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Abstract 

Scholars have suggested the existence of an association between gun ownership and 

adherence to certain norms of masculinity among American men. However, previous studies 

have not quantitatively estimated the relationship between gun ownership and the probability of 

identifying as a feminist. I address this gap by estimating regressions that examine the extent to 

which owning a gun is associated with a man’s probability of identifying as a feminist. I find 

that, when demographic factors are controlled for, men who own guns are less likely to identify 

as feminists than men who do not own guns. The results of subgroup analyses suggest that this 

association is particularly pronounced among men who are White, young, better educated, and 

higher-income. When I control for attitudinal factors in addition to demographic factors, I find 

no evidence of an association between gun ownership and feminism. The policy implications of 

my findings are unclear. 

  



 

iv 

This thesis is dedicated to my support system – to everyone who lent an ear, offered advice, or 

helped with proofreading as I navigated the writing process – but especially to Patrick, who 

always remained patient with me as I worked, no matter how much my busy schedule affected 

him. I also want to give special thanks to Professor Thomas and Professor Mayer for all the help 

they provided along the way. 

  

Sincerely, 

Hannah P. Friedman 

 



 

v 

  Table of Contents 

Introduction ..................................................................................................................................... 1 

Background ..................................................................................................................................... 2 

Literature Review............................................................................................................................ 4 

Conceptual Framework ................................................................................................................... 7 

Data and Methods ......................................................................................................................... 10 

Descriptive Statistics ..................................................................................................................... 13 

Results ........................................................................................................................................... 19 

Discussion and Conclusion ........................................................................................................... 34 

Appendix ....................................................................................................................................... 38 

References ..................................................................................................................................... 47 

  

  



 

vi 

List of Figures 

Figure 1. Influences on the Probability of Identifying as a Feminist Among American Men ....... 8 

 

  



 

vii 

List of Tables 

Table 1. Definitions of Variables .................................................................................................. 12 

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for my Dependent, Key Independent, and Control Variables ...... 15 

Table 3. Disaggregated Descriptive Statistics for Gun Owners and Non-Gun Owners ............... 17 

Table 4. LPM Regression Results ................................................................................................. 22 

Table 5. Subgroup Regression Results (Demographic Controls) ................................................. 27 

Table 6. Subgroup Regression Results (Demographic and Attitudinal Controls) ........................ 30 

Table 7. Average Marginal Effects Estimated from Logit Regression Results ............................ 38 

Table 8. Average Marginal Effects Estimated from Logit Subgroup Regression Results 

(Demographic Controls) ............................................................................................................... 40 

Table 9. Average Marginal Effects Estimated from Logit Subgroup Regression Results 

(Demographic and Attitudinal Controls) ...................................................................................... 43 

 

 



 

1 

Introduction 

At present, despite major strides made toward gender equality in the United States over 

the last century, American women still experience unequal opportunity compared to American 

men. A 2019 Pew Research Center report finds that American women earn an average of 85 

cents for every dollar that men earn for comparable work (Graf et al., 2019). While there are 

more female Fortune 500 CEOs now than ever before, they number only 38 (Benveniste, 2020). 

Only 26% of U.S. Senators and 23% of all Members of Congress are women (Center for 

American Women and Politics, 2020). Nonetheless, roughly 66% of all American households are 

dual-income households (Hodge & Lundeen, 2013), and, despite the fact that they tend to take on 

the majority of household responsibilities in families, women make up nearly half of the labor 

force (Brenan, 2020).  

For nearly two centuries, women have spearheaded feminist movements aimed at 

achieving gender equality (Boyd & Harrison, 2013). A 2016 study by the Washington Post and 

the Kaiser Family Foundation found that support for feminism is closely linked to gender: 

around 60% of women call themselves “feminists” or “strong feminists,” as compared with only 

33% of men (Cai & Clement, 2016). 

The possible reasons for men’s and women’s divergent views on feminism have been 

analyzed by sociologists. Flood and Pease (2017) discuss the fact that men tend to enjoy a 

relatively privileged position in society as compared to women, which often prevents men from 

empathizing with and ultimately recognizing the gender-based biases with which women must 

still contend. In the context of this privilege, some men may see the promotion of feminism and 

the advancing of women’s position in society as a zero-sum game, in which greater equality for 

women means a loss of status for men (Kosakowska-Berezecka et al., 2004).  Some scholars 
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argue that this gendered conception of power dynamics underlies debates around a variety of 

social and policy issues (Engeli & Mazur, 2018). Others argue that attitudes on such issues are 

often good predictors of support for gender equality (Cowan et al., 1992). In the United States, 

one such predictive attitude relates to gun ownership (Cassino & Besen-Cassino, 2019). The 

results of some studies suggest that American men who own guns are more likely to subscribe to 

the kinds of traditional gender roles challenged by feminism, within which men play a dominant 

role as breadwinners and household protectors (Stroud, 2012; Carlson, 2015). However, existing 

studies have yet to explore specifically the association between gun ownership and views on 

feminism. 

This paper addresses this gap in the existing literature by using data from the 2016 

American National Election Study (ANES) to investigate the relationship between gun 

ownership and the probability of identifying as a feminist among American men. In the next 

section, I provide additional background information on American gun ownership. I then discuss 

the relevant literature and provide an overview of my conceptual framework, data, and statistical 

methods. Finally, I present the results of my empirical analysis and address their policy 

implications. 

Background 

A 2019 Pew Research study found that roughly 30% of Americans own a gun, and that 

42% live in a household with a gun owner (Gramlich & Schaeffer, 2019). Data from Statista 

indicate that men are both more likely than women to own guns and more likely to live in gun-

owning households: roughly 45% of men own guns as compared to 19% of women, while 51% 

of men live in a gun-owning household as compared to 35% of women (Statista, 2020).  
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Among American gun owners, around two-thirds say they own more than one gun, with 

29% of gun owners owning five or more guns (Gramlich & Schaeffer, 2019). Protection is the 

most commonly stated reason for gun ownership among male and female gun owners alike. 

However, women are much more likely to list protection as their sole reason for owning a gun, 

whereas men often cite other reasons, such as hunting, target practice, and collecting (Horowitz, 

2017). Female gun owners are also less likely than their male counterparts to visit gun websites 

or to watch television programs or videos about guns (Horowitz, 2017). In other words, for many 

American women, gun ownership serves simply as a means of protection, whereas for men, gun 

ownership often exists within a larger “gun culture,” marked by a shared sense of enthusiasm for 

guns and their associated recreational activities (Yamane, 2017). Hence Mencken and Froese’s 

(2019) finding that men are more likely than women to engage in American gun culture.  

In addition to being more invested in gun culture than women, American men are also 

more likely to commit gun violence. The perpetrators of mass shootings in the U.S. in recent 

decades have been overwhelmingly male (Victor, 2018). This fact, coupled with evidence that 

American men tend to be more invested in gun culture than American women, has given way to 

public debate around whether American men’s relationship with guns is related to their 

conception of their own masculinity and, consequently, to their views about gender equality and 

about the feminist movements that have accompanied this progress (Kalish & Kimmel, 2010). 

The empirical connection between gun ownership and views on feminism has yet to be 

extensively explored. The sections below summarize the relevant research and seek to enrich the 

discussion by exploring whether a quantitative link can be drawn between gun ownership and the 

probability of identifying as a feminist among American men. 
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Literature Review 

There is a lack of quantitative research on the association between gun ownership and the 

probability of identifying as a feminist. However, a small body of literature does examine the 

wider association between masculinity and gun culture in the United States. Among scholars 

studying this association, masculinity is often understood to mean “hegemonic masculinity,” a 

term referring to the legitimization of the dominant position of men in society, which is 

considered antithetical to the feminist objective of gender equality (Connell & Messerschmidt, 

2005). One additional study examines the relationship between sexism and gun ownership 

among American men. The paragraphs below summarize the relevant findings in the existing 

literature and discuss my contributions to this research.  

Masculinity and Gun Culture 

Some scholars have found that men who are “hypermasculine” – meaning that they 

strongly identify with traits and roles considered traditionally masculine – often express 

enthusiasm for guns. For example, Matson et al. (2018) find that self-identified male gun 

enthusiasts display masculine honor beliefs. Masculine honor beliefs refer to the idea that men 

should respond aggressively to perceived threats or insults, in line with traditional norms of 

masculinity (Saucier et al., 2016). Matson et al. (2018) also find that male gun enthusiasts 

purposely avoid emotional responses considered under conventional conceptions of masculinity 

to be weak or feminine, such as crying. Stroud (2012) and Warner et al. (2021) found evidence 

of similar sentiments in their studies on male attitudes toward guns. Gun enthusiasts within the 

authors’ samples expressed a sense of duty to protect their households, a role traditionally 

accorded to men in the context of hegemonic masculinity (Stroud, 2012; Warner et al., 2021). 
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For some men, this sense of duty may even extend to the carrying of a handgun, a phenomenon 

Cukier and Sheptycki (2012) call “pistolization.” 

Other studies suggest that, among some men, enthusiasm for guns may serve as a 

mechanism for managing feelings of “fragile masculinity.” The term “fragile masculinity” refers 

to the fear on the part of a subset of men that they will fail to live up to their conceptions of 

traditional “manhood,” as set out by the norms associated with hegemonic masculinity 

(DiMuccio & Knowles, 2020). Some men may try to compensate for this anxiety by engaging in 

what they consider to be masculine behaviors, such as gun enthusiasm (DiMuccio & Knowles, 

2020). Ray et al.’s (2020) quantitative analysis suggests an association between childhood 

bullying and gun enthusiasm. Here, men are more likely to adhere more strictly to masculine 

gender norms – including high levels of gun enthusiasm – if they feel insecure, weak, and 

unmanly as a result of having been bullied as children (Ray et al., 2020).  

Scholars have found other evidence that men whose dominance is called into question 

may be more likely to immerse themselves in gun culture and to own guns. For instance, Cassino 

and Besen-Cassino (2019) provide quantitative evidence of an association between men’s 

declining economic conditions and gun sales. The authors also find that, when men perceive 

threats to male dominance, they are less likely to support gun control measures. Mencken and 

Froese (2019) similarly find that White men in economic distress take particular comfort in gun 

ownership. Carlson (2015) provides context for social dynamics of this sort, asserting that they 

are rooted in a sense of nostalgia for a bygone era when men held stable employment and were 

the sole breadwinners in American households. 
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Sexism and Gun Ownership 

Some gender studies scholars have theoretically linked the motivators of gun ownership 

with modern sexism (Stroud, 2012; Carlson, 2015, Mencken & Froese, 2019; Warner et al., 

2021). Modern sexism is often defined as a sense, among some men, of feeling threatened by 

women promoting gender equality (Filindra et al., 2021). However, only Filindra et al. (2021) 

have explicitly measured this ideology and tested its association with gun ownership. The 

authors used several national surveys to create different scales of sexism and assigned each 

survey respondent a sexism score based on their respective survey’s individual sexism scale 

(Filindra et al., 2021). They then tested the relationship between sexism and gun ownership for 

each survey, yielding mixed results: the correlation between sexism and gun ownership was 

found to be positive and statistically significant in some models but not in others (Filindra et al., 

2021). The authors discuss the limitations of their research, noting their use of inconsistent 

measures of sexism across different surveys (Filindra et al., 2021). 

The Present Study 

Because gun ownership is often linked to immersion in a wider gun culture among 

American men, and since scholars have found aspects of this gun culture to be intertwined with 

hegemonic masculinity, it seems likely that gun ownership is linked to attitudes about feminism 

among American men. However, existing quantitative research has yet to focus specifically on 

the question of whether such a relationship exists. Filindra et al. (2021) come close with their 

exploration of the relationship between sexism and gun ownership. However, the authors decline 

to incorporate views on feminism in their models, despite the theoretical links gender studies and 

sociology scholars often draw between sexist and anti-feminist views (Stanley & Wise, 1979). 

My study seeks to fill this gap in the literature, and to contribute to our understanding of the 
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implications of male attitudes toward guns, by using a large, nationally representative sample 

from the 2016 American National Election Study (ANES) – also used by Filindra et al. (2021) – 

to quantify the relationship between gun ownership and support for feminism among American 

men.  

Conceptual Framework 

Based on the relevant literature, I hypothesize that, among American men, gun ownership 

will have a negative correlation with the probability of identifying as a feminist. I also 

hypothesize that this negative correlation will be strongest among White men and among men of 

lower socioeconomic status.  

As discussed in my literature review, there is a lack of research on the association 

between gun ownership and feminism. The existing research suggests that gun ownership 

represents a way for some American men to adhere to the standards of male dominance 

prescribed by the paradigm of hegemonic masculinity. As hegemonic masculinity is at odds with 

the feminist goal of gender equality, male gun ownership should serve as a good predictor of 

male attitudes toward feminism.  

My empirical model controls for various factors that may be associated with both gun 

ownership and feminism. These demographic and attitudinal factors are diagramed in Figure I 

and are discussed in further detail below.1 

  

 
1 My data do not allow me to control for potentially relevant family background factors. Figure I 

only includes variables for which I have data. In the concluding section of my paper, I discuss 

these limitations. 
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Figure 1. Influences on the Probability of Identifying as a Feminist Among American Men 

 

Demographic Factors 

• Gun owner: As discussed in my literature review, male gun owners are more likely to 

identify with traditional forms of masculinity stemming from norms of social 

dominance (Stroud, 2012; Carlson, 2015; Cassino & Besen-Cassino, 2019; Warner et 

al., 2021). Given the preference of many male gun owners for dominant roles, which 

runs counter to the notions of equality promoted by feminism, this study focuses on 

the association between gun ownership and attitudes related to feminism. 

• Age, Education, Household income, and Southern: While there is no quantitative 

research on the association between feminism and gun ownership, Filindra et al. 
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(2021) study the relationship between sexism and gun ownership. The authors’ 

analyses of data from the 2004 American National Election Study (ANES), the 2008 

ANES, the 2012 ANES, the 2016 ANES, and the 2015 National Gun Survey 

incorporate demographic controls for age, education, income, and residence in the 

Southern United States. I include the same set of demographic controls in my study.  

• Race: Filindra et al. (2021) limit their sample to White respondents but acknowledge 

the need for additional studies analyzing the relationship between views on gender 

equality and gun ownership to use a wider sample of respondents and to account for 

race. I control for race in my study. 

• Sexual orientation: Homosexual men are often stereotyped as feminine in comparison 

to heterosexual men (Kite & Deaux, 1987). Given this dynamic, I suspect that some 

homosexual men may feel less pressure to adhere to certain standards of masculinity 

than heterosexual men. I also suspect that homosexual men may therefore view both 

gun ownership and feminism differently than heterosexual men. I thus control for 

sexual orientation in my study.  

• Immigration status: I suspect that men born outside of the United States may 

experience less exposure to American gun culture than men born and raised in the 

United States. I also suspect that men born outside of the United States may adhere to 

different cultural norms than men born and raised in the United States. Thus, I suspect 

that men born outside of the United States may view both gun ownership and 

feminism differently than men born in the United States. I therefore control for 

immigration status in my study. 
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Attitudinal Factors  

• Political party, Political ideology, and Religiosity: In addition to controlling for 

demographic factors, Filindra et al. (2021) control for political party, political 

ideology, and religiosity. I also include these controls in my study. 

• Vote for Hillary Clinton: The 2016 Presidential Election featured the first-ever female 

presidential nominee, Hillary Clinton. Given Clinton’s gender and the fact that she 

was a pro-gun control candidate, I account for whether respondents voted for her. 

Data and Methods 

As previously noted, my empirical analyses use individual-level data from the 2016 

American National Election Study (ANES).2 Given the theoretical framework on which my 

analyses are based, I limit my sample to male survey respondents. My dependent variable, 

feminist, is a dummy variable that reflects responses to the question, “How well does the term 

‘feminist’ describe you?”3 My key independent variable, own_gun, is a binary variable indicating 

whether a respondent owns a gun.4  

 
2 The ANES samples a cross-section of eligible voters in the United States. The 2016 survey was 

administered via the Internet and face-to-face interviews. Respondents were interviewed both 

before and after the 2016 Presidential Election. The face-to-face sample comprised 1,180 pre-

election respondents and 1,058 post-election respondents. The online sample comprised 3,090 

pre-election respondents and 2,590 post-election respondents. Respondents were questioned 

about their civic engagement, political leanings, media exposure, demographics, values, and 

other attributes. Supplemental data were also collected from respondents’ Facebook accounts 

(Time Series Study, 2016). I limit my analysis to data based on responses provided before the 

2016 Presidential Election, as some survey respondents did not complete questionnaires after the 

election. 
3 The original responses to the survey question, “How well does the term ‘feminist’ describe 

you?” were: “1. Extremely well,” “2. Very well,” “3. Somewhat well,” “4. Not very well” and 

“5. Not at all” (Time Series Study, 2016). I coded my feminist variable to equal 1 for responses 

ranging from 1-3 and to equal 0 for responses ranging from 4-5.  
4 I created my key independent variable using original responses to the survey question, “How 

many guns do you own?” (Time Series Study, 2016). I coded responses of 1 or higher to equal 1 

and responses of 0 to equal 0. 
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To analyze the relationship between gun ownership and feminism, I estimate a linear 

probability model. My regression controls for personal and political factors that are plausibly 

related to whether one identifies as a feminist and to whether one owns a gun. More specifically, 

I estimate the following regression: 

feminist = β0 + β1own_gun + β2southern + β3age_36to55 + β4over55 + β5white + 

β6lessthanhs + β7highschool + β8somecoll + β9college + β10inc_lessthan50k + 

β11inc_50k_lessthan100k + β12heterosexual + β13immigrant + β14registered_republican + 

β15very_liberal + β16liberal + β17moderate + β18conservative + β19hillary_clinton + β20religious + 

µ 

where β1 represents my coefficient of interest and u represents an error term. My analytic 

sample includes 1,384 male respondents from all 50 states and the District of Columbia who 

were interviewed either in person or online in the weeks leading up to the 2016 presidential 

election. Table 1 provides definitions for each variable included in my model. Data for all 

variables in the table come from the 2016 ANES. 
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Table 1. Definitions of Variables 

Variables Definitions 

Dependent Variable 

feminist A dichotomous variable indicating whether a survey 

respondent identifies as a feminist.  

Independent Variable 

own_gun A dichotomous variable indicating whether a survey 

respondent owns one or more guns. 

Demographic Factors 

southern 

 

A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent 

lives in the Southern United States.  

age_35under A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent is 

35 years of age or under. 

age_36to55 A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent is 

between 36 and 55 years of age (inclusive). 

age_over55 A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent is 

over 55 years of age. 

white A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent is 

White.  

lessthanhs A categorical variable measuring the respondent’s highest 

level of educational attainment. The variable is set equal to 1 

if the respondent had fewer than 12 years of education. 

highschool A categorical variable measuring the respondent’s highest 

level of educational attainment. The variable is set equal to 1 

if the respondent had exactly 12 years of education. 

somecoll A categorical variable measuring the respondent’s highest 

level of educational attainment. The variable is set equal to 1 

if the respondent had more than 12 years of education but 

fewer than 16 years of education. 

college A categorical variable measuring the respondent’s highest 

level of educational attainment. The variable is set equal to 1 

if the respondent had exactly 16 years of education. 

greaterthancoll A categorical variable measuring the respondent’s highest 

level of educational attainment. The variable is set equal to 1 

if the respondent had more than 16 years of education. 

inc_lessthan50k A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent’s 

total household income for the 2015 tax year was less than 

$50,000. 

inc_50k_lessthan100k A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent’s 

total household income for the 2015 tax year was greater 

than $50,000 but less than $100,000. 

inc_100kplus A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent’s 

total household income for the 2015 tax year was $100,000 

or more.  
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Table 1. (Cont.) 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

Table 2 reports descriptive statistics for my dependent, key independent, and control 

variables.6 All of my results have been weighted using a weight variable created by the 2016 

ANES administrators. Roughly 26% of men surveyed ahead of the 2016 election self-identified 

 
5 Because I limit my sample to respondents who were surveyed before the 2016 general election, 

this variable pertains only to state primaries. 

6 Some sample members responded with “don’t know” or “refused” when asked how many guns 

they owned. I removed all such observations from the dataset. Many of the other categorical 

variables in my dataset also allowed for “don’t know” or “refused” responses; I discarded all 

sample members for whom one or more variable(s) contained this type of response. After 

eliminating these respondents, I was left with a total of 1,384 male sample members who were 

interviewed either face-to-face or online ahead of the 2016 Presidential Election. 

Variables Definitions 

Demographic Factors (Cont.) 

heterosexual A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent is 

heterosexual. 

immigrant A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent is 

a first-generation immigrant to the United States. 

Attitudinal Factors 

registered_republican A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent is 

a registered Republican. 

very_liberal A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent 

considers himself to be very liberal. 

liberal A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent 

considers himself to be liberal or somewhat liberal. 

moderate A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent 

considers himself to be moderate. 

conservative A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent 

considers himself to be somewhat conservative or 

conservative. 

very_conservative A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent 

considers himself to be very conservative. 

hillary_clinton A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent 

voted for Hillary Clinton in his state’s 2016 presidential 

election primary.5  

religious A dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent 

considers himself religious. 



 

14 

as feminists. However, the degree to which these respondents considered themselves feminists 

varied greatly (not shown in table): fewer than 3% of respondents said that the term “feminist” 

described them “extremely well,” while around 6% of respondents said the term described them 

“very well” and 17% responded that the term described them “somewhat well.” The majority 

(nearly three-quarters) of respondents replied that the term feminist did not describe them very 

well (17%) or at all (57%).  

Some 39% of respondents reported owning at least one gun. The members of my sample 

own about two guns, on average. However, the distribution of the number of guns owned is 

heavily right-skewed. Most respondents reported that they did not own a gun, and most who did 

own a gun indicated that they owned one or two, but some respondents reported owning up to 99 

guns.  

About a third of respondents reported living in the Southern United States. Respondents’ 

ages were fairly evenly distributed. Most respondents reported that they were White (75%) and 

heterosexual (94%). Only 8% of respondents reported that they were first-generation immigrants. 

The “some college” education category contained more respondents than any other education 

category, at 31%. This education category includes both respondents with two-year associate 

degrees and those who began four-year college degrees but did not complete them. Around 19% 

of respondents were registered Republicans. Over a quarter (27%) of respondents considered 

themselves “moderate,” while 30% considered themselves liberal (ranging from “somewhat 

liberal” to “extremely liberal”), and 43% considered themselves conservative (ranging from 

“somewhat conservative” to “extremely conservative”).  
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for my Dependent, Key Independent, and Control Variables 

  

Variable Mean Min. Max  SD 
     

Respondent considers himself a feminist 0.26 0 1 0.44 
     

Respondent owns a gun 0.39 0 1 0.49 

       

Demographic Factors    

     

Respondent lives in the Southern United States 0.35 0 1 0.48 
     

Respondent is White 0.75 0 1 0.44 
     

Respondent is heterosexual 0.94 0 1 0.24 
     

Respondent is a first-generation immigrant 0.08 0 1 0.27 
     

Respondent's Age     

     

35 or under 0.32 0 1 0.47 
     

36 to 55 0.34 0 1 0.47 
     

Over 55 0.34 0 1 0.47 
     

Respondent's Highest Education Level     

     

No high school diploma 0.08 0 1 0.27 
     

High school diploma 0.25 0 1 0.43 
     

Some college 0.31 0 1 0.46 
     

Four-year college degree 0.22 0 1 0.42 
     

Post-graduate studies 0.14 0 1 0.35 
     

Respondent's Household Income     

     

Less than $50,000 annually 0.35 0 1 0.48 
     

Between $50,000 and $99,999 annually 0.30 0 1 0.46 
     

$100,000 or more annually 0.34 0 1 0.48 
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Table 2. (Cont.) 

 

 

Many of the descriptive statistics reported in Table 2 vary according to whether a 

respondent owns a gun. Table 3 reports disaggregated descriptive statistics for gun owners and 

non-gun owners. Notably, only 19% of gun owners consider themselves feminists, while 30% of 

non-gun owners do. Gun owners are also more likely to live in the Southern United States than 

non-gun owners (40%, compared to 32%). In addition, gun owners are more likely than non-gun 

owners to be over the age of 55, to be conservative, to consider themselves religious, and to be 

registered Republicans. 

  

Variable Mean Min. Max  SD 
     

Attitudinal Factors    

     

Respondent is a registered Republican 0.19 0 1 0.40 
     

Respondent voted for Hillary Clinton in his 2016 

state primary 
0.11 0 1 0.31 

     

Respondent considers himself religious 0.58 0 1 0.49 
     

Respondent's Self-Described Political Ideology     

     

Very liberal 0.04 0 1 0.19 
     

Liberal 0.26 0 1 0.44 
     

Moderate 0.27 0 1 0.44 
     

Conservative 0.38 0 1 0.49 
     

Very conservative 0.05 0 1 0.22 
     

N=1,384     

Average weight = 1,346.35         
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Table 3. Disaggregated Descriptive Statistics for Gun Owners and Non-Gun Owners 

 

  

Variable 
Non-Gun 

Owner 
Gun Owner Difference SE 

     

Respondent considers himself a 

feminist 
0.30 0.19 0.11*** 0.03 

  
   

Demographic Factors    
  

   
Respondent lives in the Southern 

United States 
0.32 0.40 0.08** 0.03 

     

Respondent is White 0.68 0.86 0.18*** 0.03 
     

Respondent is heterosexual 0.92 0.96 0.04*** 0.02 
     

Respondent is a first-generation 

immigrant 
0.11 0.04 0.07*** 0.01 

     

Respondent's Age     

     

35 or under 0.37 0.25 0.12*** 0.03 
     

36 to 55 0.33 0.31 0.02 NS 0.03 
     

Over 55 0.30 0.40 0.10*** 0.03 
     

Respondent's Highest Education Level     

     

No high school diploma 0.08 0.09 0.01 NS 0.02 
     

High school diploma 0.26 0.25 0.01 NS 0.03 
     

Some college 0.29 0.34 0.05* 0.03 
     

Four-year college degree 0.22 0.22 0.00 NS 0.02 
     

Post-graduate studies 0.16 0.12 0.04** 0.02 
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Table 3. (Cont.) 

 

 

  

Variable 
Non-Gun 

Owner 
Gun Owner Difference SE 

     

Demographic Factors (Cont.)    

     

Respondent's Household Income     

     

Less than $50,000 annually 0.38 0.31 0.07** 0.03 
     

Between $50,000 and $99,999 annually 0.28 0.33 0.05* 0.03 
     

$100,000 or more annually 0.34 0.36 0.02 NS 0.03 
     

Attitudinal Factors     

     

Respondent is a registered Republican 0.15 0.26 0.11*** 0.03 
     

Respondent voted for Hillary Clinton 

in his 2016 state primary 
0.13 0.08 0.05*** 0.02 

     

Respondent considers himself religious 0.55 0.63 0.08** 0.03 
     

Respondent's Self-Described Political 

Ideology 
    

     

Very liberal 0.06 0.01 0.05*** 0.01 
     

Liberal 0.30 0.19 0.11*** 0.03 
     

Moderate 0.27 0.26 0.01 NS 0.03 
     

Conservative 0.33 0.47 0.14*** 0.03 
     

Very conservative 0.04 0.07 0.03** 0.01 

      

N=1,384     

Average weight = 1,346.35         

      

Robust standard errors are given in parentheses under coefficients   

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1, NS indicates a lack of significance 
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Results 

My regression results are summarized in Tables 4, 5, and 6. In Table 4, Model 1 reports 

the results of a simple bivariate regression of feminism on gun ownership among American men. 

Model 2 adds demographic controls, while Model 3 adds attitudinal controls. Table 5 builds on 

Model 2 to test whether the relationship between gun ownership and feminism varies according 

to demographic characteristics when attitudinal controls are omitted from the regression. More 

specifically, Model 4 explores whether this relationship varies according to race, Model 5 

explores whether this relationship varies according to age, Model 6 explores whether this 

relationship varies according to educational attainment, and Model 7 explores whether this 

relationship varies according to household income. To conduct my subgroup analyses, I 

dichotomized continuous variables to create the most even possible distribution within my 

sample. I then interacted these dichotomous variables with my key independent variable. Table 6 

reports the results of a similar set of subgroup analyses, but in this case, attitudinal controls are 

included (so, these analyses build on Model 3). For this set of analyses, I estimate one additional 

regression (Model 12), in which I test for whether my relationship of interest varies according to 

political party registration.7 I explain below my reasoning for conducting my subgroup analyses 

based on two separate sets of regressions, one of which excludes attitudinal controls and one of 

which includes them. 

  

 
7 I also estimated logit specifications for each regression. Footnotes throughout this section 

provide more information on the way that my logit regression results compare to my LPM 

regression results. Average marginal effects estimates from my logit regressions are reported in 

Tables 7, 8, and 9 in the Appendix. 
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Main Regression Results 

Models 1 and 2 in Table 4 support my hypothesis that American men who own guns are 

less likely to identify as feminists than their counterparts who do not own guns. The results of 

Model 1 suggest that respondents who own guns are about eleven percentage points less likely to 

identify as feminists than respondents who do not own guns. This association is statistically 

significant at conventional levels. The addition of demographic controls in Model 2 lessens the 

magnitude of the negative association between gun ownership and the probability of identifying 

as a feminist. The results of this second regression suggest that respondents who own guns are 

about eight percentage points less likely to identify as feminists than respondents who do not 

own guns, holding my demographic controls constant. However, the fully specified model in 

Table 4 (Model 3), which adds attitudinal controls, suggests that there is not a statistically 

significant relationship between gun ownership and the probability of identifying as a feminist.8  

As shown in Table 4, the omission of demographic controls from Model 1 exerts 

downward bias on the coefficient on gun ownership. The inclusion of these variables in Model 2 

produced a less biased result, although it is important to note the association between gun 

ownership and the probability of identifying as a feminist remained negative and statistically 

significant. The addition of attitudinal controls significantly reduced the magnitude and 

significance level of the coefficient on gun ownership. This finding is not particularly surprising, 

 
8 My logit regression results in Table 7 are largely similar to my LPM regression results in Table 

4. In Model 13, men who own guns are about 11.5 percentage points less likely to identify as 

feminists than men who do not own guns (compare to the results of Model 1). In Model 14, men 

who own guns are about eight percentage points less likely to identify as feminists than men who 

do not own guns, holding my demographic controls constant (compare to the results of Model 2). 

In Model 15, there is no material difference in the probability of identifying as a feminist 

between men who own guns and men who do not own guns, holding my attitudinal and 

demographic controls constant (compare to the results of Model 3). 
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as it is likely that some of the attitudinal variables included in Model 3 are so closely related to 

gun ownership that they reflect the same cluster of attitudes toward feminism as gun ownership. 

As discussed in earlier sections, some researchers suggest the existence of an “American gun 

culture,” wherein one’s social and political attitudes (such as one’s degree of conservativism) 

often inform the degree of investment in gun culture and often correlate with behaviors such as 

gun ownership (Yamane, 2017). It is therefore unclear whether the attitudinal controls are 

essentially redundant to my key independent variable. For this reason, I also conduct two 

separate sets of subgroup analyses: one that incorporates only demographic controls, and another 

that incorporates both demographic and attitudinal controls.   
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Table 4. LPM Regression Results 

 

  

Dependent Variable Feminist 
    

      (1)        (2)        (3) 
    

  Bivariate Multivariate Multivariate 

Key Independent Variable    

    

Gun owner  -0.112*** -0.076*** -0.021 NS 

  (0.028) (0.029) (0.027) 

Demographic Variables    

    

Southern  -0.074*** -0.030 NS 
  (0.027) (0.025) 
    

36 to 55 years of age  -0.096*** -0.058* 
  (0.036) (0.033) 
    

Over 55 years of age  -0.031 NS 0.000 NS 
  (0.037) (0.033) 
    

White  -0.044 NS -0.038 NS 
  (0.036) (0.035) 
    

No high school diploma  -0.217*** -0.149*** 
  (0.062) (0.057) 
    

Completion of high school only  -0.168*** -0.105** 
  (0.052) (0.048) 
    

Completion of some college  -0.173*** -0.123*** 
  (0.043) (0.039) 
    

Completion of college  -0.059 NS -0.008 NS 
  (0.044) (0.040) 
    

Household income < $50,000 per year  0.056 NS 0.032 NS 
  (0.034) (0.033) 
    

Household income > = $100,000 per year  0.042 NS 0.027 NS 
  (0.035) (0.033) 
    

Heterosexual  -0.183*** -0.039 NS 
  (0.066) (0.064) 
    

Immigrant  -0.024 NS -0.013 NS 

    (0.048) (0.046) 
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Table 4. (Cont.) 

 

  

Dependent Variable Feminist 
    

      (1)        (2)        (3) 
    

  Bivariate Multivariate Multivariate 

Attitudinal Variables    

    

Registered Republican   0.013 NS 
   (0.030) 
    

Liberal   -0.356*** 
   (0.065) 
    

Moderate   -0.576*** 
   (0.066) 
    

Conservative   -0.664*** 
   (0.064) 
    

Very conservative   -0.664*** 
   (0.073) 
    

Voted for Hillary Clinton in state primary   0.125** 
   (0.051) 
    

Religious   -0.007 NS 
   (0.028) 
    

Constant 0.230*** 0.652*** 0.941*** 
 (0.028) (0.083) (0.088) 
    

Observations  1,384 1,384 1,384 
    

R-Squared 0.016 0.070 0.210 
    

Robust standard errors are given in parentheses under coefficients  

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1, NS indicates a lack of significance 
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Subgroup Analyses  

It is possible that the relationship between gun ownership and feminism differs depending 

on membership in particular subgroups. I conduct subgroup analyses to test whether my 

relationship of interest differs according to race and household income, given the existing 

literature suggesting that White men of lower socioeconomic status may take particular comfort 

in gun ownership (Mencken & Froese, 2019). I also test whether my relationship of interest 

varies according to age and educational attainment, given findings reported in my descriptive 

statistics section that gun owners in my sample are more likely than non-gun owners to be over 

the age of 55 and are less likely to have completed education beyond a four-year college degree. 

As noted above, I estimate two different sets of subgroups: one with demographic 

controls only (Models 4 through 7 in Table 5) and one that also includes attitudinal controls 

(Models 8 through 12 in Table 6). As also noted above, Model 12 in Table 6 incorporates an 

additional interaction term that allows me to test whether my relationship of interest differs 

according to whether a respondent is a registered Republican. I estimate this additional 

specification given that, as shown in my descriptive statistics section, the gun owners in my 

sample are more likely than non-gun owners to be registered Republicans. 

I initially hypothesized that the negative association between gun ownership and the 

probability of identifying as a feminist would be stronger among White men than among men of 

other races. The results of Model 4 in Table 5 support this prediction. Gun ownership is not 

associated with a statistically significant change in the probability of identifying as a feminist 

among non-White men, but is associated with a nine-percentage-point decrease (-0.013 – 0.076) 

in the probability of identifying as a feminist among White men. Among White men, the 
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relationship of interest is statistically significant at conventional levels, as indicated by the F-test 

results reported at the bottom of Table 5.  

The results presented in Table 5 also suggest that gun ownership is associated with a 

statistically significant decrease of nine percentage points in the probability of identifying as a 

feminist among men under the age of 55, but is not associated with a statistically significant 

change in the probability of identifying as a feminist among men over the age of 55 (see the 

results of Model 5).9 I also find that gun ownership is not associated with a statistically 

significant change in the probability of identifying as a feminist among men who did not 

complete high school, but is associated with a statistically significant eight-percentage-point 

decrease in the probability of identifying as a feminist among men who graduated from high 

school (see the results of Model 6).  

I initially hypothesized that the negative association between gun ownership and the 

probability of identifying as a feminist would be stronger among men of lower socioeconomic 

status. The results of Model 7 in Table 5 paint a different picture. Gun ownership is associated 

with a statistically significant decrease of nearly 11 percentage points in the probability of 

identifying as a feminist among men with an annual household income of over $50,000, but is 

 
9 My logit regression results in Table 8 are similar to the results of my subgroup analyses in 

Table 5. In Model 16, there is a statistically significant negative association between gun 

ownership and the probability of identifying as a feminist among White men, but not among non-

White men (compare to the results of Model 4). In Model 17, there is a statistically significant 

negative association between gun ownership and the probability of identifying as a feminist 

among men under the age of 55, but not among men over the age of 55 (compare to the results of 

Model 5). In Model 18, there is a statistically significant negative association between gun 

ownership and the probability of identifying as a feminist among men who completed high 

school, but not among men who did not complete high school (compare to the results of Model 

6). In Model 19, there is a statistically significant negative association between gun ownership 

and the probability of identifying as a feminist among men with an annual household income 

above $50,000, but not among men with an annual household income below $50,000 (compare 

to the results of Model 7). 
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not associated with a statistically significant change in the probability of identifying as a feminist 

among men with an annual household income of under $50,000. When I include attitudinal 

controls in my subgroup analyses, I find no evidence of the relationship of interest among any 

subgroup (see the results shown in Table 6).10 

  

 
10 The results of my logit regressions in Table 9 are similar to the results of my subgroup 

analyses in Table 6. I find no evidence of the relationship of interest among any subgroup in 

Models 20 through 24 (compare to the results of Models 8 through 12). 
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Table 5. Subgroup Regression Results (Demographic Controls) 

 

  

Dependent Variable Feminist 
     

 (4) (5) (6) (7) 
     

  
Interaction 

(White) 

Interaction 

(Over 55) 

Interaction 

(< High 

Sch.) 

Interaction 

(HH Inc. < 

$50K) 

Key Independent Variables     

     

Gun owner  -0.013 NS -0.090** -0.080*** -0.105*** 
 (0.068) (0.036) (0.030) (0.034) 
     

Gun owner * White -0.076 NS    

 (0.044)    

     

Gun owner * Over 55 years of age  0.041 NS   

  (0.057)   

     

Gun owner * No high school diploma   0.059 NS  

   (0.110)  

     

Gun owner * Household income less than 

$50,000 per year 
   0.085 NS 

        (0.063) 

Demographic Variables     

     

Southern -0.075*** -0.074*** -0.075*** -0.072*** 
 (0.027) (0.027) (0.027) (0.027) 
     

36 to 55 years of age -0.098*** -0.095*** -0.096*** -0.097*** 
 (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) 
     

Over 55 years of age -0.032 NS -0.047 NS -0.031 NS -0.031 NS 
 (0.037) (0.044) (0.037) (0.036) 
     

White -0.023 NS -0.043 NS -0.045 NS -0.045 NS 

  (0.044) (0.037) (0.036) (0.036) 
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Table 5. (Cont.) 

 

 

  

Dependent Variable Feminist 
     

 (4) (5) (6) (7) 
     

  
Interaction 

(White) 

Interaction 

(Over 55) 

Interaction 

(< High 

Sch.) 

Interaction 

(HH Inc. 

< $50K) 

Demographic Variables (Cont.)     

     
No high school diploma -0.216*** -0.217*** -0.241*** -0.216*** 
 (0.062) (0.062) (0.074) (0.062) 
     

Completion of high school only -0.166*** -0.166*** -0.168*** -0.164*** 
 (0.052) (0.052) (0.052) (0.052) 
     

Completion of some college -0.173*** -0.173*** -0.172*** -0.170*** 
 (0.043) (0.043) (0.043) (0.043) 
     

Completion of college -0.059 NS -0.059 NS -0.059 NS -0.056 NS 
 (0.043) (0.044) (0.044) (0.044) 
     

Household income < $50,000 per year 0.055 NS 0.056 NS 0.055 NS 0.024 NS 
 (0.034) (0.034) (0.034) (0.040) 
     

Household income > = $100,000 per year 0.042 NS 0.042 NS 0.041 NS 0.042 NS 
 (0.035) (0.035) (0.035) (0.035) 
     

Heterosexual -0.181*** -0.184*** -0.182*** -0.180*** 
 (0.066) (0.067) (0.067) (0.067) 
     

Immigrant -0.018 NS -0.023 NS -0.025 NS -0.026 NS 
 (0.049) (0.048) (0.048) (0.048) 
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Table 5. (Cont.) 

 

 

 

Dependent Variable Feminist 
     

 (4) (5) (6) (7) 
     

  
Interaction 

(White) 

Interaction 

(Over 55) 

Interaction 

(< High 

sch.) 

Interaction 

(HH Inc. 

< $50K) 
     

Constant 0.638*** 0.657*** 0.654*** 0.659*** 
 (0.084) (0.083) (0.083) (0.083) 
     

Observations  1,384 1,384 1,384 1,384 
     

R-Squared 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.072 
     

F-Statistics and P-Values 8.00*** 1.17 NS 0.04 NS 0.13 NS 

H0: own_gun + interaction = 0 (0.005) (0.280) (0.841) (0.715) 

     

Robust standard errors are given in parentheses under coefficients   

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1, NS indicates a lack of significance   
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Table 6. Subgroup Regression Results (Demographic and Attitudinal Controls) 

 

  

Dependent Variable Feminist 
      

 (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 
      

  
Interaction 

(White) 

Interaction 

(Over 55) 

Interaction (< 

High Sch.) 

Interaction 

(HH Inc. < 

$50K) 

Interaction 

(Republican) 

Key Independent Variables      

      

Gun owner  0.013 NS -0.020 NS -0.019 NS -0.032 NS -0.014 NS 
 (0.067) (0.034) (0.028) (0.032) (0.032) 
      

Gun owner * White -0.041 NS     

 (0.073)     

      

Gun owner * Over 55 years of age  -0.003 NS    

  (0.051)    

      

Gun owner * No high school diploma   -0.026 NS   

   (0.097)   

      

Gun owner * Household income less than $50,000 per 

year 
   0.032 NS  

    (0.037)  

      

Gun owner * Republican     -0.031 NS 
         (0.056) 
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Table 6. (Cont.) 
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Table 6. (Cont.) 

 

 

  

Dependent Variable Feminist 
      

 (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 
      

  
Interaction 

(White) 

Interaction 

(Over 55) 

Interaction (< 

High Sch.) 

Interaction 

(HH Inc. < 

$50K) 

Interaction 

(Republican) 

Demographic Variables (Cont.)      

      
Household income < $50,000 per year 0.031 NS 0.032 NS 0.027 NS 0.020 NS 0.032 NS 
 (0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.037) (0.030) 
      

Household income > = $100,000 per year 0.027 NS 0.027 NS 0.027 NS 0.027 NS 0.027 NS 
 (0.033) (0.033) (0.032) (0.032) (0.033) 
      

Heterosexual -0.039 NS -0.039 NS -0.039 NS -0.039 NS -0.039 NS 
 (0.064) (0.064) (0.064) (0.064) (0.064) 
      

Immigrant -0.010 NS -0.013 NS -0.012 NS -0.014 NS -0.013 NS 
 (0.046) (0.046) (0.046) (0.046) (0.046) 

Attitudinal Variables      

      

Registered Republican 0.013 NS 0.013 NS 0.014 NS 0.013 NS 0.029 NS 
 (0.029) (0.029) (0.030) (0.030) (0.043) 
      

Liberal -0.357*** -0.358*** -0.358*** -0.359*** -0.359*** 
 (0.065) (0.065) (0.065) (0.065) (0.065) 
      

Moderate -0.575*** -0.576*** -0.577*** -0.576*** -0.577*** 

  (0.066) (0.066) (0.067) (0.066) (0.066) 
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Table 6. (Cont.) 

 

 

 

Dependent Variable Feminist 
      

 (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 
      

 Interaction 

(White) 

Interaction 

(Over 55) 

Interaction (< 

High Sch.) 

Interaction 

(HH Inc. < 

$50K) 

Interaction 

(Republican) 

Attitudinal Variables (Cont.)      

      
Conservative -0.663*** -0.664*** -0.665*** -0.664*** -0.666*** 
 (0.064) (0.064) (0.064) (0.064) (0.064) 
      

Very conservative -0.662*** -0.664*** -0.664*** -0.662*** -0.665*** 
 (0.073) (0.073) (0.073) (0.073) (0.073) 
      

Voted for Hillary Clinton in state primary 0.122** 0.124** 0.125** 0.124** 0.125** 
 (0.052) (0.051) (0.051) (0.051) (0.051) 
      

Religious -0.007 NS -0.007 NS -0.007 NS -0.007 NS -0.008 NS 
 (0.028) (0.028) (0.028) (0.028) (0.028) 
      

Constant 0.934*** 0.941*** 0.941*** 0.945*** 0.941*** 
 (0.089) (0.088) (0.083) (0.088) (0.088) 
      

Observations  1,384 1,384 1,384 1,384 1,384 
      

R-Squared 0.211 0.210 0.210 0.211 0.211 

       

F-Statistics and P-Values 0.96 NS 0.33 NS 0.23 NS 0.00 NS 0.92 NS 

H0: own_gun + interaction = 0 (0.327) (0.568) (0.634) (0.995) (0.339) 

       

Robust standard errors are given in parentheses under coefficients     

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1, NS indicates a lack of significance     
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In summary, without controlling for additional variables, there is a moderate and 

statistically significant negative association between gun ownership and the probability of 

identifying as a feminist among American men. When demographic controls are added to the 

regression, this association remains negative and significant but diminishes in magnitude. The 

addition of attitudinal controls yields results suggesting that my relationship of interest is not 

statistically significant, though it is unclear whether attitudinal controls should be included in my 

regressions. The results of my regression models that contain interactions suggest that, when 

demographic controls only are included, there may be some variation in my relationship of 

interest according to race, age, educational attainment, and income. The addition of attitudinal 

controls to my subgroup analyses renders all of my key estimates insignificant. In the next 

section, I discuss the policy implications of my findings, as well as their implications for the 

wider debate around masculinity, feminism, and gun culture. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

My regression results suggest that, when demographic factors are controlled for, 

American men who own guns are about eight percentage points less likely than American men 

who do not own guns to identify as feminists. For reference, 26% of the men in my sample 

consider themselves feminists. Relative to this figure, an eight percentage point reduction 

represents a fairly substantial change. In my subgroup analyses, I find an association between 

gun ownership and the probability of identifying as a feminist among White men, younger men, 

more educated men, and higher-income men. However, among non-White men, older men, less 

educated men, and lower-income men, gun ownership is not significantly related to the 

probability of identifying as a feminist. I also find that, when attitudinal factors are controlled for 

in addition to demographic factors, there is little evidence of an association between gun 
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ownership and the probability of identifying as a feminist. However, it is unclear whether my 

attitudinal controls should be included in the regressions, given the possibility that they are so 

closely related to gun ownership that they register the same cluster of attitudes toward feminism 

as gun ownership. 

Existing research on masculinity and gun culture suggests that, for American men, gun 

ownership often represents a mechanism for adhering to traditional norms of masculinity that are 

at odds with the gender equality goals promoted by feminism. Given this research, my findings 

suggest that there may be merit to discussing the possibility raised by some scholars that, in the 

United States, gun culture is intertwined with issues of gender equality (Stroud, 2012; Mencken 

& Froese, 2019; Carlson, 2015; Cassino & Besen-Cassino, 2019).  

Limitations of my Analyses 

A possible source of omitted variable bias in my estimates relates to my failure to 

account for the family background of my respondents. Existing research suggests that attitudes 

toward gender equality are often driven by the household in which one was raised. People who 

were raised by parents who challenged traditional gender norms are more likely to avoid 

adhering to traditional norms themselves (Unterhofer & Wrohlich, 2017). Attitudes toward guns 

and gun ownership are also likely driven by the household in which one was raised. Evidence 

suggests that people who grew up in a household with a family member who owned a gun are 

more likely to be gun owners themselves and to hold favorable attitudes toward guns (Azrael et 

al., 2017; Wombacher & Wallace, 2019). I was unable to control for variables accounting for 

family background because the relevant data are not included in the 2016 ANES. I suspect that, 

among American men, growing up in a household with parents who followed traditional gender 

norms is negatively correlated with the probability of identifying as a feminist and positively 
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correlated with gun ownership. I also suspect that, among American men, growing up in a 

household with guns is positively correlated with gun ownership and negatively correlated with 

the probability of identifying as a feminist. Therefore, the omission of such family background 

variables is likely biasing my estimates downward. This means that the negative association 

between gun ownership and the probability of identifying as a feminist might not be as strong as 

my results suggest.  

Future Research and Policy Implications 

This study attempts to fill a gap in the existing literature on American gun culture and 

gender issues stemming from a lack of quantitative research incorporating views on feminism. 

While my data and methods allow me to address this gap, my study only covers one facet of 

American gun culture: gun ownership. Existing research suggests that American gun culture is a 

wider phenomenon, including but not limited to the act of owning a gun (Yamane, 2017). For 

this reason, instead of using a single binary gun ownership variable to measure the key 

independent variable, future research should blend my approach of using multiple regression 

methods and a dependent variable measuring feminism with the use of a gun culture index. 

Provided that the relevant data are available, this index might account for gun ownership, the 

number of guns owned, the kinds of guns owned, the reasons for gun ownership, participation in 

various leisure activities involving guns, subscriptions to publications promoting gun ownership, 

membership in the National Rifle Association, donations to the American gun lobby, and 

attitudes toward gun control measures.  

As women continue to work toward gender equality, policymakers continue to consider 

ways of improving women’s standing in society. One solution might involve education 

initiatives related to gender equality that target gun owners. My findings suggest that, among 
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White men, younger men, more educated men, and wealthier men, gun ownership is negatively 

correlated with the likelihood of identifying as a feminist. By contrast, gun ownership does not 

appear related to the likelihood of identifying as a feminist among non-White men, older men, 

less educated men, and poorer men. In other words, my findings suggest that gun ownership 

might serve as a more useful predictor of attitudes about feminism among demographics 

typically discussed in existing literature as possessing a higher degree of social privilege, or 

access to preferential opportunities afforded to particular social groups (Black & Stone, 2011). 

Thus, it might make sense to target gun owners among these demographics with initiatives aimed 

at changing individuals’ views about gender equality. However, given the ambiguity of my 

findings, the true policy implications of my research remain unclear. Further research on 

American gun culture and gender equality is required before more definitive conclusions can be 

drawn.  
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Appendix 

Table 7. Average Marginal Effects Estimated from Logit Regression Results 

 

  

Dependent Variable Feminist 
    

     (13)      (14)      (15) 
    

 Bivariate Multivariate Multivariate 

Key Independent Variable    

    

Gun owner  -0.614*** -0.444*** -0.153 NS 

  (0.164) (0.173) (0.184) 

Demographic Variables    

    

Southern  -0.433*** -0.225 NS 
  (0.160) (0.173) 
    

36 to 55 years of age  -0.549*** -0.388* 
  (0.202) (0.224) 
    

Over 55 years of age  -0.171 NS 0.015 NS 
  (0.192) (0.215) 
    

White  -0.241 NS -0.251 NS 
  (0.195) (0.215) 
    

No high school diploma  -1.194*** -0.933** 
  (0.404) (0.397) 
    

Completion of high school only  -0.873*** -0.640** 
  (0.279) (0.302) 
    

Completion of some college  -0.916*** -0.794*** 
  (0.222) (0.243) 
    

Completion of college  -0.286 NS -0.036 NS 
  (0.201) (0.224) 
    

Household income < $50,000 per year  0.359 NS 0.252 NS 
  (0.201) (0.209) 
    

Household income > = $100,000 per year  0.258 NS 0.204 NS 
  (0.200) (0.218) 
    

Heterosexual  -0.831*** -0.172 NS 
  (0.287) (0.312) 
    

Immigrant  -0.133 NS -0.079 NS 
   (0.263) (0.277) 
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Table 7. (Cont.) 

 

 

  

Dependent Variable Feminist 
    

     (13)       (14)       (15) 
    

  Bivariate Multivariate Multivariate 

Attitudinal Variables    

    

Registered Republican   0.113 NS 
   (0.248) 
    

Liberal   -1.731*** 
   (0.423) 
    

Moderate   -2.765*** 
   (0.449) 
    

Conservative   -3.470*** 
   (0.461) 
    

Very conservative   -3.564*** 
   (0.616) 
    

Voted for Hillary Clinton in state primary   0.609** 
   (0.248) 
    

Religious   -0.052 NS 
   (0.183) 
    

Constant -.849*** 0.826** 2.297*** 
 (0.093) (0.389) (0.546) 
    

Observations  1,384 1,384 1,384 
    

Pseudo R-Squared 0.014 0.062 0.182 
    

Robust standard errors are given in parentheses under coefficients  

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1, NS indicates a lack of significance   
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Table 8. Average Marginal Effects Estimated from Logit Subgroup Regression Results 

(Demographic Controls) 

 
  

Dependent Variable Feminist 
     

 (16) (17) (18) (19) 
     

  
Interaction 

(White) 

Interaction 

(Over 55) 

Interaction 

(< High 

Sch.) 

Interaction 

(HH Inc. 

< $50K) 

Key Independent Variables     

     

Gun owner  -0.037 NS -0.554** -0.461*** -0.637*** 
 (0.356) (0.225) (0.176) (0.205) 
     

Gun owner * White -0.511 NS    

 (0.404)    

     

Gun owner * Over 55 years of age  0.285 NS   

  (0.338)   

     

Gun owner *No high school diploma   0.262 NS  

   (0.811)  

     

Gun owner * Household income less than 

$50,000 per year 
   0.187 NS 

        (0.222) 

Demographic Variables     

     

Southern -0.431*** -0.435*** -0.435*** -0.421*** 
 (0.161) (0.160) (0.160) (0.205) 
     

36 to 55 years of age -0.563*** -0.542*** -0.548*** -0.556*** 
 (0.202) (0.203) (0.202) (0.202) 
     

Over 55 years of age -0.181 NS -0.270 NS -0.172 NS -0.175 NS 
 (0.193) (0.220) (0.192) (0.191) 
     

White -0.117 NS -0.235 NS -0.244 NS -0.245 NS 
 (0.223) (0.197) (0.195) (0.194) 
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Table 8. (Cont.) 

 

 
  

Dependent Variable Feminist 
     

 (16) (17) (18) (19) 
     

 Interaction 

(White) 

Interaction 

(Over 55) 

Interaction 

(< High 

Sch.) 

Interaction 

(HH Inc. < 

$50K) 

Demographic Variables (Cont.)      

     
No high school diploma -1.194*** -1.195*** -1.285*** -1.201*** 
 (0.403) (0.403) (0.459) (0.403) 
     

Completion of high school only -0.866*** -0.870*** -0.873*** -0.858*** 
 (0.278) (0.279) (0.279) (0.279) 
     

Completion of some college -0.922*** -0.920*** -0.915*** -0.904*** 
 (0.223) (0.223) (0.222) (0.222) 
     

Completion of college -0.283 NS -0.282 NS -0.286 NS -0.271 NS 
 (0.200) (0.202) (0.201) (0.202) 
     

Household income < $50,000 per year 0.353* 0.359* 0.355* 0.187 NS 
 (0.202) (0.201) (0.201) (0.222) 
     

Household income > = $100,000 per year 0.257 NS 0.257 NS 0.254 NS 0.258 NS 
 (0.200) (0.200) (0.200) (0.202) 
     

Heterosexual -0.873*** -0.842*** -0.826*** -0.812*** 
 (0.287) (0.290) (0.289) (0.294) 
     

Immigrant -0.098 NS -0.125 NS -0.136 NS -0.141 NS 

  (0.262) (0.264) (0.263) (0.261) 
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Table 8. (Cont.) 

 

 

 

Dependent Variable Feminist 
     

 (16) (17) (18) (19) 
     

 Interaction 

(White) 

Interaction 

(Over 55) 

Interaction 

(< High 

sch.) 

Interaction 

(HH Inc. < 

$50K) 

      

Constant 0.746* 0.859** 0.832** 0.867** 
 (0.392) (0.388) (0.388) (0.389) 
     

Observations  1,384 1,384 1,384 1,384 
     

R-Squared 0.064 0.063 0.063 0.065 

       

Chi-Squared Statistics and P-Values 7.97*** 1.07 NS 0.06 NS 0.11 NS 

H0: own_gun + interaction = 0 (0.005) (0.301) (0.801) (0.736) 

      

Robust standard errors are given in parentheses under coefficients 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1, NS indicates a lack of significance   
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Table 9. Average Marginal Effects Estimated from Logit Subgroup Regression Results (Demographic and Attitudinal 

Controls) 

 

  

Dependent Variable Feminist 
      

 (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) 
      

 Interaction 

(White) 

Interaction 

(Over 55) 

Interaction 

(< High 

Sch.) 

Interaction 

(HH Inc. < 

$50K) 

Interaction 

(Republican) 

Key Independent Variables      

      

Gun owner  0.116 NS -0.164 NS -0.128 NS -.254 NS -0.098 NS 
 (0.404) (0.241) (0.189) (0.225) (0.202) 
      

Gun owner * White -0.343 NS     

 (0.455)     

      

Gun owner * Over 55 years of age  0.029 NS    

  (0.347)    

      

Gun owner * No high school diploma   -0.341 NS   

   (0.781)   

      

Gun owner * Household income less than $50,000 per year    0.272 NS  

    (0.364)  

      

Gun owner * Republican     -0.312 NS 

          (0.452) 
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Table 9. (Cont.) 

 

 
  

Dependent Variable Feminist 
      

 (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) 
      

  
Interaction 

(White) 

Interaction 

(Over 55) 

Interaction 

(< High 

Sch.) 

Interaction 

(HH Inc. < 

$50K) 

Interaction 

(Republican) 

Demographic Variables      

      

Southern -0.223 NS -0.225 NS -0.222 NS -0.223 NS -0.225 NS 
 (0.173) (0.173) (0.173) (0.172) (0.173) 
      

36 to 55 years of age -0.398* -0.388* -0.392* -0.397* -0.391* 
 (0.224) (0.223) (0.223) (0.224) (0.224) 
      

Over 55 years of age .009 NS .004 NS .013 NS .010 NS .007 NS 
 (0.216) (0.256) (0.215) (0.215) (0.215) 
      

White -0.163 NS -0.251 NS -0.251 NS -0.253 NS -0.259 NS 
 (0.247) (0.216) (0.216) (0.215) (0.215) 
      

No high school diploma -0.942** -0.933** -0.806* -0.946** -0.929** 
 (0.400) (0.397) (0.458) (0.397) (0.398) 
      

Completion of high school only -0.637** -0.640** -0.641** -0.637** -0.640** 
 (0.301) (0.302) (0.302) (0.302) (0.302) 
      

Completion of some college -0.802*** -0.794*** -0.795*** -0.788*** -0.792*** 
 (0.244) (0.242) (0.243) (0.243) (0.243) 
      

Completion of college -0.038 NS -0.036 NS -0.036 NS -0.032 NS -0.038 NS 

  (0.223) (0.224) (0.224) (0.224) (0.223) 
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Table 9. (Cont.) 
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Table 9. (Cont.) 

 

 
  

Dependent Variable Feminist 
      

 (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) 
      

  
Interaction 

(White) 

Interaction 

(Over 55) 

Interaction 

(< High 

Sch.) 

Interaction 

(HH Inc. < 

$50K) 

Interaction 

(Republican) 

Attitudinal Variables (Cont.)      

      
Conservative -3.464*** -3.467*** -3.481*** -3.467*** -3.483*** 
 (0.458) (0.463) (0.463) (0.461) (0.464) 
      

Very conservative -3.547*** -3.562*** -3.570*** -3.550*** -3.571*** 
 (0.614) (0.618) (0.619) (0.617) (0.616) 
      

Voted for Hillary Clinton in state primary 0.592** 0.609** 0.612** 0.604** 0.613** 
 (0.251) (0.248) (0.248) (0.247) (0.247) 
      

Religious -0.050 NS -0.054 NS -0.049 NS -0.052 NS -0.061 NS 
 (0.183) (0.182) (0.183) (0.182) (0.183) 
      

Constant 2.238*** 2.299*** 2.293*** 2.330*** 2.296*** 
 (0.550) (0.544) (0.547) (0.545) (0.546) 
      

Observations  1,384 1,384 1,384 1,384 1,384 
      

Pseudo R-Squared 0.183 0.182 0.182 0.183 0.182 

       

Chi-Squared Statistics and P-Values 1.22 NS 0.27 NS 0.38 NS 0.00 NS 0.99 NS 

H0: own_gun + interaction = 0 (0.270) (0.605) (0.536) (0.951) (0.319) 

       

Robust standard errors are given in parentheses under coefficients      

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1, NS indicates a lack of significance     
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