1) 14 2.3 (0.9 to 3.7) 154 3.2 (2.6 to 3.8)

Adjusted prevalence difference (95% CI)b 0.2 (−0.6 to 1.0) −0.0 (−1.6 to 1.6) [Reference]

q Valuec .75 .97 NA

To threaten or intimidate a person

Not asked the question 854 15.4 (14.2 to 16.6) 155 16.4 (13.6 to 19.2) 1530 25.5 (24.2 to 26.8)

Not willing 4400 74.8 (73.4 to 76.2) 672 74.2 (70.7 to 77.6) 4081 65.0 (63.5 to 66.4)

Somewhat willing 441 7.8 (6.9 to 8.7) 57 8.1 (5.8 to 10.5) 379 7.3 (6.4 to 8.1)

Very or completely willing 97 2.0 (1.5 to 2.4) 10 1.3 (0.4 to 2.2) 103 2.2 (1.7 to 2.7)

Adjusted prevalence difference (95% CI)b 0.5 (−0.02 to 1.2) −0.4 (−1.5 to 0.7) [Reference]

q Valuec .40 .64 NA

To injure a person

Not asked the question 854 15.4 (14.3 to 16.6) 155 16.4 (13.6 to 19.2) 1530 25.5 (24.2 to 26.8)

Not willing 4447 75.3 (73.9 to 76.7) 686 76.3 (72.8 to 79.4) 4173 66.8 (65.3 to 68.2)

Somewhat willing 373 7.2 (6.4 to 8.1) 46 6.4 (4.5 to 8.9) 285 5.5 (4.8 to 6.3)

Very or completely willing 110 2.1 (1.6 to 2.6) 7 0.9 (0.4 to 2.1) 100 2.2 (1.7 to 2.8)

Adjusted prevalence difference (95% CI)b 0.4 (−0.4 to 1.1) −0.8 (−1.8 to 0.1) [Reference]

q Valuec .55 .21 NA

To kill a person

Not asked the question 854 15.4 (14.3 to 16.6) 155 16.5 (13.7 to 19.3) 1530 25.5 (24.2 to 26.8)

Not willing 4584 77.9 (76.6 to 79.3) 703 78.9 (75.8 to 82.1) 4310 69.5 (68.1 to 70.8)

Somewhat willing 242 4.6 (3.9 to 5.3) 21 2.8 (1.3 to 4.2) 156 3.1 (2.5 to 3.7)

Very or completely willing 110 2.0 (1.6 to 2.5) 13 1.8 (0.7 to 3.0) 101 1.9 (1.5 to 2.4)

Adjusted prevalence difference (95% CI)b 0.3 (−0.4 to 1.0) 0.2 (−1.1 to 1.5) [Reference]

q Valuec .58 .88 NA

Abbreviation: NA, not applicable.
a Participants were responding to this question: “In a situation where you think force or

violence is justified to advance an important political objective…How willing would you
personally be to use force or violence in each of these ways?” These questions were
only asked of respondents who considered political violence to be at least sometimes
justified for at least 1 of 17 specified political objectives.

b Adjusted models include age, race and ethnicity, sex, income, education, census
division, political ideology, rurality, homeownership, marital status, alcohol

consumption, military service, and arrest history. Adjusted differences are for the very
or completely willing comparison.

c The q value represents the probability that the given difference would be a false
discovery; it represents the expected proportion of false positives that would be seen
among the collection of all differences whose q values were at or below the given
q value.
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Discussion

This study sought to evaluate whether firearm owners were more likely than nonowners to view
political violence as justified and more willing to engage in political violence. Firearm owners have
ready access to firearms; positive findings would suggest threats to the public’s health and safety and
potentially to the future of the United States.

For firearm owners as a whole, our findings are mixed. Owners were more likely than
nonowners without firearms at home to endorse a need for violence to effect social change. They
were more likely (by 6.9 percentage points, after adjustment) to justify violence to achieve at least 1
of 17 political objectives. This difference is only moderate, in our view; the same survey found much
larger differences associated with sociodemographic characteristics,12 political party affiliation, and
political ideology.27,28 And with 1 exception, a statistically significant but very small (1.1 percentage
point) increase in the likelihood that they would shoot someone, owners reported no greater overall
willingness to engage in political violence. That said, their greater willingness to commit violence as
individuals is troubling; action by individuals is a leading form of domestic violent extremism.29

Findings for the subgroups we examined raise the greatest concern. Recent purchasers and
always or nearly always carriers were more likely than their comparators to see political violence as
justified, more willing to engage in it, more willing to kill to advance political objectives, and more

Table 4. Firearm Ownership Status and Future Likelihood of Firearm Possession and Use in a Situation in Which Political Violence Is Perceived as Justified

Degree of likelihooda

Firearm ownership status

Owner Nonowner with firearms at home Nonowner without firearms at home

Unweighted No. Weighted % (95% CI) Unweighted No. Weighted % (95% CI) Unweighted No. Weighted % (95% CI)
I will be armed with a gun.

Not likely 4188 68.2 (66.6 to 69.8) 751 81.6 (78.2 to 84.7) 5422 87.3 (86.2 to 88.3)

Somewhat likely 768 14.5 (13.4 to 15.7) 102 12.7 (10.3 to 15.7) 456 8.8 (7.9 to 9.8)

Very or extremely likely 829 17.2 (15.9 to 18.6) 40 5.6 (3.9 to 8.1) 194 3.9 (3.3 to 4.6)

Adjusted prevalence difference (95% CI)b 12.5 (10.9 to 14.1) 2.4 (0.0 to 4.7) [Reference]

q Valuec <.001 .17 NA

I will carry a gun openly, so that people know I am armed.

Not likely 4938 82.6 (81.2 to 83.9) 816 90.6 (87.9 to 92.8) 5754 93.5 (92.6 to 94.2)

Somewhat likely 487 9.2 (8.3 to 10.2) 56 6.4 (4.7 to 8.7) 202 4.1 (3.4 to 4.8)

Very or extremely likely 356 8.2 (7.1 to 9.3) 20 2.9 (1.7 to 4.9) 109 2.5 (2.0 to 3.1)

Adjusted prevalence difference (95% CI)b 5.7 (4.4 to 6.9) 1.1 (−0.7 to 2.8) [Reference]

q Valuec <.001 .47 NA

I will threaten someone with a gun.

Not likely 5669 97.4 (96.7 to 98.0) 874 98.2 (96.7 to 99.0) 5963 97.8 (97.2 to 98.2)

Somewhat likely 76 1.5 (1.1 to 2.0) 14 1.4 (0.8 to 2.6) 58 1.2 (0.9 to 1.7)

Very or extremely likely 36 1.1 (0.7 to 1.7) 2 0.4 (0.1 to 1.8) 45 1.0 (0.7 to 1.4)

Adjusted prevalence difference (95% CI)b 0.4 (−0.2 to 0.9) −0.2 (−1.0 to 0.6) [Reference]

q Valuec .36 .78 NA

I will shoot someone with a gun.

Not likely 5525 94.8 (93.9 to 95.5) 871 97.2 (95.2 to 98.4) 5912 96.7 (96.0 to 97.3)

Somewhat likely 176 3.6 (3.0 to 4.3) 16 2.2 (1.2 to 4.0) 109 2.3 (1.8 to 2.8)

Very or extremely likely 81 1.7 (1.3 to 2.2) 6 0.6 (0.2 to 1.7) 45 1.0 (0.7 to 1.5)

Adjusted prevalence difference (95% CI)b 1.1 (0.5 to 1.7) 0.3 (−0.6 to 1.1) [Reference]

q Valuec .002 .70 NA

Abbreviation: NA, not applicable.
a Participants were responding to this question: “Thinking now about the future and all

the changes it might bring, how likely is it that you will use a gun in any of the following
ways in the next few years—in a situation where you think force or violence is justified
to advance an important political objective?”

b Adjusted models include age, race and ethnicity, sex, income, education, census
division, political ideology, rurality, homeownership, marital status, alcohol

consumption, military service, and arrest history. Adjusted differences are for the very
or extremely likely comparison.

c The q value represents the probability that the given difference would be a false
discovery; it represents the expected proportion of false positives that would be seen
among the collection of all differences whose q values were at or below the given
q value.
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willing to organize a violent group. Pandemic-era purchasers, as compared with other firearm
owners, were found in a small opt-in survey to possess many characteristics associated with an
increased risk for violence.30 An early-2020 study by our group found an association at the state level
between the size of increases in firearm purchasing in the first months of the pandemic and the size
of subsequent increases in violence,5 but that association was not maintained over time.7

It is plausible based on our findings that some recent purchasers have been arming up for
anticipated civil conflict. Our findings strongly suggest that large numbers of armed individuals who
are at least potentially willing to engage in political violence are in public places across the United
States every day.

Notwithstanding these results and their implications, the overarching finding here—that
majorities of firearm owners and nonowners alike repeatedly reject political violence—is a hopeful
one, in our view. It invites comparison to the similarly repeated finding that differences between
owners and nonowners in support for firearm violence prevention measures are often small and
occasionally nonexistent.31-34 Our results suggest a joint effort by firearm owners and nonowners to
publicly repudiate political violence and help identify, dissuade, deter, and incapacitate likely
perpetrators.

Limitations
This study has limitations. The findings are cross-sectional and subject to sampling error and
nonresponse bias. Respondents and nonrespondents differed in age and gender, which are
associated with support for political violence.12 Many important outcomes had response counts of
less than 100 and weighted prevalences below 5%, and some adjusted prevalence differences were
small. In such cases, findings should be interpreted with caution. Prevalences of support for political
violence to advance 1 or more of 17 specific political objectives were in part a function of the specific
objectives presented; a different list might have produced different results. The large sample
notwithstanding, the estimates remain vulnerable to bias from sources such as inattentive or
strategic responses. Widely publicized mass shootings occurred in Buffalo, New York, and Uvalde,
Texas, while the survey was in the field and may have affected respondents’ views on firearms and
violence.

Conclusions

Our findings suggest that differences in support for political violence between firearm owners as a
whole and nonowners without firearms at home are moderate, where they exist. Owners who have
recently purchased firearms, always or nearly always carry firearms in public, or (to a lesser extent)
own assault-type rifles report greater support for and willingness to engage in political violence than
others. Prevention efforts should focus in part on these groups.
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