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ABSTRACT 

 

MASS KILLINGS IN ONTARIO: A COMPARISON OF DOMESTIC AND NON-DOMESTIC 

KILLINGS 

 

Ciara Boyd         Advisor: 

University of Guelph, 2021       Dr. Myrna Dawson 

 

 

Mass killings, defined as the killing of three or more victims in a short period of time, have 

received minimal attention in Canadian literature. Most mass killings involve male perpetrators 

who largely target females. Despite research showing that mass killings are a predominantly 

male-perpetrated crime, they are rarely recognized as a gendered phenomenon. The purpose of 

my study is to gain an understanding of what mass killings look like in Canada and explore 

domestic and non-domestic mass killings through a gendered theoretical perspective. Using a 

mixed-methods approach, I analyze 42 mass killings that occurred in Ontario between 1985 and 

2012. My findings show that domestic and non-domestic mass killings share similarities (e.g., 

motivations) and differences (e.g., histories of domestic violence) and draw attention to the 

controlling nature of mass killers. Consequently, my research highlights mass killings as one 

extreme type of gender-based violence and emphasizes the need for further research. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

 

Research on mass killings has been conducted primarily in the U.S., with little such 

research in the Canadian context (Holmes and Holmes 1992; Duwe 2000; Levin and Madfis 

2009; Blum and Jaworski 2016; Capellan and Gomez 2017; Fegadel and Heide 2017; Taylor 

2018). The existing research on mass killings has prioritized those that involve single 

perpetrators who primarily kill strangers, precluding a focus on mass killings that involve 

primarily family members and intimate partners (Gerard, Whitfield, Porter, and Browne 2016; 

Capellan and Gomez 2017). In most countries, however, the majority of homicides are 

committed by someone known to the victim (Brookman, Jones, and Pike 2017; Dawson 2017; 

Ellis and Hamai 2017; Mazerolle, Eriksson, Wortley, and Johnson 2017; Statistics Canada 2016). 

Therefore, it is important to consider the relationship between victims and perpetrators in mass 

killings in order to understand the types of killings that occur, the motivations behind them, and 

whether and how they differ depending on the victim-perpetrator relationship. In doing so, it will 

be possible to identify specific interventions that can be used to prevent mass killings from 

occurring in the future. To fill the gaps in existing literature, my study explores the following 

research question: How do victim, perpetrator, and incident characteristics of mass killings 

involving primarily domestic victims1 compare to mass killings involving primarily non-

domestic victims in Ontario?2 

 
1 In my study, ‘domestic mass killings’ include any killing that involves a current or former intimate partner and/or 

family member(s) as victims. The reason for labelling these categories as domestic mass killings, rather than 

intimate partner mass killings, is to include mass killings that involve non-intimate partner family members as well 

(e.g., children, siblings, parents).  
2 Two mass killings in my sample involved both domestic and non-domestic victims; however, due to the nature of 

the homicides, both were coded as domestic mass killings. Therefore, my study analyzes primarily domestic mass 

killings and primarily non-domestic mass killings to categorize mass killings based on the primary victim(s) 

relationship with the perpetrator. 
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One mass killing characteristic that is a major focus in my study is gender. Most mass 

killings are committed by white males, many of whom target females as victims (Liem et al. 

2013; Mailloux 2014; Marganski 2019). This finding is consistent across prior literature and 

informs the theoretical framework guiding my study. Despite research showing that mass killings 

are almost exclusively male-perpetrated crimes, they have rarely been portrayed as a gendered 

phenomenon, unlike violence generally. To illustrate, one of the worst mass killings in Canadian 

history was committed by a lone gunman at an engineering school in Quebec in 1989 (Eglin and 

Hester 1999). This mass killing, typically referred to as the “Montreal Massacre,”3 occurred 30 

years ago, but was only recognized as an anti-feminist attack in 2019 (The Conversation 2019). 

In April of 2020, a mass killing occurred in Nova Scotia4 that, again, highlights the role of 

misogyny in such events (CFOJA 2020). Therefore, despite feminists highlighting this for 

decades, the role of misogyny and violence against women in mass killings is still being debated 

30 years later. Accordingly, it is essential that domestic and non-domestic mass killings are 

analyzed using concepts from both feminist and masculinities theoretical literature to understand 

their gendered nature and develop risk assessment and risk management strategies accordingly.  

Definitions of mass killing vary, often based on the number of victims killed (Malmquist 

1980; Petee, Padgett, and York 1997; Duwe 2000; Krouse and Richardson 2015). The most 

common definitions include three or four victims (Petee et al. 1997; Duwe 2000) killed in one or 

 
3 On December 6, 1989, a former engineering student at École Polytechnique in Montreal, entered the school and 

went into a classroom and divided the male students and teachers from the females. He then began shooting at the 

females, yelling that they were feminists and expressing his hatred for feminists. This resulted in the deaths of 

fourteen women as well as the perpetrator, who shot himself following the incident (Peters 2012). 
4 On April 18-19, 2020, a lone gunman posed as a member of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) and 

killed 13 females and nine males. The perpetrator began his violent spree by assaulting and confining his female 

intimate partner and, after she escaped, he made his way through several communities in Nova Scotia and violently 

killed all 22 individuals using a firearm (CFOJA 2020). 
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more locations in a short period of time without a cooling-off period (i.e., without taking a long 

break between killings) (Malmquist 1980; Krouse and Richardson 2015). Domestic mass 

killings, often also referred to as familicides, are typically defined as the killing of multiple 

family members (Karlsson et al. 2019; Malmquist 1980). Non-domestic mass killings, in 

contrast, are killings that involve multiple victims who are typically not related to the perpetrator. 

Mass killings can manifest themselves in various ways, depending on the victim-perpetrator 

relationship. For example, victims of domestic mass killings can include immediate family 

members, such as the perpetrator’s child(ren), sibling(s), parent(s) and current or former intimate 

partner(s), as well as extended family members, such as grandparent(s), aunt(s), uncle(s) and 

cousin(s) (Malmquist 1980; Diem and Pizarro 2010). In contrast, many non-domestic mass 

killings involve strangers as victims; however, they can also involve friends and/or 

acquaintances as well5 (Taylor 2018). Utilizing Petee et al.’s (1997) definition, I define mass 

killings as those that involve three or more victims.  

Prior research has used feminist and masculinities theories to explore femicide (i.e., the 

killing of females) and intimate partner homicide (CFOJA 2020; Heise 1998; WHO 2012); 

however, they have rarely been used to analyze mass killings (particularly in the Canadian 

context) (Marganski 2019; Vito et al. 2018). When feminist and masculinities theories have been 

applied to mass killings, they have typically been explored broadly, precluding a focus on 

specific theoretical concepts, such as toxic masculinity and/or coercive control (Vito et al. 2018). 

My research fills a gap in prior literature as it is the first to take a comprehensive gendered 

 
5 Non-domestic mass killings can also involve family members and/or intimate partners as victims; however, prior 

literature typically classifies mass killings as either familial or non-familial (i.e., domestic or non-domestic) (Taylor 

2018).  
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theoretical approach to analyze domestic and non-domestic mass killings in the Canadian context 

and highlights risk factors for both types of mass killings. Moreover, my research contributions 

extend beyond mass killings as they emphasize the importance of simultaneously applying 

feminist and masculinities theories and exploring specific theoretical concepts to explore how 

they differentially explain one extreme type of male perpetrated violence. As such, they can be 

used to inform policy making to prevent future instances of mass killings, which may aid in the 

development of interventions for other types of gender-based violence as well, such as intimate 

partner homicide or sexual assault.  

Mass killing research typically relies solely on media coverage as a data source, focusing 

heavily on high-profile mass killings that occur in the U.S. Despite media coverage being useful 

as a starting point, it is not always accurate and may ignore certain events, such as domestic mass 

killings (Taylor 2018). My research contributes to prior literature as I take a different 

methodological approach than that utilized in prior mass killing research. To carry out my study, 

I draw from secondary data collected as part of an ongoing project on all homicides that occurred 

in Ontario between, and including, the years 1985 to 2012. The data sources include police and 

newspaper reports, court and Crown Attorney files, and/or information from coroner’s reports. 

Therefore, my study is unique as it relies on data that is more comprehensive than that utilized in 

prior literature, thus, minimizing the inherent risks of relying solely on media coverage.  

Mass killings are rare; however, the high victim counts and the context surrounding these 

killings highlight the importance of further research. Specifically, despite the rarity of mass 

killings worldwide, they have a devastating effect on not only surviving family members of 

victims, but community members alike. Furthermore, non-domestic mass killings appear to 
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occur more frequently than domestic mass killings; however, research shows that the majority of 

mass killings involve domestic victims (Duwe 2004; Fridel 2017). As such, it is essential that the 

characteristics of mass killings are analyzed to better understand such killings and identify risk 

factors to aid in the development of interventions.  

Several studies have explored mass killings; however, literature in this area remains in its 

infancy. My research contributes to prior literature as it is one of few studies to explore mass 

killings in Canada, focusing on its most populous province. My study is also the first to analyze 

how mass killings involving primarily domestic victims compare to mass killings involving 

primarily non-domestic victims in the Canadian context, thus correcting for the lack of focus on 

domestic mass killings in prior literature. Accordingly, my research is beneficial to academia and 

presents several policy implications. Specifically, my study can be used to educate law 

enforcement personnel and public policy makers on the types and causes of mass killings, which 

may generate a starting point to reducing such incidences. For example, by recognizing mass 

killings as a gendered phenomenon, policy makers can consider how the social construction of 

masculinity may be a contributing factor to mass killings and develop prevention measures 

accordingly. Additionally, by recognizing certain domestic homicides as mass killings, 

researchers can explore whether domestic homicides involving three or more victims align more 

with single-victim domestic homicides or non-domestic mass homicides and use this information 

to develop specific risk assessment and risk management strategies that can be employed by law 

enforcement personnel. 
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Thesis Outline 

 

 In this chapter, I defined domestic and non-domestic mass killings and highlighted the 

gendered nature of mass killings. I also outlined the research question guiding my study and 

emphasized the importance of my research. Below, I provide a synopsis of the remaining 

chapters.  

In Chapter Two, I summarize prior literature on domestic and non-domestic mass 

killings, drawing largely from U.S. findings. The first portion of this chapter focuses on common 

mass killing characteristics discussed in the literature. First, I summarize findings pertaining to 

perpetrator characteristics, with a focus on demographics, “lone wolf” literature, prior criminal 

record, histories of domestic violence and violence against women, and employment status. 

Next, I discuss victim characteristics, focusing largely on demographic characteristics. Then, I 

summarize characteristics pertaining to the mass killing incident itself, concentrating on 

premeditation, weapon use, perpetrator suicide, victim-targeting, and location. Following this, I 

summarize findings regarding motivational factors for mass killings, with an emphasis on 

typologies, triggering events, and mental illness. To conclude, I present several hypotheses that 

guide my study. 

 In Chapter Three, I provide a detailed description of the theoretical framework that 

informs my study. First, I briefly summarize prior theoretical literature on mass killings and 

highlight the need for both feminist and masculinities theories to be incorporated into any 

explanation of these events. Following this, I discuss the broad contributions of both feminist 

theory and masculinities theory prior to emphasizing the benefits of utilizing both simultaneously 

to analyze mass killings. In the remaining portion of this chapter, I draw from specific concepts 
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that emerged from both feminist and masculinities theories to highlight how mass killings are a 

male-perpetrated crime and, thus, can best be understood using a gendered theoretical 

framework. Specifically, I emphasize how concepts such as violence against women, hegemonic 

masculinity, toxic masculinity, misogynistic masculinity, and coercive control can be used to 

explain both domestic and non-domestic mass killings to varying degrees.  

 In Chapter Four, I provide a comprehensive description of the methodology used to 

complete my study. In the first half of this chapter, I discuss the use of a sequential mixed 

methods research design and its related benefits. I also detail the data sources employed in my 

study, such as the use of secondary data, my sample size, my dependent and independent 

variables, and the importance of missing data procedures. In the second half of this chapter, I 

discuss both bivariate and qualitative content analyses prior to discussing the strengths and 

limitations of the methodology used.  

 In Chapter Five, I discuss the results of the quantitative and qualitative analyses. The first 

part of this chapter focuses on my quantitative findings. First, I present the descriptive statistics 

to provide a look at the sample analyzed. Following this, I present the results from the bivariate 

analysis comparing the characteristics of domestic and non-domestic mass killings, including a 

discussion on my statistically significant findings. The remaining portion of this chapter outlines 

the results from the qualitative content analysis, using illustrative case examples from the data to 

highlight the similarities and differences between the two types of killings that could not be 

captured quantitatively.  

 To conclude my thesis, Chapter Six compares my results to prior mass killing literature 

and highlights the contributions of my research. To begin, I discuss the limitations of my study. 
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Following this, I emphasize the benefits of exploring the similarities and differences between 

domestic and non-domestic mass killings and highlight several common risk factors, identifying 

areas for future research throughout. To conclude, I discuss the implications of exploring mass 

killings as a gendered crime.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   

 

 

 

 

 

9 

CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Mass killings have received a significant amount of attention in recent decades, in 

academia, the media and public discourse (Duwe 2007; Taylor 2018). Early research on mass 

killings focused more on genocides, such as political leaders killing vast amounts of people due 

to their race or religion (e.g., the 1940s Holocaust) (Rummel 1995; Kuhne 2012; Wayman and 

Tago 2010). In present day North America, the focus has been on mass killings carried out by 

various members of the public against individuals (e.g., the recent Nova Scotia mass killing), 

groups (e.g., the 1989 Montreal Massacre), or society in general (e.g., the Toronto Van Attack6) 

(Fridel 2017). Mass killings occur worldwide; however, most research has been conducted in the 

U.S. context (Lankford 2016). As mentioned in Chapter One, domestic mass killings occur more 

frequently than non-domestic mass killings (Duwe 2004); however, research has paid greater 

attention to the latter. Additionally, studies have primarily relied on media analyses to explain 

why mass killings have occurred, and common foci have been on perpetrator and incident 

characteristics as well as motivational factors (Fox and Levin 1998; Blum and Jaworski 2016; 

Capellan and Gomez 2017). Although less common, some studies have also explored victim 

characteristics.  

This chapter summarizes key findings from prior literature examining mass killings that 

informs my research question: How do victim, perpetrator, and incident characteristics of mass 

killings involving primarily domestic victims compare to mass killings involving primarily non-

domestic victims in Ontario? To begin, I discuss characteristics of perpetrators and victims as 

 
6 On April 23, 2018, a male individual rented a van and intentionally drove on a busy sidewalk in Toronto, Ontario, 

killing 10 people and pledging allegiance to the “Incel Rebellion” (discussed further below) (Baele, Brace, and Coan 

2019). 
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well as the mass killing incidents themselves. Following this, I examine common motivational 

factors for mass killings that have been identified by prior research. To conclude, I identify gaps 

in the literature and present several hypotheses that guide my study.  

Perpetrator Characteristics 

 

 In this section, I explore several characteristics of mass killers, such as demographics, 

social isolation (or “lone wolves”), history of domestic violence and/or violence against women, 

prior criminal record, and employment status. Findings from this literature are presented below. 

Demographics 

 

 Research on characteristics of mass killers focuses primarily on gender, race, and age, 

with the most consistent finding being that most mass killers were male in both family (95%) 

(Mailloux 2014) and non-family killings (94%) (Duwe 2007). Mass killers were also 

predominantly white, regardless of their relationship with their victims (Fegadel and Heide 

2017). In contrast, findings have shown that age varies by type of killing (Vinas-Racionero 

2017). Specifically, research shows that non-domestic mass killers were younger (i.e., late teens 

or early adulthood) (Capellan and Gomez 2017), whereas domestic mass killers were older (i.e., 

approximately 30- to 40-years old or older) (Liem and Koenraadt 2008). Mass killers also 

differed in terms of marital status, with domestic killers more likely to be married (Aho, Remahl, 

and Paavilainen 2017). Some studies have explored whether perpetrators suffer from mental 

illnesses, which I discuss below in the section on motivating factors. 
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“Lone Wolves” 

 

Beyond demographic characteristics, a common depiction of mass killers is that they are 

socially isolated or “loners” (Bowers et al. 2010:63). Commonly referred to as “lone wolves” or 

“lone actor terrorists,” these individuals are said to be motivated by political, religious, or 

ideological factors (Silver, Horgan, and Gill 2019:65). More often the case with non-domestic 

perpetrators, studies suggest they generally did not have close ties within their communities and 

their lives were characterized by social isolation (Blum and Jaworski 2016). They were often 

single or divorced, rarely had close relationships, and lacked emotional support, such as friends 

and family (Fox and Levin 2003; Aitken et al. 2008). In some cases, they had negative 

relationships with peers, experienced bullying, and/or were rejected by females, especially in 

cases of school shootings (Fox and Levin 1998; Levin and Madfis 2009). According to this 

research, social isolation did not cause the individual to perpetrate a mass killing, rather it 

increased their likelihood of doing so (Bowers et al. 2010).  

The idea that all mass killers are socially isolated has been criticized in some literature. 

For example, Capellan and Gomez (2017) found that many recent mass killers were described as 

loners; however, others were “well-adjusted” individuals who were married, employed, and had 

post-secondary education (Capellan and Gomez 2017:2). Others have also argued that 

perpetrators were controlling and oppressive, rather than socially isolated (Tosini 2017). For 

example, Silver, Simons, and Craun (2018) found that most mass killers (62%) had a history of 

engaging in oppressive behaviour, such as bullying or workplace intimidation. Despite these 

findings, it may be that perpetrators appear to be well-adjusted because they are married, 

employed, and educated. It is also possible that they can be both controlling and socially 
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isolated. These possibilities are explored further in Chapter Six. Some studies have also depicted 

mass killers as having a history of criminality, which I discuss next. 

Prior Criminal Record 

 

According to Silver et al. (2018), one-third (35%) of mass shooters had criminal records 

prior to the killing; however, almost two-thirds (62%) had a known history of violence, abuse, 

and harassment that did not result in a charge. According to Fridel (2017), 26 percent of 

domestic perpetrators, 29 percent of felony perpetrators (those who killed while committing 

another crime), and 18 percent of public perpetrators (those who killed in public places) had 

known criminal records. This was supported by Taylor (2018), who found that 39 percent of 

mass killers had a known criminal history.7 Further, a more recent study by Silver et al. (2019) 

found that over half (56%) of public non-domestic mass killers who were motivated by personal 

reasons (e.g., targeting an employer) had been involved with the criminal justice system (43% 

had been convicted and 27% had been incarcerated). When the focus was on lone actor terrorists 

(those motivated by terrorism, such as aiming to fulfill a political goal), 59 percent had 

previously been arrested, 58 percent had been convicted, and 34 percent had been incarcerated.  

Evidently, not all mass killers have a prior criminal record; however, many do. This 

highlights the importance of exploring prior criminal record among mass killers as it may aid in 

the development of prevention measures. The fact that most perpetrators had histories of 

violence that did not result in a charge emphasizes the importance of exploring other factors in 

addition to histories of criminality, however. For example, Fox and Levin (1994) argued that gun 

control measures such as background checks and waiting periods (commonly cited as prevention 

 
7 Taylor’s (2018) study did not document whether the known criminality differed based on the type of mass killing. 
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measures for mass killings) are not always effective, given that not all mass killers have criminal 

histories. Therefore, it is crucial to explore other factors, such as histories of domestic violence, 

in addition to criminal record to develop effective prevention measures for mass killings.  

Domestic Violence and Violence Against Women 

 

Over the last decade, researchers have started to recognize that non-domestic mass killers 

frequently have a history of domestic violence (Marganski 2019). Prior to this, histories of 

domestic violence were most referenced in domestic killings; however, domestic killings were 

rarely classified as mass killings, resulting in domestic violence and/or VAW being absent from 

mass killing literature. When the focus is on domestic mass killings, Johnson and Sachmann 

(2014) found a history of domestic violence, intimidation and/or threatening behaviour against 

women in 89 percent of marital relationships prior to the killings. Similarly, Tosini (2017) found 

that over half of all male domestic mass killers had engaged in domestic violence against 

previous intimate partners. More recently, Everytown for Gun Safety (2019) found that more 

than one-third of mass killers had a history of domestic violence, regardless of whether or not 

they targeted an intimate partner. Likewise, Zeoli and Paruk (2020) found that 36 percent of 

mass killers had a history of domestic violence, most often involving intimate partner victims. 

Meloy, Hempel, Mohandie, and Shiva (2001) also found a history of violence in almost half 

(42% of adolescent and 43% of adult) of the mass killers in their study, most frequently towards 

a female intimate partner.  

Researchers have also found a history of VAW more generally to be common among 

mass killers (Kalish and Kimmel 2010). In fact, Marganski (2019) analyzed domestic and non-

domestic mass killings and found that 84 percent of perpetrators had a history of VAW. This 
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included violence towards mothers, stepmothers, (ex)girlfriends and wives, female classmates, 

and female coaches, among others. Studies have also explored whether mass killers were likely 

to be employed at the time of the killing, as discussed next. 

Employment Status 

 

Perpetrator employment status has been explored in prior literature; however, there is no 

research comparing employment status among domestic and non-domestic mass killers. Of the 

research exploring mass killings generally, findings vary. Some studies have found that mass 

killers were likely to be employed (Johnson and Sachmann 2014), whereas others found they 

were likely to be unemployed and/or struggling financially (Mailloux 2014). To illustrate, when 

the focus was on domestic mass killers, Liem and Koenraadt (2008) found that 59 percent were 

employed at the time of the killing. In contrast, Mailloux (2014) found that domestic killers 

typically experienced recurrent termination and short periods of employment. When the focus 

was on non-domestic mass killers, Capellan and Gomez (2017) found that they were likely to be 

employed, whereas Silver et al. (2019) found that over half (53%) had experienced financial 

strain (e.g., unemployment) prior to the killings.  

Evidently, findings are consistent in terms of gender, age, race, and histories of domestic 

violence and VAW among perpetrators; however, they are inconsistent in terms of whether they 

are likely to be employed, socially isolated, and have a prior criminal record. When the focus is 

on victim characteristics, findings are more consistent, as explored next. 

Victim Characteristics 

 

 Drawing from the more limited research on mass killing victims, their characteristics 

vary based on their relationship with the perpetrator. For example, with respect to gender, non-
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domestic mass killings often involved both male and female victims, regardless of their age 

(Eleni, Artemis, and Giorgos 2017). In contrast, domestic mass killings were more likely to 

involve adult female victims and both male and female child victims (Liem et al. 2013). Since 

the majority of mass killings are domestic, victims were often the same race as their perpetrators, 

making mass killings a predominantly intraracial offence (Duwe 2004; Fox and Levin 2003). 

When the focus is on the mass killing event itself, research has shown that the characteristics of 

the incidents vary based on the type of mass killing, as I discuss next.  

Incident Characteristics 

 

 Research on mass killing incidents has focused on several common factors. This includes 

whether the killings were premeditated, the types of weapons used, whether the perpetrator died 

by suicide, whether victims were specifically targeted, and the location of the homicide. Each of 

these are discussed in more detail below, beginning with premeditation.  

Premeditation 

 

Research on mass killings has focused extensively on whether they were planned in 

advance (i.e., premeditated), highlighting that this was frequently the case (Vinas-Racionero et 

al. 2017). In fact, Fox, Brook, Stratton, and Hanlon (2016) found that mass killings were almost 

always planned in advance, a finding that applied to both domestic and non-domestic mass 

killings. This contrasts with the common belief that domestic mass killings are ‘crimes of 

passion’ and is reflected in various studies exploring both types of killings (Dawson 2006; 

Miethe, Regoeczi, and Drass 2004). To illustrate, Vinas-Racionero et al. (2017) found that 75 

percent of domestic mass killings were premeditated, which was supported by Johnson and 

Sachmann (2014) who found that 100 percent showed evidence of premeditation. When the 
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focus was on non-domestic mass killings, many researchers found evidence of premeditation, 

especially in school shootings. For example, Vossekuil et al. (2004) found that school shooters 

regularly planned the killings for at least two days before the attack, whereas Larkin (2007) 

found that some planned for weeks, months, or even years. Further, Levin and Madfis 

(2009:1237) argued that most mass killings (especially those committed in schools) underwent a 

“planning stage.” Another area where literature is consistent is in terms of weapon use, as 

discussed next. 

Weapon 

 

Research shows that the most common weapon used in mass killings is a firearm, 

regardless of the type of killing (Fox and Levin 1998; Leveillee et al. 2009). Compared to non-

domestic mass killings, however, domestic mass killings were found to involve a more diverse 

range of weapons, including knives or other cutting instruments, blunt objects, and arson (Liem 

et al. 2013; Fegadel and Heide 2017). This may vary by the country or region being examined, 

however. For example, Taylor (2018) found that in countries where gun ownership was more 

restricted, such as Canada, mass killings involving domestic violence-related deaths were more 

likely to use strangulation and stabbing. There were no Canadian findings to explore the 

prevalence of firearms among non-domestic mass killings, however. According to Fox and Levin 

(1998), firearms are common in mass killings because they enable a significant amount of 

destruction, unlike knives and hammers. In the rare event of a female perpetrator,8 Taylor (2018) 

found that they were more likely than males to use arson to commit their killings. 

 
8 Research shows that approximately four percent of mass killers are female (Liem and Koenraadt 2008; Fox and 

DeLateur 2014). 
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Suicide 

 

Most research has found that perpetrators were likely to die by suicide or attempt suicide 

following a mass killing, regardless of the type of killing (Fox and Levin 1998; Holmes and 

Holmes 2001; Leveillee et al. 2009). To illustrate, Wilson et al. (1995) found that 51 percent of 

male domestic mass killers died by suicide following the attack. Similarly, Blum and Jaworski 

(2016) found that 67 percent of non-domestic mass killers died by suicide, and Silver et al. 

(2019) found that 56 percent either died by suicide or were killed by law enforcement. When 

perpetrators are killed by law enforcement, it is referred to as ‘suicide-by-cop,’9 whereby 

perpetrators give police officers no other option but to kill them, often planned as such (Capellan 

and Gomez 2017). Some researchers argued that domestic mass killers were more likely to die 

by suicide than non-domestic mass killers (Taylor 2018), whereas others argued that suicide was 

more likely among perpetrators who killed in public settings (e.g., schools) (Huff-Corzine et al. 

2014).  

Despite studies showing that suicide is common among mass killers, some researchers 

disagree. According to Petee et al. (1997), only one-fifth (20%) of the mass killers in their study 

attempted suicide, with 70 percent succeeding. Similarly, Duwe (2000) found that suicide was 

common among perpetrators, but less common than portrayed. Specifically, 21 percent of 

perpetrators died by suicide, two percent attempted suicide, and three percent were fatally shot 

by police. Taylor (2018) also found that only 33 percent of mass killers died by suicide. 

 
9 “Suicide-by-cop” has been defined as occurring “when an individual desiring death engages in a set of 

intentionally life-threatening behaviours in order to compel a law enforcement officer to respond with lethal force” 

(Patton and Fremouw 2016:108). 
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Victim-Targeting  

 

Domestic mass killers are more likely to target specific victims than non-domestic mass 

killers (Capellan and Gomez 2017). To illustrate, Vinas-Racionero et al. (2017) analyzed 

domestic mass killings and found that all primary victims were specifically targeted. In some 

cases, however, certain family members were specifically targeted (i.e., primary victims) and 

others were not targeted but killed because they were present at the time of the killing (i.e., 

collateral victims) (Dobash and Dobash 2012). In other cases, mass killers commit ‘murder by 

proxy,’ where they kill secondary victims (e.g., their children) because they are associated with 

their primary victim (e.g., their partner) (Levin and Fox 1996).  

This differs from mass killings involving non-domestic victims because perpetrators were 

less specific about who they targeted, with victims often random and not known to them 

(Capellan and Gomez 2017; Vinas-Racionero et al. 2017). However, some non-domestic mass 

killers targeted certain groups of individuals (e.g., classmates), certain groups of people (e.g., 

based on gender), or society in general, which was not the case for domestic mass killers (Fridel 

2017). According to Silver et al. (2019:75), 79 percent of non-domestic mass killers had at least 

one specific target, such as “a person or group of persons identified prior to the event.” Another 

area where incident characteristics differed based on the type of killing was regarding location.  

Location  

 

 Research shows that non-domestic mass killings frequently occur in public locations, 

such as schools or workplaces (Taylor 2018), whereas domestic mass killings frequently occur in 

private locations, such as the family home (Vinas-Racionero et al. 2017). Despite these 

differences, research shows that most mass killings occur in locations with which the 
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perpetrators were familiar (e.g., homes, workplaces), regardless of whether or not their victims 

are known to them (Capellan and Gomez 2017; Taylor 2018). Some mass killings have occurred 

in both private and public locations (e.g., the Nova Scotia mass killing10); however, research has 

focused primarily on public versus private locations without exploring killings that have started 

out in one location type (e.g., private) and moved to another (e.g., public). According to Fox and 

Levin (2003), mass killings occur more frequently in small towns or rural areas than in larger 

urban cities, though they did not distinguish between domestic and non-domestic killings. Next, I 

summarize the literature on motivational factors for mass killings.  

Motivational Factors for Mass Killings 

 

In the mass killing literature, motivation, or motive, is used to understand why an 

individual may have killed (Petherick and Sinnamon 2013). Definitions of motive vary across 

studies, if defined at all, which has led to inconsistences in prior research. To illustrate, some 

have defined motivation as a human need (i.e., an internal force that needs to be satisfied) 

(Leontiev 1978), whereas others have defined it as an emotion (i.e., an “amplifier, providing the 

intensity, urgency, and energy to propel our behaviour in everything we do” MacIntyre 2002:61). 

There is also a lack of data regarding motivation because mass killers may die by suicide or not 

be truthful about their motivation, which results in third-party speculation as to why the event 

occurred. As a result, it is difficult to analyze motivations for mass killings (and homicides in 

general) and, therefore, also difficult to understand how motivations differ depending on the type 

of mass killing. Despite this, researchers have attempted to understand motivation by exploring 

 
10 Refer to footnote #4 for a description of the Nova Scotia mass killing. 
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factors, or precursors, that may contribute to mass killings and identifying typologies to explain 

various motivations. Below, I further describe what the literature shows regarding motivation. 

Factors Contributing to Mass Killings 

 

According to Levin and Fox (1996), certain factors contribute to mass killings. These 

include: (1) predisposers, which capture individuals who are predisposed to behave violently 

when they experience frustration that they believe others are responsible for; (2) precipitants, 

which captures events that precipitate, or trigger, violent behaviour; and (3) facilitators, which 

are situational conditions that increase the probability of violence occurring. Many researchers 

have referred to these factors when exploring motivations for mass killings, with a common 

focus on triggering events. Research shows most perpetrators experienced triggering events 

before committing mass killings and, therefore, such events can likely aid in understanding 

motivations (Meloy et al. 2001). This section introduces triggering events referenced in mass 

killing literature prior to explaining how they have been used to create typologies for mass 

killings.  

Triggering events are “events that occurred prior to the mass murder and were described 

by the perpetrator or close acquaintances as significantly mentally or emotionally disturbing to 

him, or they were obvious from scrutiny of the perpetrator’s social history” (Meloy et al. 

2001:722). They often occur within hours or days of the mass killing and, although similar, 

triggering events differ from motivations. Triggering events are incidents (e.g., a woman leaving 

her husband) that cause a reaction (e.g., a husband wanting to regain control), which sometimes 

involves violence (Duwe 2004). It is argued here that the motivation can be linked as a response 

to the triggering event (e.g., the motivation is the husband getting angry). To be specific, the 
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triggering event does not motivate the perpetrator to commit the killing, but rather instigates 

some type of emotion. The resulting emotion is what motivates the killing. Drawing from 

research that defines motivation as a human emotion (MacIntyre 2002), the triggering event can 

be understood as the catalyst which causes the emotion (i.e., motive) to occur (Levin and Fox 

1996).  

Triggering events manifest themselves in several ways. To illustrate, Meloy et al. 

(2001:722) found common triggering events for mass killers to include the “loss of a real or 

fantasized relation with a female, a family dispute, suspension from school, insults by peers, 

termination from a job, anger over involuntary hospitalization, a physical injury that hampered 

athleticism, and denial of entry into the military.” In contrast, a recent study by Taylor (2018) 

found that frequent triggers included events such as separation or divorce, the death of a loved 

one, the loss of a job, and/or fights with others.  

Many triggering events that occurred prior to mass killings were emotional events that 

have been argued to remove, or threaten to remove, the perpetrator’s feelings of control (and/or 

threaten his perceptions of entitlement) (Holland, Brown, Hall, and Logan 2018). This includes 

control over (and/or sense of entitlement to) his family, his life, events, and more. In domestic 

mass killings, triggering events were commonly connected to an intimate relationship and 

interfered with a man’s control over his family, including separation and/or custody battles 

(Duwe 2004; Leveillee et al. 2009). In such cases, the underlying motives were often anger, 

revenge, and/or jealousy (Levin and Madfis 2009), which are commonly referred to as 

expressive motivations (discussed further below) (Miethe and Drass 1999).  
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Another common triggering event for domestic mass killings was financial distress, 

which included a perpetrator owing large debts, experiencing a loss of money, a loss of a job, or 

a combination of the three (Levin and Madfis 2009; Liem et al. 2013). According to this 

research, some perpetrators had been terminated from their employment and killed their families 

because they believed they were protecting them from financial ruin (Duwe 2004; Mailloux 

2014). In such cases, researchers have classified the killings as ‘altruistic,’ as the perpetrators 

believed their family was better off dead than struggling financially (Duwe 2004; Friedman et al. 

2005).  

Triggering events for mass killings frequently involve rejection by a female, regardless of 

whether the killing is domestic or non-domestic (Everytown for Gun Safety 2019). In non-

domestic mass killings, triggering events commonly involved an individual who experienced 

bullying or rejection (particularly from girls or women) (Agnich 2015). To illustrate, many non-

domestic mass killings occurred in schools and involved individuals targeting current or former 

classmates in response to prolonged periods of bullying (Madfis 2017). Financial triggers were 

also common, as many non-domestic mass killers had been terminated from their jobs and 

returned to their workplace to kill their former co-workers and/or employers (Homes and Holmes 

1992).  

Triggering events are common among domestic and non-domestic mass killings; 

however, the circumstances surrounding the events may differ based on the type of killing. To 

distinguish between various motivations, researchers have developed typologies for mass killings 

based on triggering events identified in prior literature. Specifically, triggering events instigate 

motivations and typologies are used to distinguish between these motivations, as discussed next. 
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Typologies 

 

Researchers have developed typologies for mass killings to differentiate between 

motivations (e.g., Dietz 1986; Levin and Fox 1996). Few studies have tested these typologies, 

but they are beneficial as a starting point for understanding why mass killings occur. However, 

most typologies have been used to explain non-domestic mass killings with a lack of similar 

efforts to understand domestic events. This is likely because domestic mass killings were seldom 

seen as a mass killing until recently, as is evident in the recent mass killing in Oshawa.11 Below, 

I discuss existing typologies, proceeding chronologically and beginning with those that were 

developed for homicide generally, followed by those that were developed for mass killings 

specifically.  

A General Typology: Instrumental versus Expressive Homicide 

 Sociological and criminological research has heavily relied on the classification of 

motivations as instrumental or expressive (Chambliss 1967; Block and Block 1991). This 

distinction has been used to differentiate types of homicide and crime generally and has been 

synonymous with the premeditated (i.e., instrumental) and spontaneous (i.e., expressive, often 

referred to as ‘crimes of passion’) classification (Miethe et al. 2004). Research on mass killings 

has minimally explored the concept of instrumental versus expressive killings; however, it has 

been explored in the context of single-victim killings and, therefore, can likely be applied more 

frequently to mass killings as well (Block 2013). In doing so, the nature of mass killings may be 

better understood which may aid in the development of prevention measures for such events. 

 
11 On September 4, 2020, a 48-year-old male killed his brother-in-law and three of his children with a firearm in 

Oshawa, Ontario. The perpetrator injured his sister and died by suicide after the attack. This domestic killing has 

been recognized as a mass shooting by media outlets (CTV News 2020).  
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According to prior research, an instrumental crime is motivated by the desire for gain or 

to achieve some future goal (e.g., monetary or material gain) (Miethe and Drass 1999; Block 

2013; Fox and Allen 2013). Perpetrators who commit instrumental homicides do not necessarily 

plan to commit the homicide (although they may); rather, they end up doing so during the 

commission of another act (e.g., a killing that occurs during a robbery) (Block and Block 1991). 

In such cases, the killings are classified as instrumental because they may not have been 

expected, but ultimately occurred in the pursuit of another criminal goal (Miethe et al. 2004).  

Expressive crimes, viewed as qualitatively different than instrumental crimes, are 

typically not seen as planned, but rather occur spontaneously in response to feelings of anger 

and/or frustration, the desire to harm their victim(s), or a loss of control (Block 2013; Fox and 

Allen 2013). Perpetrators who commit expressive homicides are typically motivated by the 

desire to commit violence (although not necessarily the homicide) (Block and Block 1991). 

Some examples discussed in the literature include those that stem from arguments, romantic 

triangles, and youth gang killings because the perpetrator tends to be motivated by anger and 

violence in such situations (Miethe et al. 2004). However, these examples are too simplistic, 

particularly with regard to mass killings, which is illustrated below.  

Drawing from prior research, instrumental and expressive motivations may differ 

depending on the type of killing. Specifically, findings have shown that expressive motivations 

were more common in intimate relationships and instrumental motivations were more common 

among strangers (Miethe et al. 2004). According to this research, intimate homicides were 

expressive because of the intensity of the relationship between partners (Decker 1993; Smith and 

Parker 1980; Maxfield 1989), whereas those that occurred among strangers were instrumental 
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because they were committed for future gain (Block 1981; Rojek and Williams 1993). Much of 

this research is dated and did not consider the role of gender, however, which I address in 

Chapter Three. 

The classification of crimes as instrumental and expressive has had implications for crime 

control policies, which makes it important to explore further. Research suggests that instrumental 

crimes can be deterred using legal sanctions, whereas expressive crimes are less easily deterred 

(Miethe et al. 2004). Crime prevention strategies have been linked to the instrumental and 

expressive dichotomy, with treatment programs (e.g., anger management classes) being geared 

towards the control of expressive acts and “social betterment measures” (e.g., job training) being 

implemented for instrumental acts (Miethe et al. 2004:102). Despite these findings, researchers 

have contested the idea that motivations can be either instrumental or expressive and have 

explored how they can be a combination of both, or primarily one or the other.  

According to this research, the classification of homicide as either instrumental or 

expressive may misrepresent the nature of the killing and further contribute to inconsistencies in 

the literature on motivation. Researchers should instead explore the possibility that motivational 

factors may be both instrumental and expressive in nature. For example, Block et al. (2000) 

expanded the instrumental versus expressive typology by developing categories that captured 

whether the homicides were premeditated. According to their work, most instrumental killings 

were planned, whereas most expressive killings were spontaneous; however, they argued that 

most homicides showed elements of both and that it was rare for them to fall into one category. 

Despite most killings rarely falling into one category, they argued that analyzing how homicides 

closely represent one of the categories is beneficial for both theory and practice. The reason, they 
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argue, is because evidence suggests that instrumental and expressive acts are fundamentally 

different from one another and, therefore, prevention measures that work for one may not be 

suitable for another (Block et al. 2000). Miethe et al. (2004) also argued that certain homicides, 

such as revenge killings, could not be classified as instrumental or expressive because they may 

involve aspects of both. For example, gang violence may occur in response to feelings of anger; 

however, it may also stem from the desire for monetary gain, such as drug trafficking (Miethe et 

al. 2004).  

Some studies have asserted that it is impossible for motivations to be solely expressive 

because they involve the desire to achieve a certain goal (Felson 1993; Miethe et al. 2004). This 

was supported by Dawson (2006), who challenged the notion that intimate partner homicides 

were always expressive and found that they may have instrumental motivations as well. In fact, 

she found that such homicides often involved premeditation, despite the fact that they were 

commonly believed to be crimes of passion (Dawson 2006). To further understand motivation, 

researchers have challenged the classification of instrumental versus expressive homicide by 

referencing coercive control, which asserts that homicides that have been considered expressive 

may not be expressive at all (Dawson 2006; Smith 2019). I discuss this further in Chapter Three.  

The classification of homicides as instrumental or expressive is common in academic 

literature. Despite being heavily referenced with regard to single-victim homicides, however, it 

has rarely been applied to mass killings. Instead, researchers have developed various typologies 

to explore different types of mass killings, with a common focus on motivation. However, few 

researchers have classified their mass killing typologies as instrumental or expressive (Holmes 

and Holmes 1992, Levin and Fox 1996, Fox and Levin 1998) and, therefore, it is likely that 
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others could as well. Next, the more common focus on typologies specific to mass killings are 

discussed and, where appropriate, linked to the instrumental and expressive homicide typology.   

Mass Killing Typologies 

Most literature on typologies for mass killings references those developed by U.S. 

researchers, such as Dietz (1986), Holmes and Holmes (1992), Levin and Fox (1996), Kelleher 

(1997), Petee et al. (1997), and Fox and Levin (1998) (see Appendix A). One of the early 

attempts to categorize mass killings was by Dietz (1986), who concluded that mass killers fell 

into three categories. These included family annihilators (a male head of household who kills his 

family because he is “depressed, paranoid, intoxicated, or a combination of these”), 

pseudocommandos (individuals obsessed with weaponry), and set-and-run killers (individuals 

who plan and execute a mass killing but flee before it occurs, e.g., a bombing) (Dietz 1986:482).  

To expand Dietz’s (1986) typology, Holmes and Holmes (1992) allowed for several 

factors to be included when classifying mass killers, such as motivation, victim-perpetrator 

relationship, and method of killing. They discovered that, in addition to the three groups 

identified by Dietz (1986), there were two other types of mass killers: the disciples (individuals 

who commit the killing under the direction of a leader) and disgruntled employees (individuals 

who commit the killing to seek revenge for being terminated from their jobs).  

Holmes and Holmes (1992) are one of few who have explored how their typology can be 

classified as instrumental and/or expressive. They argued that expressive homicides were those 

that were committed for psychological gain, whereas instrumental homicides were committed for 

material gain. Based on this classification, they argued that expressive motivations were common 

among the disciple killers, family annihilators, disgruntled employees, and pseudocommandos, 
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as the anticipated gains would be psychological. In contrast, Holmes and Holmes (1992) argued 

set-and-run killers could have both instrumental and expressive motivations, as some killed for 

monetary gain (e.g., setting fire to a building to collect insurance money), whereas others killed 

for psychological gain (e.g., poisoning food products to seek revenge on a company).  

In contrast to preceding research, Levin and Fox (1996) created a typology for mass 

killers based solely on motivation. According to their typology, mass killers had specific 

motivations which could be distinguished based on the victim-perpetrator relationship, 

premeditation, and mental state of the perpetrator. The most common motivation for mass 

killings was revenge, which was divided into three subtypes: (1) individual-specific (where 

certain individuals were targeted), (2) category-specific (where certain groups of individuals 

were targeted), and (3) nonspecific (where there were no specific targets, and the perpetrator was 

commonly triggered by paranoia). According to Levin and Fox (1996), some revenge-motivated 

mass killers suffered from mental illnesses, which caused them to commit the killings. Following 

revenge, mass killers were motivated by love, profit, or terror.  

When perpetrators were motivated by love, Levin and Fox (1996:67) argued they 

experienced a “warped sense of love.” In such cases, a perpetrator (usually a husband or father) 

killed his children and/or female partner prior to killing himself to protect them from adversity. 

This may be because he was unable to see them as separate from himself or because he did not 

think they could survive without him, which highlights the power he felt over his family. These 

perpetrators may have appeared to suffer from mental illnesses; however, this was not always the 

case. Rather, many experienced a triggering event (e.g., employment termination) and felt 

responsible for the hardship their family experienced (or that was pending) and viewed a murder-
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suicide as their only option. According to Levin and Fox (1996), many domestic mass killings 

involved aspects of hate or revenge as well as love and devotion and, therefore, even in cases 

where the perpetrator appeared to be motivated by love, anger may have been involved as well.  

When mass killers were motivated by profit, they typically sought to eliminate witnesses 

to a crime, which was most common during the commission of a robbery (Levin and Fox 1996). 

In contrast, mass killings that appeared to be motivated by terrorism were committed to “send a 

message” through the killings (Levin and Fox 1996:68). According to Levin and Fox (1996), 

mass killings that were motivated by love and/or revenge were expressive in nature as they 

involved specific victims targeted for specific purposes, whereas those motivated by profit or 

terror were instrumental, as they were thoroughly planned with a specific goal in mind.  

In 1997, Kelleher identified seven classifications for mass killings based on prior 

literature, three of which represented categories from Levin and Fox’s (1996) typology. His 

categories included revenge, perverted love, politics and hate, sexual homicide, mass execution, 

the insane, and no motivation. Kelleher’s (1997) revenge, perverted love, and politics and hate 

categories were the same as Levin and Fox’s (1996) revenge, warped sense of love, and terror 

categories; however, Kelleher (1997) did not include specific victim-targeting in his revenge 

category. His remaining categories differed, however. To illustrate, sexual homicide involved 

killings that were committed for sexual gratification and mass execution involved contract killing 

of multiple people in one incident. The insane were killings where no motivation other than 

mental illness was apparent, and no motivation were killings where no motivation could be 

distinguished. Unlike Levin and Fox (1996), Kelleher (1997) did not explore whether these 
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classifications could be distinguished according to the instrumental and expressive homicide 

typology.   

According to Petee et al. (1997), an inherent flaw in all typologies was that they were not 

mutually exclusive (i.e., some mass killers could be classified according to more than one 

category), nor were they exhaustive (i.e., some mass killers could not be classified according to 

any category). This is likely because researchers attempted to use multiple criterion as the basis 

to classify mass killers, which made it difficult to categorize them (Petee et al. 1997). For 

example, by making mental illness its own category, Petee et al. (1997) argued that Kelleher’s 

(1997) classification failed to explain mass killings where perpetrators had mental illnesses but 

were motivated by other factors, such as revenge.  

To address prior limitations, Petee et al. (1997) developed a typology that was based on 

motivation and target selection. They acknowledged that anger and/or revenge was a significant 

motivating factor for mass killings and revised Levin and Fox’s (1996) subcategories of revenge; 

however, rather than dividing revenge into three subtypes, Petee et al. (1997) classified three 

types of revenge as specific categories in their typology. This typology included: anger/revenge 

– specific person(s) target, anger/revenge – specific place target, anger/revenge – diffuse target, 

domestic/romantic, direct-interpersonal conflict, felony related mass murder, gang-motivated 

mass murder, politically motivated mass murder, and non-specific motive. 

Petee et al.’s (1997) typology was based on prior literature and many of their categories 

overlapped with preceding typologies. To illustrate, their anger/revenge – specific person(s) 

target and felony-related mass murder categories were the same as Levin and Fox’s (1996) 

individual-specific revenge and profit categories. They expanded and combined Levin and Fox’s 
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(1996) terror category and Kelleher’s (1997) politics and hate category by developing a category 

for politically motivated mass murder, which was similar to preceding categories but included 

religious reasons. They also revised Levin and Fox’s (1996) warped sense of love and Kelleher’s 

(1997) perverted love categories by creating a domestic/romantic category that was more 

specific, as it involved perpetrators who were triggered by stress, conflict, or rejection. Finally, 

Petee et al. (1997) revised Kelleher’s (1997) category of no motivation by creating a non-specific 

motive category, which was the same as Kelleher’s but included perpetrators who had mental 

illnesses.  

Petee et al.’s (1997) four remaining categories were distinct from prior literature. To 

illustrate, their anger/revenge – specific place target category involved killings where revenge 

was sought at a specific location, and their anger/revenge – diffuse target category involved 

revenge sought against specific groups of individuals or whoever was available as a target. Their 

direct-interpersonal conflict category involved perpetrators who were motivated by anger that 

accumulated over time, and their gang-motivated mass murder category involved perpetrators 

who had gang affiliations and killed in response to a conflict. Evidently, their typology revised 

preceding categories and developed additional classifications that had not yet been explored.  

Petee et al.’s (1997) study is the only one that has quantitatively tested mass killing 

typologies to date and, according to their findings, most perpetrators fell into the felony-related 

category (36%). Following this, anger/revenge was most common (32%), with 12 percent 

targeting specific people, 13 percent targeting specific locations, and seven percent having 

indirect targets. The next most common motivation was political (10%), followed by non-

specific motive (7%), gang-motivated (6%), domestic/romantic situations (5%) and, lastly, 



   

 

 

 

 

 

32 

interpersonal conflict (4%). Petee et al.’s (1997) typology has been most substantive in 

classifying motivations for mass killings; however, they only analyzed mass killings that 

occurred in public places, ignoring those that occurred in the family home. They also asserted 

that felony-related mass murders were instrumental; however, they did not discuss whether other 

categories in their typology could be classified as instrumental and/or expressive. Moreover, like 

prior typologies, their categories were not mutually exclusive, as their felony-related category 

could overlap with others, such as direct-interpersonal conflict and gang-motivated. 

In 1998, Fox and Levin revised their typology to include five categories of motivation 

and explored how they could be classified according to the instrumental and expressive typology. 

Their revised typology was based on prior literature and involved similar, but refined, categories. 

This included power, revenge, loyalty, profit, and terror. In this typology, power referred to 

killers who were motivated by the desire for power and control and their categories of profit and 

terror were the same as those identified in their 1996 typology. Their revenge category was no 

longer divided into subcategories, however, and was less specific as it included killings where 

perpetrators sought to get even with people known to him. Their loyalty category was the same 

as their 1996 category of love; however, it was more specific in that perpetrators were motivated 

by “a desire to save their loved ones from misery and hardship” (Fox and Levin 1998:446-447). 

According to Fox and Levin (1998), mass killings motivated by the desire for power or 

revenge were expressive because the perpetrator was interested in harming their victims; 

however, such desires may also be instrumental, which I discuss in Chapter Three. In contrast, 

they argued that mass killings motivated by loyalty, profit, and/or terror were instrumental 

because they were committed for future gain. They did not specifically compare domestic and 
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non-domestic mass killings; however, they found that revenge (expressive) and loyalty 

(instrumental) were common motivations for domestic killings. They also provided examples of 

non-domestic killings that fell under each category of motivation. As such, their findings indicate 

that motivations for domestic and non-domestic mass killings could be both instrumental and 

expressive in nature. Drawing from this literature, it is likely that most, if not all, mass killing 

typologies could be classified according to the more general homicide typology. However, Fox 

and Levin (1998) excluded mass killings where the cause of death was arson because they 

argued that many of these cases involve unplanned deaths. This may not always be the case, 

however, as was evident in the Nova Scotia mass killing.12 Consequently, their typology did not 

include all types of mass killings, particularly those committed by females (Taylor 2018).  

Triggering events have been found to influence most mass killings (Taylor 2018) and, as 

a result, have been used by researchers to classify mass killings according to various typologies. 

Typologies have been beneficial as a starting point for understanding motivations for mass 

killings; however, there are limitations. First, they have focused almost exclusively on non-

domestic mass killings and, when domestic mass killings are included, the focus has been on 

males who killed their intimate partner and children, precluding a focus on other types of 

domestic mass killings (e.g., where children kill their parents, or a brother kills his siblings). This 

is a limitation, particularly in Canada, because most mass killings are domestic and by focusing 

on non-domestic homicides most typologies overlook a significant proportion of mass killings 

(Taylor 2018). Typologies have also failed to explore mass killings that have misogynistic 

motivations, which have been identified in both types of killings in recent years. Specifically, 

 
12 The male perpetrator of the Nova Scotia mass killing used both firearms and arson to commit the killings.  
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many male mass killers feel entitled to control their female partners and commit the killing when 

they believe their control has been lost or threatened; others commit the killing in response to 

female rejection. Evidently, misogynistic masculinity may be a contributor to mass killings, both 

domestic and non-domestic.  

Media coverage is a frequent data source in mass killings, which may explain the lack of 

attention paid to domestic killings. The media tend to focus on non-domestic mass killings, likely 

because they often involve more victims and may instill the fear of being randomly targeted. As 

a result, these types of killings garner more societal interest than domestic mass killings. Thus, 

although domestic mass killings occur more frequently (Duwe 2004), the amount of media 

attention paid to non-domestic mass killings presents the false belief that this type of killing is 

more common. Domestic mass killings may also be neglected in these typologies because, until 

recently, family violence was recognized as a private, rather than a public, issue (Rakovec-Felser 

2014). Until the second wave feminist movement (which fought for equal rights for women), 

men were viewed as dominant in the family and violence against women and children was 

perceived as an issue to be dealt with inside the family (Swigonski and Raheim 2011; Van 

Gundy and Kappeler 2014). As a result, domestic killings only recently started being recognized 

in mass killing research, despite some reference to such killings in prior typologies.  

Mass killing typologies have further been criticized for exploring motivations broadly 

and for excluding certain types of perpetrators (including those noted above) or locations, which 

results in an incomplete perspective of mass killings (Fridel 2017; Taylor 2018). Specifically, 

many typologies focus on public locations (ignoring those that occur in private locations) and do 

not explore perpetrators who suffer from mental illnesses. As a result, it is difficult to identify 
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and explore motivations across studies (Taylor 2018). When typologies do consider mental 

illness, it is difficult to distinguish between perpetrators who commit the killings because of their 

mental illness and those who had a mental illness but were motivated by something else. It may 

never be possible to untangle mental illness from other motives; however, further research may 

minimize inconsistencies regarding mental illness and mass killings in academic literature.  

Mental Illness as a Motivation or as a Perpetrator Characteristic? 

 

Mental illness has been discussed as a motivational factor for mass killings; however, 

findings are inconsistent. This may be because definitions of mental illness, like motive, vary. To 

illustrate, mental illness has been defined as depression, personality or obsessive disorders, 

substance abuse disorders, psychosis, and paranoia (Flynn, Gask, Appleby, and Shaw 2016; 

Karlsson et al. 2019). Varying definitions are problematic because when one researcher defines 

mental illness as depression (Meloy et al. 2001) and another defines it as schizophrenia (Vinas-

Racionero et al. 2017) their findings may differ. The way mental illness is measured also tends to 

vary among researchers, which makes it difficult to identify consistent results and accurately 

compare findings across studies. To illustrate, some studies rely on psychiatric or psychological 

reports (Vinas-Racionero et al. 2017), some rely on statements from friends, family, co-workers, 

and law enforcement personnel (Taylor 2018), and others do not state how it was determined at 

all (Aho et al. 2017).  

The way mental illness is conceptualized also perpetuates the inconsistencies in the 

literature. To illustrate, mental illness can likely be classified as both a motive and a perpetrator 

characteristic; however, researchers conceptualize it as either a motive (Flynn et al. 2016) or a 

characteristic of the perpetrator (Taylor 2018). This results in disagreement and inconsistency 
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over the prevalence of mental illness in mass killings. The distinction is further obscured by the 

fact that mental illness is often identified after the killing has occurred and can be “diagnosed” 

by the media, especially in cases of school shootings (Metzl and MacLeish 2015). Drawing from 

this literature, it is possible that researchers may find what they are looking for; in other words, it 

may be easier for individuals to comprehend why a man killed his family if they can use mental 

illness to explain his actions. Therefore, researchers may search for mental illness as a 

motivating factor for mass killings; however, when relying on more rigorous measures to capture 

it (e.g., medical diagnoses) it may be less common than often portrayed.  

When mass killings occur, it is common for media to highlight mental illness among 

perpetrators if relevant (Liem and Koenraadt 2008; Madfis 2017). Few studies have found a 

history of mental illness to be common among perpetrators of both domestic (Flynn et al. 2016) 

and non-domestic mass killings (Capellan and Gomez 2017); however, most research shows that 

mental illness was less common among perpetrators than often portrayed (Duwe 2007; Taylor 

2018). To illustrate, Meloy et al. (2001:721) found that 23 percent of mass killers had a 

documented psychiatric history (i.e., “at least one psychiatric hospitalization or visit with a 

mental health professional such as a psychiatrist, psychologist, or social worker”) and only six 

percent were psychotic (i.e., showed signs of “delusions” or “depressive symptoms”) at the time 

of the killing. According to their findings, mental illness was more common among perpetrators 

who targeted family members than those who targeted non-family members. In support of this 

literature, Taylor (2018) found that only 30 percent of mass killers suffered from a mental 

illness; however, it did not appear to impact the likelihood of targeting family or non-family 

members. 
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Hypotheses 

 

To contribute to mass killing literature, my study explores several hypotheses that were 

developed using a gendered theoretical perspective and stemmed from prior literature. Drawing 

from this literature, it hypothesized that, in Canada, mass killings involving primarily domestic 

victims and mass killings involving primarily non-domestic victims will have both similar and 

opposing characteristics (see Table 1). Specifically, it is hypothesized that:  

Table 1. Summary of Hypotheses 

Hypotheses Related to Socio-Demographic Characteristics 

H1 The majority of domestic and non-domestic mass killings will be 

perpetrated by white males. 

H2 Domestic mass killers will be older than non-domestic mass killers. 

H3 Domestic mass killers are more likely to be married than non-domestic 

mass killers. 

H4 Domestic mass killers are more likely to target female victims than non-

domestic mass killers. 

H5 Domestic mass killers are more likely to be employed than non-domestic 

mass killers. 

H6 Non-domestic mass killers are more likely to have a criminal record than 

domestic mass killers; however, domestic mass killers are more likely to 

have a history of domestic violence than non-domestic mass killers. 

 

Hypotheses Related to Incident Characteristics 

H7 The perpetrator will die by suicide in most domestic and non-domestic 

mass killings. 

H8 Most domestic and non-domestic mass killings will be premeditated. 

H9 Most domestic and non-domestic mass killings will involve a firearm. 

H10 Most domestic and non-domestic mass killings will involve one 

perpetrator. 

H11 Most non-domestic mass killings will occur in public locations, whereas 

most domestic mass killings will occur in private locations.  

H12 The majority of domestic mass killings will occur in rural areas, whereas 

the majority of non-domestic mass killings will occur in urban areas. 

H13 Non-domestic mass killers will target more victims than domestic mass 

killers. 
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Hypotheses Related to Motivational Factors  

H14 The majority of mass killings will be motivated by a triggering event; 

however, the nature of the triggering event is likely to differ based on the 

type of mass killing. 

H15 The majority of mass killings, domestic and non-domestic, can be 

classified as instrumental, expressive, or instrumental and expressive. 

H16 Mass killings will rarely be crimes of passion, regardless of whether the 

perpetrator targets domestic or non-domestic victims. 

H17 The majority of domestic and non-domestic mass killings will not be 

motivated by mental illness. 

Drawing from prior research, other hypotheses could be made as well; however, the 

above are chosen for my study as they capture what I believe to be the most important 

characteristics of domestic and non-domestic mass killings based on prior literature. The above 

hypotheses include crucial information regarding perpetrators and victims of mass killings, mass 

killing incidents, and potential motivations for why mass killings occur. While other hypotheses 

may be beneficial, the above not only allow for a full picture of who is likely to perpetrate a mass 

killing, who they are likely to target, and why, but also allows for a comparison of mass killings 

that involve domestic and non-domestic victims. As a result, my hypotheses are effective in 

answering my research question: How do victim, perpetrator, and incident characteristics of mass 

killings involving primarily domestic victims compare to mass killings involving primarily non-

domestic victims in Ontario? In the next chapter, I draw from prior literature to explore the 

gendered nature of mass killings, using both feminist and masculinities theories.  

Conclusion 

This chapter outlined the transition of mass killing research and highlighted common 

themes in existing literature. My study will fill the gaps in the literature by classifying mass 

killings according to the instrumental and expressive homicide typology, making it the first to 
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explore how existing typologies can be used to explain mass killings in a Canadian context. To 

address prior criticisms and gain a more comprehensive understanding of motivation, I will 

explore whether and how mass killings can be classified as instrumental, expressive, or 

instrumental and expressive and will explore specific mass killing typologies. I will include mass 

killings perpetrated by individuals with mental illnesses and, to address inconsistencies in the 

literature, I will evaluate mental illness as both a motivation and a perpetrator characteristic and 

will include all cases of mass killings, regardless of weapon choice.  

My study will also contribute to prior literature by exploring weapon use among domestic 

and non-domestic mass killers in a Canadian context. As noted above, literature has consistently 

found that firearms are the most commonly used weapon to commit a mass killing; however, 

Taylor (2018) found that, in countries where firearm ownership was more restricted (e.g., 

Canada), domestic mass killers were more likely to use strangulation and/or stabbing. Despite 

these findings for domestic mass killings, no research has explored the prevalence of firearms 

among perpetrators of non-domestic mass killings in a Canadian context. Due to firearm 

restrictions, it is possible that firearms will not be the most commonly used weapon in Canadian 

mass killings. 

 

 

 

 

 



   

 

 

 

 

 

40 

CHAPTER THREE: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

 

Mass killings have been explored from several theoretical perspectives but have rarely 

been analyzed using a gendered framework. To illustrate, drawing from Levin and Fox’s (2017) 

summary of theoretical literature on mass killings, social learning theorists (Bandura 1973) assert 

that crimes, such as mass killings, occur because the individual has been exposed to criminality 

and becomes interested in delinquency as a result of what they learned from others. In contrast, 

strain theorists (Agnew 1990) argue that crimes occur when individuals experience negative 

social situations that “lead to frustration, anger, and, ultimately, to criminal behavior” (Levin and 

Fox 2017:262). This differs from routine activity theorists (Cohen and Felson 1979), who assert 

that individuals commit crimes based on routine activity wherein there is a suitable location, 

presence of vulnerable victim(s) and lack of capable guardianship. Furthermore, control theorists 

(Hirschi 1969) argue that crimes occur because perpetrators have weakening social ties and, as a 

result, have nothing to lose by committing the crime (Levin and Fox 2017). These theories may 

be beneficial as a starting point for analyzing mass killings; however, they do not consider the 

fact that mass killings are committed almost exclusively by white males, many of whom have a 

history of domestic violence and/or violence against women (Marganski 2019). In recent years 

there has been a greater emphasis on male violence against women, misogyny, hegemonic 

masculinity and/or toxic masculinity as contributors to mass killings, making it essential that 

both masculinities and feminist theoretical approaches are incorporated into any explanation of 

these events.  

In this chapter, I describe the broader contributions of feminist and masculinities theories 

to understanding male violence, particularly against females. After outlining the theories, I draw 
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from and integrate key concepts from both to demonstrate how mass killings might be better 

understood using a gendered theoretical framework. Specifically, I discuss how certain mass 

killings are indicative of violence against women and how most are a result of toxic masculinity 

and aggrieved male entitlement, both key concepts from literature on hegemonic masculinity 

(Kalish and Kimmel 2010). Following this, I utilize both feminist and masculinities theories to 

discuss the concept of misogynistic masculinity and use it to explain both domestic and non-

domestic mass killings. To conclude, I discuss how toxic masculinity can be combined with the 

feminist concept of coercive control (Stark 2009) to more fully explain most domestic mass 

killings and some non-domestic mass killings. The purpose of this chapter is not to recommend 

that feminist and/or masculinities theories replace the theories mentioned above. Instead, it is 

intended to highlight the importance of complementing and extending existing theoretical 

literature on mass killings by using a gendered theoretical framework. 

Feminist Theory 

 

Feminist theory is a framework that focuses on and explores the lived experiences of 

women and their position in society (Van Gundy and Kappeler 2014). Feminist theory 

encompasses a variety of perspectives; however, they all focus on discovering ways in which the 

social world can be improved for women by addressing gender inequalities as a root cause of 

their subordinate position (Van Gundy and Kappeler 2014). An evolving field, feminist 

movements have passed through first, second, third, and arguably fourth waves, each focusing on 

different struggles experienced by women (Van Gundy and Kappeler 2014). As feminist 

movements progressed and transitioned through various waves, feminist theories evolved in 

tandem. There is no one feminist theory, but rather there are various frameworks or perspectives 
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that have developed over time which fall under the broad label of feminist theory (Policastro 

2015). The most commonly referenced perspectives have historically been Marxist, radical, 

socialist, liberal, and postmodern feminism (Policastro 2015). In addition, frameworks such as 

cultural feminism (Echols 1989), postcolonial feminism (McClintock 1995), Black feminism 

(Collins 2000), and intersectionality (McCall 2005) have gained prominence as well. These 

frameworks extend concepts of feminism into various discourses to explore the nature of gender 

inequality. 

From a feminist perspective, certain mass killings—particularly domestic—can be 

understood as a type of violence against women. Radical feminists, in particular, have focused 

on violence against women, and argue that patriarchy (i.e., a society dominated by men) is the 

main cause of oppression for women and is responsible for the gendered nature of violence that 

exists in society (Policastro 2015; Taylor and Jasinski 2011). Misogyny, defined as the “hatred or 

dislike of females” (Chapman 2014:50) is common in a patriarchal system and, in this system, 

males are the primary perpetrators of violence (McPhail et al. 2007; Kalish and Kimmel 2010). 

According to feminist theorists, power and control are fundamental to patriarchy and violence is 

used by males to maintain this power and control over females (Corradi, Marcuello-Servos, 

Boira, and Weil 2016). Drawing from this literature, I take a radical feminist approach to argue 

that mass killings are a result of males attempting to exert control over individuals they perceive 

inferior to them, such as females.  

A key contribution of feminist theory is the effort to underscore that gender differs from 

sex and it is gender that shapes behaviour (Rubin 1975; Marganski 2019). Specifically, sex refers 

to the biological differences between females and males, and gender refers to the socially 
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constructed roles assigned to femininity and masculinity (Rubin 1975; Marganski 2019). To 

illustrate, independence and leadership are socially constructed as masculine roles, whereas 

dependence and politeness are constructed as feminine roles. Gender roles are often based on 

one’s sex; however, feminist theorists continue to distinguish between sex and gender and argue 

that characteristics associated with gender are culturally embedded in a patriarchal system that 

benefits males and is disadvantageous to females (Schippers 2007). For example, characteristics 

associated with males frequently reflect dominance, such as strength or aggressiveness, whereas 

characteristics associated with females often reflect submissiveness, such as nervousness or 

sensitivity. From this perspective, gender roles (i.e., what it means to be male or female) are 

assigned to each sex and individuals are socialized to believe they must conform to their 

respective roles (Schippers 2007).  

According to feminist theorists, male gender roles are problematic for females in a 

patriarchal society because they are positioned as superior to female gender roles (Taylor and 

Jasinski 2011; Schippers 2007). As a result, gender inequalities persist and violence against 

women occurs because males are socialized to think they need to display ‘masculine’ traits and, 

consequently, must be powerful and controlling, particularly towards those who are inferior to 

them (e.g., women and children and/or men who do not confirm to the masculine role) (Taylor 

and Jasinski 2011). Drawing from this literature, it can be argued that certain mass killings occur 

because the perpetrator attempts to conform to their gender roles by asserting dominance in the 

only way they see as possible, through killing. In an attempt to further understand male behavior, 

masculinities theories were developed, which are discussed next.   
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Masculinities Theory 

 

  Masculinities theories emerged to analyze how behaviours considered to be masculine 

are socially constructed and to understand the ways that they are responsible for male violence. 

Similar to feminist theory, a focus of masculinities scholarship has been on understanding males 

as gendered beings and exploring how they interact within society (Dowd 2010). According to 

Brod (1994), sociological literature on masculinities started out as a feminist analysis of male 

behaviour and the social construction of gender. At first, the focus was on how power is 

differentially attained by males and females, but this was later expanded to explore how power is 

also differentially attained between and among males (Dowd 2010).  

There are several core arguments associated with masculinities literature, as summarized 

by Dowd (2010). First, masculinities are not biologically given; instead, they are socially 

constructed and, therefore, can be changed. Second, there are several masculinities rather than 

one single masculinity. Many scholars argue that, within these masculinities, there is a dominant 

masculinity, namely hegemonic masculinity, and that the hierarchy of masculinities are 

determined particularly by race and class. Third, masculinities are not only about males’ 

relationships with females, but are also about their relationships with other males. As a result, 

males are always being “tested” and must constantly work to achieve masculinity (Dowd 

2010:28). Fourth, “a primary orientation of masculinity is negative definition: it is critical not to 

be a woman and not to be gay” (Dowd 2010:26). Finally, many males feel powerless, despite 

masculinity being correlated with power. Drawing from this literature, it can be argued that 

certain mass killings are one result of the social construction of masculinity which encourages 

males to constantly demonstrate their masculinity in relation to other males.  
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Feminist and masculinities theories can exist independently of one another; however, in 

order to understand mass killings, it is beneficial to rely on both simultaneously. Specifically, 

utilizing both theories allows for a greater understanding of why mass killings are predominantly 

committed by males who target an overwhelming number of females. Drawing from this 

literature, I argue that both domestic and non-domestic mass killings share common theoretical 

origins (e.g., feminist and masculinities theories); however, specific theoretical concepts (such as 

toxic masculinity and coercive control) are present in each type of killing, but to varying degrees. 

This is explored next.  

Mass Killings from a Gendered Perspective 

 

According to research that has analyzed mass killings from a gendered perspective, it is 

common for perpetrators to hold stereotypical gender role expectations (Vito et al. 2018; 

Marganski 2019). In other words, male perpetrators perceive themselves as being dominant and 

others (e.g., females, racial minorities, sexual minorities, etc.) as “less than” (Marganski 2019:6). 

Consequently, if a male perceives a power imbalance that is not in his favour, he may attempt to 

correct this balance by demonstrating his masculinity. According to feminist theorists, males are 

socialized to think anger is an appropriate male emotion and that aggression is an acceptable, and 

sometimes encouraged, response to anger (Marganski 2019; Smith 2019). As a result, males may 

respond to feelings of anger or frustration with violence in an attempt to demonstrate to society 

that they are masculine (Marganski 2019; Smith 2019). Thus, it can be argued that mass killings 

are one type of violence that results from males attempting to demonstrate masculinity in a 

patriarchal society by regaining control over individuals they believe are inferior or threatening 

to them (Vito et al. 2018; Marganski 2019).  
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Researchers have referred to perpetrators of mass killings as narcissistic, antisocial and/or 

mentally ill (Liem and Koenraadt 2008; Madfis 2017). This may be true in some cases; however, 

other research has shown that many mass killers experience “deep-seated frustration stemming 

from perceived victimhood that results in a desire to gain power and control” (Marganski 

2019:6). In such cases, perpetrators may experience frustration because they feel entitled as 

white males and see their rights as being threatened by females, racial minorities, and sexual 

minorities, among others. This is particularly true in cases where perpetrators had histories of 

domestic violence and/or violence against women (Marganski 2019), regardless of whether they 

targeted primarily domestic or non-domestic victims. This section draws from both feminist and 

masculinities literature to explore mass killings as a type of male violence. Specifically, I argue 

that mass killings are a type of violence that reinforce gender inequalities and result from boys 

and men attempting to live up to (and take back) the societal standards of masculinity. First, I 

discuss key concepts that emerged from this literature and then I apply them to domestic and 

non-domestic mass killings, where applicable. To begin, I discuss how certain mass killings can 

be classified as one type of violence against women. 

Violence Against Women 

 

According to feminist theorists, violence against women (VAW) is the result of gender 

inequality that exists on a societal level (Yodanis 2004; Taylor and Jasinski 2011). In other 

words, “the more unequal women are compared to men in a society, the more likely men are to 

be violent toward women” (Yodanis 2004:656). In recent years, researchers have started to 

recognize that many mass killers have histories of VAW (Everytown for Gun Safety 2019; 

Marganski 2019). Most research has focused on VAW among domestic mass killers; however, 
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there is a growing recognition that it is often prevalent among non-domestic mass killers as well 

(Marganski 2019). For example, many domestic mass killings involve husbands who kill their 

female partners and children, and in some cases non-domestic mass killers target specifically 

female victims or commit the killing to retaliate against female partners, as mentioned in Chapter 

Two (Everytown for Gun Safety 2019). As such, mass killings can be understood as one type of 

male violence against women that persists in a patriarchal society that positions males as superior 

to females. In short, males have been socialized to think they are entitled to control females and, 

consequently, some use violence to do so. According to many researchers, the male desire for 

control is a result of hegemonic masculinity, which I explore next.  

Hegemonic Masculinity  

 

The concept of masculinities emerged largely from the works of Raewyn Connell (1995), 

who asserted that there are multiple forms of masculinity, the dominant one being hegemonic 

masculinity. Hegemonic masculinity outlines how males should behave in society and is 

associated with power, heterosexuality, and physical strength (Connell 1995; Kennedy-Kollar 

and Charles 2013). It is a type of masculinity that reinforces patriarchy as it promotes unequal 

gender practices, subordinating not only females, but also males who do not portray the 

perceived characteristics of the hegemonic man (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005; Kennedy-

Kollar and Charles 2013; Waling 2019). To illustrate, hegemonic masculinity positions white, 

heterosexual, middle- to upper-class males as normative, which prevents racial and sexual 

minorities, among others, from ever attaining this dominant form of masculinity (Vito et al. 

2018).  
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Due to the standards of hegemonic masculinity, very few males are representative of the 

hegemonic man (Connell 1995). As a result, many are left trying to live up to the unattainable 

standards set out by this ideal masculinity (Connell 1995; Pascoe 2012). Since most males do not 

meet these standards, they frequently feel that their masculinity is threatened and go to great 

lengths to try to reaffirm their status as a man (Pascoe 2012; Issa 2018). This often results in 

their engagement in violent behaviour, as they attempt to regain their manhood by demonstrating 

physical strength and aggression (Pascoe 2012; Anwary 2015; Issa 2018). Various types of 

violence have been linked to hegemonic masculinity, such as domestic violence, violence in 

school settings, and violence between males (Kimmel and Mahler 2003; Vito et al. 2018). 

According to many researchers, males who use violence as an attempt to attain hegemonic 

masculinity can be classified as engaging in toxic masculinity, as discussed next. 

Toxic Masculinity 

 

Toxic masculinity emerged as an extension of hegemonic masculinity and has been used 

to refer to the “narrow, traditional, or stereotypical norms of masculinity which shape boys and 

men’s lives” (Flood 2018:1). Drawing from research on hegemonic masculinity, this research 

identifies normative male behaviour as aggressive, dominant, and in control and if they do not 

exhibit this behaviour, they are not considered masculine (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005; 

Flood 2018). As a result, boys and men attempt to “do gender” (i.e., prove they are masculine) 

by engaging in behaviour (e.g., violence) that they have been socialized into believing 

demonstrates their manhood (Marganski 2019:5). These males can be classified as engaging in 

toxic masculinity (Waling 2019). Consequently, toxic masculinity has been identified as a 

practice of masculinity that has caused the oppression of not only females, but also males and 
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gender diverse individuals (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005; Waling 2019). Therefore, toxic 

masculinity can be used to explain both domestic and non-domestic mass killings as it has been 

used to explain not only male violence against females, but also male violence against other 

males.  

According to Michael Kimmel (1994:124), a prominent masculinities scholar, 

masculinity is created in opposition to “racial minorities, sexual minorities, and above all, 

women.” As a result, if one does not possess ‘masculine’ traits, they are automatically deemed 

inferior or less than. Kimmel (1994) argues that the way males behave is always measured by 

other males and that they are constantly fearful of shame and humiliation. As mentioned, boys 

and men are socialized to think anger and aggression are appropriate male emotions and, by 

default, shame and humiliation are not (Websdale 2010).  

Emerging from this literature is the idea of aggrieved entitlement, which is a feeling that 

inspires individuals to seek revenge against those they believe have wronged them (Kalish and 

Kimmel 2010; Kimmel 2013). In other words, it is a way of retaliating against feelings of 

humiliation in a ‘justified’ way (Kalish and Kimmel 2010). According to Kalish and Kimmel 

(2010:454), feeling aggrieved (i.e., “wronged by the world”) is a common adolescent emotion 

that is experienced by both males and females. Aggrieved entitlement, however, is a gendered 

emotion; it is what transpires when a (typically white) male believes he has lost his manhood 

(either from a female or another male) and feels entitled to get it back (Kalish and Kimmel 

2010). According to this research, aggrieved entitlement is perpetuated by attempts to achieve 

hegemonic masculinity and can explain male violence because these individuals engage in toxic 
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masculinity and feel entitled to hurt others because they have been hurt themselves (Kalish and 

Kimmel 2010; Kimmel 2013; Vito et al. 2018).  

 The concept of ‘healthy masculinity’ emerged in contrast to the notion of toxic 

masculinity. Healthy masculinity refers to positive practices of masculinity and identifies various 

ways in which boys and men should demonstrate their manhood in a way that is not oppressive 

to females or other males (Floyd 2018; Waling 2019). According to Flood (2018:3), rather than 

classifying masculinities as good or bad (i.e., healthy or toxic), efforts should be made to 

“encourage males to disinvest from gendered identities and boundaries and to diminish the 

policing of gender and gender boundaries.” In doing so, he argues, boys would feel less pressure 

to conform to the stereotypical norms of masculinity and rates of violence would likely decrease. 

This highlights the importance of exploring how social constructions of gender, and particularly 

masculinity, lead males to engage in violent behaviour. As such, in the next section, I discuss 

how the social construction of masculinity can be used to understand why individuals commit 

mass killings, both domestic and non-domestic. 

Masculinity and Mass Killings 

 

Drawing from masculinities literature, it can be argued that mass killings result from 

feelings of aggrieved entitlement and demonstrations of toxic masculinity as males attempt to 

conform to gender roles outlined by hegemonic masculinity. With respect to domestic mass 

killings, the majority of male perpetrators target females and children as victims, thus, indicating 

that gender is a significant factor in such cases. In contrast, victims of non-domestic mass 

killings are not predominantly females and children; however, the majority of perpetrators are 

male, many of whom have a history of VAW. These findings highlight that the gender of mass 
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killing victims is not always significant; however, the gender of perpetrators is, as well as their 

previous demonstrations of toxic masculinity, as discussed next. 

 According to Marganski (2019), the majority of mass killers view themselves as superior 

to their victims, which suggests that they are engaging in toxic masculinity. When the focus is on 

domestic mass killings, it is likely that perpetrators attempt to prove dominance over their 

victims because they have been socialized to think that females and children are subordinate to 

males. This is particularly evident in cases where perpetrators kill their families in response to 

their intimate partner leaving, demonstrating an “if I can’t have you, no one can” mentality 

(Smith 2019:5). When the focus is on non-domestic mass killings, perpetrators frequently target 

groups whom they perceive inferior to them, such as females, visible minorities and sexual 

minorities, among others (Jacobsen and Maier-Katkin 2015). In such cases, it is likely that 

perpetrators perceive these groups as inferior because hegemonic masculinity has positioned 

them as such. When their masculinity becomes threatened and they are unable to assert it among 

other white males, they engage in toxic masculinity and target these groups to prove that they are 

masculine and to take back their status as dominant. In such cases, toxic masculinity may be 

present in their personal relationships as well. Accordingly, certain mass killings may result from 

individuals attempting to demonstrate their authority, and thus their masculinity, in the only way 

they see possible – by targeting groups deemed inferior by the hegemonic masculine ideal.  

As mentioned in Chapter Two, many mass killings occur following a triggering event 

(Taylor 2018). When individuals experience triggering events, their control becomes threatened 

and, therefore, such events may be crucial to understanding the occurrence of mass killings. 

Specifically, the loss of control that is experienced following triggering events likely results in 
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feelings of intense shame and humiliation (Websdale 2010). Since males have been socialized to 

think shame and humiliation are not masculine emotions (Marganski 2019; Smith 2019), they 

may respond to such feelings by attempting to demonstrate their masculinity in the best way they 

know how: through violence. As a result, they commit the killing to demonstrate that they are 

dominant and in control – all characteristics of what hegemonic masculinity has defined as 

masculine. Since they have been socialized to think they are entitled because of their status as 

white males, they may experience feelings of aggrieved entitlement which, in turn, may lead 

them to commit the killing. This is illustrated below, beginning with domestic mass killings.  

The most common triggering event for domestic mass killings is an intimate partner 

leaving the relationship (Taylor 2018). When an intimate partner leaves the relationship, the 

male’s control may become threatened and he may experience feelings of aggrieved entitlement. 

Consequently, he may feel justified to kill his family because he has been socialized in a 

patriarchal society to think that he, as a male, is entitled to control them. This can also explain 

domestic mass killings where the triggering event is not connected to the intimate partner. For 

example, if a male is terminated from his employment, his masculinity becomes threatened 

because he has been socialized to think he must be the breadwinner (i.e., the individual who 

earns money and supports the family) (Holland et al. 2018). As a result, even though the 

triggering event was not connected to his family, he may kill them to feel control in some aspect 

of his life, thus, re-establishing his masculinity. In cases where the male believes killing his 

family will protect them from hardship (i.e., altruism), it can be argued that he feels entitled to 

control their fate because he believes they are inferior to him or views them as his property. 
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Consequently, he does not see them as individuals in their own right and, thus, believes they 

cannot survive without him. 

When the focus is on non-domestic mass killings, males often respond to triggering 

events by killing individuals who caused – or allowed – the event to occur (Madfis 2017). For 

example, triggering events for non-domestic mass killings frequently involve chronic bullying, 

rejection, and/or employment termination (Madfis 2017). These events often result in feelings of 

failure and humiliation and, consequently, threats to masculinity. In such cases, the male may 

experience feelings of aggrieved entitlement and feel justified in retaliating against the 

individuals (or groups of individuals) who have humiliated him. As a result, the killing would be 

a way for him to regain feelings of control and demonstrate that he is, in fact, masculine.  

Triggering events are common; however, it can be argued that males who respond to 

triggering events by committing mass killings are engaging in toxic masculinity and do so as a 

final attempt to conform to the hegemonic masculine ideal. In cases where the triggering event is 

connected to a female partner, the perpetrator may be motivated by misogynistic beliefs. When 

these males attempt to conform to their gender roles, it can be argued that they are engaging in 

misogynistic masculinity, which can likely be seen in both domestic and non-domestic mass 

killings, as discussed next. 

Misogynistic Masculinity 

 

Toxic masculinity has been used to classify males who engage in violent, or toxic, 

behaviour to conform to the ideal standards of hegemonic masculinity. Less commonly explored 
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is the concept of misogynistic masculinity,13 however. Drawing from prior literature, it can be 

argued that males who engage in toxic masculinity by oppressing females and children should be 

classified as engaging in misogynistic masculinity. Specifically, when the focus is on domestic 

mass killings, it can be argued that the need to be in control of intimate partners and children is 

indicative of misogynistic beliefs. To elaborate, males may feel entitled to control females and 

children because they have been socialized in a patriarchal society based on misogyny. As a 

result, they feel entitled to be violent towards females, which may lead some individuals to 

commit domestic mass killings. For example, when a perpetrator kills his family because his 

intimate partner left him, it may be because he believes she, as a female, does not have the right 

to end the relationship. In such cases, it can be argued that the killing occurs because the 

perpetrator holds misogynistic beliefs and engages in toxic masculinity to conform to the 

hegemonic masculine ideal. Accordingly, these perpetrators can be classified as engaging in 

misogynistic masculinity.  

Based on prior literature, misogynistic masculinity appears to be more common among 

domestic mass killers, which may be because researchers search for them in these types of 

killings. However, it may also be prevalent in some non-domestic mass killings as well. For 

example, some are committed by males because they feel hatred towards females (Dibranco 

2018), such as those committed by “Incels” or “involuntary celibates” (Baele et al. 2019:1). 

Incels refer to individuals who participate in a misogynistic, white supremacist online 

community. In this community, they share the belief that society is organized around sex and 

 
13 The term ‘misogynistic masculinity’ was developed by Dr. Myrna Dawson and Ciara Boyd in a conversation 

regarding how the gendered and controlling nature of many mass killers highlights the misogynistic nature of 

masculinity. 
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attractiveness which benefits females and excludes unattractive males from romantic or sexual 

relationships (Baele et al. 2019). In some cases, Incels have perpetrated mass killings targeting 

both males and females to retaliate against those who have rejected them sexually or those who 

have not struggled with sexual or romantic relationships (Baele et al. 2019). Drawing from 

masculinities literature, it can be argued that these males attempt to conform to their gender roles 

but, when they are rejected by females, they feel justified in seeking revenge. Since their 

masculinity is constantly being tested by other males, they may also kill males who are not 

struggling with female relationships. In other words, they commit the killing because they hold 

misogynistic beliefs and attempt to re-establish their masculinity by asserting control over both 

females and males in a patriarchal society.  

Most domestic and non-domestic mass killings can be understood as a result of toxic 

masculinity and many are indicative of misogynistic masculinity. Thus, it can be argued that the 

male desire to be in control is crucial to understanding the occurrence of mass killings. When 

males feel entitled to control their intimate partner, it may be that the killing occurs following a 

relationship characterized by coercive control. Accordingly, certain mass killings may be better 

understood by combining the concept of toxic masculinity with that of coercive control. In the 

next section, I describe the concept of coercive control prior to providing examples of how it can 

be used to explain both domestic and non-domestic mass killings, with a greater emphasis on the 

domestic.  

Coercive Control 

 

Coercive control is a type of violence that involves males instilling fear in their female 

partners in order to control them (Stark 2012; Johnson, Eriksson, Mazerolle, and Wortley 2017). 
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According to Stark (2012), intimacy is central to the concept of coercive control because it 

allows individuals to attain private information about their partner. Thus, coercive control occurs 

primarily in the context of intimate relationships and is used mostly by males against females. 

According to Daly and Wilson (1988:200), the need for control stems from male sexual 

proprietariness, where males view their female partners in “proprietary terms” and feel entitled to 

control them. If their control becomes threatened, they use “coercive tactics” to intimidate their 

partners and maintain control over them (Serran and Firestone 2004:3).  

Coercive control can best be applied to domestic mass killings; however, it may be 

relevant to non-domestic mass killings as well. Coercive control takes many forms, such as 

stalking, intimidation, degradation, and shaming, and can be maintained through various tactics, 

such as isolation, regulation of behaviour, and/or deprivation or exploitation of resources (Stark 

2012). It is a particularly dangerous form of abuse because it differs from others, such as 

psychological abuse or physical abuse. For example, most types of abuse involve attempts to 

control a certain situation, whereas coercive control involves the overall control of another 

individual (Hamberger, Larsen, Lehrner 2017). Despite coercive control being used for centuries 

by males to maintain dominance over females, it has only recently been recognized as a type of 

male violence against women (Johnson et al. 2017).  

Coercive Control and Mass Killings 

 

Drawing from feminist and masculinities literature, it can be argued that certain domestic 

mass killings occur as the final act in a relationship that has been characterized by coercive 

control. For example, many domestic mass killers have histories of domestic violence and, when 

their intimate partners leave them, they kill her and their children because they believe it is the 
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only way to re-establish control. According to Daly and Wilson (1988), male proprietariness has 

been used to explain the differences in gender and spousal homicide (e.g., why males are more 

likely than females to kill their spouses) and, when these males also kill their children, it can be 

argued that they extend their feelings of possessiveness and control onto them (Serran and 

Firestone 2004).  

Researchers have only recently started to explore whether there is a history of domestic 

violence and coercive control among non-domestic mass killers. However, as mentioned above, 

some recent non-domestic mass killings have involved perpetrators with histories of domestic 

violence or VAW (Everytown for Gun Safety 2019). These cases demonstrate that some non-

domestic mass killings can similarly be recognized as occurring following a pattern of coercive 

control. Specifically, these males may respond to a loss of control by killing multiple victims 

because it is the only way they believe they can reassert their authority (Smith 2019). Therefore, 

coercive control cannot be used to explain all non-domestic mass killings; however, it may be 

relevant in cases where perpetrators have histories of domestic violence. This makes it essential 

that literature on coercive control is used to explore cases where perpetrators are motivated by 

triggering events connected to an intimate partner, regardless of whether they target family or 

non-family members as victims. 

Drawing from literature on coercive control, it is evident that male control (or 

proprietariness) is indicative of toxic masculinity and may be a contributor to mass killings. It 

can be better applied to domestic mass killings; however, it can explain certain non-domestic 

mass killings as well. This is significant given that many mass killings – particularly domestic – 

are perceived as ‘crimes of passion’ (or expressive killings), as discussed in Chapter Two. 
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According to the coercive control discourse, however, such killings may be predictable following 

prolonged periods of domestic abuse (Smith 2019). As a result, they may better be understood as 

instrumental and expressive killings, as perpetrators not only respond to feelings of anger but 

also commit the killing to regain control. This is particularly significant as research has shown 

that instrumental killings may be more preventable than expressive killings (Miethe et al. 2004) 

and, therefore, indicates that mass killings may be preventable. Evidently, the combination of 

toxic masculinity and coercive control allows for a deeper understanding of mass killings that are 

characteristic of male violence against women in a patriarchal society.   

Conclusion 

 

 Mass killings are committed primarily by males, many of whom target females, which 

highlights the importance of a gendered theoretical framework. Feminist theories are primarily 

used to understand gender inequality experienced by females, whereas masculinities theories are 

primarily used to understand relations between and among males as well as how such relations 

impact females. This chapter demonstrates how utilizing aspects from both theories makes it 

possible to better understand the occurrence of mass killings. Specifically, the entrenchment and 

encouragement of gender roles in a patriarchal society has resulted in a toxic masculinity that 

encourages males to engage in violent behaviour against not only females but also other males. 

As such, it can be argued that the societal pressure to achieve a hegemonic masculine ideal at 

least partially contributes to the occurrence of both domestic and non-domestic mass killings.  

 My study will contribute to theoretical literature by applying a gendered framework to 

domestic and non-domestic mass killings, which is beneficial for several reasons. First, it takes a 

new theoretical approach as it applies a different framework to the current understanding of mass 
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killings, such as that of hegemonic and toxic masculinity, misogyny, and coercive control. 

Feminist and masculinities theorists have explored the gendered nature of male perpetrated 

violence generally; however, minimal research has explored the gendered nature of mass killings 

specifically. As a result, my study contributes not only to masculinities and feminist literature 

more broadly, but also adds to existing theoretical literature on mass killings by exploring how 

violence against women is often involved regardless of the victim-perpetrator relationship.  

Analyzing mass killings from a gendered perspective may also help to identify potential 

motivations for such killings and, as a result, inconsistencies in the literature may be reduced. 

Since most mass killings are committed by males (many of whom have a history of domestic 

violence), it is likely that threats to masculinity can be identified as a potential motivating factor 

for both domestic and non-domestic mass killings. Furthermore, analyzing mass killings from a 

gendered perspective makes it possible to gain a deeper understanding into the various ways in 

which patriarchal societies perpetuate acts of violence perpetrated by men. As a result, potential 

prevention measures may be more easily identified, not only for mass killings but for male-

perpetrated violence generally. In the next chapter, I discuss the methodology used to complete 

my study. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: METHODOLOGY  

 

 The purpose of my study is to compare the characteristics of domestic and non-domestic 

mass killings in Canada. My study relies on a sequential mixed methods approach to answer the 

following research question: How do victim, perpetrator, and incident characteristics of mass 

killings involving primarily domestic victims compare to mass killings involving primarily non-

domestic victims in Ontario? In the beginning of this chapter, I provide a detailed description of 

the methodology used to answer my research question. First, I discuss the use of a mixed 

methods research design and its related benefits. Next, I discuss the data sources that are used to 

complete my study, which I follow with an in-depth explanation of both quantitative bivariate 

analyses and qualitative content analyses and their relevance to my study. To conclude this 

chapter, I discuss the strengths and limitations of the methodology employed. 

Research Design 

 

 My study relies on a mixed methods research design to compare the characteristics of 

domestic and non-domestic mass killings. Despite being around for decades, mixed methods 

have become more prominent in recent years (Palys and Atchison 2014). Mixed methods involve 

the combination of multiple research methods to carry out a study (Flick 2014; Palys and 

Atchison 2014). This involves triangulation, which is beneficial as it allows researchers to 

validate their findings using multiple sources (Flick 2014; Palys and Atchison 2014). There are 

various types of triangulation (e.g., theoretical triangulation, investigator triangulation, etc.); 

however, the two that are most relevant to my study are methodological triangulation and data 

analysis triangulation. Methodological triangulation involves the use of multiple methods in a 
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single study, whereas data analysis triangulation involves the use of multiple methods of data 

analysis or interpretation (Flick 2014; Palys and Atchison 2014).  

There are various types of mixed methods; however, my study utilizes a sequential mixed 

methods approach. Sequential mixed methods involve the collection and analysis of one type of 

data (e.g., quantitative) followed by the collection and analysis of another type of data (e.g., 

qualitative) in a single study (Ivankova, Creswell and Stick 2006). The combination of data is 

beneficial as it requires researchers to take a broader approach than that which is utilized in a 

single methods design by combining the complementary strengths of both quantitative and 

qualitative methodologies (Palys and Atchison 2014). For my study, I first rely on quantitative 

data to gain insight into all mass killings that occurred in Ontario during the study period. Then, I 

supplement that information with qualitative data. A sequential mixed methods approach is 

appropriate for my study because I rely on secondary data that are quantitative in nature. Starting 

out with the quantitative analysis allows me to explore several variables that are captured in the 

database and, by taking a sequential mixed methods approach, I can build on the quantitative 

data using qualitative research. As such, a sequential mixed methods approach allows for the 

secondary data to be enhanced. 

My study engages in methodological triangulation as I utilize both quantitative and 

qualitative methodology. This makes it possible to avoid potential biases and shortcomings that 

may arise from using a single method approach (Palys and Atchison 2014). For example, I rely 

on quantitative secondary data that does not include all variables that might be relevant to 

answering my research question. This makes it impossible to fully explore certain variables such 

as the context and motivation behind mass killings and/or whether the perpetrator suffered from 
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a mental illness. By combining both quantitative and qualitative methodologies, I can more 

comprehensively explore factors that were not readily available or that could not be analyzed 

using solely quantitative data. Data analysis triangulation is also used in my study as it involves 

quantitative inferential and descriptive statistics as well as a qualitative content analysis, which 

are discussed in more detail below. By using multiple methods to analyze the data, the strength 

of my results is confirmed and, therefore, the validity of my conclusions improved (Palys and 

Atchison 2014). Below, each of the methods are described in more detail, including how one 

stage builds sequentially on the previous stage.   

Data Sources 

 

 The secondary data used in my study are drawn from an ongoing project that documents 

all cases of homicide in Ontario. The years 1985 to 2012 are the focus of my study because these 

data have been collected and coded (Dawson 2016). The database contains detailed information 

on the homicides that occurred over a 27-year period, collecting data in three stages with the 

third stage ongoing (see Dawson 2016 for more information). The data sources include police 

and newspaper reports, court and Crown Attorney files, and/or information from coroner’s 

reports. Relying on a standardized coding sheet, the data captures a multitude of information for 

each homicide, such as the circumstances surrounding the event, the characteristics of victim and 

perpetrator, the relationship between victim and perpetrator, and the criminal justice outcomes, 

where applicable. The data are quantitatively organized in the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS) and confidentiality is maintained because all identifying information has been 

removed.  



   

 

 

 

 

 

63 

 To define the parameters of the data used in my study, I selected a sub-sample from the 

secondary database that includes all mass killings involving three or more victims in Ontario 

during the time period being studied. Researchers frequently analyze mass killings that involve 

three or more, or four or more victims, not including the perpetrator (Petee et al. 1997; Duwe 

2000; Krouse and Richardson 2015). To allow for a larger sample size, I analyze cases that 

involve three or more victims. Additionally, many domestic mass killings involve fewer victims 

than non-domestic mass killings (Wilson et al. 1995) and, therefore, analyzing cases involving a 

minimum of three victims ensures that domestic killings are included in my study. The resulting 

dataset includes 42 cases of mass killings, involving a total of 55 perpetrators and 151 victims. 

Of the 42 cases, I classify 40 percent as primarily non-domestic mass killings and 60 percent as 

primarily domestic mass killings. 

Quantitative Measures and Recoding 

 

In order to analyze the data in a way that is most suitable for answering my research 

question, I recoded the variables into smaller, more relevant categories. This aids in both my 

theoretical and research purpose as well as the ease of the bivariate analysis. In this section, I 

discuss the dependent and independent variables included in my study, with an explanation of 

how each variable was recoded to answer my research question. 

Dependent Variable 

 

The purpose of this component of my study is to compare the characteristics of domestic 

and non-domestic mass killings, many of which have been discussed in prior literature. To 

measure the type of mass killing incident, the dependent variable included in my study is victim-

perpetrator relationship. To clearly measure the victim-perpetrator relationship, I recode it into 
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two-categories: domestic and non-domestic. Since some mass killings involve both domestic and 

non-domestic victims, however, I measure the primary victim-perpetrator relationship. For 

example, if the perpetrator’s primary target is a family member (e.g., his wife) but non-family 

members are also involved (e.g., her friends), it is classified as domestic. In contrast, if a 

perpetrator’s primary target is a non-family member (e.g., his employer) but some family 

members are involved as well (e.g., his brother), it is classified as non-domestic.  

Independent Variables 

 

To understand the characteristics of domestic and non-domestic mass killings, I analyze 

18 independent variables (see Appendix B) to capture the characteristics of the perpetrator(s) and 

victims of the killings, as well as for the actual incident itself. Below, I explain how each 

independent variable is recoded in my study, beginning with sociodemographic variables of 

perpetrators and victims and concluding with variables pertaining to the mass killing incident. 

Sociodemographic Variables 

Gender. As discussed in my literature review, it has been consistently found that most 

mass killers, both domestic and non-domestic, are male (Mailloux 2014; Duwe 2007). Drawing 

from this literature, it is expected that males are significantly more likely than females to be 

perpetrators of both domestic and non-domestic mass killings. When the focus is on the gender 

of mass killing victims, research suggests that domestic mass killers are likely to kill adult 

females and both male and female children (Liem et al. 2013). In contrast, non-domestic mass 

killers are likely to kill both males and females, regardless of their age (Eleni et al. 2017). Based 

on this literature, it is expected that domestic mass killings are more likely to include female 

victims than non-domestic mass killings. In my study, males are coded as 0 and females are 
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coded as 1. The reason for coding in line with the binary classification of gender is because no 

individuals were identified in any other category prior to recoding. To illustrate, prior to recoding 

for my study, the secondary database coded gender as male (0), female (1), originally male, 

identifies as female (2), originally female, identifies as male (3), and other (4).14 

Age. Research shows that individuals who commit non-domestic mass killings are often 

younger (e.g., late teens or early adulthood) than those who target family members (e.g., often 

30- to 40-years-old or older) (Capellan and Gomez 2017; Liem and Koenraadt 2008). Therefore, 

it is expected that domestic mass killers will be older than non-domestic mass killers. Studies 

have rarely focused on the age of victims of non-domestic mass killings; however, research on 

domestic mass killings has found that victims are often adults (i.e., approximately 30- to 40-

years old) and/or in late childhood (i.e., approximately seven to 12) (Karlsson et al. 2019). 

Drawing from this literature, it is predicted that victims of domestic mass killings are likely to be 

younger than victims of non-domestic mass killings. In my study, age is measured as a 

continuous variable to gain a detailed perspective of perpetrator and victim age and to see how 

they compare between domestic and non-domestic mass killings.  

Race. Drawing from prior literature, I anticipate that most mass killers, both domestic 

and non-domestic, will be white. According to prior research, the majority of mass killings 

involve victims who are of the same race as their perpetrators (Duwe 2004; Bowers et al. 2010). 

As such, findings suggest that most mass killing victims are white (Bowers et al. 2010; Taylor 

2018). Due to the sometimes-random targeting of non-domestic mass killing victims, however, it 

 
14 When running frequencies on the gender variable, all cases fall into either male or female and, therefore, I recoded 

the variables into male and female for my study. 
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is expected that victims of domestic mass killings are more likely to be white than victims of 

non-domestic mass killings. In my study, race is coded as non-white (0) and white (1). Coding 

this way is a limitation given that there are several ways to explore race; however, this variable 

has a large amount of missing data which makes it difficult to further explore various race 

categories, such as Indigenous, Black, Hispanic, Latino, etc. 

Marital Status. Based on prior literature, it is anticipated that non-domestic mass killers 

are more likely to be single at the time of the killing, whereas domestic mass killers are more 

likely to be married (Aho et al. 2017). In my study, marital status of perpetrators is coded as 

single/never married (0) and common-law/married/been married (1). Studies often group 

common-law individuals with married individuals (Wilson et al. 1995), and, therefore, common-

law is included in my married/been married category. When the focus is on mass killing victims, 

I analyze their marital statuses to explore whether they differ between domestic and non-

domestic mass killings and, if so, whether it is a significant factor in determining who is likely to 

be targeted. Since prior research suggests that domestic mass killing victims are often married to 

the perpetrator, it is anticipated that primary victims of domestic mass killings are more likely to 

be married than primary victims of non-domestic mass killings. In my study, marital status of 

victims is coded as single/never married (0), common-law/married/been married (1), and child 

(2). The reason for coding this way is to ensure child victims do not fall into the single/never 

married category and alter the results. 

 Children. Prior literature has not explored whether certain types of mass killers are more 

or less likely to have children and, therefore, the purpose of analyzing this variable is to explore 

whether perpetrators who target domestic victims are more likely to have children than those 
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who target non-domestic victims. Since findings indicate that domestic mass killers are often 

older and more likely to be married than non-domestic mass killers (Aho et al. 2017; Vinas-

Racionero et al. 2017), it is anticipated that domestic mass killers are more likely than non-

domestic mass killers to have children. In my study, perpetrators who had no children are coded 

as 0, whereas perpetrators who had children are coded as 1.  

 Employment Status. Some studies indicate that mass killers are likely to be employed at 

the time of the killing (Johnson and Sachmann 2014), whereas others suggest they are frequently 

unemployed and/or undergoing financial issues (Mailloux 2014). Since domestic perpetrators are 

often older than non-domestic perpetrators (Capellan and Gomez 2017), it is predicted that 

domestic mass killers are more likely to be employed than non-domestic mass killers. In my 

study, employment status is coded as unemployed/out of the workforce (0) and employed (1).  

Incident Variables 

Suicide. Research suggests that most perpetrators either attempt suicide or die by suicide 

following a mass killing (Capellan and Gomez 2017).15 In my study, perpetrator suicide is coded 

as no suicide (0) and died by suicide (1). For this variable, I coded any suicide attempts as no 

suicide to distinguish between perpetrators who did and did not die by suicide.  

Number of Perpetrators. Research has found that most mass killings involve one 

perpetrator (Taylor 2018). Drawing from this, it is anticipated that the majority of mass killings  

 
15 The secondary database does not specify whether the perpetrator died by suicide themselves or through law 

enforcement (i.e., suicide by cop) and, therefore, it is not possible to further explore this type of suicide in the 

quantitative analysis.  
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will have one perpetrator, regardless of whether domestic or non-domestic victims were targeted. 

In my study, number of perpetrators is coded as one perpetrator (0) and more than one 

perpetrator (1).  

Number of Victims. As mentioned, definitions of mass killings often differ based on the 

number of victims killed and the most common definitions include three or more, or four or 

more, victims (Petee et al. 1997; Duwe 2000). Based on prior literature, it is expected that 

domestic mass killings are likely to involve fewer victims than non-domestic mass killings. In 

order to demonstrate the importance of including three victims in the definition of mass killings, 

this variable is coded as three victims (0) or four or more victims (1). 

Location. In line with prior research, it is expected that domestic mass killings are more 

likely to occur in private locations, whereas non-domestic mass killings are more likely to occur 

in public locations (Capellan and Gomez 2017; Vinas-Racionero et al. 2017). In my study, the 

location of killings is coded as private residence (0) and public place (1) rather than focusing on 

specific locations (e.g., victim’s home, school, etc.). 

Population Density. As discussed in Chapter Two, research has shown that mass killings 

are more likely to occur in rural areas as opposed to urban areas (Fox and Levin 2003). Drawing 

from this literature, it is expected that domestic mass killings are more likely to occur in rural 

areas, whereas non-domestic mass killings are more likely to occur in urban areas. In my study, 

population density is coded as rural (0) and urban (1). For this variable, I classify killings that 

occurred in small towns as rural because they are closer in size to rural areas than to urban areas.   

Method. Research suggests that shooting is the most common method used to carry out a 

mass killing (Leveillee et al. 2009; Capellan and Gomez 2017). In my study, the method of 
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killing is coded as stabbing (0), shooting (1), and other (e.g., beating, arson) (2). The reason for 

coding this way is because most research suggests firearms are commonly involved in mass 

killings; however, stabbing is often cited as next most common.  

 Motive. The motivation(s) for mass killings are heavily debated in the literature, with 

little consensus regarding the most common motivation (Taylor 2018). Research has frequently 

discussed domestic mass killings as being motivated by interpersonal conflict (e.g., 

estrangement, misogyny, custody battles, etc.) (Duwe 2004). In contrast, non-domestic mass 

killings have been cited as having various other motivational factors (e.g., chronic bullying, 

domestic violence and/or misogyny, criminal gain, etc.) (Agnich 2015). Drawing from this 

literature, it is anticipated that domestic mass killings are more likely to be motivated by 

domestic issues, whereas non-domestic mass killings are likely to have crime-related or political 

motivations.16 In my study, motive is recoded into seven categories: unknown (0), domestic 

issues (1), mental illness (2), financial issues (3), crime-related (4), political (5), and other (6).17 

The reason for coding this way is to capture the primary motivations that have been cited in prior 

literature. For a detailed description of each motivation category, see Appendix C. 

Evidence of Premeditation. Drawing from prior research, it is anticipated that the 

majority of mass killings, both domestic and non-domestic, will have been premeditated (Fox et 

al. 2016; Vinas-Racionero et al. 2017). In my study, premeditation is coded as no evidence of 

 
16 Based on more recent mass killings that have occurred in Canada (e.g., the Nova Scotia mass killing and the 

Toronto Van Attack), it is possible that both domestic and non-domestic mass killings will involve aspects of 

misogyny. 
17 In these categories, ‘unknown’ refers to cases where the motivation was not identified, whereas ‘other’ was used 

to refer to cases where the motivations did not fall into any of the common categories identified in the mass killing 

literature (e.g., self-defence, accident, resisting arrest, etc.).  
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premeditation (0) and evidence of premeditation (1). In cases where there was only some 

evidence pointing towards premeditation, they are coded as evidence of premeditation.  

Missing Data Procedures 

 

 In order to present accurate findings, it is important for researchers to account for missing 

data. Data can be missing for several reasons; however, the most common include no data being 

recorded or a participant choosing not to provide the information (Boslaugh 2005). In SPSS, 

there are two types of missing data: system missing and user missing. System missing data are 

those that are automatically classified as missing by SPSS, such as blank or non-numeric values. 

In contrast, user missing data are those that are specified as missing by the researcher and do not 

appear when the data is being analyzed or edited (Boslaugh 2005).  

 My study relies on a relatively small sample size and, therefore, it is important to ensure 

that the missing data are accounted for so that the findings are not over- or under-represented. 

For the purpose of my study, all missing values are coded as system missing for each variable to 

ensure they are not included in any of the valid percentages. Coding them this way also makes it 

possible to see how many values are missing for each variable and decide whether it is 

appropriate to run tests. For example, two variables in my study have a significant number of 

missing cases: perpetrator’s prior criminal record (79%; N=44) and perpetrator’s evidence of 

mental illness (77%; N=43). Due to the number of missing cases, no quantitative tests (e.g., 

bivariate analyses) are run on these variables; however, they are included in my descriptive 

sample in order to guide my qualitative analysis. For example, although the majority of cases are 

missing for mental illness, the available cases indicate that mental illness is common among 

perpetrators. Therefore, it is important to explore this variable further using qualitative data.  



   

 

 

 

 

 

71 

Accounting for missing data is also essential as it allows findings to be interpreted 

cautiously when analyses are conducted on variables where more than 40 percent of the cases are 

missing information (Jakobsen, Gluud, Wetterslev, and Winkel 2017). To determine the nature 

of the missing information, I conduct Little’s Missing Completely at Random (MCAR) test to 

confirm that the information was missing due to random error, rather than systematic error. This 

is important because, if the information is missing due to systematic error, findings may be 

biased (Jakobsen et al. 2017).  

Quantitative Methodology: Bivariate Analysis 

 

 My study compares the characteristics of domestic and non-domestic mass killings, 

making a bivariate analysis the most appropriate quantitative approach, particularly with a small 

sample. A bivariate analysis is an inferential statistical analysis that is used to quantitatively 

analyze whether there is a relationship, or association, between independent and dependent 

variables (Bertani, Di Paola, Russo, and Tuzzolino 2018). Unlike a univariate analysis which 

involves one variable, or a multivariate which involves multiple variables, a bivariate analysis is 

used to explore the relationship between two variables (Chamberlain 2013). Not only does a 

bivariate analysis allow for an exploration of the relationship between variables, but it can also 

inform the researcher about the pattern or direction of the relationship (Palys and Atchison 

2014). For example, a bivariate analysis can explain whether the age of a mass killing victim is 

associated with the relationship between the victim and perpetrator and, if so, whether it is 

positively or negatively associated. 

 To determine whether the results from bivariate analyses are statistically significant (i.e., 

whether they are due to chance or caused by something else), a chi square test can be performed. 
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According to Palys and Atchison (2014), chi square tests are used when there are two categorical 

variables and can tell a researcher how the statistic deviates from what they would expect if the 

association was due to chance versus what they actually observed. In order to accurately use chi 

square, certain assumptions must be met within the data (e.g., the number of expected counts 

must be greater than 10 in a 2x2 table and not less than five in a table larger than 2x2). When 

assumptions are violated, the researcher can rely on Likelihood Ratio or Fisher’s Exact Test to 

determine the significance of a relationship. After the significance has been determined, they can 

use either Pearson’s r or Cramer’s V to test the strength of the relationship (Palys and Atchison 

2014). These tests are very similar; however, Pearson’s r is used when the cross-tabulations are 

displayed in a 2x2 table and Cramer’s V is used when the table is greater than 2x2. Since age is 

measured as a continuous variable in my study, chi square tests cannot be used. Instead, I use 

independent samples t-tests to analyze and compare the average age of victims and perpetrators 

of both types of mass killings. 

 Using SPSS, I utilize descriptive statistics to summarize the data from the sub-sample of 

mass killings drawn from the Ontario homicide database. Following this, a bivariate analysis is 

conducted on several variables. I analyze three categories of characteristics (e.g., victim, 

perpetrator, and incident) and, therefore, I manually select each category in SPSS to ensure each 

case is only counted once. In doing so, I avoid misrepresenting my findings by counting cases 

multiples times. By conducting a bivariate analysis, I can analyze each independent variable 

(e.g., gender, age) against the dependent variable (i.e., type of killing) to see whether there is an 

association between the variables.  
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Bivariate analyses are beneficial because they allow researchers to analyze the 

relationship between two variables of interest and, as a result, can be used to test hypotheses that 

have been developed in, or based upon, academic literature (Chamberlain 2013). By relying on a 

bivariate analysis, my study compares each type of killing (domestic and non-domestic) with 

several variables, including gender, age, weapon use, and motivation, among others. In doing so, 

I can examine whether certain variables are correlated with domestic mass killings or non-

domestic mass killings, ultimately answering my research question. For example, using a 

bivariate analysis allows for an understanding of whether females are more likely to be victims 

in cases of domestic mass killings than non-domestic mass killings. Accordingly, this aids in the 

theoretical understanding of mass killings and may contribute to the development and 

implementation of prevention measures specific to a certain type of killing (e.g., domestic or 

non-domestic).  

 Despite the benefits of relying on a bivariate analysis, it has been criticized in some 

literature for being too simplistic (Chamberlain 2013). Researchers have suggested that, although 

bivariate analyses are useful for identifying a relationship between variables, they do not 

consider the ways in which multiple variables may intersect to produce that relationship 

(Chamberlain 2013). For example, although a bivariate analysis may suggest that the age of a 

mass killing victim differs based on whether it is a domestic or non-domestic killing, it may be 

that the gender of the victim is influencing the relationship as well. Therefore, it is only possible 

for researchers to provide a description of a relationship between two variables, rather than 

actually explain it. In order to predict the effect of multiple variables on a phenomenon, a 

multivariate analysis would be required (Queiros, Faria, and Almeida 2017). Since mass killings 
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are relatively rare, there are not enough cases in my study to adequately conduct a multivariate 

analysis; however, the lack of Canadian research on mass killings demonstrates the importance 

of relying on a bivariate analysis as it represents a first step in the Canadian context. 

Quantitative research is beneficial; however, it has been criticized for only being able to 

analyze a small portion of reality, which may result in a loss of important information (Atieno 

2009). Qualitative researchers have also argued that certain phenomena cannot be quantified and, 

among that which can, it may not fully represent the nature of the content being studied (Queiros 

et al. 2017). For the purpose of my study, quantitative methodology is beneficial as a starting 

point for exploring various characteristics of domestic and non-domestic mass killings (e.g., 

method and location); however, certain variables (e.g., motivation and mental illness) cannot be 

fully captured using the quantitative data and, therefore, a qualitative approach is important as 

well.     

Qualitative Methodology: Content Analysis 

 

 To complement the quantitative bivariate analysis, the second stage of my sequential 

mixed methods is a qualitative content analysis. A content analysis is a research method used to 

draw inferences from texts or other materials (e.g., video, audio, etc.) in order to descriptively 

explain the phenomena (Schreier 2013; Drisko and Maschi 2015). Content analyses can be used 

for a variety of purposes, such as identifying the presence or meaning of words or concepts, or 

distinguishing relationships between them (Schreier 2013; Drisko and Maschi 2015). There are 

three main types of content analysis: basic content analysis, interpretive content analysis, and 

qualitative content analysis.  
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According to Drisko and Maschi (2015), basic content analysis is often quantitative and 

involves deductively gathered material that can be categorized with minimal interpretation by the 

coder; it is commonly used to summarize or describe data. In contrast, interpretive content 

analysis involves researchers moving beyond simply quantifying data to focus more on the actual 

interpretation of it. Lastly, qualitative content analysis involves a researcher reviewing material 

and developing specific categories in order to analyze the meaning of the data (Schreier 2013; 

Drisko and Maschi 2015). The purpose of the qualitative content analysis is to develop 

categories based on how mass killings are reported in the media in order to understand the 

context and qualitative aspects of such killings (see Appendix D-E). For example, by conducting 

a qualitative content analysis, I am able to explore how certain factors (e.g., mental illness) are 

typically discussed with regards to mass killings. I can also further explore predetermined 

categories that were identified in the quantitative analysis, such as specific motivations (e.g., 

domestic issues or crime-related).  

 Qualitative content analyses involve developing a coding frame that includes various 

categories the researcher is interested in exploring (Schreier 2013). The goal of coding is to make 

it easier to draw inferences from the data and to compare it with other data that have been 

previously coded (Palys and Atchison 2014). To illustrate, coding the text in my study provides 

an understanding of common themes that exist in the media reporting of mass killings and makes 

it possible to compare these themes to those that have been discussed in prior literature. For 

example, several motivating factors emerge from coding the media coverage in my study (e.g., 

anger, gain) which can be compared with existing mass killing typologies to either refine or build 

on such categories.  
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There are two approaches to coding: deductive coding and inductive coding, both of 

which are used in my study. Deductive coding involves both descriptive coding and interpretive 

coding (Palys and Atchison 2014). Descriptive coding involves researchers beginning with 

predetermined interests (e.g., motive) and seeking to identify material in the data that are 

relevant to those interests (Palys and Atchison 2014; Bengtsson 2016). Interpretive coding 

involves elaborating on the codes that were created using descriptive coding and further refining 

them into smaller categories (e.g., domestic issues, criminal gain, etc.) (Palys and Atchison 

2014). In contrast, inductive coding, also known as open coding, involves a researcher reviewing 

the data without a predetermined focus and identifying various themes that emerged from it 

(Palys and Atchison 2014; Bengtsson 2016). After identifying themes, the researcher can either 

refine them into more specific categories or combine them into more general categories (Palys 

and Atchison 2014). Regardless of whether the researcher relies on more specific or more 

general categories, the coding scheme will emerge from the material being analyzed rather than 

from predetermined themes (Palys and Atchison 2014). 

The purpose of the content analysis is to better understand motivation and mental illness 

in cases of mass killings based on what is typically reported in the media. To carry out the 

analysis, I analyze qualitative media reports for each mass killing that occurred during the study 

period. Specifically, I analyze a total of 450 media reports for 42 cases of mass killings. I 

received the media coverage from the primary investigator of the quantitative homicide database 

and the coverage was recorded in a separate word document for each homicide case. The media 

coverage was previously collected using online resources such as Canadian Newsstand, Factiva, 

and Google Search Archive. To update the documents, I searched the same online resources 



   

 

 

 

 

 

77 

again to see if further media coverage had been published for each mass killing incident since the 

data was collected. When more media coverage was discovered, I added it to the word document 

that contained the rest of the media coverage on that case.  

In order for researchers to draw valid inferences from content analyses, reliability and 

validity are essential (Krippendorf 2004; Palys and Atchison 2014). Reliability, often 

synonymous with consistency, refers to the idea that multiple researchers should end up with 

similar codes for the same material. In other words, coding should be consistent regardless of 

who is doing it. According to Krippendorf (2004), there are three ways to test reliability in 

content analysis: through stability, reproducibility, and accuracy. My study engages in both 

stability and accuracy to ensure my findings are valid. Stability (also known as intra-individual 

consistency) refers to a process remaining unchanged over time. This requires a “test-retest 

procedure,” where researchers assign codes to the material, step away for some time, and return 

to the material to code it again. If their later codes are reflective of their earlier codes, their 

coding is considered stable (Potter and Levine-Donnerstein 1999:271; Krippendorff 2004; 

Schreier 2013). Accuracy, in contrast, refers to the degree in which coders’ decisions correspond 

with a known standard (e.g., that of prior literature) and it is viewed as the strongest test of 

reliability.  

My study uses stability to ensure reliability as I conduct a test-retest procedure where I 

select a subsample of cases (n=5) from my data, review all media coverage for each case, and 

assign several codes. I then revisit the cases and conduct coding again on the same media 

coverage and discover that my first and second round of coding are consistent. Therefore, my 
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study is considered reliable. In an effort to maintain accuracy, my operationalizations are based 

on that of prior literature, where possible. 

Validity, often synonymous with trustworthiness or credibility, is used to assess the 

accuracy of researcher’s operationalizations (Creswell 2009; Elo et al. 2014; Noble and Smith 

2015). In other words, “to demonstrate validity, you must […] show that your particular 

operationalization accomplishes the purpose for which you intend to use it” (Palys and Atchison 

2014:56). In quantitative research, validity is established using statistical methods; however, in 

qualitative research, methodological strategies are developed to ensure that the conclusions 

drawn are valid (Elo et al. 2014; Noble and Smith 2015). There are several strategies qualitative 

researchers can take to ensure their findings are valid, some of which include: accounting for and 

acknowledging personal biases, keeping detailed records, including detailed descriptions of 

findings, presenting information that is both similar and dissimilar to one’s findings, 

triangulation, and more (Creswell 2009; Noble and Smith 2015).  

To ensure validity, my study engages in both methodological and data triangulation, as 

mentioned above. Selection bias may be present when relying on media coverage as a data 

source because media may only focus on certain cases; however, my study utilizes data that were 

also gathered from police reports and/or court documents, therefore minimizing the risk of 

selection bias. Further, by presenting a descriptive account of my results and discussing findings 

from prior literature that are both similar and dissimilar to my findings, the credibility of my 

study is enhanced.  
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Qualitative Analysis: NVivo 

 

 When carrying out a study, a researcher must decide not only what type of data they want 

to collect, but also how they will analyze that data. There are multiple software packages that can 

be used to help researchers analyze their data. For my study, I use NVivo. NVivo is a qualitative 

data analysis software that has been utilized across a wide range of academic literature. Rather 

than coding material using a pen and paper, NVivo allows researchers to digitally code large 

amounts of non-numeric data and makes it possible to recode each piece of material multiple 

times (Palys and Atchison 2014).  

 There are various ways that researchers can use NVivo to code their data (Palys and 

Atchison 2014). ‘Nodes’ are the most common coding unit used in NVivo and are essentially 

labels that researchers can assign to various ideas, themes, or concepts (Leech 2011; Palys and 

Atchison 2014). Once a node has been assigned, it stores information from the data that 

corresponds with the particular theme or topic that was identified by the researcher (Palys and 

Atchison 2014). For example, one predetermined theme in my study is motivation, as mentioned 

above. Using NVivo, a node is assigned to the category of motivation, which makes it possible to 

gather all material that indicates a potential motivation under this node.  

There are four different ways to create nodes using NVivo: a priori (based on the 

researcher’s identification of relevant ideas), in process (based on the researcher reading the 

data), in vivo (based on exact phrases from participants), and automatically (by using the search 

function to identify words that appear the most) (Palys and Atchison 2014). Researchers can also 

use classifications to code static attributes in NVivo, which involves the use of both source 

classification (i.e., recording information regarding the static details of the material) and node 
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classification (i.e., recording information on the demographics of the population of interest) 

(Palys and Atchison 2014). After classifying a node, researchers can assign attributes to 

distinguish between various phenomena (Leech 2011; Palys and Atchison 2014).  

 NVivo can also be used to record observations of the data being analyzed. A common 

way to do this is by using ‘memos’ (Leech 2011; Palys and Atchison 2014). Memos are pieces of 

data that can be used to record ideas, concepts, and/or themes that emerge throughout the data 

analysis (Leech 2011; Palys and Atchison 2014). They are codable pieces of data that are kept 

separate from the actual data being analyzed but remain linked to it (Palys and Atchison 2014). 

Memos can also take the form of ‘annotations,’ which are “virtual sticky notes” that can be 

attached to the data (Palys and Atchison 2014:324). Memos and annotations are beneficial as 

they are used to record information and insights that emerge throughout the analysis process, 

which can be useful to the researcher when they are writing up their findings (Palys and Atchison 

2014).   

To complete my study, I use nodes to code the qualitative data and, since I take both an 

inductive and deductive approach, I create them using both a priori and in process methods. 

Source classification is not relevant to my study because media reports are the only text included 

and, therefore, the static details of the text are already known. Node classification, however, is 

relevant. In my study, I use node classification to classify the type of mass killing and assign 

attributes to each case to record whether they are a primarily domestic or non-domestic mass 

killing. In doing so, I am able to compare the characteristics of mass killings involving domestic 

victims with those involving non-domestic victims, which aids in answering my research 
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question. Annotations are also used in my study to record insights and observations that emerge 

throughout the analytical process (e.g., potential themes that emerge through open coding). 

There are several benefits to analyzing data using NVivo. First, NVivo allows for a wide 

range of material to be analyzed at one time. It can also deal with various types of content (Palys 

and Atchison 2014; Phillips and Lu 2018). For example, NVivo can be used to analyze word 

documents, PDF files, social networking platforms (e.g., Twitter feeds, Facebook pages), audio 

files, video files, and much more. This is beneficial as it allows researchers to keep track of all 

their data and materials (e.g., journal articles, print media, etc.) in one file, and makes it 

accessible for various research projects (Palys and Atchison 2014; Phillips and Lu 2018). NVivo 

also allows researchers to alter their coding labels and combine or separate various coding 

categories which makes it possible to make minor or major changes to the coding scheme 

without having to start from the beginning (Palys and Atchison 2014). 

Qualitative Content Analysis Procedure 

 

The qualitative content analysis is conducted on the media coverage using both deductive 

and inductive coding. Deductive coding is used because I am specifically interested in exploring 

the way motivation and the context of mass killings are discussed in the media to build upon the 

quantitative variable of motivation. I also use deductive coding to analyze whether mental illness 

is discussed differently for domestic versus non-domestic killings. To clearly operationalize 

motivation, I define it as an identifiable emotion that influences a person to do or not do 

something (Wigmore 1935). Drawing from prior literature, I define mental illness as depression, 

psychosis, paranoia, and/or schizophrenia (Friedman et al. 2005; Logan, Walsh, Patel, and Hall 
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2013; Karlsson et al. 2019). Inductive coding is also used in my study, as open coding is 

conducted to identify and explore potential themes that have not previously been anticipated. 

Using descriptive coding (the first phase of deductive coding), passages that are 

indicative of a potential motivation are analyzed and subsequently coded as such. For example, if 

a passage suggests that a gang member killed several victims who were members of another 

gang, it is coded into a category called ‘motivation’ as it indicates that the killing may have been 

committed to retaliate against a rival gang member. Similarly, passages that refer to a perpetrator 

suffering from a mental illness are coded into a category called ‘mental illness.’ Following this, 

interpretive coding (the second phase of deductive coding) is conducted as I refine the 

‘motivation’ material into categories such as ‘instrumental,’ ‘expressive,’ or ‘instrumental and 

expressive,’18 and the mental illness material into ‘motivation’ or ‘perpetrator characteristic.’19  

By taking a deductive approach, I am able to further explore findings from prior literature 

and ultimately answer my research question by analyzing how motivation and mental illness 

differ between domestic and non-domestic mass killings using media coverage as a data source. 

For example, through a deductive approach, I can use mental illness as a starting point and, 

drawing from media coverage that portrays it as a motivation and coverage that portrays it as a 

 
18 According to Miethe and Drass (1999), instrumental mass killings are those that were motivated by the desire for 

gain or to achieve some future goal, whereas expressive mass killings are those that occurred in response to feelings 

of anger and/or frustration or the desire to harm their victims. Instrumental and expressive mass killings are those 

that were committed in response to feelings of anger and/or frustration but also appeared to satisfy some future goal 

(Miethe et al. 2004).   
19 The reason for dividing mental illness into categories such as motivation and perpetrator characteristic is to 

analyze how mental illness is typically discussed in the media with regards to mass killers and to capture all forms 

of mental illness, regardless of how it is discussed. To illustrate, some articles discuss mental illness as the 

motivation for the killing (e.g., the perpetrator thought the victims were devils and killed them), whereas others 

discuss mental illness as a characteristic of the perpetrator (e.g., the perpetrator had depression and killed his family 

because he was angry that his wife left him).  
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perpetrator characteristic, explore its prevalence in mass killings and analyze whether and how it 

is discussed differently based on the two types of killings.  

Open coding, on the other hand, allows for further examination of feminist and 

masculinities theories as I can identify passages that reflect concepts from both theories. For 

example, using open coding, a category called ‘misogynistic masculinity’ is developed. This 

category, which is discussed further in Chapter Five, includes passages that are indicative of a 

killing that was committed to regain power or control, as well as passages that indicate the victim 

was targeted because they expressed effeminate qualities. By taking an inductive approach, my 

study contributes to mass killing literature by identifying characteristics of mass killings that are 

not commonly explored in prior research, as well as more fully explores how feminist and 

masculinities theories can explain mass killings.  

Qualitative content analyses are beneficial because they are systematic, flexible, and can 

reduce large amounts of data into smaller, more manageable categories (Schreier 2013). These 

types of analyses are systematic because they require researchers to pay close attention to each 

piece of material (e.g., media coverage) that they believe is relevant to answering their research 

question (Schreier 2013). They are flexible in the sense that they allow researchers to create 

categories that emerge from both the data and/or from various pre-identified concepts, which 

allows for an in-depth examination of various phenomena (Schreier 2013). Qualitative content 

analyses also allow researchers to reduce the data they are analyzing into smaller categories 

(Schreier 2013). According to Schreier (2013), this makes it easier to deal with large quantities 

of qualitative data, particularly written texts. This is especially beneficial compared to other 

qualitative methods of analysis, which can sometimes open up and add to the data being 



   

 

 

 

 

 

84 

analyzed. Lastly, content analyses are beneficial because they can be combined with other 

methods to more fully explain a phenomenon or can be used as a starting point for future 

research (Maier 2018). In my study, I combine bivariate analyses and qualitative content 

analyses to more fully explore the characteristics of domestic and non-domestic mass killings.  

 Despite its benefits, there are also a few drawbacks to content analyses. One limitation is 

that it may be hard to generalize findings as researchers analyzing the same variable(s) may 

operationalize and code in different ways (Schreier 2013; Maier 2018). As a result, it can be 

difficult to compare findings across studies. Content analyses can also be time-consuming and 

labour-intensive (Maier 2018), which may not appeal to all researchers. Finally, media is the 

primary data source used for qualitative content analyses (Flick 2014) and, although media can 

be beneficial, this is a limitation as researchers are left depending on facts that are uncovered by 

the media, which may not always be entirely accurate.  

 Despite its limitations, a qualitative content analysis is the most appropriate method to 

use to answer my research question because certain variables cannot be captured or fully 

explored using only the quantitative data. To illustrate, although the bivariate analysis can show 

whether certain motivations are more or less associated with one type of mass killing, the data 

cannot provide sufficient detailed information. For example, it does not provide information 

regarding whether the motivations are instrumental and/or expressive, which may be essential to 

fully understanding the two types of killings and their subsequent prevention. Additionally, while 

mental illness can be partially captured using the quantitative analysis, it is not possible to 

explore it as both a perpetrator characteristic and a motivation. This is because much of the data 

pertaining to mental illness are missing and/or the context of the killing is not captured. 
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Therefore, by using a qualitative content analysis, my study can analyze variables that are not 

included in the dataset (e.g., instrumental and/or expressive motivations) and further explore 

variables that are included (e.g., mental illness), but not fully captured.  

Methodology Strengths and Limitations 

 

 To conclude this chapter, I discuss the strengths and limitations of the methodology used 

to complete my study. There are several limitations worth noting; however, the strengths of my 

research are significant. To begin, I outline the limitations. 

Limitations 

 

 The first limitation of the methodology used in my study is that I rely on secondary data 

compiled for single-victim homicides, not mass killings. Since the Ontario homicide database 

was not originally gathered to analyze mass killings, there are some variables that would have 

been beneficial for this study that are not captured in the database (e.g., primary versus 

secondary motivations). However, the qualitative analysis significantly minimizes the impact of 

this limitation as it supplements missing information and allows for variables that are not 

included in the quantitative database to be explored. 

 The second limitation of the methodology is that it only analyzes mass killings that 

occurred in Ontario. Analyzing Ontario is beneficial given that it is Canada’s most populous 

province; however, the results are not necessarily generalizable to other provinces in Canada. 

However, since my study is the first of its kind, it may be beneficial to rely on a more populous 

province, such as Ontario, as it may produce the largest sample size. 

 The third limitation of the methodology used in my study is the lack of access to clinical 

data sources. This makes it necessary to rely on third party accounts of mental illness among 
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perpetrators, which may not be entirely reliable. Since much of prior research relies on data 

gathered from the media, findings may be different than if they were gathered from clinical 

records. This is because media coverage may not be entirely accurate as it does not always rely 

on factual evidence, depending on what is being studied (Taylor 2018). For example, since mass 

killings involve multiple victims killed at one time, the media may overrepresent mental illness 

as a causal factor to help the public understand why such events occurred by making it appear as 

though the perpetrator was not in control of his actions. Therefore, by relying on third party 

accounts, my study is required to focus on how mental illness is socially constructed, rather than 

on an actual diagnosis. However, although relying on third party accounts may be a limitation, it 

is a good first step given the minimal amount of mass killing research in Canada. 

Strengths 

 

 Despite the limitations of the methodology used in my study, there are significant 

benefits as well. By utilizing secondary data that has already been coded, I eliminate a largely 

important, albeit time consuming, process. To illustrate, the Ontario homicide database drew 

from multiple official data sources and has been compiled over 27 years and is ongoing. It is 

confidential in nature and has required significant funding. Therefore, it would likely not be 

possible for a graduate student to compile such a database. By relying on secondary data, it is 

possible for this detailed research project to be conducted in the allocated time period.  

The second benefit of my methodology is that it takes a different methodological 

approach than what is frequently utilized in existing literature on mass killings. Using the 

Ontario homicide database is unique as it allows me to not rely solely on media reports, which is 

common in prior literature (Dietz 1986; Holmes and Holmes 1992; Petee et al. 1997). It also 
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minimizes the potential risks that may arise from doing so, such as missing less-publicized cases 

and the possibility of relying on inaccurate information (Taylor 2018). Since the secondary 

database involved data compiled by police reports, coroner’s reports, and Crown Attorney and 

court records, my study relies on data that is more comprehensive than that utilized in much of 

the existing literature and confidently explores the total population of mass killings that occurred 

in Ontario during the study period.  

The third benefit of my methodology is the reliance on sequential mixed methods. By 

building on the quantitative data with a qualitative analysis, I can gain as much insight as 

possible into each mass killing that occurred in Ontario during the time period under 

examination. In doing so, I minimize the potential limitations that stem from using a single 

method approach. As a result, the combination of both quantitative and qualitative data 

significantly strengthens the results of my research project. In the next chapter, I present my 

research findings. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: RESULTS 

 

 This chapter outlines the findings from both the bivariate cross-tabular analysis as well as 

the qualitative content analysis. The bivariate analysis presents a description of the similarities 

and differences between domestic and non-domestic mass killings with respect to various victim, 

perpetrator, and incident characteristics. To build on this, the content analysis presents results 

demonstrating additional qualitative context of certain characteristics for each type of mass 

killing. 

 To begin, I discuss the descriptive statistics for each variable included in my study to 

provide the first look at the sample analyzed. Then, I highlight the results from the bivariate 

analysis and discuss whether they support my hypotheses comparing the characteristics of 

domestic and non-domestic mass killings. Specifically, I discuss how most sociodemographic 

characteristics and some incident characteristics of mass killings differed based on the type of 

killing. I also highlight the gendered nature of both domestic and non-domestic mass killings. In 

the second half of this chapter, I discuss my qualitative results, drawing from the content analysis 

and using illustrative case examples. In this section, I further examine many characteristics that 

were not adequately captured in the quantitative analysis, such as motivations for domestic and 

non-domestic mass killings, histories of domestic and non-domestic violence, and toxic and 

misogynistic masculinity among both types of perpetrators. The data analyzed in the qualitative 

analysis demonstrate both similarities and differences between the two types of killings, as 

emphasized below.  
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Descriptive Statistics 

 

 The descriptive statistics are shown in Table 2, including the amount missing for each 

variable. In total, 17 cases in my sample involved non-domestic mass killings (40%) and 25 

cases involved domestic mass killings (60%). Of the 42 cases, two involved both domestic and 

non-domestic victims (5%); however, due to the nature of the killings, both were coded as 

domestic. In my study, the total numbers differed depending on the unit of analysis (i.e., the 

characteristics being examined). To illustrate, when focusing on mass killing incident 

characteristics, the total sample included 42 cases, when focusing on perpetrators, the total 

sample included 55 cases and, when focusing on victims, the total sample included 151 cases. 

In my sample, the majority of perpetrators were male (N=52; 95%), with an average age 

of 32.5 years. The youngest perpetrator was 14 years old and the oldest perpetrator was 66 years 

of age. There was a large proportion of missing information for certain variables, as shown in 

Table 2. However, based on the information available, the largest group of perpetrators were 

white (N=19; 35%), in a common-law relationship, married, or had been married (N=21; 38%), 

had children (N=22; 40%), and were employed at the time of the killing (N=19; 35%). The 

information was missing for the majority of cases regarding perpetrator’s prior criminal record 

(N=43; 78%) and mental illness (N=42; 76%); however, where information was available, 13 

percent of perpetrators had a prior criminal record (N=7), and 20 percent had a mental illness 

(N=11). Due to the high proportions of missing information for these two variables, they were 

not included in the bivariate analysis, but were expanded upon in the qualitative analysis. 
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics: Dependent and Independent Variables, Ontario, 1985-2012 

(N=42) 

 

Variable       n   %   

Dependent Variable 

Victim-Perpetrator Relationship         

    0=Non-Domestic      17   40  

    1=Domestic       25   60 
 

Independent Variables 

Perpetrator Characteristics (N=55) 

  Gender           

      0=Male       52   95 
      1=Female       2   4 

    Missing       1   2 

  Age            

      Continuous (Years)     51   32.49 

      Missing       4   7 
  Race            

      0=Non-white      14   26 

      1=White       19   35 

      Missing       22   40 

  Marital Status          
      0=Single/never married     7   13 

      1=Common law/married/been married   21   38 

      Missing       27   49 

  Children           

      0=No children      1   2 
      1=Has children      22   40 

      Missing       32   58 

  Employment Status          

      0=Unemployed/out of work force    6   11   

      1=Employed      19   35 
      Missing       30   55 

  Prior Criminal Record         

     0=No prior criminal record    5   9   

     1=Prior criminal record     7   13   

     Missing       43   78 
  Evidence of Mental Illness         

     0=No evidence of mental illness    2   4   

     1=Evidence of mental illness    11   20   

     Missing       42   76 

Victim Characteristics (N=151) 
  Gender           

      0=Male       80   53 
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      1=Female       71   47 

 Age             
      Continuous (Years)     148   31.09 

      Missing       3   2   

  Race            

      0=Non-white      36   24 

      1=White       37   25 
      Missing       78   52 

  Marital Status          

      0=Single/never married     12   8 

      1=Married/been married     50   33 

      2=Child       41   27 
      Missing       48   32 

Incident Characteristics (N=42) 

  Suicide           

    No suicide       26   62 

    Committed suicide      13   31 
    Missing       3   7 

  Number of Perpetrators         

    One perpetrator      37   88 

    More than one perpetrator     5   12 

  Number of Victims          
    Three victims      27   64 

    More than three victims     15   36 

  Location           

      0=Private residence     29   69 

      1=Public place      10   24 
      Missing       3   7 

  Population Density          

    Rural       16   38 

    Urban       13   31 

    Missing       13   31 
  Method           

      0=Stabbing      9   22 

      1=Shooting      19   45   

      2=Other       12   29 

      Missing       2   5 
  Motive            

      0=Unknown      4   10 

      1=Domestic issues     10   24 

      2=Mental illness      5   12 

      3= Financial issues     0   0 
      4=Crime-related      6   14 

      5=Political       1   2 

      6=Other       3   7 

      Missing       13   31 
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 Focusing on victims of mass killings, 53 percent were male (N=80), with an average age 

of 31 years. The youngest victim in the sample was less than one year and the oldest victim was 

89 years of age. Approximately one-third of cases had missing information regarding victim 

marital status (N=48; 32%); however, where information was available, many victims were 

married or had been married (N=50; 33%), eight percent were single or never married (N=12) 

and 27 percent were children (N=41). A large proportion of information was missing for victim’s 

race (N=78; 52%); however, of the information available, 25 percent of victims were white 

(N=37), and 24 percent were non-white (N=36). 

 Focusing on the mass killing incident, most killings were committed by one perpetrator 

(N=37; 88%) and involved three victims (N=27; 64%) as opposed to four or more victims 

(N=15; 36%). Additionally, many occurred in private residences (N=29; 69%). Approximately 

one-third of cases had missing information regarding population density (N=13; 31%); however, 

when information was available, mass killings appeared to occur more frequently in rural (N=16; 

38%) rather than urban areas (N=13; 31%). The most common method used in each type of mass 

killing was shooting (N=19; 45%), and the perpetrator died by suicide in about one-third of the 

cases (N=13; 31%). Thirty-one percent of cases had missing information regarding motivation 

(N=13); however, where information was available, mass killing incidents were motivated by 

Premeditation          

      0=Not premeditated     5   12 
      1=Premeditated      16   38 

      Missing       21   50 

* Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding 
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domestic issues20 (N=10; 24%), followed by crime-related motivations21 (N=6; 14%), mental 

illness22 (N=5; 12%), unknown motivations23 (N=4; 10%), other motivations24 (N=3; 7%), and 

political motivations25 (N=1; 2%). Information was missing for premeditation in half the cases 

(N=21; 50%); however, of the remaining cases, 38 percent showed at least some evidence of 

premeditation (N=16), compared to 12 percent that did not appear to be premeditated (N=5). 

Quantitative Bivariate Analysis 

 

 The results from the bivariate cross-tabular analysis are presented in Tables 3, 4, and 5 

below. I used Pearson’s chi-square to determine whether there was a relationship between the 

dependent variable and most of the independent variables in order to compare domestic and non-

domestic mass killings. Some variables (e.g., criminal record and mental illness) were not 

included in the bivariate analysis because of the large amount of missing information, as 

mentioned above. These variables will be focused upon in more depth in the qualitative analysis 

that follows. 

As mentioned in Chapter Four, I used Little’s Missing Completely at Random (MCAR) 

Test to confirm that all missing information was due to random error, rather than systematic error 

(p>.05). When information was missing, it was coded as system missing (i.e., entirely missing 

from the data) to ensure it was not included in any of the valid percentages. Some variables (e.g., 

 
20 These included killings motivated by revenge, jealousy, and/or a victim leaving/left. 
21 These included killings motivated by robbery, sexual assault, to eliminate a witness, gangs, and/or disputes over 

illegal businesses. 
22 These included killings where the motivation was a mental illness (type of mental illness not specified in the 

database). 
23 These included killings where the motivation was unknown. 
24 These included killings motivated by other motives or accident/no motive. 
25 These included killings motivated by hate (e.g., race, sex orientation). 
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perpetrator and victim age) were analyzed using independent samples t-tests because they were 

continuous variables, as discussed in Chapter Four.  

As mentioned previously, in many cases, the assumptions of chi-square were violated, 

making it essential to rely on Fisher’s Exact Test or Likelihood Ratio. When relying on Fisher’s 

Exact Test, there was no chi-square (X2) to report; however, the significance could still be 

determined. When relying on Likelihood Ratio, however, the significance could be reported in 

addition to the Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square (G2). All variables analyzed in my study are 

presented in the tables; however, despite numerous variables being analyzed, only those that 

were statistically significant are discussed below. For ease of interpretation, results are presented 

by type of characteristics being examined, beginning with perpetrator characteristics.26  

Table 3 depicts six variables that were correlated with the perpetrators of mass killings. 

In support of Hypothesis 2 about age of the perpetrator, the results show that domestic mass 

killers were older, on average, than non-domestic mass killers (p<.01). Specifically, domestic 

perpetrators had an average age of 37 years, whereas non-domestic perpetrators had an average 

age of 28 years. The bivariate results also indicate a significant difference with regards to race 

(p<.05), as domestic perpetrators were more likely to be non-white (63%), whereas non-domestic 

perpetrators were more likely to be white (77%). Moreover, the results support Hypothesis 3 

regarding marital status of the perpetrator (p<.001), as 100 percent of the domestic mass killers 

were married, compared to 70 percent of non-domestic perpetrators who were single or never 

married.  

 
26 The total numbers will vary depending on the unit of analysis (i.e., perpetrator (N=55), victim (N=151), or 

incident (N=42) characteristics), as noted above.  
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Table 4 depicts four variables that were correlated with the victims of mass killings. 

These results show several differences between victims of domestic and non-domestic mass 

killings. First, most victims of non-domestic mass killings were male (75%), whereas most 

victims of domestic mass killings were female (64%) (p<.001), which supports Hypothesis 4 

concerning victim gender. In contrast to perpetrators, victims of non-domestic mass killings were 

older than victims of domestic mass killings (p<.05), with non-domestic victims having an  

Table 3. Bivariate Relationships: Perpetrator Characteristics by Domestic and Non-

Domestic Mass Killings, Ontario, 1985-2012 (N=55) 

 

Variable    Non-Domestic.      Domestic             X2                P 

Mass Killing         Mass Killing 
Percent %        Percent % 

       (N=17)          (N=25) 

Gender          N/a          1.000 
        Male          96   96 

        Female          4   4  

Age (Years)         -2.930          0.005** 

        Mean          27.52  37.27   

Race 
        Non-white                    24   63  N/a          0.037* 

        White          77   38 

Marital Status         N/a          0.000*** 

        Single/never married        70   0 

        Common/married/been married        30   100 
Children         N/a          0.261 

        No children         17   0 

        Has children         83   100 

Employment Status        N/a          1.000 

        Unemployed/out of workforce         20   27 

        Employed         80   73 

* p≤.05 **p≤.01 ***p≤.001 
 
* Percentages may not add up due to rounding 

* The number of cases (N) for each variable may change depending on the number of missing cases; see Table 2 for 
percentage of missing cases. 
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average age of 38 years and domestic victims having an average age of 26 years. The 

characteristics of mass killing victims also differed with respect to race (p<.01), with the largest 

group of non-domestic victims being white (71%), compared to the largest group of domestic 

victims being non-white (62%). Due to the high proportion of missing information that dropped 

out of many variables, however, it is possible that my findings may have over- or under-

represented certain relationships and, therefore, should be interpreted with caution.   

Table 5 depicts eight variables that were correlated with the mass killing incident itself; 

however, suicide and motive are the only variables discussed below because they were the only  

incident variables that were statistically significant. The bivariate analysis shows that suicide was 

Table 4. Bivariate Relationships: Victim Characteristics by Domestic and Non-Domestic 

Mass Killings, Ontario, 1985-2012 (N=151) 

 

Variable    Non-Domestic      Domestic       X2                P 
Mass Killing         Mass Killing 

Percent %        Percent % 

       (N=17)          (N=25) 

Gender          22.997          0.000*** 

        Male          75   36 

        Female          25   64  

Age (Years)         3.344          0.001*** 

        Mean          37.92  26.17   
Race 

        Non-white                    29   62  7.820          0.005** 

        White          71   38 

Marital Status         4.478          0.107 

        Single/never married        12   12 
        Common/married/been married        65   43 

        Child          23   46 

* p≤.05 **p≤.01 ***p≤.001 
 

* Percentages may not add up due to rounding 
* The number of cases (N) for each variable may change depending on the number of missing cases; see Table 2 for 

percentage of missing cases. 
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Table 5. Bivariate Relationships: Incident Characteristics by Domestic and Non-Domestic 

Mass Killings, Ontario, 1985-2012 (N=42) 

 

Variable    Non-Domestic      Domestic       X2                P 

Mass Killing         Mass Killing 
Percent %        Percent % 

       (N=17)          (N=25) 

Suicide          N/a          0.006** 
        No suicide                    93   50 

        Committed suicide        7   50 

Number of Perpetrators       N/a               0.140 

        One perpetrator         77   96 

        More than one perpetrator       24   4 
Number of Victims                   N/a          0.744 

        Three victims         59   68 

        Four or more victims        41   32 

Location         N/a          0.060 

        Private residence         56   87 
        Public place         44   13  

Population Density        N/a          1.000 

        Rural          54   56 

        Urban          46   44 

Method         1.226          0.542 
        Stabbing          13   28   

        Shooting          53   44 

        Other          33   28 

Motive          19.022         0.002** 

        Unknown                     15   13   
        Domestic issues              8   56 

        Financial issues         0   0 

        Mental illness         8   25 

        Crime-related         46   0 

        Political          8   0 
        Other          15   6 

Premeditation         N/a         1.000 

        No evidence         17   27 

        Evidence          83   73 

* p≤.05 **p≤.01 ***p≤.001 
 

* Percentages may not add up due to rounding 
* The number of cases (N) for each variable may change depending on the number of missing cases; see Table 2 for 

percentage of missing cases. 
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more common in domestic mass killings (p<.01), as 50 percent of domestic perpetrators died by 

suicide compared to only seven percent of non-domestic perpetrators. This partially supports  

Hypothesis 7, as I anticipated that most domestic mass killers would die by suicide; however, it 

does not support the entire hypothesis as I expected that most non-domestic mass killers would 

die by suicide as well.   

There were also differences regarding motivations for domestic and non-domestic mass 

killings (p<.05). To illustrate, a larger portion of non-domestic mass killings had crime-related 

motivations (46%) followed by unknown motivations (15%), other motivations (15%), domestic 

issues (8%), mental illness (8%), and political motivations (8%). In contrast, a larger portion of 

domestic mass killings appeared to be motivated by domestic issues (56%), followed by mental 

illness (25%), unknown motivations (13%), and other motivations (6%). As mentioned in 

Chapter Two, it is difficult to assess motivation (particularly for homicide) because many 

perpetrators die by suicide or may not be truthful about their motivation to others, which often 

results in speculation, particularly by third parties, as to why the event occurred. To further 

capture this information, I expanded on this variable in the qualitative content analysis. By 

reporting only findings that were statistically significant, it is likely that none of the above results 

are due to chance. However, since many cases had missing information for more than 40 percent 

of the variables, my findings must be interpreted with caution.   

Quantitative Summary 

 

To summarize the quantitative component of this chapter, the above results highlight 

several significant differences between domestic and non-domestic mass killings. Specifically, 

domestic mass killers were more likely to be older, married, and die by suicide than non-



   

 

 

 

 

 

99 

domestic mass killers, and victims of domestic mass killings were more likely to be female and 

younger than victims of non-domestic mass killings. The results also highlight the gendered 

nature of mass killings, as both the domestic and non-domestic mass killings were primarily 

perpetrated by males. Based on the information available, the findings for motivation tentatively 

suggest that motivations for domestic and non-domestic mass killings differ significantly. 

However, as noted above, it was not possible to gain a complete understanding of the motivation 

and context of mass killings using solely quantitative data, making it important to further explore 

these variables using a qualitative approach. Next, I discuss the results from the qualitative 

content analysis. 

Qualitative Content Analysis 

 

The remaining portion of this chapter focuses on themes that emerged from the 

qualitative content analysis (see Appendix F). To complete this component of my study, I 

analyzed 450 media reports pertaining to 42 mass killing incidents and engaged in both 

deductive and inductive coding to identify several themes. The key objectives of the content 

analysis were to explore variables that were not included in the quantitative database (e.g., toxic 

and misogynistic masculinity) and further explore variables that were included but not fully 

captured from the original data sources (e.g., motivation, mental illness, and prior criminal 

record).  

The qualitative data demonstrate key differences between domestic and non-domestic 

mass killings; however, this part of my study was exploratory and intended to aid in the 

understanding of the quantitative analysis and serve as a starting point for future research on 

domestic and non-domestic mass killings. In this section, I draw from media reports of mass 
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killings, which have limitations such as inaccuracy and overrepresentation of certain groups 

(Taylor 2018); however, I relied on the reported facts of each case as they were presented and 

recognize that information may be missing depending on what was identified as important by the 

author of the story or their source. Additionally, research has found that media coverage can be 

more accurate than other data sources for certain information, such as demographics, victim-

perpetrator relationship, and situational context (Dawson et al. 2019; Heide and Boots 2007; 

Parkin and Gruenewald 2017; Shon and Lee 2016) and, therefore, relying on media coverage as 

a data source can be beneficial. 

Below, I discuss my findings regarding motivations for mass killings. Following this, I 

review what the media show about mental illness by highlighting the most referenced types and 

comparing them across domestic and non-domestic mass killings. To conclude, I compare 

histories of violence among both types of mass killers, focusing on both recorded and unrecorded 

violence, and highlight the prevalence of toxic and/or misogynistic masculinity in many cases.  

Motivations for Mass Killings 

 

In this section, I discuss common triggering events that occurred prior to the mass 

killings in my sample and describe how the nature of such events differed depending on whether 

the killing was domestic or non-domestic. Following this, I use the triggering events to classify 

the mass killings according to the instrumental and expressive homicide typology and provide 

examples from the data to support my classifications. To conclude, I discuss specific motivations 

for the mass killings in my study and outline the relevant triggering events identified for each 

type. 
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Triggering Events 

Triggering events occurred prior to 29 mass killings, 18 of which were domestic and 11 

of which were non-domestic. In the 13 remaining cases, no triggering events were identified; 

however, it is possible that they occurred and were not included in the media reports. When 

comparing triggering events for domestic and non-domestic mass killings, there were noticeable 

differences, which supports Hypothesis 14 regarding the nature of triggering events.  

The most common triggering event for domestic mass killings was separation, with 

victims separating from the perpetrator prior to the killing in seven cases. Following separation, 

five domestic perpetrators were triggered by betrayal, three were triggered by financial stressors, 

two were triggered by arguments, and one was triggered by a custody battle. In contrast, betrayal 

was the most common triggering event for non-domestic mass killings, with four perpetrators 

experiencing betrayal prior to the killing. This was followed by three who were triggered by 

arguments, and one each who were triggered by bullying, rejection, separation, and suspension 

from employment. Below, I use illustrative case examples to compare the triggering events 

experienced by domestic and non-domestic mass killers, beginning with separation. 

Separation. Separation typically involved killings that were triggered by a female 

intimate partner leaving, or threatening to leave, a relationship. While separation was only a 

triggering event in one non-domestic mass killing, how it served as a trigger differed from 

domestic mass killings. For example, in domestic mass killings, separation was typically 

reported as a personal event that devastated the perpetrator and prompted him to kill his family 

and himself. This is illustrated in Case 26, which was typical of all domestic mass killings 

triggered by separation: 
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A man who was despondent over the breakup of his family fatally shot his estranged wife and 

four children Sunday before setting fire to their home and turning the gun on himself, police say. 

(Case 26) 

 

In contrast, the one non-domestic mass killing that was triggered by separation involved a 

perpetrator who expressed outward blame and targeted acquaintances as victims. For example, 

the perpetrator’s intimate partner left him, and he killed two female acquaintances and one of the 

victims’ two children. In this case, the externalization of blame is evident as the perpetrator 

expressed his discontent regarding women generally, as is depicted in the following quote:  

[An individual], who said he’d had a drink with [the perpetrator] earlier that same day, testified 

[the perpetrator] was “angry, irate” and drunk. “He complained that his girlfriend […] had 

dumped him, that he was tired of being screwed around by women. (Case 8) 

 

The above passages indicate that the nature of separation as a triggering event differed 

depending on whether the killing was domestic or non-domestic. Specifically, when domestic 

perpetrators experienced separation, they responded with an “if I can’t have you, no one can” 

mentality, seeking revenge against the individual responsible for the event and those associated 

with them, such as their children. In contrast, the non-domestic perpetrator did not target the 

individual responsible for the triggering event (i.e., his intimate partner); instead, he externalized 

blame and sought revenge against females more generally. In both situations, the perpetrators 

appeared to engage in misogynistic masculinity as they responded to threats to their control (e.g., 

separation) by targeting those they perceived as inferior to them (e.g., females and/or children). 

Separation can be classified as a type of betrayal; however, in my sample, many perpetrators 

were triggered by betrayal that did not involve separation. As such, separation and betrayal were 

identified as two separate triggering events in the analysis. 

Betrayal. Betrayal was the most identified triggering event for non-domestic mass 

killings and the second most identified triggering event for domestic mass killings. In the 
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analysis, the nature of betrayal differed depending on the type of killing. For example, four of the 

five domestic mass killings triggered by betrayal involved the perpetrator’s former intimate 

partner. In all four cases, the victim and perpetrator had previously been separated, which is why 

they were not classified as being triggered by separation. Instead, all four killings involved the 

primary victim finding a new intimate partner, as illustrated in the following passage, which was 

typical of each killing: 

...he overheard her having a sexually explicit phone conversation with a man she had met online. 

Before leaving […], he went upstairs to [his estranged partner’s] bedroom to confront her about 

the telephone conversation he overheard a few hours earlier. The argument quickly became 

heated and [the perpetrator] smashed his wife’s head and upper torso with a baseball bat until she 

stopped moving […]. (Case 36) 

 

In contrast, the fifth domestic mass killing triggered by betrayal did not involve the 

perpetrator’s former intimate partner finding a new partner. Instead, the perpetrator’s daughters 

were disobeying his commands by dressing provocatively and engaging in romantic 

relationships. In this case, the perpetrator stated that his daughters brought shame to his family 

and he committed the killings because he felt that they betrayed him. This was similar to the non-

domestic mass killings triggered by betrayal, as they were also not connected to an intimate 

partner. Instead, such cases typically involved a victim sharing information about the perpetrator 

or disobeying their commands, such as in a gang killing: 

[The victim] had been meeting secretly with the police, promising to stop the robberies and 

extortion in Chinatown if they would lay off his gambling dens. [The victim] claimed to be 

speaking for all the dai los, himself and two others. He wasn’t, and those actions, along with his 

inability to stop [a rival gang member], led to his loss of face in the eyes of his gang and the other 

dai los – the worst sin he could commit. (Case 9) 

 

In this case, it appeared that the perpetrator felt betrayed because the victim lied about speaking 

to police on behalf of more than just himself.  
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To summarize the information presented above, when betrayal occurred prior to the mass 

killings, it typically involved someone known to the perpetrator, regardless of the type of killing. 

However, the nature of the betrayal differed based on the type of killing, as it was more likely to 

be connected to an intimate partner in domestic mass killings than non-domestic mass killings. 

As such, the domestic mass killings triggered by betrayal were indicative of misogynistic 

masculinity, as the triggering events were always connected to female victims. In contrast, the 

non-domestic mass killings triggered by betrayal were indicative of toxic masculinity more 

generally, as the triggering events threatened the perpetrators’ control but did not appear to be 

connected to females and/or intimate partners. 

Arguments. Concentrating on arguments as a triggering event, they were identified in 

three non-domestic mass killings and two domestic mass killings and typically involved some 

type of confrontation. Arguments are a broad, catch-all category, however, which is a limitation 

as there may be specific triggering events that lead to the argument that were not reported. In two 

of the three non-domestic cases triggered by an argument (Cases 12 and 21), the nature of the 

argument appeared to be similar, as both occurred in a public location (e.g., a restaurant) and 

seemingly occurred at random. The random nature of the argument is illustrated in the case 

below and was typical of both cases:  

Several of the approximately 40 customers in the restaurant were singing into a karaoke machine 

[…] when an argument broke out around 1 a.m. […]. (Case 12) 

 

In contrast, the other case (Case 3) involved an argument with individuals known to the 

perpetrator and occurred in a private residence. Specifically, in this case, the perpetrator had an 

argument with his parents over “smoking and girls” and proceeded to kill his neighbours in their 

home. 
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 When focusing on arguments that occurred prior to domestic mass killings, the data were 

less descriptive. For example, in both Cases 2 and 18, the details of the argument were not 

disclosed. This is illustrated in the following quote, which was typical for both cases:  

After [the perpetrator] asked his sister’s husband, […], 35, to go to the store for some ice cream, a 

family dispute apparently broke out and he killed all of his relatives. (Case 2) 

 Due to the inconsistent nature of the arguments (and lack of information), it was not 

possible to determine a common theme for this triggering event. However, based on the 

information available, it appeared as though arguments were often connected to family members 

in domestic incidents, whereas they were more likely to vary in non-domestic incidents. 

Regardless of the type of killing, all perpetrators who were triggered by arguments appeared to 

engage toxic masculinity as they committed the killings after experiencing threats to their 

control.   

Financial Stressors. Financial stressors were identified in three domestic mass killings 

and, in each case, the perpetrators were in significant debt. However, in all three cases, the 

perpetrators were experiencing other stressors as well. For example, in Case 22, the perpetrator 

was also experiencing challenges in obtaining Canadian citizenship, whereas in both Cases 30 

and 42, the perpetrators were concerned over their sons’ chronic illnesses. An example of 

multiple stressors is illustrated below and indicates that financial stressors may be exacerbated 

by various additional stressors experienced by the perpetrator:  

What does seem clear is that [the perpetrator] may have been under some financial pressure. […]. 

A second worry may have involved the couple’s son […], who suffered from a degenerative bone 

disorder and lived in the basement of the beige-brick bungalow. Neighbours said his condition 

had worsened in recent years, that [the son] was in an increasing amount of pain, and that the cost 

of his medication had risen. (Case 42)  
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Evidently, this finding indicates that perpetrators may experience several triggering events and/or 

have multiple motivations for committing mass killings; however, this was only identified in the 

domestic mass killings. 

In summary, despite certain triggering events being more or less common among one 

type of killing, domestic and non-domestic mass killers experienced many similar events. 

Nevertheless, the two killings differed in that domestic mass killers always experienced 

triggering events connected to their intimate partners, which was not the case for non-domestic 

mass killers. Furthermore, the data indicate that perpetrators may respond differently to 

triggering events depending on the type of killing. For example, domestic mass killers appeared 

to view triggering events as catastrophic and typically killed out of anger, revenge, and/or 

altruism, often taking their own lives as well. In contrast, non-domestic mass killers appeared to 

view triggering events as humiliating and were more likely to externalize blame. Below, when 

discussing specific motivations, I discuss how these triggering events were used to categorize 

various motivations for mass killings. 

Apparent among all 29 cases was that the triggering events threatened the perpetrators’ 

perceptions of control and they responded by committing the killings. As such, it can be argued 

that 69 percent (N=29) of the mass killers in my sample engaged in toxic masculinity as they 

committed the killings to regain the control they felt they were entitled. In the cases triggered by 

separation (19% of the total sample and 28% of the cases that involved triggering events), it can 

be argued that the toxic masculinity was better understood as misogynistic masculinity, as the 

perpetrators appeared to feel superior over females and children. This is discussed further below 
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when I highlight specific motivations for mass killings. In the next section, I discuss how 

triggering events were used to classify mass killings as instrumental and/or expressive. 

Mass Killings as Instrumental and Expressive 

The data support Hypothesis 15 regarding mass killings as instrumental and/or 

expressive. To illustrate, most mass killings could be classified as both instrumental and 

expressive (17 domestic and 11 non-domestic), whereas only one case (non-domestic) could be 

classified as solely instrumental and no cases could be classified as solely expressive. As such, 

my findings also support Hypothesis 16 regarding mass killings not being crimes of passion. In 

thirteen cases (eight domestic and five non-domestic), the killings could not be classified as 

instrumental and/or expressive because there was not enough information available. Below, I 

provide examples from the data to demonstrate how mass killings could be classified according 

to this general homicide typology, beginning with instrumental and expressive. 

Instrumental and Expressive. The killings that were instrumental and expressive 

appeared to be instrumental because they were planned and committed for future gain; however, 

despite being planned with a specific goal, they also occurred in response to feelings of anger 

and/or frustration. This was true for both domestic and non-domestic mass killings.  

Focusing on domestic mass killings, perpetrators typically planned to kill their primary 

victim in response to anger and/or frustration (i.e., expressive) but ended up killing secondary 

victims for some other goal (i.e., instrumental). This can be illustrated in the following example, 

which was typical of the other domestic killings as well:  

After killing his estranged wife for dating another man, [the perpetrator] told police his rage 

turned to compassion when he bludgeoned his two young children to death with an aluminium 

baseball bat to spare them the same troubled childhood he endured. After beating [his estranged 
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partner] to death, he decided the only way to control the destiny of his seven-year-old daughter, 

[…], and three-year-old son, […] was to kill them as they slept. (Case 36) 

 

In this case, the killing was expressive as the perpetrator killed his estranged partner because he 

was angry that she was dating another man. However, the killing was also instrumental as he 

killed his two children because he had the goal of sparing them from a troubled childhood and 

wanted to “control their destiny.”  

The instrumental and expressive nature could similarly be seen in non-domestic mass 

killings, regardless of who the perpetrator targeted. In such cases, the specific motivations 

typically varied; however, the perpetrators were often angry and/or frustrated and committed the 

killings to satisfy a future goal. This can be illustrated in one case that involved several gang 

members who told other members of their gang that their “chapter” could no longer exist 

because they were not performing adequately. Despite this, the individuals continued to perform 

gang activities, which angered the members who ordered them to stop. As a result, the 

perpetrators killed all individuals to eradicate them from the gang and start a new “chapter” with 

the primary perpetrator as president. Evidently, this killing was both instrumental and expressive 

as the perpetrators were angry with the victims and had something to gain by killing them, as is 

evident in the following quote:  

Three months earlier, […], the [top gang members] sent an email to [one of the victims] advising 

him that the […] group had to be stripped of its biker paraphernalia. But the […] group remained 

active, and after a meeting […] between [the perpetrator] and […] three top [gang members], the 

order to pull the patches was issued. Then, the plan was that [the perpetrator] would launch a new 

[gang] chapter, with himself as president […]. “There would be no more [gang in that chapter].” 

(Case 38) 

 

The instrumental and expressive nature of non-domestic mass killings could similarly be 

seen in non-gang related homicides. For example, in the 10 remaining non-domestic cases, the 

perpetrators targeted their primary victims because they were angry and ended up killing their 
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secondary victims for another desired goal. This is illustrated in Case 25, which was typical of 

these cases:  

[The lawyers] pressed for a reason but the only motive he offered was, “I more or less killed [two 

of the victims] because I couldn’t turn back what I did to [the other victim].” (Case 25) 

 

Therefore, the above examples highlight how mass killings can be both instrumental and 

expressive, regardless of the type of killing. In the next section, I discuss mass killings as solely 

instrumental.  

Instrumental. In my sample, only one mass killing could be classified as solely 

instrumental and it involved non-domestic victims. In this case, there was no indication that the 

perpetrator was motivated by anger and/or frustration; instead, he committed the killing during 

the commission of another crime (arson) and the victims died as a result. This is illustrated 

below: 

[The perpetrator] said a man promised him $250 to set the fire, court heard. (Case 16) 

Therefore, the lack of triggering event or indication of anger and/or frustration in this case 

implies that the killing was solely instrumental.  

Undetermined. Thirteen cases in my sample could not be classified as instrumental 

and/or expressive due to a lack of information. Each of these cases were coded as having non-

specific/unknown motivations and, therefore, classifying them as instrumental and/or expressive 

may have misrepresented the data. However, based on the information available, it is likely that 

the killings could be classified as at least partially instrumental or expressive. This is illustrated 

below, beginning with the domestic killings. 

Three of the domestic mass killings with undetermined classifications appeared to be at 

least partially expressive. For example, in Case 18, the killing occurred after a “family gathering 
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gone bad;” in Case 22, the perpetrator had been experiencing financial difficulty and was 

struggling to secure Canadian citizenship; and, in Case 27, the perpetrator had been severely 

depressed over his employment situation. In contrast, two of the domestic killings appeared to be 

partially instrumental, as one perpetrator resigned from his job and drove across the country to 

kill his family (Case 2), and the other was reported as planned and deliberate (Case 20).  

Focusing on non-domestic mass killings, three appeared to be at least partially 

instrumental. In Case 1, the perpetrator deliberately set fire to an apartment unit with three 

individuals inside and, in Cases 17 and 19, the killings occurred during the commission of a 

robbery. In some cases (three domestic and one non-domestic), there was not enough 

information to determine partial classifications. Based on the cases mentioned above, however, it 

is likely that they may also be instrumental and/or expressive.  

In summary, most mass killings in my sample were both instrumental and expressive as 

they were typically committed with a desired goal and in response to feelings of anger and/or 

frustration. In the one case that was solely instrumental, the killing was non-domestic and 

involved a perpetrator who committed the killings during the commission of another crime. 

Some killings could not be conclusively classified as instrumental and/or expressive due to a lack 

of information; however, the data suggest that all mass killings can likely be classified as 

instrumental or instrumental and expressive when information on motivation is known. In the 

next section, I discuss specific motivations for the mass killings in my study.  

Specific Motivations for Mass Killings 

 Based on the triggering events identified above, three overarching motivations were 

identified for the domestic and non-domestic mass killings in my sample: anger, non-
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specific/unknown motivations, and gain. As mentioned in Chapter Two, triggering events differ 

from motivations, as they are events that cause a motivation to occur (Taylor 2018). In this 

section, I compare the motivations between domestic and non-domestic mass killings largely 

based on the triggering events identified and highlight how each can be understood as either 

instrumental, instrumental and expressive, or undetermined. I also discuss the toxic and/or 

misogynistic nature of many mass killings. To conclude, I examine mass killings that had both 

primary and secondary motivations. 

Anger. Anger was the most identified motivation for both domestic and non-domestic 

mass killings. Specifically, 24 mass killers in my study appeared to be motivated by anger and 

typically sought revenge against their victims (14 domestic and 10 non-domestic). In all 24 

cases, perpetrators experienced triggering events prior to committing the killings. Specifically, 

nine perpetrators experienced betrayal, eight experienced separation, three engaged in 

arguments, and one each experienced bullying, a custody battle, rejection, and suspension from 

employment.  

In all domestic mass killings motivated by anger, they involved a husband who 

experienced a triggering event connected to his current or former intimate partner and/or 

children. In all but two of these cases, the perpetrators were motivated by anger over a domestic 

situation. Although less common than in domestic mass killings, two non-domestic mass killers 

who were motivated by anger also experienced triggering events connected to an intimate 

partner. Therefore, all of the domestic mass killings – and two of the non-domestic mass killings 

– motivated by anger highlight how misogynistic masculinity is prevalent in many mass killings, 
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as the perpetrators became angry and felt entitled to kill their victims in response to triggering 

events connected to their intimate partners. 

With the exception of the two cases mentioned above, the triggering events for non-

domestic mass killings motivated by anger typically varied. For example, four perpetrators had 

experienced betrayal prior to the killings, three were involved in arguments, one had experienced 

bullying, and one had been suspended from their employment. In all of these cases, however, the 

perpetrators appeared to seek revenge against those they considered responsible for the threats to 

their control (i.e., the individual(s) responsible for the triggering event), or those associated with 

the individuals believed to be responsible. As such, toxic masculinity was prevalent among the 

non-domestic mass killers motivated by anger, as they felt entitled to kill their victims because 

they had been aggrieved.    

In my sample, all mass killings that were motivated by anger were identified as 

instrumental and expressive. In such cases, the killings were expressive because the perpetrator 

committed the killing because he was angry at the primary victim; however, they were also 

identified as instrumental because his goal was typically to seek revenge. This was true for both 

the domestic and non-domestic mass killings and can be illustrated in one non-domestic case 

where the perpetrator was suspended from work and sought revenge against three individuals 

who were involved in his suspension: 

About a week later, he was suspended for the second time. […] In the morning, [he] got up at 

5:30 a.m. as usual, […], put the loaded rifle back in his car and waited for [his manager] to call. 

When he didn’t, [the perpetrator] concluded he’d been fired and left his apartment. […] Then he 

changed into a coat containing the ammunition, drove to the nearby factory and got out. (Case 14) 

 

Evidently, this killing had both an instrumental and expressive element.  
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Non-Specific/Unknown Motivation. Non-specific/unknown motivations involved cases 

where there was no clear motivation or not enough information to distinguish the motivation. 

Non-specific/unknown motivations were identified more often in domestic mass killings, with 

seven domestic killings and four non-domestic killings having non-specific/unknown 

motivations. In three of these cases, triggering events were identified as occurring prior to the 

killings. Specifically, one domestic mass killer was triggered by financial stress and two mass 

killers (one domestic and one non-domestic) were triggered by arguments. In the remaining 

cases, however, no triggering events were distinguishable.  

In both the domestic and non-domestic mass killings, there was typically no motivation 

provided for the killings. In two cases, the media explicitly stated that no motivation was known, 

as illustrated below:  

A former […] firefighter was found guilty of first-degree murder yesterday after he deliberately 

set a fire that killed a woman and her two sons. […]. No motive for the fire was given during the 

three-week trial. (Case 1) 

 

In contrast, in two other non-domestic cases the motivations were classified as non-

specific/unknown because the killings appeared to be an accident. This can be seen in Case 6, 

where a man started a fire that unintentionally killed 10 people:  

[The perpetrator] told the officers that he had consumed about a dozen beers earlier in the day and 

was sharing two bottles of port with his roommate as he lit a cigarette and then used the lighter to 

ignite a corner of one of the papers. [The perpetrator] said he and his roommate, […], tried to 

douse the fire with water from a washroom down the hall. When they realized the blaze was out 

of control, they left the second-floor room by a fire escape. (Case 6) 

 

Focusing on non-specific/unknown motivations as instrumental and/or expressive, most 

of the media coverage did not have enough information to detect the nature of the killings. At the 

surface level, one non-domestic mass killing with a non-specific/unknown motivation could 

likely be classified as instrumental because it occurred during the commission of another crime. 
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In contrast, one non-domestic mass killing could likely be classified as instrumental and 

expressive because the perpetrator got into an argument with the victims, followed them, and 

killed them with his car. However, the lack of specific motivations provided in these cases made 

it impossible to definitively determine whether they were instrumental and/or expressive. As 

such, I did not classify any mass killings with non-specific/unknown motivations as instrumental 

and/or expressive due to the lack of information pertaining to each case.  

Gain. Gain appeared to be the primary motivation in five mass killings (two domestic 

and three non-domestic) and involved perpetrators attempting to achieve or acquire something. 

Focusing on the domestic mass killings motivated by gain, the perpetrators experienced 

triggering events prior to the killings. Specifically, both perpetrators experienced financial 

stressors and were worried about their sons’ chronic illnesses. In both cases, there were no 

indications of arguments or relationship issues and, thus, it appeared as though the perpetrators 

killed their families prior to killing themselves because they thought it would protect them. 

Therefore, both killings appeared to be motivated by altruism, which I identified as a type of 

gain. In contrast, there was no indication of triggering events prior to any of the non-domestic 

mass killings motivated by gain, as two occurred during the commission of a robbery and the 

other involved a perpetrator who was paid to set fire to a building. As such, mass killings 

motivated by gain appeared to differ depending on the type of killing. Specifically, when 

domestic mass killings were motivated by gain, the perpetrators appeared to believe they were 

helping their families by killing them, which differed from non-domestic mass killers motivated 

by gain, as they typically committed the killings for financial profit.  
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 In the two domestic cases motivated by gain, misogynistic masculinity appeared to be a 

contributing factor. To illustrate, the triggering events experienced by both perpetrators (i.e., 

financial issues and children’s failing health) threatened their masculinity as they could not 

control their situations. As a result, they tried to regain their control (and, thus, their masculinity) 

by killing their families and themselves. The misogynistic nature of these killings is further 

illuminated by the fact that both perpetrators felt entitled to controlling their families’ fates. 

Specifically, they did not think their intimate partners and children could survive without them, 

which discounted their autonomy and highlighted the control the perpetrators’ felt over their 

families.  

 When classifying the killings as instrumental and/or expressive, both domestic mass 

killings motivated by gain could be classified as instrumental and expressive. Specifically, the 

perpetrators appeared to have committed the killings out of altruism (i.e., compassion). In both 

cases, it appeared as though the perpetrators experienced significant amounts of stress, thus, 

causing frustration, and killed their families because they believed they were protecting them 

from the struggles they were enduring. When attempting to classify the non-domestic mass 

killings, however, the data highlighted the difficulty of classifying certain killings as 

instrumental and/or expressive, as demonstrated next.  

 Two non-domestic killings could potentially be classified as solely instrumental; 

however, there was not enough information to definitively classify them as such. To illustrate, 

both killings were committed during the commission of a robbery and did not explicitly appear 

to be motivated by anger. However, the fact that the killings did not appear to be planned 
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suggests that they likely occurred in the heat of the moment, possibly out of anger. This is 

illustrated below using both cases. 

 In Case 17, the killing of the first two victims appeared to be instrumental, as the 

perpetrators shot them while they were asleep in their beds. However, the killing of their third 

victim may have been expressive, as the one perpetrator chased him outside and stabbed him. As 

such, the need to catch the victim and the violent method of killing indicated a certain level of 

rage. Similarly, in Case 19, the perpetrator tied up all three victims and sexually assaulted the 

one female victim while stealing from them. Thus, the violent nature of this attack also indicated 

a certain level of rage. As such, the fact that the perpetrators committed the killings during 

robberies highlighted the instrumental nature of the crimes; however, the level of violence also 

suggested there may have been an expressive element as well. Evidently, these two cases 

emphasize the difficulty of identifying the nature of killings that are committed during the 

commission of another crime and indicate that they may never be solely instrumental. As such, 

the data tentatively suggest that mass killings motivated by gain can be both instrumental and 

expressive, regardless of whether the killing was domestic or non-domestic. 

 Multiple Motivations: Primary and Secondary. Several mass killings in my sample 

appeared to have multiple motivations; however, they were identified above as anger, non-

specific/unknown motivation, or gain to capture their primary motivations. However, eight 

perpetrators appeared to be motivated by both anger and gain. For example, in seven cases (four 

domestic and three non-domestic), the perpetrators’ motivations for killing their primary victims 

was anger; however, their motivation for killing their secondary victims was for gain. Therefore, 

although their original motivation was anger, they ended up killing other victims to satisfy a 
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different goal. As such, killings motivated by gain may be coupled with a stronger primary 

motivation as well, as is illustrated in the following quote: 

An Aurora father said he clubbed his two children to death in their beds with a baseball bat after 

murdering their mother to spare them becoming wards of the Children’s Aid Society, which he 

considered a fate worse than death. […] Murdering the sleeping children was “the only control of 

their destiny I had left,” [the perpetrator] told police. He said he bludgeoned his wife to death 

earlier that morning because he could not stand the thought of her being with another man. (Case 

36) 

In summary, the most common motivation for mass killings, both domestic and non-

domestic, was anger. Domestic mass killings were more likely to have non-specific/unknown 

motivations than non-domestic mass killings, and both were equally likely to be motivated by 

gain. In some cases, domestic and non-domestic perpetrators had both primary and secondary 

motivations. When classifying mass killings as instrumental and/or expressive, those motivated 

by anger could be classified as both instrumental and expressive. Similarly, mass killings 

motivated by gain could likely be classified as both instrumental and expressive; however, it was 

difficult to conclusively determine in some cases. In contrast, mass killings that had non-

specific/unknown motivations could not be definitively classified as instrumental and/or 

expressive due to the possibility of misrepresenting the data. When mass killings were motivated 

by anger or gain, toxic and/or misogynistic masculinity were often contributing factors. In the 

next section, I explore mental illness as a motivation for mass killings.  

Mental Illness and Mass Killings 

 

 One of the primary goals of the qualitative analysis was to analyze whether mental illness 

could be better understood as a motivation or a perpetrator characteristic in mass killing events. 

In this section, I discuss the commonly identified types of mental illness and compare them 

between domestic and non-domestic mass killings. Following this, I discuss mental illness as a 
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motivation, a partial motivation, or a perpetrator characteristic. 

Type of Mental Illness 

In my sample, three different types of mental illness were identified: unspecified, 

psychosis, and depression. Unspecified mental illness was most commonly identified (in six 

domestic and two non-domestic cases) and involved a brief mention of mental illness but not a 

specific type (e.g., the perpetrator was “mentally disturbed” (Case 2)). Psychosis was the second 

most identified mental illness (in three domestic and two non-domestic cases), which typically 

involved an individual who was not in touch with reality. Depression was least referenced and 

was identified almost equally in domestic (two cases) and non-domestic (one case) mass killings.   

 Focusing on unspecified mental illnesses, the data were similar regardless of the type of 

killing. Specifically, in both domestic and non-domestic mass killings, the specific type of 

mental illness was not distinguished. This is illustrated in the following passage and was typical 

of both types of killings: 

On a Sunday in March 1985, [the victim’s] mentally disturbed brother walked into her apartment, 

shot [her], her parents and an uncle, then turned the gun on himself. (Case 2) 

 

 In contrast, psychosis was identified differently in domestic and non-domestic mass 

killings. Specifically, in all three domestic mass killings, psychosis was identified as 

schizophrenia. In contrast, the type of psychosis differed in non-domestic mass killings and was 

less specific. For example, in Case 3, the perpetrator was referred to as “insane,”27 in Case 14, 

the perpetrator was referred to as “dissociated,” and, in Case 23, the perpetrator was identified as 

having “a borderline personality disorder with depressive and paranoid tendencies and a 

 
27 Although “insane” could be interpreted as a general illness, this perpetrator insisted that he committed the killings 

because the “angry half of his personality” told him to and, as such, he is classified as having psychosis. 
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dissociative disorder.” In short, the data indicate that psychosis was consistently and specifically 

identified among domestic mass killers, whereas it was inconsistent and less specific among non-

domestic mass killers.  

 In contrast, ‘depression’ was identified explicitly in all cases for both domestic and non-

domestic perpetrators. For example: 

[The perpetrator’s mother], […], said her son became depressed and withdrawn about nine days 

before the killings. He stopped talking to her. (Case 30) 

In one domestic case, the perpetrators depression was interchangeably referred to as 

“depression” and “bipolar disorder,” which is a specific type of depression.  

 In summary, the types of mental illness in my sample were similarly identified among 

domestic and non-domestic mass killers; however, the data indicate that the specific type of 

psychosis differed depending on whether the killer targeted domestic or non-domestic victims. 

Below, I explore how the various types of mental illness appeared to be a motivation – or partial 

motivation – for the mass killings or whether they were more commonly identified as a 

perpetrator characteristic. 

Mental Illness as a Motivation or as a Perpetrator Characteristic? 

When analyzing mental illness among mass killers, the data support Hypothesis 17 about 

perpetrators being unlikely to be motivated by mental illness. Mental illness was commonly 

identified in the mass killings; however, when it was identified, it was frequently mentioned as a 

motivation when it should have been mentioned as a perpetrator characteristic. To illustrate, in 

most cases where the perpetrator had a mental illness, it was referred to as the motivating factor 

for the mass killing when, in reality, it only appeared to be the motivating factor in two cases. 

This is exemplified below. 
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 In my sample, the two mass killings that appeared to be motivated by a mental illness 

were domestic. In these cases, there were no distinguishable triggering events other than 

hallucinations (e.g., one perpetrator killed his family “because he believed they were devils and 

his infant son was possessed by ‘dog spirits’”) (Case 35). In both cases, the perpetrators had a 

distorted view of reality and were not aware of the severity of their actions. Additionally, both 

were found not criminally responsible for the killings. This is evident through the following 

quote taken from Case 34 and is typical of both cases: 

The judge only had to find it was more likely than not that [the perpetrator’s] illness made it 

impossible for him to appreciate the gravity of his actions when he killed, or that the was unable 

to determine right from wrong because of his illness. But after testimony from the doctors, 

including an assertion from one of them that [the perpetrator] was the “most delusional” person 

he had ever seen, [the judge] went even farther, ruling that the accused didn’t appreciate the 

gravity of his actions and he couldn’t tell right from wrong. “I find beyond any doubt that [the 

perpetrator] is not criminally responsible for his actions,” she said. (Case 34) 

 

The circumstances surrounding the two mass killings motivated by mental illness made it 

difficult to classify them as instrumental and/or expressive, which is a limitation I discuss in 

Chapter Six. However, I identified both mass killings motivated by mental illness as instrumental 

and expressive. Specifically, despite a lack of premeditation, both killings were committed with 

a specific goal in mind (i.e., instrumental) and appeared to occur in the heat of the moment (i.e., 

expressive). This can be illustrated through Case 35: 

Court heard [the perpetrator] attacked [the victims] because he believed they were devils and his 

infant son was possessed by “dog spirits.” Defence lawyer […] said his client had suffered from 

paranoid schizophrenia for several years. “He didn’t think he was attacking his family. He 

thought he was killing devils” […]. (Case 35) 

 

In this case, the killing did not appear to be premeditated, thus, making it expressive. However, 

despite the perpetrator’s goal being different than those typically sought by mass killers, he was 
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motivated by the desire to kill devils and, therefore, the killing could also be classified as 

instrumental. This was true for the other mass killing motivated by mental illness as well. 

 Mental illness was only identified as the primary motivation in two mass killings; 

however, it may have been a partial motivating factor in other mass killings. Based on the data 

available, however, it was not possible to determine whether the mental illness was a motivation 

or perpetrator characteristic in certain killings. For example, there were two mass killings (one 

domestic and one non-domestic) where the perpetrators may have been motivated by both anger 

and their mental illness. In both cases, it was not possible to definitively determine whether or 

not the killings were motivated by their mental illness. For example, in the non-domestic case, 

the perpetrator was angry about his coworkers bullying him for having a speech impediment and 

sought revenge. However, he left a suicide note that indicated he thought his co-workers were 

following him. Therefore, it is possible that his mental illness was partially responsible for the 

mass killing, as is illustrated in the following passage: 

The portrait of [the perpetrator] that emerged was that of a sadly tormented man who tried, in 

tremendous good faith, to overcome his problems. He suffered from depression that seemed to 

come over him in waves, and then retreat. There were bad periods, followed by good periods. It 

was a vicious cycle that the doctor thought was straightening, but which never did. (Case 28) 

 

In the domestic case, the perpetrator was despondent over his intimate partner leaving and 

allegedly left a suicide note explaining that he was going to kill himself and was “sick enough to 

kill all three of his children” (Case 29). As such, there was not enough information in this case to 

determine whether or not the mental illness was a contributing factor in the killing. 

Similarly, in two domestic mass killings with non-specific/unknown motivations, the 

perpetrators suffered from a mental illness, which may have motivated the killings. To illustrate, 

in Case 2, the perpetrator had a mental illness and resigned from his job and drove across the 
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country to kill his family. In this case, there was not enough information to determine whether 

the mental illness was a motivating factor in the killing. In Case 27, the perpetrator had been 

depressed for years over his constant unemployment. In this case, he had a history of being 

verbally abusive and controlling towards his family and, therefore, it was not possible to 

definitively determine whether his mental illness motivated him to commit the killing or if other 

factors were involved as well.  

Finally, in one of the domestic cases motivated by gain, the perpetrator had a lengthy 

history of mental illness; however, his sister did not believe it was responsible for the murder-

suicide. That being said, an autopsy determined that he had not been taking his medication at the 

time of the killing. As such, the desire to protect his family may have stemmed from his mental 

illness, although it cannot officially be determined. 

The above examples show that mental illness was rarely identified as a primary 

motivation for the mass killings in my sample; however, they suggest that mental illness may 

sometimes be a partial motivator in both domestic and non-domestic mass killings. When the 

mass killings appeared to be motivated solely by mental illness, they were identified as 

motivated by mental illness. When mental illness appeared to be a partial motivation for the mass 

killings but there was no information available to distinguish another potential motivation, the 

killings were identified as having non-specific/unknown motivations. Drawing from my findings, 

however, mental illness may be more accurately depicted as a perpetrator characteristic of mass 

killers, rather than a motivation for mass killings, as illustrated below.  

 Twenty-one percent of the mass killers in my sample had a mental illness; however, they 

did not appear to commit the killing directly because of it. To illustrate, nine perpetrators were 
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identified as having a mental illness; however, their motivations appeared to be similar to 

perpetrators who did not have mental illnesses (e.g., anger triggered by separation), which 

indicates that mental illness may be better understood as a perpetrator characteristic rather than a 

motivation in some mass killings. This can be seen in both mass killings motivated by anger:  

Though narcissistic, and suffering from anxiety and a borderline personality disorder, [the 

perpetrator] was not in a dissociated state at the time of the slayings but a state of rage. In his 

ruling, [the judge] said the defence experts failed to come to grips with [the perpetrator’s] 

behaviour before and after the shootings behaviour that [the judge] said clearly showed the 

shootings were planned and deliberate. (Case 23) 

 

and mass killings with non-specific/unknown motivations:  

[The perpetrator’s] defence focused on [the perpetrator] not being criminally responsible because 

he suffered from a mental disease at the time. But [the Crown Attorney] said the evidence was 

clear-cut that the murders were a planned and deliberate act. (Case 20) 

Therefore, mental illness was involved in many domestic and non-domestic mass killings; 

however, in most cases, it may have simply been a characteristic of the perpetrator, rather than a 

motivating factor for the killings. 

 In summary, two mass killings in my sample appeared to be solely motivated by mental 

illness, whereas mental illness may have been a partial motivator in five mass killings. In most 

cases involving mental illness, it appeared to be a characteristic of the perpetrator, rather than a 

motivating factor for the killing. Based on the examples presented above, my findings indicate 

that mental illness cannot be adequately captured if it is explored as either a motivation or a 

perpetrator characteristic. In the next section, I discuss histories of violence among both 

domestic and non-domestic mass killers.  
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History of Violence 

 

The qualitative analysis explored histories of violence among mass killers because they 

were not adequately captured in the quantitative database. To gain a complete perspective of 

histories of violence, I explored both domestic and non-domestic violence. In this section, I first 

discuss the prevalence of violence among domestic and non-domestic mass killers, using case 

examples to illustrate. Following this, I discuss the most common types of domestic and non-

domestic violence identified in my sample. 

Domestic versus Non-Domestic Violence 

In partial support of Hypothesis 6 regarding mass killers having a history of domestic 

violence, the data show that a history of domestic violence (i.e., violence against family members 

and/or intimate partners) was more commonly identified in domestic mass killings than non-

domestic mass killings. Specifically, known histories of domestic violence were identified 

among nine domestic mass killers, compared with only one non-domestic mass killer. Despite 

these differences, histories of domestic violence frequently involved violence towards a current 

or former intimate partner. This was true for both the domestic mass killings:  

Then, in September, 1990, [the primary victim] told her husband she had been raped by one of 

her uncles when she was a young girl. [The perpetrator] became increasingly “hostile and 

verbally abusive” and a week before the murders he threatened to kill his wife if she stayed in the 

house. (Case 15) 

 

and the non-domestic mass killing: 

…soon after the little girl was born in March, 1995, [the perpetrator] appeared to become jealous 

of his wife’s attachment to the child, and grew more verbally abusive to [his wife]. (Case 23) 

 

In four domestic mass killings, the domestic violence was also extended onto other family 

members (e.g., children, parents); however, this was not the case in any non-domestic killings.  
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 Similar to domestic violence, domestic mass killers were slightly more likely to have a 

known history of non-domestic violence (i.e., violence against friends, acquaintances, or 

strangers) than non-domestic mass killers. Specifically, four domestic mass killers had a history 

of non-domestic violence, compared to three non-domestic mass killers. In the next section, I 

highlight the types of domestic and non-domestic violence that were identified in the analysis. 

Type of Violence 

To see what types of violence were common among mass killers, I explored the most 

identified types in both the domestic and non-domestic context. Beginning with domestic 

violence, verbal abuse was the most identified type, as it was mentioned in six cases (five 

domestic and one non-domestic). Following verbal abuse, unspecified abuse was identified in 

two domestic cases, physical abuse was identified in one domestic case, and both physical and 

verbal were identified in one domestic case. Below, I compare the types of violence between 

domestic and non-domestic mass killers, where possible. 

Domestic Violence. Focusing on specific types of verbal abuse, threatening was 

identified in three of the six cases, all of which were domestic. An example of threatening 

behaviour is illustrated in the following quote and exemplifies the coercive control that was 

present among these mass killings: 

…Though police […] interviewed the children separately and had them open up about their 

maltreatment – including the fact that [the perpetrator] allegedly “often threatened to kill them” – 

the child protection worker interviewed the girls in the presence of their parents. (Case 45) 

 

In the fourth domestic case, the perpetrator had stalked his former intimate partner, and in the 

fifth case, the type of verbal abuse was unspecified (e.g., the perpetrator was “verbally abusive to 

his family” (Case 27)). In the one non-domestic case, the type of verbal abuse was also 
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unspecified and was similarly described (e.g., the perpetrator “grew more verbally abusive to [his 

wife]” (Case 23)).  

To further examine histories of violence, I explored descriptions of mass killers in the 

qualitative analysis. Specifically, if a family member, neighbour, or acquaintance referred to the 

perpetrator as a certain type of person (e.g., quiet, angry), it was recorded. The most common 

finding with regards to perpetrator characteristics was that six domestic mass killers were 

described as controlling, which was not the case for any non-domestic mass killers. This is 

illustrated in the following passage which was typical of all six cases: 

[The perpetrator’s] obsession with control ultimately led to the shooting deaths of his wife […] 

and their two young children, says the older sister of the dead woman. ``He put a wedge between 

[the primary victim] and the family. He loved the control he had and I think he took it too far,’’ 

said [the primary victim’s sister], 32. (Case 22) 

 

In this case, the controlling nature of the perpetrator was recognized among his family members; 

however, it was not recognized among others, as illustrated below: 

Neighbors described the couple as pleasant and quiet, even shy. The children, said building 

residents, loved to play in the fourth-floor hallway but were equally quiet. (Case 22) 

 

 Therefore, these findings indicate that domestic perpetrators may be misrepresented as quiet 

and/or shy when, in reality, they have a history of being controlling.  

Non-Domestic Violence. Concentrating on non-domestic violence, it was identified 

almost equally in the domestic and non-domestic mass killings (four domestic and three non-

domestic). In the domestic cases, perpetrators had typically engaged in violence that occurred in 

public settings and resulted in a criminal charge. This is evident in the following quote, which 

was typical of all four cases: 

Police have records of 10 more contacts before 1983, but couldn’t discuss them because [the 

perpetrator] was under 18. […] at least two incidents involved [the perpetrator] making threats 
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[…]. On [one] occasion, an unnamed person called police to report that [the perpetrator], who he 

described as a schizophrenic, was threatening him over money he owed. (Case 30) 

 

The nature of non-domestic violence differed based on the type of killing, however. To 

illustrate, two of the non-domestic cases involved perpetrators who had planned violent attacks; 

however, they did not follow through with them. For example, Case 3 involved a perpetrator who 

had compiled a hitlist of teachers he did not like, whereas Case 11 involved a perpetrator who 

“had a habit of writing down detailed plans of crimes he wanted to commit,” such as breaking 

into a gun shop. The third non-domestic case involved a perpetrator who punched a co-worker 

who was making fun of his speech impediment. 

The above examples highlight the prevalence of histories of violence (particularly 

domestic violence) among mass killers and, thus, emphasize the presence of toxic masculinity. A 

history of domestic violence was more common among domestic mass killers; however, it was 

identified among one non-domestic mass killer as well. This finding is consistent with recent 

research that has started to recognize mass killings as a male crime that involves perpetrators 

who have histories of domestic violence and/or coercive control and experience threats to their 

authority. Despite domestic violence being more common among domestic mass killers, non-

domestic violence was almost equally as common among both types of killings. However, 

domestic mass killers were more likely to have histories of non-domestic violence that involved 

physical altercations and criminal charges, whereas non-domestic mass killers were more likely 

to fantasize about engaging in physical altercations. Despite these findings, it is possible that 

these numbers are an underrepresentation of histories of violence due to underreporting and/or 

unrecorded violence. Therefore, to further explore histories of violence, I analyzed prior criminal 

records among perpetrators, as discussed next.  
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Prior Criminal Record. When looking at prior criminal record among perpetrators, the 

data did not support my Hypothesis 6 as domestic mass killers were more likely to have a prior 

criminal record than non-domestic mass killers. Focusing on the general type of criminal record, 

domestic mass killers were more likely than non-domestic mass killers to have a violent criminal 

record (four domestic perpetrators and one non-domestic perpetrator). The following passage is 

an example of a domestic mass killing that involved a perpetrator who had been violent in the 

past:  

Court documents […] showed that in February, 2003, police charged [the perpetrator] with 

uttering threats to cause serious bodily harm, uttering death threats and possessing a meat cleaver 

in public. None of those charges were related to his now-deceased children and common-law 

wife. (Case 35) 

 

This example is typical of domestic Case 37; however, it differed from domestic Case 22, as the 

perpetrator had a history of physical assault, as well as domestic Case 31, as the perpetrator had a 

history of stalking and trying to abduct his former intimate partner. 

 Unlike the domestic mass killers, the one non-domestic mass killer with a violent 

criminal record had a lengthy history of criminality and was charged with robbery and weapons 

possession. Therefore, the data indicate that domestic mass killers may be more likely to have 

violent criminal records that involve threatening violence, whereas non-domestic mass killers 

may be more likely to have violent criminal records that involve the actual use of violence. 

 Unlike violent criminal records, non-violent criminal records were equally identified 

among both types of killers (one case each). In the domestic case, the perpetrator had a history of 

theft, whereas in the non-domestic case, the perpetrator had a history of traffic violations.   
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 Three domestic mass killers and one non-domestic mass killer had both violent and non-

violent criminal records, however. In all four cases, the perpetrators had lengthy histories of 

criminality and received a variety of charges. This can be illustrated in both domestic Case 43:  

[The perpetrator], 47, had been charged with assault on three separate occasions, two in 2004 and 

one in 1998. He has also faced charges of impaired driving, failure to comply and fail to appear. 

Most recently, he was arrested in January for causing a disturbance in a public place. He had been 

scheduled to appear in Oshawa court later this month. (Case 43) 

 

and non-domestic Case 6:  

[The perpetrator’s] 32-year criminal record – which includes convictions for assaulting a peace 

officer, theft and trafficking – shows he has a certain amount of disdain for the law, [the Chief 

Justice] said. (Case 6) 

 

Therefore, the data indicate that domestic mass killers were more likely to have both violent and 

non-violent criminal records than non-domestic mass killers. However, perpetrators who had 

both violent and non-violent criminal records had similar histories of criminality regardless of 

whether they targeted domestic or non-domestic victims.  

In summary, domestic mass killers were more likely to have a prior criminal record than 

non-domestic mass killers. The type of criminal record differed in some areas (e.g., violent 

criminal record and non-violent criminal record), but was similar in others (e.g., violent and non-

violent criminal record). Therefore, based on the data presented above, many mass killers had 

histories of violence, regardless of whether they were recorded (i.e., criminal records) or 

unrecorded (i.e., domestic violence). 

Qualitative Summary 

 

The qualitative content analysis provided deeper insight into many variables that were not 

adequately captured in the quantitative database. Through this analysis, common motivations for 

mass killings were further explored, along with mental illness, histories of domestic and non-
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domestic violence, and toxic and misogynistic masculinity. By supplementing the quantitative 

analysis with the qualitative content analysis, my study presents a thorough comparison of the 

characteristics of domestic and non-domestic mass killings, thus, answering my research 

question.  

Conclusion 

 

 In this chapter, I discussed the findings from the descriptive statistics, bivariate analysis, 

and qualitative content analysis. The quantitative findings indicate that the characteristics of 

mass killings typically vary depending on whether the perpetrator targeted domestic or non-

domestic victims. They also emphasize the gendered nature of both types of mass killings. The 

qualitative analysis provides a deeper understanding of commonly identified motivations for 

mass killings and highlights the similarities between mass killings involving domestic and non-

domestic victims. It also drew attention to several areas where domestic and non-domestic mass 

killings differed, such as with regards to mental illness and histories of violence among 

perpetrators. Moreover, my qualitative findings enhanced my quantitative findings by further 

highlighting the gendered nature of mass killings as it drew attention to the prevalence of toxic 

and misogynistic masculinity in both domestic and non-domestic mass killings. In the next 

chapter, I discuss the many implications of my findings. 
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CHAPTER SIX: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

 The purpose of my thesis was to compare the characteristics of domestic and non-

domestic mass killings in the Canadian context. The use of both quantitative and qualitative 

methodologies allowed me to examine the research question: How do victim, perpetrator, and 

incident characteristics of mass killings involving primarily domestic victims compare to mass 

killings involving primarily non-domestic victims in Ontario? Two main conclusions can be 

drawn from the analyses. First, there are both similarities and differences among domestic and 

non-domestic mass killings in Ontario, thus, highlighting the need for further research on a 

broader scale. Second, mass killings can be understood as an extreme type of gender-based 

violence and, therefore, my research contributions extend beyond mass killings. My findings 

show that theories such as social learning theory (Bandura 1973), strain theory (Agnew 1990), 

routine activities theory (Cohen and Felson 1979), and control theory (Hirschi 1969) may be 

beneficial for analyzing mass killings; however, these theories do not consider the role that 

gender, and socialized gender roles, play in their occurrence. Therefore, my research shows that 

mass killings need to be recognized as a gendered crime regardless of whether or not the 

perpetrator targets male or female victims. 

In this chapter, I highlight the implications of these main conclusions and related findings 

and emphasize how my research contributes to existing literature. To my knowledge, my study is 

the first of its kind, both in Canada and internationally and, therefore, many of the implications 

highlight areas for future research which are discussed throughout this chapter. To begin, I 

discuss the limitations of my study. Following this, I highlight the specific contributions of my 

research, such as the identification of risk factors for mass killings and the importance of 
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comparing domestic and non-domestic mass killings to understand whether and how such risk 

factors differ among the two types.  

Limitations 

 

 My study had several limitations that are worth noting, largely due to the methodology 

employed. First, I analyzed secondary data that was not intended to specifically investigate mass 

killings and, therefore, certain variables that may have been beneficial for my study were not 

available (e.g., primary versus secondary motivations). There was also a large amount of missing 

information for certain variables in the database, which made it difficult to make concrete 

conclusions. To address this issue, variables that had extensive amounts of missing information 

were further explored in the qualitative analysis (e.g., mental illness); however, other variables 

were not (e.g., race). In many cases, information was missing for more than 40 percent of the 

cases and, therefore, many of my quantitative findings must be interpreted with caution but serve 

as a foundation for future research.  

 As mentioned in Chapter Five, the qualitative content analysis was exploratory, drawing 

from media coverage which are third party accounts of events. Despite some key findings, it is 

important to note that media reports may not always be accurate and, thus, the qualitative 

findings must also be interpreted with caution. This is particularly relevant for my findings 

regarding mental illness among perpetrators. However, media coverage can be more accurate 

than other data sources for certain information (Dawson et al. 2019) and, therefore, relying on 

media reports for the qualitative analysis was beneficial for my study. 

Finally, the data focused on one jurisdiction (i.e., Ontario) and, consequently, my 

findings may not be generalizable to other provinces in Canada or other countries around the 
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world. As mentioned in Chapter Four, however, Ontario is Canada’s most populous province 

and, therefore, likely produced the largest sample size as there may have been more cases to 

draw from than would be possible in a smaller province (e.g., Nunavut). Despite the limitations 

of my study, there were many significant implications, as discussed throughout the remainder of 

this chapter.  

Domestic and Non-Domestic Mass Killings: Similarities and Differences 

 

 My research is the first to explore domestic mass killings in the Canadian context and is 

one of few studies to explore mass killings in Canada (Leveillee et al. 2009; Mellor 2013). My 

findings identify both similarities and differences between the two types of mass killings and 

draw attention to domestic killings, which are often ignored in mass killing literature (Gerard et 

al. 2016; Capellan and Gomez 2017). Homicides involving intimate partners and family 

members have typically been portrayed as a type of domestic homicide, rather than a type of 

mass homicide (Serran and Firestone 2004). Based on my findings, however, the similarities 

between domestic and non-domestic mass homicides highlight the importance of classifying 

domestic killings as mass killings when three or more victims are involved. However, the fact 

that there are also differences between the two types of mass killings indicates that each may 

require different preventative approaches and, therefore, further research is required. My study 

also highlights several risk factors for domestic and non-domestic mass killings which can aid in 

the development of risk assessment, risk management, and safety planning strategies to prevent 

future incidents.  

 The quantitative analysis supported many of the statistical hypotheses used to guide my 

study. For example, hypotheses related to the role played by gender, age, and marital status were 
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partially or fully supported (see Table 6). By building on the quantitative analysis with a 

qualitative content analysis, I was able to gain a deeper understanding of certain variables (e.g., 

motivation, history of violence, and mental illness) and explore certain hypotheses that were 

exploratory. Below, I discuss the implications of my research, drawing from prior literature 

where possible and emphasize how my findings highlight the need for future research.  

Table 6. Summary of Support for Statistical Hypotheses 

 

Statistical Hypotheses Related to Socio-Demographic 

Characteristics 

Support for Hypotheses 

H1 The majority of domestic and non-domestic mass 

killings will be perpetrated by white males. 

This hypothesis was partially 

supported (i.e., supported for 

gender, but not for race). 

H2 Domestic mass killers will be older than non-domestic 

mass killers. 

This hypothesis was 

supported. 

H3 Domestic mass killers are more likely to be married 

than non-domestic mass killers. 

This hypothesis was 

supported. 

H4 Domestic mass killers are more likely to target female 

victims than non-domestic mass killers. 

This hypothesis was 

supported. 

H5 Domestic mass killers are more likely to be employed 

than non-domestic mass killers. 

This hypothesis was not 

supported 

H7 The perpetrator will die by suicide in most domestic 

and non-domestic mass killings.  

This hypothesis was partially 

supported (i.e., supported for 

domestic mass killers, but not 

for non-domestic mass 

killers). 

H8 Most domestic and non-domestic mass killings will be 

premeditated. 

This hypothesis was 

supported. 

H9 Most domestic and non-domestic mass killings will 

involve a firearm. 

This hypothesis was 

supported. 

H10 Most domestic and non-domestic mass killings will 

involve one perpetrator. 

This hypothesis was 

supported. 

H11 Most non-domestic mass killings will occur in public 

locations, whereas most domestic mass killings will 

occur in private locations.  

This hypothesis was not 

supported. 

H12 The majority of domestic mass killings will occur in 

rural areas, whereas the majority of non-domestic mass 

killings will occur in urban areas. 

This hypothesis was not 

supported. 
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H13 Non-domestic mass killers will target more victims than 

domestic mass killers. 

This hypothesis was not 

supported. 

 

Gender 

 

When focusing on gender, almost all mass killings in my sample were committed by 

males. The quantitative analysis demonstrated that a larger proportion of domestic homicide 

victims were female (64%), whereas a larger proportion of non-domestic homicide victims were 

male (75%), which is consistent with prior literature (Eleni et al. 2017; Liem et al. 2013). The 

fact that almost all mass killers were male highlights gender as a risk factor for mass killings and 

supports the need for a gendered theoretical framework to fully understand these types of 

killings. Further, the fact that domestic mass killers more frequently targeted females suggests 

that perpetrators may feel entitled to control their intimate partners (their primary victims) and 

children (their primary ‘secondary’ victims), which is in line with Daly and Wilson’s (1988) 

male proprietariness theory and speaks to the role of coercive control and the misogynistic nature 

of mass killings, as explored next.  

Domestic Violence, Coercive Control, and Misogynistic Masculinity 

 

To further explore the misogynistic and gendered nature of mass killings, I qualitatively 

explored histories of domestic violence and found that they appeared to be more common among 

domestic mass killers, which supports both my exploratory hypothesis and prior literature 

(Johnson and Sachmann 2014; Tosini 2017). However, one non-domestic mass killer had a 

history of domestic violence, which supports recent findings that domestic violence may also be 

prevalent among perpetrators who do not target domestic victims (Everytown for Gun Safety 

2019; Marganski 2019). To illustrate, I focused on a small sample of mass killings that occurred 
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in one jurisdiction and, therefore, the fact that one non-domestic mass killer had a history of 

domestic violence suggests that such histories may be more commonly identified in a larger 

sample size that focuses on several jurisdictions. As such, my research draws attention to the fact 

that histories of domestic violence may be prevalent among perpetrators of gender-based 

violence regardless of their relationship with their victims.  

My research also highlights the prevalence of histories of domestic violence among mass 

killers in the Canadian context, as most research has focused on the U.S. (Everytown for Gun 

Safety 2019; Marganski 2019). Further, my findings highlight the importance of exploring 

various types of domestic violence, rather than focusing solely on what appears to be most 

dangerous, such as physical violence. For example, when combined, threatening and stalking 

were identified in 67 percent of the domestic mass killings that involved a history of verbal 

domestic abuse in my study. Therefore, exploring various types of domestic violence will draw 

attention to the coercive control that is present in many mass killings, which has implications for 

other gender-based violence research as well.  

My research supports my exploratory hypothesis as well as prior research (Dawson 2006; 

Miethe et al. 2004) by demonstrating that mass killings are not crimes of passion – they do not 

occur in the heat of the moment. Instead, they are planned events that occur following a lengthy 

history of domestic violence and/or coercive control. As such, my findings highlight histories of 

domestic violence and coercive control as substantial risk factors for domestic and non-domestic 

mass killings. They also emphasize the misogynistic nature of mass killings as many males 

appear to kill after losing control over their intimate partners, which highlights the control they 

feel entitled to have over females. In short, mass killers engage in misogynistic masculinity by 
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attempting to salvage their perceived superiority over females by regaining control through 

killing. As such, there is preliminary support for feminist and masculinities theories, as my 

findings emphasize how some mass killings (24%) occur following a history of domestic 

violence (e.g., verbal abuse, unspecified abuse, physical and verbal abuse) and/or coercive 

control and are indicative of male proprietary behaviour, as defined by Daly and Wilson (1988). 

Researchers have referenced hegemonic and toxic masculinity with regards to gender-

based violence (Marganski 2019; Waling 2019); however, it has not been classified as 

misogynistic masculinity.28 Based on the nature of many mass killings in my sample (e.g., 

controlling male perpetrators, female victims, histories of domestic violence), misogynistic 

beliefs appear to be central to their occurrence and, thus, certain mass killings should be 

recognized as indicative of misogynistic masculinity. As such, it is clear that the male desire for 

control—particularly control over women and children—is a contributing factor to mass killings 

and can be used to understand other types of male-perpetrated violence as well. In the next 

section, I further discuss the controlling nature of mass killers by exploring how they were 

misrepresented in the media reports.  

Misrepresentation of Perpetrators 

 

The quantitative analysis showed that domestic mass killers were more likely to be in 

common-law relationships, married, or previously married than non-domestic mass killers. This 

was expected given that studies have found that domestic mass killers are often married (Aho et 

al. 2017; Tosini 2017), a finding that has not been replicated for non-domestic mass killers. The 

 
28 As mentioned above, the term ‘misogynistic masculinity’ was developed by Dr. Myrna Dawson and Ciara Boyd 

during the completion of this thesis. 
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difference in marital status between domestic and non-domestic mass killers proved to be 

important because, in the qualitative analysis, many mass killers appeared to be described 

differently depending on their marital status, as illustrated next. 

Some domestic mass killers in my sample who were married were described by 

neighbours as quiet and/or shy, whereas they were described by family members as violent, 

controlling, and/or aggressive. These findings support prior research that identified mass killers 

as controlling and oppressive, rather than socially isolated (Johnson and Sachmann 2014; Silver 

et al. 2018; Tosini 2017). My findings also suggest that terminology may differ depending on the 

type of killing. For example, the terms ‘quiet’ and/or ‘shy’ may be the terminology used in 

domestic mass killings, whereas ‘socially isolated’ and/or ‘loners’ may be the terminology used 

in non-domestic mass killings. Therefore, domestic and non-domestic mass killers may have 

similar characteristics; however, domestic mass killers may be described differently because they 

are often married and, thus, do not appear to be socially isolated. As such, my study highlights 

the importance of exploring characteristics of mass killers to ensure they are accurately depicted 

in the literature. These results also emphasize the importance of a mixed methods approach when 

analyzing mass killings, as this finding could not be identified with quantitative data alone. By 

misrepresenting domestic mass killers as shy and polite because of their marital status, 

researchers may neglect information that is significant to understanding mass killings, such as 

the controlling nature of perpetrators. Next, I discuss my findings pertaining to suicide among 

mass killers. 
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Suicide 

 

In partial support of my hypothesis, the quantitative analysis showed that suicide was 

common among domestic mass killers; however, few non-domestic mass killers died by suicide. 

This contradicts the majority of prior U.S. research, as findings frequently show suicide as 

common across both domestic and non-domestic mass killers (Blum and Jaworski 2016; 

Capellan and Gomez 2017; Fox and Levin 1998; Holmes and Holmes 2001; Leveillee et al. 

2009). As a result, my research brings awareness to another area where domestic and non-

domestic mass killers differ and emphasizes an important area for future research, such as 

exploring why suicide is more common among domestic mass killers.  

By building on the quantitative analysis with qualitative data, my findings highlight 

suicidal ideation as a risk factor for mass killings, particularly those involving domestic victims, 

which indicates that such killings may be preventable. Therefore, by implementing programs 

geared towards individuals who suffer from mental illnesses or who have expressed suicidal 

ideation or tendencies in the past, it may be possible to prevent suicide from occurring and/or 

from escalating to homicide-suicide. However, the qualitative analysis showed that mental 

illness may be less commonly involved in mass killings than often portrayed and, therefore, other 

risk factors must be explored as well.  

Motivations for Mass Killings and Implications for Existing Typologies 

 

 When the focus is on motivational factors for mass killings, my qualitative findings have 

several implications. Below, I discuss the significance of my findings and highlight the need for 

future research in the area, beginning with the instrumental and/or expressive homicide typology 

that emerged from the qualitative data. 



   

 

 

 

 

 

140 

Instrumental and/or Expressive Typology 

Using the quantitative data, I could not determine whether the mass killings in my sample 

were instrumental and/or expressive, as discussed in Chapter Four. Instead, I further explored 

motivation by analyzing the nature of mass killings in the qualitative analysis. According to my 

findings, domestic and non-domestic mass killings could be classified as instrumental or 

instrumental and expressive; however, they could not be classified as solely expressive, which is 

in line with some prior literature on homicide generally (Dawson 2006; Felson 1993) and mass 

killings specifically (Holmes and Holmes 1992). As mentioned in Chapter Two, research 

suggests that instrumental crimes tend to be more deterrable than expressive crimes and that 

specific crime control strategies are implemented depending on the nature of the crime (Miethe 

et al. 2004). Therefore, identifying mass killings as instrumental and expressive may be the first 

step to recognizing that mass killings are preventable, which can aid in the development of 

prevention measures that can effectively deter future events.  

Exploring the instrumental and expressive nature of mass killings is beneficial because 

the classification of instrumental and/or expressive has been minimally explored in mass killing 

research (Holmes and Holmes 1992; Levin and Fox 1996; Fox and Levin 1998), which has made 

it difficult to understand the nature of the killings and how they compare with other types of 

homicide. However, despite the benefits of classifying mass killings (and homicides generally) 

as instrumental and/or expressive, my findings underscore the limitations that arise from doing 

so. Perhaps the greatest limitation (and a key contribution of my research) is that the instrumental 

and/or expressive homicide typology fails to consider the role of gender. Most perpetrators of 

mass killings are male, many of whom have a history of controlling behaviour and, therefore, it 
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is crucial that research considers the role of coercive control when classifying mass killings as 

instrumental and/or expressive, regardless of whether the perpetrator targeted domestic or non-

domestic victims, as illustrated next. 

Researchers frequently classify homicides that involve intimate partners as expressive 

because they appear to be motivated by anger and occur in the heat of the moment (Dawson 

2006; Miethe et al. 2004); however, in my study, many domestic mass killers had histories of 

controlling behaviour and did not suddenly commit the killing. These findings are in line with 

the feminist and masculinities theoretical framework guiding my study, as they demonstrate that 

mass killings are not expressive because they are typically planned and committed by males to 

regain control over females in an effort to achieve the hegemonic masculine ideal. As such, it is 

essential that future research uses a gendered theoretical framework to explore the role of 

coercive controlling behaviour among mass killers.29 In doing so, researchers can determine if 

mass killings can ever be solely expressive or if it is necessary to develop a revised homicide 

classification that considers the predictable nature of gender-based homicides.  

In prior literature, mass killings motivated by mental illness were typically grouped into 

the expressive categories (Levin and Fox 1996), which is a limitation of exploring homicides as 

instrumental or expressive. When classifying mass killings motivated by mental illness, I found 

that they could be classified as both instrumental and expressive as they typically occurred in the 

heat of the moment but were also committed to achieve a desired goal (e.g., one perpetrator 

believed his family members were devils and abruptly killed them to protect himself). However, 

 
29 The coercive controlling nature of mass killers can be illustrated through the recent Nova Scotia mass killing, as 

the perpetrator had a history of coercively controlling both males and females. To illustrate, former neighbours of 

the perpetrator have described him as “jealous, controlling and abusive.” Many neighbours also stated that they were 

afraid of him and that he did not view himself and his intimate partner as equals (CTV News 2020).  
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the difficulty of classifying such killings suggests that it may not be appropriate to classify 

homicides motivated by mental illness according to this typology because the characteristics of 

the killings differ from those that were not motivated by mental illness. As such, future research 

should focus specifically on mass killings motivated by mental illness (e.g., those where the 

perpetrator appeared to be delusional and had no control over his actions) and explore whether it 

is suitable to classify them using the instrumental and/or expressive typology or if they require 

an alternative classification to fully capture the nature of such killings. 

Future research should also revise the instrumental and/or expressive homicide typology 

to include a classification for unintentional killings. Research has identified instrumental 

homicides as those that may not have been intentional but occurred during the commission of 

another crime (Fox and Allen 2013). This classification may do more harm than good, however, 

because classifying unintentional homicides as the same as intentional homicides committed for 

future gain may misrepresent the nature of certain killings. As a result, such classifications may 

lead researchers and policy makers to focus on prevention measures that are not actually useful 

for preventing instrumental homicides. Therefore, recognizing certain homicides (e.g., some that 

occur during a robbery) as unintentional (rather than instrumental) depending on the context may 

aid in the development of prevention measures for those that are intentionally committed for 

future gain. In the next section, I discuss my findings regarding specific motivations for mass 

killings and introduce a revised typology that incorporates my findings with prior literature.  

Mass Killing Motivations: A Revised Typology 

Focusing on specific motivations for mass killings, my findings present numerous 

implications. Despite the quantitative analysis tentatively suggesting a significant difference 
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between motivations for domestic and non-domestic mass killings, the qualitative analysis 

provides deeper insight into this variable and indicates that motivations may be relatively similar 

for both domestic and non-domestic mass killings. Through the qualitative analysis, I identify 

several common motivations for mass killings and develop a revised typology in the Canadian 

context that can be explored in future research. I also recognize the importance of further 

exploring triggering events for mass killings.  

Focusing on mass killing typologies, my research supports what I argue to be a revised 

typology (see Appendix G), perhaps more relevant to the Canadian context, drawing from 

preceding classifications as well as the qualitative data analyzed in my study. My revised mass 

killing typology includes four categories of motivation: (1) anger, (2) gain, (3) non-

specific/unknown, and (4) mental illness. As discussed below, my typology differs from prior 

literature as it combines categories from various existing typologies to present the most common 

motivations for all mass killings identified in my study. In my typology, each category is based 

on a particular group identified in prior literature; however, I expand, relabel, or refine each 

category to more fully understand the most common motivations for mass killings. Below, I 

define each of these categories prior to highlighting their implications.  

In my typology, anger is consistent with Petee et al.’s (1997) typology; however, it is not 

divided into subcategories (e.g., specific person(s) target, specific place target, diffuse target) 

because it manifested itself similarly regardless of the victim-perpetrator relationship. For 

example, there did not appear to be any differences in mass killings motivated by anger 

regardless of whether the perpetrator targeted specific individuals (i.e., specific person(s) target) 

or whoever was available as a target (i.e., diffuse target). This is illustrated below. 
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In my sample, one non-domestic mass killing involved a perpetrator who was suspended 

from his employment and sought revenge against three individuals involved (i.e., specific target). 

In another non-domestic case, the perpetrator was bullied by coworkers and went to his 

workplace and killed the first four people he encountered (i.e., diffuse target). In both cases, the 

characteristics of the killings were similar, as the perpetrators killed the victims at their 

workplaces, both used a firearm, and both were motivated by anger. This can similarly be seen in 

the domestic cases motivated by anger. For example, in one domestic case, the perpetrator was 

angry over losing custody of his son and killed his son’s half-brother, his wife, and their child 

(i.e., diffuse target30) while yelling, “if I can’t have him, you can’t either!” In another domestic 

case, the perpetrator killed his intimate partner and their three children (i.e., specific target) 

because his wife left him. According to his brother, he repeatedly told his intimate partner, “if I 

can’t have you, no one will.” In both cases, the perpetrators killed their victims in a private home 

and responded similarly to their loss of control. As such, there appeared to be no reason to 

distinguish mass killings motivated by anger based on who they targeted as victims. Moreover, 

although most perpetrators who were motivated by anger sought revenge against their victims, I 

removed ‘revenge’ from the label for this category, as the primary motivation was anger.  

Gain is based on Levin and Fox’s (1996) category of profit and Petee et al.’s (1997) 

category of felony related mass murder and captures killings that were committed by individuals 

who had something to achieve or acquire. However, for ease of interpretation, this category is 

 
30 This case may be interpreted as specific person(s) target; however, the characteristics of the killing made it appear 

to align better with the diffuse target category. The perpetrator was angry over losing custody of his son and went to 

the house his son was staying at to express his anger over the custody decision. When he got there, he interrupted a 

birthday party and got into a fight with his son’s half-brother and proceeded to stab his wife, then him, and then their 

seven- and three-year-old children.   
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relabelled as ‘gain’ to make it evident that it does not only capture those motivated by financial 

profit and, instead, captures any form of gain (e.g., financial, emotional, etc.). For example, the 

desired gain in two of the mass killings in my sample was emotional, as both perpetrators 

appeared to commit the killings to protect their families (i.e., out of perceived altruism), which 

was in line with prior literature (Duwe 2004; Mailloux 2014). In contrast, in the other two cases, 

both perpetrators were motivated by financial gain, as they committed the killings during a 

robbery. Therefore, financial profit was not the only desired gain in my study and, consequently, 

relabelling this category made it possible to capture various types of gain that motivated 

domestic and non-domestic mass killers.  

In line with Petee et al.’s (1997) research, non-specific/unknown mass killings involve 

killings where there is no clear motivation or not enough information to distinguish the 

motivation from the data sources used. Despite the data sources used in my study, it may never 

be possible to identify motivations in certain cases, regardless of the data sources employed. Due 

to my small sample size (and my study being the first to explore mass killing typologies in the 

Canadian context), I classified mass killings that did not have a specific motivation as non-

specific/unknown to gain as much insight into the killing as possible. However, future research 

should analyze a larger sample of mass killings and distinguish between those that have a non-

specific motivation (i.e., a triggering event but not a clear motivation) and those with unknown 

motivations (i.e., no motivation or triggering event provided). By excluding mass killings where 

the motivation is missing entirely, researchers may gain a more detailed understanding of mass 

killings that have less clear (i.e., non-specific) motivations as they may share certain 

characteristics. Unlike Petee et al.’s (1997) typology, my non-specific/unknown motivation 
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category does not include all mass killings that involve a mental illness; instead, I include mental 

illness as its own category, as discussed next. 

The mental illness category in my typology involves perpetrators who appear to have 

committed the killing solely because of their mental illness. If a perpetrator had a mental illness 

but was motivated by something else (e.g., anger), it is not classified in this category. Instead, it 

is classified with the other relevant motivation to avoid misinterpreting the killing as solely 

motivated by mental illness. For example, if a perpetrator had a history of depression and killed 

his family after his intimate partner separated from him, it is classified as motivated by anger 

because the mental illness did not appear to be solely responsible for the killing.  

In my study, domestic mass killers were more likely to be motivated by mental illness 

(i.e., commit the killings because they appeared to be delusional and not in control of their 

actions) than non-domestic mass killers. However, mental illness was more commonly identified 

as a characteristic of the perpetrator and rarely appeared to contribute to the killing (i.e., the 

perpetrator appeared to be motivated by something else, such as gain), which supports prior 

literature (Duwe 2007; Taylor 2018). As such, my findings highlight the need for research to 

explore media framing of mental illness and variations in definitions used with respect to mass 

killings. This is important as there is a common misconception that perpetrators commit mass 

killings as a result of their mental illness (Taylor 2018), which has prompted researchers to focus 

on mental illness when developing interventions. Although such interventions may aid in the 

prevention of some mass killings, they may be ineffective in preventing others.  

My revised typology is based on prior literature and my findings; however, it requires 

further research with a larger sample of mass killings to fully explore its scope. Nevertheless, it 
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has several implications for mass killing literature. First, my revised typology involves both 

domestic and non-domestic mass killings, which fills a gap in prior literature. Second, it draws 

attention to the fact that existing typologies frequently misrepresent mass killings. For example, 

researchers have developed categories such as disgruntled employees, direct-interpersonal 

conflict, and gang-motivated mass murder in their typologies (Dietz 1986; Holmes and Holmes 

1992; Petee et al. 1997). When exploring such classifications in my study, however, they all had 

one thing in common: they were almost always motivated by anger. This finding highlights the 

need to focus on anger when identifying prevention measures for mass killings; however, anger 

is typically also included as its own category and, therefore, many typologies do not accurately 

depict mass killings. As a result, they may be detrimental to understanding common motivations 

and, consequently, may be detrimental to prevention. This is illustrated next, using gang 

motivated mass killings as an example. 

By classifying gang motivated mass killings as their own general category of motivation, 

researchers ignore the fact that such perpetrators are typically motivated by anger and have 

experienced a triggering event (e.g., betrayal) that threatened their control. As such, by 

classifying these individuals according to their own category, it ignores the fact that these 

killings are similar to others that are motivated by anger (e.g., those triggered by an intimate 

partner leaving). In such cases, the motivation is the same (i.e., anger), whereas the event that 

triggered the motivation is different. This can similarly be argued for those who have been 

classified as having direct-interpersonal motivations and highlights toxic masculinity among 

mass killers, as they commit the killings to regain control following a triggering event.  
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Accordingly, future research should explore typologies and develop classifications that 

do not simultaneously explore both general (e.g., anger) and specific (e.g., gang motivated) 

motivations or focus solely on general or specific motivations. For example, by including anger 

(i.e., a general motivation) and gang motivated (i.e., a specific motivation) as two separate 

categories, Petee et al.’s (1997) typology misrepresents the fact that perpetrators of gang-

motivated mass killings may be motivated by anger. Therefore, researchers should first explore 

general motivations (e.g., love, profit), as done by Levin and Fox (1998), and then refine these 

categories into more specific motivations (e.g., disgruntled employees, gang motivated). In doing 

so, it would be possible to identify various overarching motivations for mass killings (e.g., 

anger), which would be beneficial for research on mass killings and homicides generally. 

However, by refining these categories to explore specific motivations (e.g., disgruntled 

employees), it would aid in the development of interventions for mass killings specifically.  

Some research has explored specific motivations in their typologies (Dietz 1986; Holmes 

and Holmes 1992); however, they failed to explore both general and specific motivations and 

included few categories in their typologies. For example, Dietz (1986) identified the family 

annihilator in his typology, which refers to the male head of household who suffers from 

depression, paranoia, and/or substance abuse and kills any family members present. This 

category may capture some domestic mass killings; however, it does not capture all (e.g., those 

perpetrated by adolescents who kill their parents and siblings). Therefore, when focusing on 

specific motivations, it is essential that several categories are developed, as specific motivations 

likely cannot be classified in a few categories. As such, it is important that researchers begin by 
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exploring general categories of motivations and then refine them into specific categories to 

capture the various types of mass killings.  

My revised typology also highlights the need for mental illness to be classified as its own 

category in mass killing typologies. This has been done by some researchers (e.g., Kelleher 

1997); however, most typologies group mental illness into other categories, such as family 

annihilators (Dietz 1986) and non-specific motivations (Petee et al. 1997). When researchers 

delegate mental illness into other categories, it may misrepresent the primary motivation for the 

killing. As such, when mental illness is the only identifiable motivation for mass killings, they 

should be classified in their own category to allow researchers to better understand and compare 

the characteristics of mass killings motivated by mental illness.   

Finally, in line with Petee et al.’s (1997) critique of mass killing typologies, many of the 

classifications in my revised typology are not mutually exclusive (i.e., certain mass killings can 

fit into more than one category). Therefore, research should explore both primary and secondary 

motivations in future mass killing typologies. Although focusing solely on primary motivations 

may be suitable for understanding single-victim homicides, it may not be appropriate for 

understanding mass killings as perpetrators may have multiple motivations depending on the 

victims targeted. This finding is in line with cumulative strain theory, which has been applied to 

non-domestic mass killings (particularly those that occur in schools) and asserts that the 

combination of multiple stressors (e.g., chronic strain, acute strain) may explain why mass 

killings occur (Levin and Madfis 2009). 

My revised mass killing typology is beneficial as it modifies those identified in prior 

literature and introduces a typology for mass killings in the Canadian context. However, by 
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collapsing prior classifications (e.g., anger) into a wider range based on triggering events, my 

typology includes vague categories of motivation, which may not be useful for developing 

interventions. Nevertheless, my findings can be used as groundwork for future research to 

recognize the importance of exploring triggering events for mass killings. To elaborate, my 

findings support prior literature in that triggering events were identified in the majority of mass 

killings in my sample (69%) (Meloy et al. 2001). In such cases, the triggering events served as 

catastrophic events that threatened the perpetrators’ perceptions of control and motivated the 

killings. Therefore, my findings show that triggering events play a vital role in mass killings.  

Triggering events are heavily referenced in prior literature (Duwe 2004; Meloy et al. 

2001; Taylor 2018); however, they are rarely a primary focus, which is a limitation as it is not 

always known whether another event occurred prior to the triggering event. Therefore, future 

research should focus further on triggering events for mass killings, rather than specific 

typologies. Although typologies may be beneficial for identifying broad classifications of mass 

killings, prevention measures may be more easily identified if researchers focus on the actual 

events that are used to create typologies (i.e., triggering events). 

Conclusion 

 

 My study took a gendered approach to explore the characteristics of domestic and non-

domestic mass killings and contributes to the limited Canadian research on mass killings 

(Leveillee et al. 2009; Mellor 2013) and the broader literature on feminist and masculinities 

theories (Corradi et al. 2016; Policastro 2015). My theoretical approach was more 

comprehensive than that of prior research as I applied concepts such as toxic masculinity and 

coercive control to understand how specific gendered concepts can explain mass killings. In 
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doing so, I identify the prevalence of toxic masculinity in mass killings as they are frequently 

committed by males to regain control following a triggering event. However, many perpetrators 

target females and children as victims – or target males in response to triggering events 

connected to females – which highlights the misogynistic nature of many mass killings. As such, 

my research draws on existing theoretical concepts (e.g., hegemonic masculinity, coercive 

control) to explain mass killings as a gendered phenomenon but also identifies a new perspective 

(e.g., misogynistic masculinity) that should be explored in future research.  

My research also contributes to prior literature by highlighting mass killings as an issue 

that needs to be assessed at both a macro and a micro level, which supports some U.S. literature 

on mass killings (Marganski 2019) and some Canadian literature on femicide (CFOJA 2020; 

WHO 2012) but, to my knowledge, has not been emphasized in the Canadian context focusing 

on mass killings. Mass killings are frequently presented as an individual issue, as seen in the lone 

actor terrorist literature (Silver et al. 2019); however, my findings show that mass killings are 

also a societal issue. To illustrate, most mass killings are perpetrated by males, which 

demonstrates that mass killings are not a phenomenon specific to troubled individuals; rather, 

they are a phenomenon specific to males. This finding is particularly significant as it highlights 

an area that is neglected in the literature, as mass killings are rarely portrayed as a gendered 

phenomenon, unlike violence generally. As such, it is important that future research explores 

both the individual characteristics of mass killers (e.g., personal histories) and the structural 

issues (e.g., norms that indicate acceptance of violence against females) that may lead males to 

commit such acts (CFOJA 2020).  
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 Despite the rarity of mass killings, my research is significant as it explores one type of 

gender-based violence and can aid in the understanding of others. The inconsistencies in mass 

killing literature and the lack of research in the Canadian context emphasize the importance of 

my research. To my knowledge, my study is the first to use a gendered theoretical framework to 

compare the characteristics of domestic and non-domestic mass killings. Furthermore, prior 

research primarily relied on media coverage as a data source and analyzed high-profile mass 

killings that occurred in the U.S. Accordingly, my study contributes to prior literature by taking a 

unique methodological approach, applying a new theoretical perspective, and drawing attention 

to domestic mass killings. By analyzing mass killings using feminist and masculinities theories, 

my research provides a starting point for future research to explore domestic and non-domestic 

mass killings as an extreme form of gender-based violence. Moreover, by identifying risk factors 

for domestic and non-domestic mass killings, my study aids in the development of risk 

assessment, risk management, and safety planning strategies to prevent mass killings from 

occurring in the future.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   

 

 

 

 

 

153 

References 

 

Agnew, Robert. 1990. The Origins of Delinquent Events: An Examination of Offender Accounts. 

Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 27(3): 267-294. 

Agnich, Laura. 2015. A Comparative Analysis of Attempted and Completed School-Based Mass  

Murder Attacks. American Journal of Criminal Justice 40(1):1-22. 

Aguilar, Bryann. 2020. “Family of Oshawa, Ont. Shooting victims releases first public 

statement.” CTV News. Retrieved from https://toronto.ctvnews.ca/family-of-oshawa-ont-

shooting-victims-releases-first-public-statement-1.5099993.   

Aho, Anna, Anni Remahl, and Eija Paavilainen. 2017. Homicide in the Western Family and  

Background Factors of a Perpetrator. Scandinavian Journal of Public Health 45:555-568.  

Aitken, Lisa, Piet Oosthuizen, Robin Emsley, and Soraya Seedat. 2008. Mass Murders: 

Implications for Mental Health Professionals. The International Journal of Psychiatry in 

Medicine 38(3):261-269. 

Anwary, Afroza. 2015. Construction of hegemonic masculinity: Violence against wives in 

Bangladesh. Women’s Studies International Forum 50:37-46. 

Atieno, Ochieng. 2009. An Analysis of the Strengths and Limitation of Qualitative and 

Quantitative Research Paradigms. Problems of Education in the 21st Century 13:13-18. 

Baele, Stephane, Lewys Brace, and Travis Coan. 2019. From “Incel” to “Saint”: Analyzing the 

violent worldview behind the 2018 Toronto attack. Terrorism and Political Violence 1-

25. 

Bandura, Albert. 1973. Aggression: A social learning analysis. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-

Hall. 



   

 

 

 

 

 

154 

Bengtsson, Mariette. 2016. How to plan and perform a qualitative study using content analysis. 

NursingPlus Open 2:8-14. 

Bertani, Alessandro, Gioacchino Di Paola, Emanuele Russo, and Fabio Tuzzolino. 2018. How to 

describe bivariate data. Journal of Thoracic Disease 10(2):1133-1137. 

Block, Carolyn. 2013. Homicide Against or by the Elderly in Chicago 1965-2000. Homicide  

Studies 17(2):154-183. 

Block, Carolyn, Christine Devitt, Edmund Donoghue, Roy Dames, and Richard Block. 2000. Are 

there types of intimate partner homicide? The diversity of homicide: Proceedings of the 

2000 Homicide Research Working Group. Chicago, IL: U.S. Department of Justice. 

Federal Bureau of Investigation.  

Block, Carolyn and Richard Block. 1991. Beginning with Wolfgang: An agenda for homicide 

research. Journal of Crime & Justice 14:31-70. 

Block, Richard. 1981. Victim-Offender Dynamics in Violent Crime. Journal of Criminal Law 

and Criminology 72(2):743-761. 

Blum, Dinur and Christian Jaworski. 2016. From Suicide and Strain to Mass Murder. Society 

53:408-413. 

Boslaugh, Sarah. 2005. Missing Data in SPSS. Pp. 120-133.  in An Intermediate Guide to SPSS 

Programming, by Boslaugh, Sarah. Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications, Inc. 

Bowers, Thomas, Eric Holmes, and Ashley Rhom. 2010. The Nature of Mass Murder and 

Autogenic Massacre. Journal of Police and Criminal Psychology 25(2):59-66. 



   

 

 

 

 

 

155 

Brod, Harry. 1994. Some Thoughts on Some Histories of Some Masculinities: Jews and Other 

Others. In Theorizing Masculinities, eds. Harry Brod and Michael Kaufman. London and 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Brookman, Fiona, Helen Jones, and Sophie Pike. 2017. Homicide in Britain. Pp. 320-344 in The 

Handbook of Homicide, edited by Fiona Brookman, Edward Maguire, and Mike Maguire. 

Oxford: Wiley Blackwell.  

Canadian Femicide Observatory for Justice and Accountability. 2020. CFOJA Statement 

Concerning the Nova Scotia Mass Killings. Retrieved from: http://femicide-

watch.org/products/cfoja-statementconcerning-nova-scotia-mass-killings.   

Canadian Femicide Observatory for Justice and Accountability. 2020. Preventing Femicide. 

Retrieved from: https://www.femicideincanada.ca/preventing.  

Capellan, Joel and SimonPeter Gomez. 2017. Change and stability in offender, behaviours, and 

incident-level characteristics of mass public shootings in the United States, 1984-2015. 

Chamberlain, John. 2013. Understanding Criminological Research: A Guide to Data Analysis. 

Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications Inc. 

Chambliss, William. 1967. Types of Deviance and the Effectiveness of Legal Sanctions. Wisc. 

Law Review. Summer:703-719. 

Chapman, Jean. 2014. Violence against Women in Democratic India: Let’s Talk Misogyny. 

Social Scientist 42(9):49-61. 

Cohen, Lawrence and Marcus Felson. 1979. Social Change and Crime Rate Trends: A Routine 

Activities Approach. American Sociological Review 44: 588-608. 



   

 

 

 

 

 

156 

Collins, Patricia. 2000. Black Feminist Thought: Knowledge, Consciousness, and the Politics of 

Empowerment. 2nd. Ed. New York: Routledge Press. 

Connell, Raewyn. 1995. Masculinities. Berkeley: University of California Press.  

Connell, Raewyn and James Messerschmidt. 2005. Hegemonic Masculinity: Rethinking the 

Concept. Gender & Society 19(6):829-859. 

Corradi, Consuelo, Chaime Marcuello-Servos, Santiago Boira, and Shalva Weil. 2016. Theories 

of femicide and their significance for social research. Current Sociology 64(7):975-995. 

Creswell, John. 2009. Mapping the Field of Mixed Methods Research. Journal of Mixed 

Methods Research 3(2):95-108. 

Daly, Martin and Margo Wilson. 1988. Evolutionary social psychology and family homicide. 

Science 242(4878):519-524. 

Dawson, Myrna. 2006. Intimacy, violence and the law: Exploring stereotypes about victim-

defendant relationship and violent crime. Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology 

96(4):1417-1450.  

Dawson, Myrna. 2016. Punishing femicide: Criminal justice responses to the killing of women 

over four decades. Current Sociology 64(7):996-1016. 

Dawson, Myrna. 2017. Homicide in Canada. Pp. 348-349 in The Handbook of Homicide, edited 

by Fiona Brookman, Edward Maguire, and Mike Maguire. Oxford: Wiley Blackwell.  

Dawson, Myrna, Danielle Sutton, Michelle Carrigan, Valérie Grand’Maison, Danielle Bader, 

Angelika Zecha, and Ciara Boyd. 2019. #CallItFemicide: Understanding gender-related 

killings of women and girls killed in Canada 2019. Canadian Femicide Observatory for 



   

 

 

 

 

 

157 

Justice and Accountability. Retrieved from 

https://cnpea.ca/images/callitfemicide2019.pdf. 

Decker, Scott. 1993. Exploring victim-offender relationships in homicide: The role of individual 

and event characteristics. Justice Quarterly 10(4):585-612. 

Dibranco, Alex. 2018. The Incel Rebellion. Somerville 3-4, 22. 

Diem, Chelsea and Jesenia Pizarro. 2010. Social Structure and Family Homicides. Journal of 

Family Violence 25(5):521-532.  

Dietz, Park. 1986. Mass, Serial and Sensational Homicides. Bulletin of the New York Academy of 

Medicine 62(5):477-491. 

Dobash, Russell and R. Emerson Dobash. 2012. Who Died? The Murder of Collaterals Related 

to Intimate Partner Conflict. Violence Against Women 18(6):662-671.  

Dowd, Nancy. 2010. The Man Question: Male Subordination and Privilege. New York: New 

York University Press. 

Drisko, James and Tina Maschi. 2015. Content Analysis. New York, NY: Oxford University 

Press. 

Duwe, Grant. 2000. Body-Count Journalism: The Presentation of Mass Murder in the News 

Media. Homicide Studies 4(4):364-399. 

Duwe, Grant. 2004. Patterns and Prevalence of Mass Murder in Twentieth-Century America. 

Justice Quarterly 21(4):729-761. 

Duwe, Grant. 2007. Mass Murder in the United States: A History. North Carolina: McFarland & 

Company Inc. Publishers. 



   

 

 

 

 

 

158 

Echols, Alice. 1989. Daring to Be Bad: Radical Feminism in America, 1967–1975. Minneapolis: 

University of Minnesota Press. 

Eglin, Peter and Stephen Hester. 1999. “You’re all a bunch of feminists:” Categorization and the 

politics of terror in the Montreal Massacre. Human Studies 22:253-272. 

Eleni, Daskalopoulou, Igoumenou Artemis, and Alevizopoulous Giorgos. 2017. School 

Shootings: A Review of the Characteristics and the Psychopathology of the Perpetrators. 

Journal of Forensic Sciences and Criminal Investigation 2(4):1-6.  

Ellis, Tom and Koichi Hamai. 2017. Homicide in Japan. Pp. 388-411 in The Handbook of 

Homicide, edited by Fiona Brookman, Edward Maguire, and Mike Maguire. Oxford: 

Wiley Blackwell.  

Elo, Satu, Maria Kaariainen, Outi Kanste, Tarja Polkki, Kati Utriainen, and Helvi Kyngas. 2014. 

Qualitative Content Analysis: A Focus on Trustworthiness. SAGE Open 4(1):1-10. 

Everytown for Gun Safety. 2019. Mass Shootings in America, 2009-2019. Retrieved from: 

https://everytownresearch.org/massshootingsreports/mass-shootings-in-america-2009-

2019/.  

Fegadel, Averi and Kathleen Heide. 2017. Offspring-Perpetrated Familicide: Examining Family 

Homicides Involving Parents as Victims. International Journal of Offender Therapy and 

Comparative Criminology 61(1):6-24. 

Felson, Richard. 1993. “Predatory and Dispute-Related Violence: A Social Interactionist 

Approach.” Pp 103-125 in Routine Activity and Rational Choice: Advances in 

Criminological Theory by Ronald Clarke and Marcus Felson. New York: Routledge. 

Flick, Uwe. 2014. An Introduction to Qualitative Research. Los Angeles: Sage.  



   

 

 

 

 

 

159 

Flood, Michael. 2018. Will Toxic Masculinity Lead to Men’s Liberation? Voice Male 22(75):14-

17. 

Floyd, Richie. 2018. Combating Toxic Masculinity. Democratic Left 46(3):15. 

Flynn, Sandra, Linda Gask, Louis Appleby, and Jennifer Shaw. 2016. Homicide-Suicide and the 

Role of Mental Disorder: A National Consecutive Case Series. Social Psychiatry and 

Psychiatric Epidemiology 51:877-884.  

Fox, Jaclyn, Michael Brook, John Stratton, and Robert Hanlon. 2016. Neuropsychological 

Profiles and Descriptive Classifications of Mass Murderers. Aggression and Violent 

Behaviour 30:94-104.  

Fox, James and Monica DeLateur. 2013. Mass Shootings in America: Moving Beyond 

Newtown. Homicide Studies 18(1):125-145. 

Fox, James and Jack Levin. 1994. Firing Back: The Growing Threat of Workplace Homicide. 

The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 536(1):16-30. 

Fox, James and Jack Levin. 1998. Multiple Homicide: Patterns of Serial and Mass Murder. 

Crime and Justice 23:407-455.  

Fox, James and Jack Levin. 2003. Mass Murder: An Analysis of Extreme Violence. Journal of 

Applied Psychoanalytic Studies 5:47-64. 

Fox, Kathleen and Terry Allen. 2013. Examining the Instrumental-Expressive Continuum of 

Homicides: Incorporating the Effects of Gender, Victim-Offender Relationships, and 

Weapon Choice. Homicide Studies 18(3): 298-317.  

Fridel, Emma. 2017. A Multivariate Comparison of Family, Felony, and Public Mass Murders in 

the United States. Journal of Interpersonal Violence 1-27. 



   

 

 

 

 

 

160 

Friedman, Susan, Debra Hrouda, Carol Holden, Stephen Noffsinger, and Phillip Resnick. 2005. 

Filicide-Suicide: Common Factors in Parents Who Kill Their Children and Themselves. 

The Journal of the American Academy of Psychiatry and the Law 33(4):496-504. 

Gerard, F. Jeane, Kate Whitfield, Louise Porter, and Kevin Browne. 2015. Offender and Offence 

Characteristics of School Shooting Incidents. Journal of Investigative Psychology and 

Offender Profiling 13(1):22-38. 

Hamberger, Kevin, Sadie Larsen, and Amy Lehrner. 2017. Coercive control in intimate partner 

violence. Aggression and Violent Behavior 37:1-11. 

Heide, Kathleen and Denise Boots. 2007. A Comparative Analysis of Media Reports of U.S. 

Parricide Cases With Officially Reported National Crime Data and the Psychiatric and 

Psychological Literature. International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative 

Criminology 51(6):646-675. 

Heise, Lori. 1998. Violence Against Women: An Integrated, Ecological Framework. Violence 

Against Women, 4 (3), 262-290. 

Hirschi, Travis. 1969. Causes of Delinquency. Berkeley: University of California Press.  

Holland, Kristin, Sabrina Brown, Jeffrey Hall, and Joseph Logan. 2018. Circumstances 

Preceding Homicide-Suicide Involving Child Victims: A Qualitative Analysis. Journal of 

Interpersonal Violence 33(3):379-401.  

Holmes, Ronald and Stephen Holmes. 1992. Understanding mass murder: A starting point. 

Federal Probation, 56(1):53-61. 

Holmes, Ronald and Stephen Holmes. 2001. Mass Murder in the United States. USA: Prentice 

Hall Publishing. 



   

 

 

 

 

 

161 

Huff-Corzine, Lin, James McCutcheon, Jay Corzine, John Jarvis, Melissa Tetzlaff-Bemiller, 

Mindy Weller, and Matt Landon. 2014. Shooting for Accuracy: Comparing Data Sources 

on Mass Murder. Homicide Studies 18(1):105-124. 

Issa, Yasmine. 2018. “A Profoundly Masculine Act”: Mass Shootings, Violence Against 

Women, and the Amendment That Could Forge a Path Forward. California Law Review 

107(2):673-706. 

Ivankova, Nataliya, John Creswell, and Sheldon Stick. 2006. Using Mixed-Methods Sequential 

Explanatory Design: From Theory to Practice. Field Methods 18(1):3-20. 

Jacobsen, Colin and Daniel Maier-Katkin. 2015. Breivik’s Sanity: Terrorism, Mass Murder, and 

the Insanity Defense. Human Rights Quarterly 37(1):137-152. 

Jakobsen, Janus, Christian Gluud, Jorn Wetterslev, and Per Winkel. 2017. When and how should 

multiple imputation be used for handling missing data in randomised clinical trials – A 

practical guide with flowcharts. BMC Medical Research Methodology 17(1):162. 

Johnson, Carolyn and Mark Sachmann. 2014. Familicide-Suicide: From Myth to Hypothesis and 

Toward Understanding. Family Court Review 52(1):100-113.  

Johnson, Holly, Li Eriksson, Paul Mazerolle, Richard Wortley. 2017. Intimate Femicide: The 

Role of Coercive Control. Feminist Criminology 14(1):3-23.  

Kalish, Rachel and Michael Kimmel. 2010. Suicide by mass murder: Masculinity, aggrieved 

entitlement, and rampage school shootings. Health Sociology Review 19(4):451-464. 

Karlsson, Linda, Jan Antfolk, Hanna Putkonen, Sabine Amon, Joao da Silva Guerreriro, 

Vivienne de Vogel, Sandra Flynn, and Ghitta Weizmann-Henelius. 2019. Familicide: A 

Systematic Literature Review. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse: 1-16.  



   

 

 

 

 

 

162 

Kelleher, Michael. 1997. Flashpoint: The American Mass Murderer. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publications. 

Kennedy-Kollar, Deniese and Christopher Charles. 2012. Hegemonic Masculinity and Mass 

Murderers in the United States. Southwest Journal of Criminal Justice 8(2):62-74. 

Kimmel, Michael. 1994. “Masculinity as homophobia.” In Harry Brod and Michael Kaufman 

(Eds.), Theorizing Masculinities (pp.119-141). London: Sage. 

Kimmel, Michael. 2013. Angry White Men: American Masculinity at the End of an Era. New 

York, NY: Nation Books. 

Kimmel, Michael and Matthew Mahler. 2003. Adolescent Masculinity, Homophobia, and 

Violence. American Behavioral Scientist 46(10):1439-1458. 

Krippendorff, Klaus. 2004. Content Analysis: An Introduction to Its Methodology (2nd ed.). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Krouse, William and Daniel Richardson. 2015. Mass Murder with Firearms: Incidents and 

Victims, 1999-2013. Washington: University of North Texas Libraries. Retrieved April 3, 

2019 from https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R44126.pdf. 

Kuhne, Thomas. 2012. Great Men and Large Numbers: Undertheorising a History of Mass 

Killing. Contemporary European History 21(2):133-143.  

Lankford, Adam. 2016. Race and mass murder in the United States: A social and behavioral 

analysis. Current Sociology 64(3):470-490. 

Larkin, Ralph. 2007. Comprehending Columbine. Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 

Leech, Nancy and Anthony Onwuegbuzie. 2011. Beyond constant comparison qualitative data 

analysis: Using Nvivo. School Psychology Quarterly 26(1):70-84. 



   

 

 

 

 

 

163 

Leontiev, Aleksei. 1978. Activity, Consciousness, and Personality. Englewood Cliffs, NK: 

Prentice Hall.  

Leveillee, Suzanne, Julie Lefebvre, and Jacques Marleau. 2009. Psychosocial Profile of 

Familicides Committed in Quebec – 1986 to 2000. The Annals of Medical Psychology, 

Psychiatric Review 167(8):591-596.  

Levin, Jack and Eric Madfis. 2009. Mass Murder at School and Cumulative Strain. American 

Behavioral Scientist 52(9):1227-1245.  

Levin, Jack and James Fox. 1996. A Psycho-Social Analysis of Mass Murder. In T. O’Reilly-

Fleming (Ed.), Serial and Mass Murder: Theory, Research, and Policy (pp.55-76). 

Toronto: Canadian Scholars’ Press. 

Levin, Jack and James Fox. 2017. Multiple Homicide: Understanding Serial and Mass Murder. 

In Brookman, Fiona, Edward Maguire, and Mike Maguire (Eds.), The Handbook of 

Homicide (pp. 249-267). 

Liem, Marieke and Frans Koenraadt. 2008. Familicide: A Comparison with Spousal and Child 

Homicide by Mentally Disordered Perpetrators. Criminal Behaviour and Mental Health 

18:306-318.  

Liem, Marieke, Jack Levin, Curtis Holland, and James Fox. 2013. The Nature and Prevalence of 

Familicide in the United States, 2000-2009. Journal of Family Violence 28(4):351-358. 

Logan, Joseph, Sabrina Walsh, Nimeshkumar Patel, and Jeffrey Hall. 2013. Homicide-Followed-

by-Suicide Incidents Involving Child Victims. American Journal of Health Behavior 

37(4):531-542. 



   

 

 

 

 

 

164 

MacDonald, Michael. 2020. As Nova Scotia’s mass shooting inquiry begins its work, many 

tough questions remain. CTV News. Retrieved from https://atlantic.ctvnews.ca/as-nova-

scotia-s-mass-shooting-inquiry-begins-its-work-many-tough-questions-remain-

1.5211427. 

MacIntyre, Peter. 2002. Motivation, Anxiety and Emotion in Second Language Acquisition. In P. 

Robinson (Ed.), Individual Differences and Instructed Language Learning (pp. 45-68). 

Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

Madfis, Eric. 2017. In Search of Meaning: Are School Rampage Shootings Random and 

Senseless Violence? The Journal of Psychology 151(1):21-35.  

Maier, Melissa. 2018. “Content Analysis: Advantages and Disadvantages.” Pp. 240-242 in The 

SAGE Encyclopedia of Communication Research Methods, edited by Mike Allen. 

Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, Inc. 

Mailloux, Sharon. 2014. Fatal Families: Why Children are Killed in Familicide Occurrences. 

Journal of Family Violence 29:921-926.  

Malmquist, Carl. 1980. Psychiatric aspects of familicide. Journal of the American Academy of 

Psychiatry and the Law Online 8(3):298-304. 

Marganski, Alison. 2019. Making a murderer: The importance of gender and violence against 

women in mass murder events. Sociology Compass 13(9):1-15. 

Maxfield, Michael. 1989. Circumstances in supplementary homicide reports: Variety and 

validity. Criminology 27(4):671-696. 



   

 

 

 

 

 

165 

Mazerolle, Paul, Li Eriksson, Richard Wortley, and Holly Johnson. 2017. Homicide in Australia 

and New Zealand. Pp. 412-431 in The Handbook of Homicide, edited by Fiona 

Brookman, Edward Maguire, and Mike Maguire. Oxford: Wiley Blackwell.  

McCall, Leslie. 2005. The Complexity of Intersectionality. Signs 30(3):1771–1800. 

McClintock, Anne. 1995. Imperial Leather: Race, Gender and Sexuality in the Colonial Contest. 

London: Routledge.  

McPhail, Beverly, Noel Busch, Shanti Kulkarni, and Gail Rice. 2007. An Integrative Feminist 

Model: The Evolving Feminist Perspective on Intimate Partner Violence. Violence 

Against Women 13(8):817-841. 

Mellor, Lee. 2013. Rampage: Canadian Mass Murder and Spree Killing. Toronto: Dandurn. 

Meloy, John, Anthony Hempel, Kris Mohandie, and Andrew Shiva. 2001. Offender and Offense 

Characteristics of a Nonrandom Sample of Adolescent Mass Murderers. Journal of the 

American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry 40(6):718-728. 

Metzl, Jonathan and Kenneth MacLeish. 2015. Mental Illness, Mass Shootings, and the Politics 

of American Firearms. American Journal of Public Health 105(2):240-249. 

Miethe, Terance and Kriss Drass. 1999. Exploring the Social Context of Instrumental and 

Expressive Homicides: An Application of Qualitative Comparative Analysis. Journal of 

Quantitative Criminology 15(1):1-21.  

Miethe, Terance, Wendy Regoeczi, and Kriss Drass. 2004. Rethinking Homicide: Exploring the 

Structure and Process Underlying Deadly Situations. New York: Cambridge University 

Press. 



   

 

 

 

 

 

166 

Noble, Helen and Joanna Smith. 2015. Issues of validity and reliability in qualitative research. 

Evidence-Based Nursing 18:34-35. 

Palys, Ted and Chris Atchison. 2014. Research Decisions: Quantitative, Qualitative, and Mixed 

Method Approaches. Toronto: Nelson Education. 

Parkin, William and Jeff Gruenewald. 2017. Open-Source Data and the Study of Homicide. 

Journal of Interpersonal Violence 32(18):1-31. 

Pascoe, Cheri Jo. 2012. Dude, You’re a Fag: Masculinity and Sexuality in High School. 

Berkeley; Los Angeles; London: University of California Press. 

Patton, Christina and William Fremouw. 2016. Examining “suicide by cop”: A critical review of 

the literature. Aggression and Violent Behavior 27:107-120. 

Petee, Thomas, Kathy Padgett, and Thomas York. 1997. Debunking the Stereotype: An  

Examination of Mass Murder in Public Places. Homicide Studies 1(4):317-337. 

Peters, Wayne. 2012. Too Little Learned since Montreal Massacre. CAUT Bulletin 59(9):A3. 

Petherick, Wayne and Grant Sinnamon. 2013. “Motivations: Offender and Victim Perspectives.” 

In Petherick (Ed.), in Profiling and Serial Crime: Theoretical and Practical Issues (3rd 

ed., pp.393-430). Elsevier. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-1-4557-3174-9.00018-5. 

Phillips, Margaret and Jing Lu. 2018. A quick look at NVivo. Journal of Electronic Resources 

Librarianship 30(2):104-106. 

Policastro, Christina. 2015. “Feminist Theory.” In the Encyclopedia of Crime and Punishment. 

Retrieved from 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/9781118519639.wbecpx082. 



   

 

 

 

 

 

167 

Potter, James and Deborah Levine-Donnerstein. 1999. Rethinking Validity and Reliability in 

Content Analysis. Journal of Applied Communication Research 27:258-284. 

Queiros, Andre, Daniel Faria, and Fernando Almeida. 2017. Strengths and Limitations of 

Qualitative and Quantitative Research Methods. European Journal of Education Studies 

3(9):369-387. 

Rakovec-Felser, Zlatka. 2014. Domestic Violence and Abuse in Intimate Relationship from 

Public Health Perspective. Health Psychology Research 2(3):62-67. 

Rojek, Dean and James Williams. 1993. “Interracial vs. Intraracial Offenses in terms of the 

Victim/Offender Relationship.” In A.V. Wilson (ed.), Homicide: The Victim/Offender 

Connection. Cincinnati, OH: Anderson. 

Rubin, Gayle. 1975. The Traffic in Women: Notes on the “Political Economy” of Sex. In L. 

Nicholson (Ed.), The Second Wave: A Reader in Feminist Theory (pp. 27-62). New York: 

Routledge. 

Rummel, Rudolph. 1995. Democracy, Power, Genocide, and Mass Murder. The Journal of  

Conflict Resolution 39(1):3-26. 

Schippers, Mimi. 2007. Recovering the feminine other: masculinity, femininity, and gender 

hegemony. Theory and Society 36:85-102. 

Schreier, Margrit. 2013. “Qualitative Content Analysis” Pp.170-183 in The SAGE Handbook of 

Qualitative Data Analysis, edited by Uwe Flick. London: SAGE Publications Ltd. 

Serran, Geris and Philip Firestone. 2004. Intimate partner homicide: a review of the male 

proprietariness and the self-defense theories. Aggression and Violent Behavior 9(1):1-15. 



   

 

 

 

 

 

168 

Shon, Phillip and Jihee Lee. 2016. Evidence of Convergent Validity: A Comparative Analysis of 

Sentencing Verdicts and Newspaper Accounts of South Korean Parricides. Asian Journal 

of Criminology 11:1-19. 

Silver, James, Andre Simons, and Sarah Craun. 2018. A Study of the Pre-Attack Behaviors of 

Active Shooters in the United States Between 2000-2013. Federal Bureau of 

Investigation, U.S. Department of Justice, Washington, D.C. 20535.  

Silver, James, John Horgan, and Paul Gill. 2019. Shared Struggles? Cumulative Strain Theory 

and Public Mass Murderers From 1990 to 2014. Homicide Studies 23(1):64-84. 

Smith, Dwayne and Robert Parker. 1980. Type of Homicide and Variation in Regional Rates. 

Social Forces 59:136–147. 

Smith, Jane. 2019. Intimate Partner Femicide: Using Foucauldian Analysis to Track an Eight 

Stage Progression to Homicide. Violence Against Women 1-19. 

Stark, Evan. 2009. Rethinking Coercive Control. Violence Against Women 15(12):1509-1525. 

Stark, Evan. 2012. Looking Beyond Domestic Violence: Policing Coercive Control. Journal of 

Police Crisis Negotiations 12(2):199-217. 

Statistics Canada. 2016. Homicide in Canada, 2016. The Daily, 22 November. 

Swigonski, Mary and Salome Raheim. 2011. Feminist Contributions to Understanding Women’s 

Lives and the Social Environment. Affilia: Journal of Women and Social Work 26(1):10-

21. 

Taylor, Melanie. 2018. A Comprehensive Study of Mass Murder Precipitants and Motivations of 

Offenders. International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology 

62(2):427-449. 



   

 

 

 

 

 

169 

Taylor, Rae and Jana Jasinksi. 2011. Femicide and the Feminist Perspective. Homicide Studies 

15(4):341-362. 

The Montréal Massacre is finally recognized as an anti-feminist attack. 2019. The Conversation. 

Retrieved from: https://theconversation.com/the-montreal-massacre-is- finallyrecognized-

as-an-anti-feminist-attack-128450.  

Tosini, Domenico. 2017. Familicide in Italy: An Exploratory Study of Cases Involving Male 

Perpetrators (1992-2015). Journal of Interpersonal Violence 35(21-22):4814-4841.  

Van Gundy, Alana and Victor Kappeler. 2014. Feminist Theory, Crime, and Social Justice. 

London and New York: Routledge.  

Vinas-Racionero, Rosa, Louis Schlesinger, Mario Scalora, and John Jarvis. 2017. Youthful 

Familicidal Offenders: Targeted Victims, Planned Attacks. Journal of Family Violence 

32:535-542. 

Vito, Christopher, Amanda Admire, and Elizabeth Hughes. 2018. Masculinity, aggrieved 

entitlement, and violence: considering the Isla Vista mass shooting. Norma: International 

Journal for Masculinity Studies 13(2):86-102. 

Vossekuil, Bryan, Robert Fein, Marisa Reddy, Randy Borum, and William Modzeleski. 2004. 

The Final Report and Findings of the Safe School Initiative: Implications for the 

Prevention of School Attacks in the United States. Washington, D.C.:US Secret Service 

National Threat Assessment Center and US Department of Education.  

Waling, Andrea. 2019. Problematising ‘Toxic’ and ‘Healthy’ Masculinity for Addressing Gender 

Inequalities. Australian Feminist Studies 34(101):362-375. 



   

 

 

 

 

 

170 

Wayman, Frank and Atsushi Tago. 2010. Explaining the Onset of Mass Killing, 1949-87. 

Journal of Peace Research 47(1):3-13. 

Websdale, Neil. 2010. Familicidal hearts: the emotional styles of 211 killers. New York: Oxford 

University Press. 

Wigmore, John. 1935. A Student’s Textbook of the Law of Evidence. Chicago, IL: The 

Foundation Press. 

Wilson, Margo, Martin Daly, and Antonietta Daniele. 1995. Familicide: The killing of spouse 

and children. Aggressive Behavior 21(4):275-291. 

World Health Organization. 2012. Understanding and addressing violence against women: 

Femicide. Retrieved December 7, 2020 from 

https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/77421/WHO_RHR_12.38_eng.pdf;jsessi

onid=1753F274E72011C91B033674D8F703B4?sequence=1.  

Yodanis, Carrie. 2004. Gender Inequality, Violence Against Women, and Fear: A Cross-National 

Test of the Feminist Theory of Violence Against Women. Journal of Interpersonal 

Violence 19(6):655-675. 

Zeoli, April and Jennifer Paruk. 2020. Potential to prevent mass shootings through domestic 

violence firearm restrictions. Criminology and Public Policy 19:129-145. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   

 

 

 

 

 

171 

Appendix A 

 

Operationalized Mass Killing Typologies 

 
Researcher Mass Killing Typology Description Instrumental/ 

Expressive 

Dietz (1986) 

 

 

1) Family Annihilator Individuals who target family 

members. Commonly the male 

head of household who suffers 

from depression, paranoia, 

and/or substance abuse. Often 

kills any family members who 

are present, including pets, and 

commonly commits suicide or 

is killed by law enforcement.  

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researcher. 

2) Pseudocommandos Individuals who are obsessed 

with weaponry. Their attacks 

are usually planned extensively 

ahead of time and commonly 

carried out using firearms. 

They do not always involve 

specifically targeted victims. 

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researcher. 

3) Set-and-Run 

Killers 

Individuals who plan and 

execute a mass killing but 

escape before it occurs. This is 

commonly a bombing or an 

arson fire. 

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researcher. 

 

Holmes and 

Holmes 

(1992) 

1) Family Annihilator See Dietz (1986).  Expressive 

2) Pseudocommandos See Dietz (1986).  Expressive 

3) Set-and-Run 

Killers 

See Dietz (1986).  Instrumental 

and Expressive 

4) Disciples Individuals who commit the 

killings under the direction of a 

leader. They kill to gain 

acceptance from their leader.  

Expressive 

5) Disgruntled 

Employees 

Individuals who commit the 

killings to seek revenge against 

an employer who treated them 

poorly. They often see 

themselves as suffering an 

injustice that is beyond their 

control. They are motivated by 

Expressive 
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the desire to “right a wrong” 

(Holmes and Holmes 2001:76). 

 

Levin and 

Fox (1996) 

1) Revenge – 

Individual-Specific  

 

Perpetrators who retaliate 

against specific individuals. 

Expressive 

2) Revenge – 

Category-Specific 

Perpetrators who retaliate 

against specific groups of 

individuals.  

Expressive 

3) Revenge – 

Nonspecific 

Perpetrators who retaliate 

against no specific targets. 

These killers are commonly 

triggered by paranoia.  

Expressive 

4) Warped Sense of 

Love 

Perpetrators (usually a husband 

or father) who kill their 

families to protect them from 

hardship or misery.  

Expressive 

5) Profit Perpetrators who commit the 

killing for some type of gain. 

This type of killer often kills 

while in the commission of 

another crime, often to 

eliminate witnesses. This is 

most common during a 

robbery. Premeditation is often 

involved (though not 

necessarily for the killing) and 

victims are often randomly 

selected.  

Instrumental 

6) Terrorism Perpetrators who kill to “send 

a message” (Levin and Fox 

1996:68). This involves an 

immense amount of planning 

and the types of victims are 

usually specifically targeted. 

Instrumental 

 

Kelleher 

(1997) 

1) Revenge Individuals who attempt to 

retaliate against those who they 

believe wronged them.  

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researcher. 

2) Perverted Love Individuals who killed family 

or loved ones. Similar to Levin 

and Fox’s (1996) ‘warped 

sense of love.’ 

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researcher. 
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3) Politics and Hate Individuals who are 

ideologically motivated (often 

as an act of terrorism). 

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researcher. 

4) Sexual Homicide Individuals who kill for sexual 

gratification. 

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researcher. 

5) Mass Execution The contract killing of several 

individuals at one time. 

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researcher. 

6) The Insane Individuals who suffer from 

mental illness and indicate no 

other motivation. 

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researcher. 

7) No Motivation No motivation for the killing is 

apparent. 

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researcher. 

 

Petee et al. 

(1997) 

1) Anger/Revenge – 

Specific Person(s) 

Target 

Individuals who are motivated 

by anger and seek revenge 

against specific people. 

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researchers. 

2) Anger/Revenge – 

Specific Place 

Target 

Individuals who are motivated 

by anger and target a specific 

location for the mass killing to 

seek revenge.  

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researchers. 

3) Anger/Revenge – 

Diffuse Target 

Individuals who are angry and 

have an unclear victimization 

pattern that can manifest itself 

in two ways. 

1) They target specific 

groups of people, but 

not specific individuals. 

2) They kill whoever is 

available as a target.   

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researchers. 

4) Domestic/Romantic Involves two different types of 

victims; however, the pattern 

of victimization is the same. 

1) The domestic cases 

involve perpetrators 

who are triggered by 

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researchers. 
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stress or conflict and 

kill family members. 

This commonly 

involves a husband 

killing his wife and 

children. 

2) The romantic cases 

involve a perpetrator 

who has been rejected 

from a romantic partner 

and seeks revenge. The 

perpetrator is 

frequently possessive 

and shows behaviour 

similar to perpetrators 

of the domestic cases. 

5) Direct-

Interpersonal 

Conflict 

Involves a conflict situation 

that causes anger to 

accumulate over a long period 

of time. This is different from 

anger/revenge as they involve 

immediate conflict situations.  

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researchers. 

6) Felony Related 

Mass Murder 

Individuals commit mass 

killings while in the 

commission of another felony, 

typically a robbery. The main 

motivation for this type of 

killing is instrumental, and the 

murders commonly occur to 

eliminate witnesses or because 

the perpetrator loses control 

over the situation. 

Instrumental 

7) Gang-Motivated 

Mass Murder 

Often involves conflict (similar 

to direct-interpersonal 

conflict); however, the 

perpetrator has affiliations to a 

gang. This commonly involves 

drive-by shootings or gang 

confrontations. 

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researchers. 

8) Politically 

Motivated Mass 

Murder 

Often involves acts of 

terrorism. The individual has 

an ideological motivation, 

typically for a political cause 

or religious reason.  

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researchers. 
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9) Nonspecific Motive Mass killings that cannot be 

classified according to any 

category due to the ambiguity 

of the perpetrator’s 

motivations. It is common for 

perpetrators of these types of 

killings to have a history of 

psychological issues or mental 

illness and the perpetrator is 

often the only one who knows 

the motivation for the killings.  

Not 

distinguished 

by the 

researchers. 

 

Fox and 

Levin 

(1998) 

1) Power Perpetrators who are motivated 

by the desire for power and 

control.  

Expressive 

2) Revenge Perpetrators who seek to get 

even with people known to 

him (e.g., former wife and 

children, former boss and co-

workers).  

Expressive 

3) Loyalty Perpetrators who have a 

distorted sense of love and 

loyalty and attempt to save 

their loved ones from hardship 

(e.g., a husband killing his wife 

and children to protect them 

from greater hardship, such as 

financial struggles).  

Instrumental 

4) Profit Perpetrators who attempt to 

eliminate victims or witnesses 

to a crime.  

Instrumental 

5) Terror Perpetrators who kill to “send 

a message” (Fox and Levin 

1998:447).  

Instrumental 
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Appendix B 

 

Quantitative Codebook 

 

Sociodemographic Variables of Perpetrators 

Gender 

 0=Male 

 1=Female 

Age 

 Continuous 

Race 

 0=Non-white 

 1=White 

Marital Status 

 0=Single/never married 

 1=Married/been married 

Children 

 0=No children 

 1=Children 

Employment Status 

 0=Unemployed/out of workforce 

 1=Employed 

 

Sociodemographic Variables of Victims 

Gender 

 0=Male 

 1=Female 

Age 

 Continuous 

Race 

 0=Non-white 

 1=White 

Marital Status 

 0=Single/never married 

 1=Married/been married 

 2=Child 

 

Incident Variables 

Suicide 

 0=No suicide 

 1=Committed suicide 

Number of Perpetrators 

 0=One perpetrator 

 1=More than one perpetrator 
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Number of victims 

 0=Three victims 

 1=Four or more victims 

Location 

 0=Private residence 

 1=Public place 

Population Density 

 0=Rural 

 1=Urban 

Method 

 0=Shooting 

 1=Other (stabbing, beating, etc.) 

Motivation 

 0=Unknown 

 1=Domestic issues 

 2=Mental illness 

 3=Financial issues 

 4=Crime-related  

 5=Political  

 6=Other  

Premeditation 

 0=No evidence of premeditation 

 1=Evidence of premeditation 
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Appendix C 

 

Operationalized Quantitative Motivation Variable 

 

#  Code    Explanation 

1 Unknown   Coded when the motivation for the killing was not known. 

 

2 Domestic Issues  Coded when the perpetrator was motivated by intimate 

partner or familial issues. This includes estrangement, 

cheating, custody battles, etc. 

 

3 Mental Illness   Coded when the perpetrator appeared to be motivated by a  

mental illness. This includes depression, anxiety, psychosis, 

schizophrenia, etc. 

 

4 Financial Issues  Coded when the perpetrator was motivated by a financial 

setback. This includes loss of employment, gambling 

addictions, owing large debts, etc. 

 

5 Crime-Related   Coded when killings occurred during the commission of  

     another crime (e.g., during a robbery) or for criminal gain 

     (e.g., killing a witness). 

 

6 Political   Coded when killings were indicative of a hate crime (e.g., 

     killing due to race, sexuality, etc.).  

 

7 Other    Coded when motivations did not fall into any of the 

     common categories identified in the literature on mass 

     killings (e.g., self-defense, accidental, resisting arrest, etc.). 
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Appendix D 

 

Preliminary Qualitative Coding Protocol 

 

1. History of Domestic Violence and/or Violence Against Women  

 

2. Mental Illness 

- Anxiety and/or Depression 

- Psychosis and/or Schizophrenia 

- Other 

 

3. Motivation 

- Anger/Revenge (Specific Person(s) Target) 

- Anger/Revenge (Specific Place Target) 

- Anger/Revenge (Diffuse Target) 

- Domestic/Romantic 

- Direct-Interpersonal Conflict 

- Felony-Related 

- Gang-Motivated 

- Political 

- Non-Specific/Unknown Motive 

- Instrumental 

- Expressive 

- Instrumental-Expressive 

- Misogynistic Masculinity 

 

4. Premeditation 

 

5. Prior Criminal Record 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   

 

 

 

 

 

180 

Appendix E 

 

Final Qualitative Coding Protocol 

 

Perpetrator Characteristics 

1. History of Violence 

- Domestic Violence 

o Relationship 

 Current or former intimate partner 

 Current or former intimate partner and children 

 Family 

o Type of Violence 

 Multiple 

 Physical 

 Unspecified 

 Verbal 

• Stalking or harassing 

• Threats 

• Threats and stalking 

- Non-Domestic Violence 

 

2. Mental Illness 

a. Description 

i. Motive 

ii. Perpetrator characteristic 

iii. Undetermined 

b. Type 

i. Depression 

ii. Depression and psychosis 

iii. Psychosis 

iv. Unspecified 

 

3. Perpetrator Description 

a. Angry 

b. Controlling 

c. Loner 

i. Quiet 

ii. Strange 

iii. Troubled 

d. Manipulative 

e. Misogynistic 

f. Socially rejected 

 

4. Prior Criminal History 
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a. General Type 

i. Non-violent 

ii. Violent 

iii. Violent and non-violent  

b. Specific Type 

i. Police contact and traffic violations 

ii. Prior charge(s) 

iii. Prior conviction(s) 

iv. Restraining order 

v. Traffic violations 

 

Incident Characteristics 

5. Motivation 

a. General Homicide Typology 

i. Instrumental 

ii. Instrumental and expressive 

iii. Undetermined 

b. Mass Killing Typology 

i. Anger  

ii. Gain 

iii. Mental illness 

iv. Non-specific/unknown motivation 

v. Multiple motivations 

c. Triggering Event 

i. Argument 

ii. Betrayal 

iii. Bullying 

iv. Custody battle 

v. Financial stress 

vi. Rejection 

vii. Separation 

viii. Suspension from employment 
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Appendix F 

 

Operationalized Qualitative Variables 

 

# Code    Explanation 

 Perpetrator  

 Characteristics 

 (Parent Node) 

 

1 History of Violence  Coded when a passage stated that the perpetrator had  

previously been violent. This included both histories of  

general violence (e.g., violence against strangers, friends)  

and histories of domestic violence (e.g., violence against  

intimate partners and/or family members). 

 

2 Mental Illness   Coded when an article indicated that the perpetrator either  

had a mental illness or was motivated by a mental illness.  

Mental illness included depression, psychosis, and  

undetermined.  

 

3 Perpetrator Description Coded when a perpetrator was described in a certain way  

by a third-party. This could include friends,  

family members, neighbours, etc. and included various 

descriptions. An example being when a perpetrator was 

described as controlling by neighbours.  

 

4 Prior Criminal History Coded when there was mention that the perpetrator had a 

prior criminal history. This included various types of  

criminal history, such as prior contact with the police,  

prior charges, restraining orders, and traffic violations.  

However, this category was refined using child  

nodes to accurately depict criminal histories. 

 Incident 

 Characteristics 

 (Parent Node) 

 

5 Motivation   Coded when a passage indicated a motivation for the 

killing (e.g., if a perpetrator was angry about being 

suspended from their job and sought revenge against their 

co-workers). This category was further refined to explore 

the nature of motivations (i.e., whether they were 

instrumental and/or expressive), specific motivations (e.g., 

anger) and specific triggering events that may have caused 

the motivation (e.g., separation). 
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Appendix G 

 

Operationalized Revised Mass Killing Typology  

 

Mass Killing Typology Description Instrumental and/or 

Expressive 

1) Anger  Individuals who are 

motivated by anger and 

typically seek revenge against 

their victims. This can 

involve perpetrators who 

target specific individuals, 

places, and/or randomly 

selected victims. 

Instrumental and expressive. 

1) Gain Individuals who kill to 

achieve or acquire something. 

This can include killing while 

in the commission of another 

crime (e.g., robbery) or 

killing to “protect” victims 

(i.e., altruism). 

Instrumental or instrumental 

and expressive. 

2) Non-

Specific/Unknown 

Motivation 

Mass killings that cannot be 

classified according to any 

other category because they 

have no clear motivation or 

not enough information to 

distinguish a motivation. 

Undetermined. 

3) Mental Illness Mass killings where the 

perpetrator had no 

identifiable motivation other 

than their mental illness. This 

only includes killings that 

appear to be solely motivated 

by mental illness. If a 

perpetrator suffered from a 

mental illness but also 

appeared to have another 

motivation, it is not classified 

in this category. 

Instrumental and expressive. 
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