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	Police Leader Messenger
	Politician Messenger
	Control

	Oppositional Message
	Some states are considering updating their firearm laws. For example, South Carolina recently passed a law that allows residents to carry firearms openly or concealed in public, lowers the age to publicly carry from 21 to 18, and removes a person’s duty to notify the police when carrying their firearms in certain situations. Police leaders across the country have OPPOSED such legislation, stating that these new laws prevent police officers from properly executing their duties, increase violent encounters between citizens, and increase violent encounters between the police and citizens. One prominent police leader stated that “my hope is that America does not turn into the Wild West, as this is a win for criminals who can now walk around with a gun and law enforcement cannot do anything about it.” 
	Some states are considering updating their firearm laws. For example, South Carolina recently passed a law that allows residents to carry firearms openly or concealed in public, lowers the age to publicly carry from 21 to 18, and removes a person’s duty to notify the police when carrying their firearms in certain situations. Politicians (e.g., governors and congress members) across the country have OPPOSED such legislation, stating that these new laws prevent police officers from properly executing their duties, increase violent encounters between citizens, and increase violent encounters between the police and citizens. One prominent politician stated that “my hope is that America does not turn into the Wild West, as this is a win for criminals who can now walk around with a gun and law enforcement cannot do anything about it.” 
	Some states are considering updating their firearm laws. For example, South Carolina recently passed a law that allows residents to carry firearms openly or concealed in public, lowers the age to publicly carry from 21 to 18, and removes a person’s duty to notify the police when carrying their firearms in certain situations. 

	Supportive
Message
	Some states are considering updating their firearm laws. For example, South Carolina recently passed a law that allows residents to carry firearms openly or concealed in public, lowers the age to publicly carry from 21 to 18, and removes a person’s duty to notify the police when carrying their firearms in certain situations. Police leaders across the country have SUPPORTED such legislation, stating that these new laws allow Americans more freedoms, provide them more protections, and improve public safety. One Prominent police leader stated that “law-abiding citizens are now allowed to exercise their constitutional rights under the law without having to go to the government for permission.” 

	Some states are considering updating their firearm laws. For example, South Carolina recently passed a law that allows residents to carry firearms openly or concealed in public, lowers the age to publicly carry from 21 to 18, and removes a person’s duty to notify the police when carrying their firearms in certain situations. Politicians (e.g., governors and congress members) across the country have SUPPORTED such legislation, stating that these new laws allow Americans more freedoms, provide them more protections, and improve public safety. One Prominent politician stated that “law-abiding citizens are now allowed to exercise their constitutional rights under the law without having to go to the government for permission.” 
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	Variable
	Survey Item
	Operationalization

	DV: Liberty Scale (alpha=0.889)
Higher values=agreement that these laws provide more liberty
	“Imagine that this law was passed nationally. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements? This law will...”
	Likert-scale (1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, neither agree nor disagree, 4=somewhat agree, and 5=strongly agree):
1] ...grant me more freedom to protect myself. 
2] ...grant me more freedom to protect my family.
3] ...protect my right from government intrusion.

	DV: Police Safety Scale (alpha=0.723) Higher values=agreement that these laws negatively impact officer safety.
	“Imagine that this law was passed nationally. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements? This law will...”
	Likert-scale (1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, neither agree nor disagree, 4=somewhat agree, and 5=strongly agree):
1] …make it harder for the police to do their job safely.
2] …restrict police in removing firearms from civilians.
3] …make interactions between the public and the police more dangerous.



	DV: Community Safety Scale (alpha=0.760) Higher values=agreement that these laws will make communities safer
	“Imagine that this law was passed nationally. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements? This law will...”
	Likert-scale (1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, neither agree nor disagree, 4=somewhat agree, and 5=strongly agree):
1] …make communities safer.
2] …make interactions between citizens less dangerous.
3] …make me more fearful of going out in public.

	Single-Item DV #1
	How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
	The safety of police officers on patrol is more important than my right to carry a firearm.

	Single-Item DV #2
	How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
	I support firearm laws such as the one described above.

	Single-Item DV #3
	How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
	I would be more likely to carry a firearm if such a law is passed.

	Procedural Justice (alpha=0.941) Higher values=higher perceptions of police procedural justice.
	“How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the police?”
	Combined mean scale (alpha=0.94) of seven Likert-scale questions:
1] The police treat everyone equally.
2] The police clearly explain the reasons for their actions.
3] The police treat people with dignity and respect.
4] The police respect people's rights.
5] The police are generally honest.
6] Most police officers do their jobs well.
7] Police officers take time to listen to civilians.

	Sex
	“What sex were you assigned at birth?”
	Binary: Male=1, Female=0 (reference category)

	Age
	“What is your age range?”
	Categorical: 1=18-24, 2=25-34, 3=35-44, 4=45-54, 5=55-64, 6=65+

	Race
	“What is your race/ethnicity (select all that apply)?”
	Binary variables: Black=1, Hispanic=1, Other=1, White=1 (reference category)

	Education
	“What is the highest level of education you have completed?”
	Categorical: 1=No high school degree, 2=High school degree, 3=Some college but no degree (yet), 4=2-year college degree, 5=4-year college degree, 6=Postgraduate degree

	Partisanship
	“How would you describe your political beliefs?”
	Categorical: 1=Strong Republican, 2=Moderate Republican, 3=Lean Republican, 4=Independent, 5=Lean Democrat, 6=Moderate Democrat, 7=Strong Democrat

	Urban
	“How would you describe the area where you live?”
	Categorical: Urban=1, suburban=2, rural=3.

	Married
	“What is your marital status?”
	Binary: 1=married, living with spouse. 0=divorced, separated, widowed, single (never married), and domestic partnership.

	Employed
	“Which of the following best describes your current employment status?”
	Binary: 1=Working full time now or working part time now. 0=temporarily laid off, unemployed, retired, permanently disabled, taking care of home or family, student, and ‘other’

	Household Firearm
	“Do you or anyone in your household currently own a firearm?”
	Binary: 1=yes, 0=no

	Police Contact
	“During the past 12 months, have you had any contact with a police officer?”
	Binary: 1=yes, 0=no

	Crime Victim
	“Have you been the victim of a crime in the last 12 months?”
	Binary: 1=yes, 0=no, and prefer not to answer

	Voted
	“Did you vote in the most recent election for the governor?”
	Binary: 1=yes, 0=no
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	Variable
	Mean / % (S.D.)
	Min-Max

	Age
	3.60 (1.6)
	1 – 6 

	   18-24
	11.86%
	-

	   25-34
	18.17%
	-

	   35-44
	17.19%
	-

	   45-54
	15.99%
	-

	   55-64
	24.70%
	-

	   65+
	12.09%
	-

	Male 
	0.50 / 50% (0.5)
	0 – 1 

	Black
	0.13 / 13% (0.3)
	0 – 1 

	Hispanic/Other Race/Ethnicity
	0.24 / 24% (0.4)
	0 – 1 

	White 
	0.63 / 63% (0.5)
	0 – 1 

	Education
	4.66 (1.3)
	1 – 6 

	   No HS degree
	0.30%
	-

	   HS degree
	8.93%
	- 

	   Some college, no degree
	14.11%
	-

	   2-year college degree
	8.56%
	-

	   4-year college degree
	36.94%
	-

	   Postgraduate degree
	31.16%
	-

	Partisanship
	4.04 (1.9)
	1 – 7 

	   Strong republican
	11.88%
	-

	   Moderate republican
	14.59%
	-

	   Lean republican
	7.37%
	-

	   Independent
	30.08%
	-

	   Lean democrat
	9.32%
	-

	   Moderate democrat
	13.16%
	-

	   Strong democrat
	13.61%
	-

	Urban living
	1.75 (0.7)
	1 – 3 

	   Urban
	38.43%
	-

	   Suburban
	47.76%
	-

	   Rural
	13.81%
	-

	Married
	54% (0.5)
	0 – 1 

	Employed
	78% (0.4)
	0 – 1 

	Household firearm
	34% (0.5)
	0 – 1 

	Police contact
	42% (0.5)
	0 – 1 

	Crime victim
	9% (0.3)
	0 – 1 

	Procedural justice rating
	3.19 (1.0)
	1 – 5 

	Voted
	76% (0.4)
	0 – 1 



Description of covariates
In addition to our treatment indicators, adjusted models include several covariates, including gender (male/female), age, and race/ethnicity. We also measure educational attainment, which captures the highest level of education the respondent completed, and whether a person was employed (i.e., working full- or part-time versus temporarily laid off, unemployed, retired, permanently disabled, taking care of home or family, student, or ‘other’). Our survey also asked respondents how they would describe their political beliefs, with answer choices ranging from 1 (Strong Republican) to 7 (Strong Democrat) and 4 indicating Independent. A binary variable compares respondents who are married or living with a spouse. Urban living is measured by a categorical variable capturing rural, suburban, and urban residents. We also asked respondents to report whether they currently had a firearm in their home.
We included several additional measures to understand our sample’s recent experiences with the police, crime, and voting, as these experiences impact views about safety and state actors. We asked whether respondents had police contact in the past year, whether they were a crime victim in the past year, and whether they voted in their most recent gubernatorial election. Due to our focus on perceptions of police messaging, we also measured respondents’ perceptions of police procedural justice as a combined mean scale (alpha=0.94) of seven empirically validated measures (see Table A3 in the Appendix for measures; Boehme et al., 2023; Nix, 2017).
Most of our sample demographics align with national estimates, including on gun ownership (PEW, 2024), sex (ACS, 2023), age (ACS, 2023), and race and ethnicity (ACS, 2023). Educational attainment and employment in our sample are higher than the average American as recorded by the U.S. Census Bureau (ACS, 2023), and our sample includes more Republicans and Democrats and fewer Independents than the average captured by Gallup (2024). Victimization levels and police contact levels recorded in our sample were higher than the victimization estimate recorded by the National Crime Victimization Survey (2.3% in 2023) and the police contact estimate recorded by the Police-Public Contact Survey (19% in 2022), though residents can be younger than 18 in each of these surveys. Of course, our focus is on experimental estimates, which prior research has shown are similar in samples obtained from Prolific and other online platforms used for academic research (Peyton et al., 2020). Adjusted models and a balance table with chi-square tests by experimental condition can be found in Appendix Table A4. There was a balance of observable characteristics across conditions, as indicated by non-significant differences from chi-square tests. 
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	Police Oppose
(N=261)
	Police Support
(N=267)
	Politician Oppose
(N=276)
	Politician Support
(N=266)
	Control
(N=269)
	Chi2

	Variable
	Mean/% (N)
	Mean/% (N)
	Mean/% (N)
	Mean/% (N)
	Mean/% (N)
	P

	Age
	3.52
	3.65
	3.62
	3.67
	3.53
	0.63

	   18-24
	12.31% (32)
	10.31% (27)
	11.64% (32)
	10.90% (29)
	14.13% (38)
	

	   25-34
	19.62% (51)
	16.79% (44)
	21.09% (58)
	17.67% (47)
	15.61% (42)
	

	   35-44
	16.15% (42)
	20.61% (54)
	13.09% (36)
	17.67% (47)
	18.59% (50)
	

	   45-54
	17.69% (46)
	12.98% (34)
	15.27% (42)
	15.79% (42)
	18.22% (49)
	

	   55-64
	23.85% (62)
	28.24% (74)
	25.82% (71)
	23.68% (63)
	21.93% (59)_
	

	   65+
	10.38% (27)
	11.07% (29)
	13.09% (36)
	14.29% (38)
	11.52% (31)
	

	Male
	49.81% (129)
	50.00% (131)
	53.09% (146)
	46.24% (123)
	49.07% (132)
	0.63

	Black
	13.41% (35)
	11.99% (32)
	13.04% (36)
	12.78% (34)
	13.01% (35)
	0.99

	Other Race
	24.14% (63)
	22.85% (61)
	26.81% (74)
	20.68% (55)
	23.42% (63)
	0.56

	White
	61.69% (161)
	63.30% (169)
	59.78% (165)
	66.54% (177)
	63.57% (171)
	0.58

	Education
	4.79
	4.64
	4.47
	4.70
	4.74
	0.19

	   No HS degree
	0.00% (0)
	0.76% (2)
	0.36% (1)
	0.38% (1)
	0.00% (0)
	

	   HS degree
	6.15% (16)
	9.16% (43)
	12.73% (35)
	8.65% (23)
	7.81% (21)
	

	   Some college, no degree
	14.62% (38)
	13.36% (35)
	15.27% (42)
	11.65% (31)
	15.61% (42)
	

	   2-year college degree
	6.92% (18)
	9.92% (26)
	9.09% (25)
	8.27% (22)
	8.55% (23)
	

	   4-year college degree
	38.85% (101)
	35.50% (93)
	36.73% (101)
	42.48% (113)
	31.23% (84)
	

	   Postgraduate degree
	33.46% (87)
	31.30% (82)
	25.82% (71)
	28.57% (76)
	36.80% (99)
	

	Partisanship
	3.89
	4.08
	3.99
	4.04
	4.22
	0.83

	   Strong republican
	12.74% (33)
	12.60% (33)
	10.58% (29)
	11.28% (30)
	12.27% (33)
	

	   Moderate republican
	15.44% (40)
	12.98% (34)
	17.52% (48)
	16.54% (44)
	10.41% (28)
	

	   Lean republican
	7.72% (20)
	7.25% (19)
	6.93% (19)
	6.77% (18)
	8.18% (22)
	

	   Independent
	31.66% (82)
	30.92% (81)
	30.66% (84)
	28.20% (75)
	29.00% (78)
	

	   Lean democrat
	8.11% (21)
	9.16% (24)
	9.85% (27)
	10.15% (27)
	9.29% (25) 
	

	   Moderate democrat
	15.06% (39)
	11.45% (30)
	10.95% (30)
	13.91% (37)
	14.50% (39)
	

	   Strong democrat
	9.27% (24)
	15.65% (41)
	13.50% (37)
	13.16% (35)
	16.36% (44)
	

	Area of Residence
	1.72
	1.73
	1.79
	1.80
	1.72
	0.67

	   Urban
	38.70% (101)
	40.23% (107)
	36.96% (102)
	36.09% (96)
	40.52% (109)
	

	   Suburban
	50.19% (131)
	46.62% (124)
	46.94% (129)
	47.74% (127)
	47.21% (127)
	

	   Rural
	11.11% (29)
	13.16% (35)
	16.30% (45)
	16.17% (43)
	12.27% (33)
	

	Married
	49.22% (127)
	53.05% (139)
	56.83% (154)
	56.98% (151)
	52.99% (142)
	0.36

	Employed
	81.85% (212)
	78.54% (205)
	72.73% (200)
	78.49% (208)
	79.93% (215)
	0.12

	Household firearm
	33.20% (86)
	30.53% (80)
	37.09% (102)
	34.59% (92)
	31.97% (86)
	0.55

	Police contact
	46.33% (120)
	40.08% (105)
	42.91% (118)
	39.25% (104)
	43.12% (116)
	0.50

	Crime victim
	10.81% (28)
	9.92% (26)
	8.73% (24)
	9.77% (26)
	7.81% (21)
	0.79

	Voted
	73.36% (190)
	75.57% (198)
	77.09% (211)
	77.82% (207)
	76.12% (204)
	0.79
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	Liberty Scale
	Police Safety Scale
	Community Safety Scale
	Police Safety > My Right to Carry
	I Support These Laws
	More Likely to Carry a Firearm 

	
	AME (S.E.)
	AME (S.E.)
	AME (S.E.)
	OR (S.E.)
	OR (S.E.)
	OR (S.E.)

	Police Oppose
	-0.071 (0.101)
	0.132 (0.083)
	-0.072 (0.090)
	0.989 (0.161)
	0.779 (0.128)
	0.991 (0.161)

	Police Support
	0.282** (0.095)
	-0.085 (0.078)
	0.123 (0.087)
	1.032 (0.162)
	1.182 (0.186)
	1.128 (0.184)

	Politician Oppose
	-0.025 (0.098)
	0.247** (0.078)
	-0.141 (0.086)
	1.283 (0.198)
	0.767 (0.123)
	1.029 (0.166)

	Politician Support
	0.214* (0.093)
	0.005 (0.082)
	0.033 (0.087)
	1.125 (0.159)
	1.076 (0.167)
	1.126 (0.184)

	Procedural Justice
	0.094** (0.036) 
	0.108*** (0.030)
	0.094** (0.032)
	1.891*** (0.119)
	1.113 (0.069)
	0.975 (0.055)

	Age
	-0.031 (0.021)
	0.042* (0.018)
	-0.032 (0.019)
	1.040 (0.036)
	0.913** (0.031)
	0.823*** (0.029)

	Male
	0.105 (0.061)
	-0.142** (0.052)
	0.212*** (0.056)
	0.821 (0.083)
	1.267* (0.129)
	1.211 (0.123)

	Black
	0.068 (0.091)
	-0.039 (0.079)
	0.036 (0.083)
	0.839 (0.120)
	1.408* (0.215)
	1.636** (0.247)

	Other Race
	-0.025 (0.078)
	-0.028 (0.065)
	-0.003 (0.071)
	0.722* (0.092)
	0.884 (0.115)
	1.044 (0.135)

	Education
	-0.046 (0.027)
	0.028 (0.022)
	-0.039 (0.024)
	1.064 (0.047)
	1.004 (0.046)
	0.958 (0.045)

	Partisanship
	-0.127*** 0.017)
	0.086*** (0.014)
	-0.132*** (0.016)
	1.143*** (0.034)
	0.751*** (0.023)
	0.784*** (0.022)

	Area of Residence
	0.004 (0.048)
	-0.075 (0.040)
	0.053 (0.042)
	0.837* (0.065)
	1.036 (0.082)
	0.731*** (0.058)

	Employed
	0.047 (0.081)
	-0.125 (0.065)
	0.122 (0.073)
	0.994 (0.130)
	1.034 (0.142)
	1.160 (0.161)

	Married
	-0.054 (0.068)
	0.093 (0.056)
	0.013 (0.062)
	1.200 (0.136)
	0.909 (0.102)
	1.189 (0.134)

	HH Firearm
	0.311*** (0.065)
	-0.281*** (0.058)
	0.330*** (0.062)
	0.492*** (0.054)
	1.953*** (0.220)
	2.253*** (0.249)

	Police Contact
	0.070 (0.068)
	0.152** (0.056)
	-0.082 (0.060)
	1.088 (0.120)
	0.955 (0.106)
	1.429** (0.161)

	Crime Victim
	0.212* (0.101)
	0.041 (0.084)
	0.121 (0.099)
	0.841 (0.161)
	1.111 (0.197)
	1.508* (0.275)

	Voted
	-0.070 (0.078)
	-0.017 (0.062)
	0.045 (0.069)
	1.204 (0.141)
	0.953 (0.115)
	0.895 (0.110)

	Notes: AME=average marginal effects, S.E.=robust standard errors, OR=odds ratios. ***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05.
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	Police Oppose
	Police Support
	Politician Oppose
	Politician Support

	DVs
	AME (S.E.)
	AME (S.E.)
	AME (S.E.)
	AME (S.E.)

	...make it harder for the police to do their job safely.
	0.061 (0.039)
	-0.063 (0.041)
	0.107** (0.038)
	-0.023 (0.041)

	...grant me more freedom to protect myself.
	-0.021 (0.041)
	0.111** (0.038)
	0.033 (0.040)
	0.096* (0.039)

	...grant me more freedom to protect my family.
	-0.015 (0.041)
	0.128** (0.038)
	-0.002 (0.042)
	0.044 (0.040)

	...make communities safer.
	-0.009 (0.038)
	0.052 (0.039)
	-0.056 (0.036)
	0.004 (0.038)

	...protect my right from government intrusion.
	0.058 (0.042)
	0.151*** (0.041)
	0.018 (0.043)
	0.120** (0.042)

	...restrict police in removing firearms from civilians.
	0.055 (0.038)
	-0.020 (0.040)
	0.076* (0.038)
	0.026 (0.039)

	...make interactions between citizens less dangerous.
	-0.001 (0.034)
	-0.005 (0.033)
	-0.017 (0.033)
	0.025 (0.035)

	...make me more fearful of going out in public.
	0.044 (0.041)
	-0.038 (0.042)
	0.070 (0.041)
	0.003 (0.042)

	...make interactions between the public and the police more dangerous.
	-0.025 (0.040)
	-0.070 (0.040)
	0.049 (0.038)
	-0.088* (0.041)

	The safety of police officers on patrol is more important than my right to carry a firearm.
	-0.016 (0.041)
	0.019 (0.041)
	0.078 (0.041)
	0.029 (0.040)

	I support firearm laws such as the one described above.
	-0.037 (0.037)
	0.013 (0.037)
	-0.096** (0.036)
	-0.005 (0.037)

	I would be more likely to carry a firearm if such a law is passed.
	-0.008 (0.040)
	0.032 (0.039)
	-0.033 (0.040)
	0.007 (0.040)

	Covariates
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 

	Notes: AME=average marginal effects, S.E.=robust standard errors, DVs=dependent variables. Likert-scale collapsed to binary variable where 1= strongly agree or somewhat agree, 0=neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree.  ***p<0.001, **p<0.010, *p<0.05
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	Police Oppose
	Police Support
	Politician Oppose
	Politician Support

	DVs
	AME (S.E.)
	AME (S.E.)
	AME (S.E.)
	AME (S.E.)

	...make it harder for the police to do their job safely.
	0.045 (0.040)
	-0.068 (0.042)
	0.105** (0.039)
	-0.026 (0.041)

	...grant me more freedom to protect myself.
	0.005 (0.041)
	0.119** (0.038)
	0.052 (0.040)
	0.103** (0.039)

	...grant me more freedom to protect my family.
	0.016 (0.042)
	0.136** (0.039)
	0.019 (0.041)
	0.053 (0.041)

	...make communities safer.
	0.005 (0.039)
	0.058 (0.041)
	-0.030 (0.038)
	0.014 (0.040)

	...protect my right from government intrusion.
	0.078 (0.043)
	0.164*** (0.042)
	0.054 (0.043)
	0.129** (0.042)

	...restrict police in removing firearms from civilians.
	0.054 (0.038)
	-0.015 (0.040)
	0.069 (0.037)
	0.029 (0.039)

	...make interactions between citizens less dangerous.
	0.014 (0.036)
	-0.002 (0.035)
	-0.001 (0.034)
	0.036 (0.037)

	...make me more fearful of going out in public.
	0.035 (0.043)
	-0.039 (0.043)
	0.059 (0.042)
	0.002 (0.043)

	...make interactions between the public and the police more dangerous.
	-0.032 (0.041)
	-0.072 (0.042)
	0.035 (0.039)
	-0.091* (0.042)

	The safety of police officers on patrol is more important than my right to carry a firearm.
	-0.008 (0.043)
	0.031 (0.043)
	0.094* (0.043)
	0.039 (0.043)

	I support firearm laws such as the one described above.
	-0.023 (0.039)
	0.023 (0.040)
	-0.066 (0.037)
	0.011 (0.039)

	I would be more likely to carry a firearm if such a law is passed.
	0.005 (0.042)
	0.025 (0.042)
	-0.028 (0.041)
	0.001 (0.042)

	Notes: AME=average marginal effects, S.E.=robust standard errors, DVs=dependent variables. Likert-scale collapsed to binary variable where 1= strongly agree or somewhat agree, 0=neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree.  ***p<0.001, **p<0.010, *p<0.05
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	Police Messenger (compared to control)
	Politician Messenger
(compared to control)

	
	AME (S.E.)
	AME (S.E.)

	Liberty Scale
	0.104 (0.085)
	0.098 (0.083)

	Police Safety Scale
	0.021 (0.069)
	0.119 (0.070)

	Community Safety Scale
	0.025 (0.076)
	-0.044 (0.075)

	
	OR (S.E.)
	OR (S.E.)

	The safety of police officers on patrol is more important than my right to carry a firearm.
	1.004 (0.131)
	1.215 (0.164)

	I support firearm laws such as the one described above.
	0.973 (0.133)
	0.916 (0.127)

	I would be more likely to carry a firearm if such a law is passed.
	1.053 (0.150)
	1.079 (0.156)

	Covariates included
	· 
	· 

	N
	784
	801
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	Police Messenger (compared to control)
	Politician Messenger
(compared to control)

	
	AME (S.E.)
	AME (S.E.)

	Liberty Scale
	0.162 (0.087)
	0.149 (0.085)

	Police Safety Scale
	0.010 (0.071)
	0.119 (0.070)

	Community Safety Scale
	0.070 (0.080)
	-0.000 (0.078)

	
	OR (S.E.)
	OR (S.E.)

	The safety of police officers on patrol is more important than my right to carry a firearm.
	0.009 (0.127)
	0.209 (0.133)

	I support firearm laws such as the one described above.
	0.026 (0.133)
	-0.007 (0.135)

	I would be more likely to carry a firearm if such a law is passed.
	0.074 (0.134)
	0.056 (0.136)

	N
	791
	811






	[bookmark: _Toc207791317]Table A10. Adjusted oppositional and support messages compared to control
	

	
	Oppositional Message
(compared to control)
	Supportive Message
(compared to control)

	
	AME (S.E.)
	AME (S.E.)

	Liberty Scale
	-0.033 (0.085)
	0.242** (0.082)

	Police Safety Scale
	0.178* (0.070)
	-0.038 (0.069)

	Community Safety Scale
	-0.088 (0.075)
	0.071 (0.075)

	
	OR (S.E.)
	OR (S.E.)

	The safety of police officers on patrol is more important than my right to carry a firearm.
	1.113 (0.144)
	1.076 (0.148)

	I support firearm laws such as the one described above.
	0.787 (0.107)
	1.130 (0.157)

	I would be more likely to carry a firearm if such a law is passed.
	1.034 (0.148)
	1.110 (0.158)

	Covariates included
	· 
	· 

	N
	795
	790
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	Oppositional Messages (compared to Supportive)

	
	AME (S.E.)

	Liberty Scale
	-0.297*** (0.068)

	Police Safety Scale
	0.232*** (0.058)

	Community Safety Scale
	-0.190** (0.063)

	
	OR (S.E.)

	The safety of police officers on patrol is more important than my right to carry a firearm.
	1.050 (0.118)

	I support firearm laws such as the one described above.
	0.684** (0.078)

	I would be more likely to carry a firearm if such a law is passed.
	0.893 (0.100)

	Covariates included
	· 

	N
	1,051
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	Oppositional Messages (compared to Supportive)

	
	AME (S.E.)

	Liberty Scale
	-0.246*** (0.070)

	Police Safety Scale
	0.218*** (0.059)

	Community Safety Scale
	-0.149* (0.065)

	
	OR (S.E.)

	The safety of police officers on patrol is more important than my right to carry a firearm.
	0.043 (0.109)

	I support firearm laws such as the one described above.
	-0.272* (0.110)

	I would be more likely to carry a firearm if such a law is passed.
	-0.020 (0.109)

	N
	1,051




	[bookmark: _Toc207791320]Table A13. T-tests comparing pre- and post-experiment by condition on perceptions that the safety of police officers on patrol is more important than my right to carry a firearm

	
	Pre-Experiment
	Post-Experiment
	
	T

	
	Mean (S.D.)
	Mean (S.D.)
	Mean Difference
	P

	All Groups
	3.176 (1.32)
	3.250 (1.30)
	+0.074
	0.145

	Police-Oppositional
	3.080 (1.36)
	3.162 (1.41)
	+0.081
	0.505

	Police-Supportive
	3.213 (1.35)
	3.218 (1.35)
	+0.004
	0.972

	Politician-Oppositional
	3.196 (1.29)
	3.380 (1.29)
	+0.185
	0.092

	Politician-Supportive
	3.195 (1.26)
	3.289 (1.21)
	+0.094
	0.380

	   Oppositional Message
	3.140 (1.32)
	3.274 (1.35)
	+0.135
	0.100

	   Supportive Message
	3.205 (1.31)
	3.254 (1.28)
	+0.049
	0.534

	   Police Messenger
	3.148 (1.38)
	3.190 (1.38)
	+0.042
	0.619

	   Politician Messenger
	3.196 (1.27)
	3.336 (1.25)
	+0.140
	0.067

	Notes: S.D.=standard deviation, T=t-test, P=p-value
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	AME (S.E.)
	P

	All Groups
	0.023 (0.019)
	0.234

	Police-Oppositional
	0.002 (0.043)
	0.970

	Police-Supportive
	-0.002 (0.043)
	0.955

	Politician-Oppositional
	0.079 (0.042)
	0.058

	Politician-Supportive
	0.056 (0.043)
	0.189

	   Oppositional Message
	0.042 (0.030)
	0.168

	   Supportive Message
	0.027 (0.031)
	0.378

	   Police Messenger
	-0.001 (0.031)
	0.985

	   Politician Messenger
	0.068 (0.030)
	0.023

	Notes: AME=average marginal effects, S.E.=robust standard errors, P=p-value
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Title 
A Vignette Experiment Assessing Public Perceptions of Constitutional Carry Laws and Police Officer Safety

Description 
Purpose: To evaluate public support of constitutional carry laws and whether varying the law messenger/message sways public support. Some states have passed, while others are considering updating, constitutional carry laws. While variation on the legal specifics exists across states, constitutional carry laws generally allow residents greater freedom to openly or concealed carry firearms in public. Some have commented that the revised laws allow greater freedoms to American citizens, as well as greater protections. Others argue that these laws jeopardize public safety, allowing more access to firearms and putting both law enforcement and the public at greater risk of firearm victimization. While the public generally supports the police, little is known about public views of officer safety, such as whether support for these laws is dependent on their potential risks to law enforcement. We use a 2 X 2 with an added control group (five total conditions) survey vignette to assess whether public support for constitutional carry laws depends on the (opposition or support) message provided about a proposed constitutional carry law and the messenger commenting on it.
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Study Information
Hypotheses
Message: Hypothesis (H1a): Treatment respondents assigned approval messages will have higher constitutional carry law approval ratings than control respondents, regardless of the messenger. Hypothesis (H1b): Treatment respondents provided disapproval messages will have lower constitutional carry law approval ratings than control respondents, regardless of the messenger. Hypothesis (H1c): Treatment respondents provided approval messages will be more likely to report they would carry firearms if such a law is passed than control respondents, regardless of the messenger. Hypothesis (H1d): Treatment respondents provided disapproval messages will be less likely to report they would carry firearms if such a law is passed than control respondents, regardless of the messenger. Our survey asks respondents to indicate their agreement with the following statement before and after treatments are assigned: “The safety of police officers on patrol is more important than my right to carry a firearm.” We hypothesize that (H1e) any approval message treatment will decrease pre- to post-treatment support with the statement, while (H1f) any disapproval message will increase support.

Message/Messenger: While we have no reason to believe that the messenger will sway perceptions of our outcomes unless coupled with a message, we suspect that the message/messenger combination will be important in analyzing respondent agreement with the aforementioned statement: “The safety of police officers on patrol is more important than my right to carry a firearm.” Specifically, we hypothesize that (H2a) respondents assigned the police messenger + disapproval messages will have the largest increases in support of the statement and that (H2b) those assigned the police messenger + approval message will report the lowest support of the statement.

Liberty: Our survey asks respondents about the effects of the constitutional carry law on matters relating to personal liberty and community and officer safety. 

Regarding liberty, respondents are asked about their agreement/disagreement with whether constitutional carry laws: 1: ...grant me more freedom to protect myself. 2: ...grant me more freedom to protect my family. 3: ...protect my right from government intrusion. We hypothesize that (H3a) those assigned approval messages will report higher levels of agreement with increased personal liberty and (H3b) those assigned disapproval messages will report lower levels of agreement. 

Respondents report their agreement with whether the constitutional carry laws (1) make communities safer, (2) make interactions between citizens less dangerous, (3) make me more fearful of going out in public, and (4) make interactions between the public and the police more dangerous. We hypothesize that those (H4a) assigned approval messages will be less concerned about community safety risks posed by the laws, while (H4b) those assigned disapproval messages will be more concerned about safety risks. 

Respondents also report their agreement with whether the constitutional carry laws: (1) make it harder for the police to do their job safely and (2) restrict police in removing firearms from civilians. We hypothesize that (H5a) those assigned approval messages will report less agreement with these statements and (H5b) those assigned disapproval messages will report more agreement with these statements.

Design Plan

Study type
Experiment - A researcher randomly assigns treatments to study subjects, this includes field or lab experiments. This is also known as an intervention experiment and includes randomized controlled trials.

Blinding
· For studies that involve human subjects, they will not know the treatment group to which they have been assigned.

Is there any additional blinding in this study?
The researchers will know which condition respondents are assigned after the assignment; however, the respondents will not know that the vignette is being randomly assigned. At the end of the survey, we thank the respondents and reiterate that these laws have been considered and passed in a limited number of states.

Study design
We use a 2 X 2 with an added control group (5 total conditions) survey vignette to assess whether the public is more or less likely to support constitutional carry laws by varying the message (opposition or support) contained about these laws, as well as the messenger commenting on it. Condition 1: Control in which the respondent receives baseline information on constitutional carry laws being considered and provides an example of a law from South Carolina that was passed in March of 2024. Condition 2: Baseline information contained in control condition followed by a politician messenger providing a supportive message about the law. Condition 3: Baseline information contained in control condition followed by a politician messenger providing an oppositional message about the law. Condition 4: Baseline information contained in control condition followed by a police executive messenger providing a supportive message about the law. Condition 5: Baseline information contained in control condition followed by a police executive messenger providing an oppositional message about the law. 

Randomization
Randomization will be conducted in Qualtrics. Respondents will receive only one of the five conditions. Therefore, this is a between-subjects experiment. True randomization (no blocking, stratification)

Sampling Plan
Existing Data
Registration prior to creation of data

Explanation of existing data
No existing data has been collected.

Data collection procedures
IRB approval from the hosting institution has been obtained (Protocol number blinded for peer review). The only exclusion criterion is age, in which we are asking respondents 18+. The Prolific platform will distribute the survey on our behalf, which promises nationally representative samples. We will rely on Prolific’s sampling frame of online respondents. Inherent to online samples, there may be indirect exclusion criteria of those who do not have access to computer/internet.

Sample size
Prolific will provide a sample of 1,300 respondents. 

Sample size rationale
This is based on a one-way ANOVA (fixed effects, omnibus) of 5 conditions, at 80% power, alpha (0.05), effect size (0.10), which provided a total sample size of 1,200 (g*power).

Stopping rule
Prolific promises to obtain the sample paid for by the researchers. 

Variables
Manipulated variables
Below are the five conditions that will be randomly assigned: Condition 1: "Some states are considering updating their firearm laws. For example, South Carolina recently passed a law that allows residents to carry firearms openly or concealed in public, lowers the age to publicly carry from 21 to 18, and removes a person's duty to notify the police when carrying their firearms in certain situations. Police leaders across the country have OPPOSED such legislation, stating that these new laws prevent police officers from properly executing their duties, increase violent encounters between citizens, and increase violent encounters between the police and citizens. One prominent police leader stated that “my hope is that America does not turn into the Wild West, as this is a win for criminals who can now walk around with a gun and law enforcement cannot do anything about it." Condition 2: "Some states are considering updating their firearm laws. For example, South Carolina recently passed a law that allows residents to carry firearms openly or concealed in public, lowers the age to publicly carry from 21 to 18, and removes a person's duty to notify the police when carrying their firearms in certain situations. Police leaders across the country have SUPPORTED such legislation, stating that these new laws allow Americans more freedoms, provide them more protections, and improve public safety. One prominent police leader stated that “law-abiding citizens are now allowed to exercise their constitutional rights under the law without having to go to the government for permission.” Condition 3: "Some states are considering updating their firearm laws. For example, South Carolina recently passed a law that allows residents to carry firearms openly or concealed in public, lowers the age to publicly carry from 21 to 18, and removes a person's duty to notify the police when carrying their firearms in certain situations. Politicians (e.g., governors and congress members) across the country have OPPOSED such legislation, stating that these new laws prevent police officers from properly executing their duties, increase violent encounters between citizens, and increase violent encounters between the police and citizens. One prominent politician stated that “my hope is that America does not turn into the Wild West, as this is a win for criminals who can now walk around with a gun and law enforcement cannot do anything about it" Condition 4: "Some states are considering updating their firearm laws. For example, South Carolina recently passed a law that allows residents to carry firearms openly or concealed in public, lowers the age to publicly carry from 21 to 18, and removes a person's duty to notify the police when carrying their firearms in certain situations. Politicians (e.g., governors and congress members) across the country have SUPPORTED such legislation, stating that these new laws allow Americans more freedoms, provide them more protections, and improve public safety. One prominent politician stated that “law-abiding citizens are now allowed to exercise their constitutional rights under the law without having to go to the government for permission.” Condition 5: "Some states are considering updating their firearm laws. For example, South Carolina recently passed a law that allows residents to carry firearms openly or concealed in public, lowers the age to publicly carry from 21 to 18, and removes a person's duty to notify the police when carrying their firearms in certain situations."

Measured variables
After respondents see the experimental condition, they will be asked the followed questions/stems. These are measured on a 5-point Likert scale (strongly disagree, somewhat disagree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat agree, strongly agree). "Imagine this law was passed nationally. How much do you agree or disagree with the following? This law will..." ...make it harder for the police to do their job safely. ...grant me more freedom to protect myself. ...grant me more freedom to protect my family. ...make communities safer. ...protect my right from government intrusion. ...restrict police in removing firearms from civilians. ...make interactions between citizens less dangerous. ...make me more fearful of going out in public. ...make interactions between the public and the police more dangerous. "How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?" The safety of police officers on patrol is more important than my right to carry a firearm. (This question will also be asked before the experiment begins to assess pre-post experiment changes.) I support firearm laws such as the one described above. I would be more likely to carry a firearm if such a law is passed. Respondents receiving an experiment condition will be binary coded (1 if receiving that condition) and 0 if they did not receive the other four conditions. Covariates: Sex = binary coded, race = binary, age = categorial, education = categorical, race = binary, political identity = categorical, married = binary, employed = binary, Household firearm owner = binary, police contact = binary, crime victim = binary, arrested = binary, did you report the crime = binary, unfair treatment by police = binary, did you vote in most recent election = binary.

Indices
After data collection, we will assess if our outcomes load together on a combined mean scale. However, since data has yet to be collected, we do not yet know if we can assess the alignment of our scales. We will rely on Cronbach alpha reliability statistics to measure if these items load well. If these items do not combine with high alpha scores, we will examine these items separately. 

Analysis Plan
Statistical models
First, we will create a series of binary variables to declare which condition the respondents were randomly assigned. Respondents will receive only one of the five experimental conditions. Binary indicators for each respondent will be given a 1 if they received one of the five conditions, and 0 if they did not receive the other four conditions (treatment variable). , and 0 otherwise (for the other four conditions, they did not receive). Sociodemographic information (race, sex assigned at birth, prior victimization experiences, prior police contact, martial status, political affiliation, and employment status) will be collected and included in models as dummy variables. After data collection, we will create balance tables to assess the equivalence of be recovariates across experimental conditions. To analyze the outcomes, we will first begin with descriptive t-tests assessing responses to the outcome questions by experimental condition and in comparison, to the control. Next, we will execute regression models to fit the outcome structure of the data. That is, we will model the dependent variables with OLS regression models if the outcomes load well based on combined mean scales (rely on Cronbach alpha scores). If they do not load well together, we will examine our outcomes separately using ordered logit analyses. Sensitivity analyses will collapse the Likert-scale questions to assess agreeableness (1 = strongly agree and somewhat agree, 0 = neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree, and strongly disagree). 

Transformations
We will use combined mean scales of our dependent variables and will be coded where higher coefficients indicate more support of the constitutional carry laws and lower scores show lower support of these laws. Items may be reverse-coded such that higher scores = greater support for constitutional carry laws. 

Inference criteria
We will use frequentist modeling whereby p-values at or below 0.05 alpha will be considered statistically significant. We will use a two-tailed test to determine such p-values. 

Data exclusion
We have included one factual attention check that asked respondents a specific question about the law change from the vignettes. For those who "fail" the attention check, we will execute sensitivity analyses excluding those respondents to assess if our findings remain after removing these observations. 

Missing data
We will use multiple imputation with chained equations to handle missing data on the independent variables/covariates. 

Exploratory analysis
Exploratory analyses will be examined to assess if our dependent variables load on a single factor and load with high reliability scores (alphas).

Other
Other
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