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Appendix A

Data

No complete and comprehensive official database of public mass shootings currently exists.
Previous researchers have often relied on incomplete government databases, or databases
compiled by unofficial sources such as USA Today and Mother Jones [1]. Unfortunately,
like other researchers, we have found various compilations of public mass shootings to often
be incomplete or have errors in the event details, and/or have apparent inconsistencies in
criteria for inclusion [2, 3, 4, 5]. In this analysis we attempted to rectify this by compiling
a list of all high-fatality public mass shootings in the United States from 1995 onward that
satisfy a well-defined set of criteria. Here we define “mass murder” according to the 2010
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) criteria of four or more killed [3], since it is these
high-fatality count events which are most likely to receive widespread media attention, and
foment debate on potential changes to state and federal policies to address the problem of
firearm violence in the US [6, 7].

Events included in our analysis may have had multiple perpetrators, and may have oc-
curred in multiple public locations, but must have occurred within a 24-hour period to be
included. Shootings related to gang violence or other criminal activity were excluded, as were
shootings that could plausibly have been incited for reasons of self-defense, and shootings
that began with a police encounter during a traffic stop precipitated by suspicion of illegal
activity. Only events with at least four people shot and killed in public places, not including
the perpetrator, were included; victims killed during the incident on private property were
not counted. We also only counted victims who died within one month of the incident,
because it is the initial fatality count that primarily captures the public attention.

Sources of information used in this analysis included various print and online compilations
of mass shootings (all URL’s accessed November, 2019):

• The FBI Uniform Crime Reporting Supplementary Homicide Reports

• Klarevas (2016) [2]
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• Fox (2018) [8]

• Fox and Levin (2003) [9]

• Duwe (2007) [10]

• Krouse and Richardson (2015) [11]

• The USA Today online database of mass killings from 2006 to 2017, available at
https://bit.ly/1g9hHtz.

• The Mother Jones public mass shootings database, 1982 to present, available at
https://bit.ly/2vYbqxF.

• A tally of active shooter events in the US from 1996 to 2010 compiled by the New York
City police department, available at https://on.nyc.gov/2HHHIlN.

• A tally of mass shooting incidents in the US involving large capacity magazines from
1984 to 2012, complied by the Citizens Crime Commission of New York City, available
at https://bit.ly/2JGuL8B

• The list of active shooter incidents from 2000 to 2012 compiled by the New York City
Police Department (2012) [12]

• A compilation of public rampage killings with four or more people killed from 1940 to
2017, compiled by CNN, available at https://cnn.it/2I2s7wK.

• A list of public mass shootings with four or more people killed from 1966 to present,
compiled with the Washington Post, available at https://wapo.st/2LyZlTF.

• The list of suicide terrorists and rampage, school and workplace shooters from 1990 to
2010 compiled by Lankford (2013) [13].

• The list of mass shootings with three or more fatalities involving firearms with high-
capacity magazines from 1981 to the end of 2017, compiled by the Violence Policy
Center, available at https://bit.ly/2rb6kJy.

• The list of public mass shootings with three or more people shot (not necessarily
killed), not including the shooter, and not identifiably gang, drug, or crime related,
from 1966 to 2016 compiled by the Stanford Mass Shootings of America project
https://stanford.io/1HSVWel.

• The list of mass shootings from January 2009 to July 2015 with four or more people
shot and killed (not including the shooter), compiled by the Everytown for Gun Safety
organization, available at https://every.tw/2w0jI7V.

• The list of active shooter events in the US between 2000 to 2016, compiled by the FBI,
available at https://bit.ly/2rbls9R.
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• The list of mass shootings with four or more people shot and/or killed (not includ-
ing the shooter), compiled by the Gun Violence Archive, which attempts to cat-
alog every incident of gun violence in the US from 2013 to present, available at
www.gunviolencearchive.org/.

In addition to these sources of data, we also sought data from the LexisNexis database, and
online media reports and court documents, uncovered by the following Internet search terms:
mass shooting, mass murder, mass killing, spree shooting, spree killing, rampage shooting,
rampage killing, public shooting, and massacre. If, on occasion, media reports differed in
their details regarding the number injured and killed, we took the most recent media report
as the most accurate, and information available in court documents took precedence over
information in media reports.

From these sources of data, events were selected that fit our definition of high-fatality
public mass shootings.

There is significant overlap in many of the above listed compilations, but events were
often included in some that were not included in others, in part due to differing inclusion
criteria in the compilations [2]. However, the authors have noted several instances where
events should have likely been included in some compilations (according to the stated event
inclusion criteria) but were excluded without explanation as to why, and it is unclear whether
the exclusion was deliberate, or instead due to ignorance of the incident on the part of the
researchers compiling the list.

Accordingly, to avoid this confusion with our database, we created a secondary database
of events that have been listed as “public mass shootings” in some past compilations,
but did not meet the criteria for inclusion in our primary database (because, for exam-
ple, all or most of the people killed were killed in private homes, not public places). An
example of an event typically tallied as a “public mass shooting” by several past com-
pilations, but was excluded in ours, is the September 2, 2008 incident in Alger, WA,
where the perpetrator killed five people in private homes, then shot and killed one other
during a subsequent public shooting spree. We included such events in our secondary
database, with explanation as to the specific criteria each event did not meet for in-
clusion in the primary data. In our online visual analytics application, available at
https://mass-shooting-analytics.shinyapps.io/mass_shootings/, we allow the user
to repeat our analyses with the option to specifically include or exclude certain events. The
visual analytics application also contains an extensive set of links to online material that
were used as sources of information related to each event.

We selected incidents from the beginning of the FAWB on September 13, 1994 to the
end of December 2018. However, because no incidents meeting our criteria occurred from
September 13, 1994 to the end of 1994, the data selection effectively is for events between
1995 to 2018. We found 85 public mass shootings, 28 (32.9%) of which were stranger-on-
stranger incidents.

For each incident, we examined media reports and other documentation to determine the
number and types of weapons used, including whether weaponry banned during the FAWB
was used, such as high-capacity magazines carrying more than ten rounds of ammunition
(used in either a rifle or pistol), or an “assault rifle”. We use the definition of assault
rifle specified in the FAWB legislation, which are semi-automatic rifles with a detachable
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magazine that possess two or more of the following features; folding or telescoping stock,
pistol grip, bayonet mount, flash suppressor or threaded barrel, or grenade launcher (see
https://bit.ly/2U6dvOS, accessed November, 2019). For 90.6% incidents we were able to
determine whether or not such weaponry was used.

Statistical methods

Temporal trends in frequency of incidents

Mass shooting events, per capita, are rare, and thus Ordinary or Generalized Least Squares
methods are inappropriate for analyses of the trends in the frequency of such events [4]. Also,
when analyzing the temporal trends in the frequency over a long time period, the effect of
population change must be taken into account (for example, everything else being equal,
doubling the population size will double the frequency). In addition, binning of data into a
relatively long time period, like a year, necessitates loss of information and reduces sensitivity
of the analysis [14]. In this analysis, we thus performed an unbinned likelihood fit to the
data (beyond the necessary binning of data into integer days), and examined the temporal
change in the per capita number of mass shootings per day, λ/N , where N is the population
size, and λ is the average number per day. We employed a population-standardized log-linear
model[15], with the predicted number per day, λ, described as

log λ = logN + β0 + β1t, (1)

where t is the date.
To account for potential over-dispersion in count data involved our analyses, we utilized a

Negative Binomial likelihood fit [16]. The probability mass function (PMF) of the Negative
Binomial distribution for observing k counts when λ are expected is [16]

f(k|λ, α) =
Γ(α + k)

k!Γ(α)

(

λ

λ+ α

)k (

1 +
λ

α

)

−α

λ > 0, α > 0, (2)

where α is the over-dispersion parameter. The mean of the PMF is λ. When α → ∞
the Poisson distribution is obtained, and when α → 0 (i.e. highly over-dispersed data) the
log-series distribution is obtained [16, 17, 18].

Given a set of M observations of the number of mass shootings per day, ki, with i =
1, ...,M the likelihood of the observations is

L =
M
∏

i=1

f(ki|λ(ti), α), (3)

where λ(ti) is the expected number of counts on day ti as determined from Equation 1. The
best-fit model values used in the calculation of the λ(ti) are the values that maximize this
likelihood [19].

Temporal trends in fatalities per incident

The number of fatalities per incident is integer count data, and Least Squares methods are
again not appropriate for statistical analyses of such data because they are highly non-Normal
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and skewed [4]. While some previous analyses have used Poisson regression methods to
analyze mass shooting fatalities [20, 21], this does not take into account the over-dispersion in
the distribution of fatalities, and can thus lead to erroneous over-estimation of the statistical
power of the analysis. Negative Binomial likelihood methods are most appropriate for over-
dispersed count data [16], but in an analysis like ours the model must account for the fact
that the data are truncated by the selection of the minimum number killed in order to enter
the sample (in the case of this analysis, four).

The PMF for Negative Binomially distributed data that are left-truncated at k ≥ 4,
g(k|ρ, α), is derived from the Negative Binomial probability mass function in Equation 2
as [22, 23]

g(k|ρ, α) =
f(k|ρ, α)

1− f(0|ρ, α)− f(1|ρ, α)− f(2|ρ, α)− f(3|ρ, α)
,

for k ≥ 4, and is zero otherwise. In a similar fashion, left-truncated PMFs of the Poisson and
log-series distributions can be obtained by substituting the appropriate PMF into Equation 4.

The log-linear model for the predicted number of fatalities for an event occurring at time
t is

log ρ = β0 + β1t. (4)

Given a set of M observations of the number of killed in mass shooting incidents, ki, with
i = 1, ...,M the likelihood of the observations is

L =
M
∏

i=1

g(ki|ρ(ti), α). (5)

Again, the best-fit values of the parameters used to calculate ρ maximize this likelihood.
It should be noted that, just like in the analysis of the temporal trends in the incidence

over time, maximum statistical power of the analysis is attained when an unbinned likelihood
fit is performed to incident-level data, rather than data aggregated over a time period like a
year [14].

Comparison of the number of fatalities per incident for events that do, and do

not, involve weaponry banned during the FAWB

Because mass shootings are rare, and the number of fatalities per incident are integer data
truncated at k ≥ 4 fatalities, hypothesis tests based on assumptions of Normality, such as
the Student’s t-test are not appropriate for comparing the means of the distributions [24].
The sample sizes are also generally not large enough such that the Central Limit Theorem
applies, such that the means can be compared using the Z test. In addition, non-parametric
tests that compare distributions, such as the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, are not appropriate
in the presence of ties (i.e. overlapping values in the data sets) [25].

Here we thus relied on non-parameteric bootstrapping methods to compare the means of
distributions of fatalities [26, 27]. For events that do, and do not, involve weaponry banned
during the FAWB, we drew 10,000 bootstrapped distributions, sampled with replacement
from the original distributions. For each sampled distribution we calculated the mean,
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and determined how often the mean of the distribution of events that did not involve such
weaponry was greater than the mean of the distribution of events that did. This fraction
forms the p-value for the one-sided comparison test [26, 27].
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