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Introduction

The constitutional right to keep and bear arms and the public-health consequences of firearm injury
coexist within U.S. law and policy. The Second Amendment protects an individual right recognized by
the Supreme Court, while federal, state, and local governments continue to regulate possession,
purchase, carrying, and use under constitutional limits. Firearms are owned for self-defense, hunting,
sport, collection, and other lawful purposes, but they are also involved in suicide, homicide, accidental
injury, domestic violence, and public shootings. CDC mortality data recorded 44,447 firearm deaths in
the United States in 2024, including 27,593 firearm suicides and 15,364 firearm homicides; other
deaths were classified in additional categories such as unintentional, legal-intervention, or
undetermined deaths (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention [CDC], 2026). These statistics do
not answer the constitutional question, and constitutional doctrine does not by itself determine which
prevention measures are effective. A balanced analysis must therefore describe both the legal
framework and the different pathways through which firearm harm occurs.

From Hellerto Rahimi

Modern Second Amendment doctrine begins with District of Columbia v. Heller (2008), in which the
Supreme Court held that the Amendment protects an individual right to possess a handgun in the
home for self-defense. McDonald v. City of Chicago (2010) applied that right against state and local
governments through the Fourteenth Amendment. In New York State Rifle & Pistol Association v.
Bruen (2022), the Court held that the Amendment also protects public carry for self-defense and
directed courts to evaluate firearm regulations through constitutional text and historical tradition
rather than conventional interest balancing. The Court nevertheless has not treated the right as
unlimited. In United States v. Rahimi (2024), it upheld the federal prohibition on firearm possession by
a person subject to a qualifying domestic-violence restraining order after a court found a credible
threat to another person’s physical safety. Together, these decisions establish an individual
constitutional right while leaving continuing litigation over which restrictions are consistent with the
nation’s historical tradition of firearm regulation.
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New Supreme Court Decisions in 2026

The Supreme Court further clarified parts of the Second Amendment framework in 2026. In United
States v. Hemani, decided June 18, the Court held that the federal government could not prosecute
Hemani under the “unlawful user” firearm prohibition based solely on his admitted marijuana use. The
decision was narrow and did not resolve the constitutionality of restrictions applied to people who are
presently intoxicated, addicted, or individually shown to be dangerous (United States v. Hemani,
2026). One week later, in Wolford v. Lopez, the Court invalidated Hawaii’s rule that generally
prohibited licensed concealed-carry holders from carrying handguns on private property open to the
public unless the property owner gave express authorization (Wolford v. Lopez, 2026). These cases
demonstrate that post-Bruen litigation continues to turn on the scope of historical analogues and the
specific people, places, and conduct a law regulates. They do not eliminate federal or state regulatory
authority, nor do they make every firearm restriction constitutionally equivalent.

Different Forms of Firearm Harm Require Different
Evidence

Firearm deaths are not one homogeneous phenomenon, so policies should be evaluated according to
the particular outcome they are intended to affect. Suicide represented the largest category of U.S.
firearm mortality in 2024, while firearm homicide accounted for another major share (CDC, 2026).
Suicide prevention research focuses on temporary crises, safe storage, mental-health care, and the
lethality of immediately available means. Community-violence research often examines concentrated
disadvantage, retaliation, network exposure, illegal markets, trauma, and neighborhood conditions.
Domestic-violence prevention involves restraining orders, prohibited possession, surrender
procedures, victim safety, and due process. Unintentional child injury raises questions about storage
and unauthorized access. Mass shootings receive intense public attention but constitute a smaller
share of firearm deaths than suicide or ordinary homicide, and definitions vary across data sources.
These distinctions matter analytically because a measure associated with one outcome may have
little effect on another. Broad claims that one intervention will either solve or never affect “gun
violence” can therefore obscure the specific mechanism being studied.

Federal and State Reqgulation

American firearm regulation is divided across multiple levels of government. Federal law regulates
licensed dealers, interstate transactions, background checks through the National Instant Criminal
Background Check System, and possession by specified prohibited persons. States may regulate
permits, waiting periods, private transfers, safe storage, carrying, extreme-risk protection orders,
firearm types, and local authority, subject to federal constitutional limits. The result is a complex
patchwork rather than one universal American gun law. Some states use permit-to-purchase systems
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or waiting periods, while others impose fewer pre-purchase requirements. Some authorize extreme-
risk protection orders, and rules governing concealed or open carry differ considerably. After Bruen,
courts have examined whether particular restrictions are consistent with historical tradition, and the
2026 Hemani and Wolford decisions show that outcomes depend heavily on how narrowly the
regulated conduct is defined. Any legal claim therefore needs to identify the jurisdiction, statute,
affected person, and factual context rather than generalize across all firearm ownership or carrying.

Due Process, Enforcement, and Evaluation

Firearm policy also raises procedural and enforcement questions that are distinct from whether a
regulation has a plausible safety objective. Restrictions involving restraining orders, licensing,
disqualifying records, or temporary risk orders can affect protected rights, so notice, evidentiary
standards, hearings, appeals, and restoration procedures matter. Rahimi illustrates how a judicial
finding of credible threat can be important to constitutional analysis, while Hemani cautions against
assuming that a broad status category is sufficient in every circumstance. Enforcement can also
create unequal burdens if stops, searches, fees, delays, or technical violations fall disproportionately
on particular communities. For that reason, evaluation should examine both public-safety outcomes
and implementation. Background-check systems, storage laws, domestic-violence prohibitions,
licensing rules, community-violence programs, and crisis interventions can each be studied through
different measures such as homicide, suicide, theft, illegal diversion, compliance, disparities, and
administrative burden. Evidence about effectiveness should be separated from constitutional analysis,
even though policymakers ultimately must consider both when designing or revising a law.

Conclusion

The right to keep and bear arms in the United States exists alongside substantial firearm-related
mortality and a complex system of federal and state regulation. Supreme Court decisions from Heller
through Bruen recognize an individual right to possess and carry firearms for lawful purposes, while
Rahimi confirms that some restrictions on people found to pose a credible threat can be
constitutionally permissible. The 2026 decisions in Hemaniand Wolford further define the limits of
particular federal and state restrictions without eliminating firearm regulation as a category. Public-
health data likewise require precision: in 2024 the United States recorded 44,447 firearm deaths, with
suicide and homicide accounting for most of the total (CDC, 2026). Because suicide, community
violence, domestic violence, accidental injury, and mass shootings arise through different pathways,
they should not be treated as one interchangeable problem. Informed debate therefore depends on
identifying the specific constitutional rule, jurisdiction, population, outcome, and evidence at issue
rather than reducing the subject to a single slogan about either rights or safety.
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