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ABSTRACT  

Twenty-three offenders convicted of homicide or attempted murder/manslaughter, and their 

respective crimes, were examined to identify any common characteristics. Court documents 

were assessed, and the most prominent information of the offenders was that they were often 

single, most of them had no psychiatric diagnoses, the most frequent modus operandi was a 

knife or sharp weapon (although firearms resulted in more homicides), and the most common 

homicide typology was domestic disputes, and disputes between friends or acquaintances. 

Based on a cluster analysis, two profiles emerged: one with so-called traditional criminals and 

another profile over-represented with offenders who commit domestic crimes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Introduction  

In the last ten-year period, deadly violence in Sweden, defined as murder, manslaughter, child 

homicide, and involuntary manslaughter through assault, fluctuated between 68 and 111 cases 

each year (Brottsförebyggande rådet 2015). Murder/manslaughter is thus relatively uncommon 

in Sweden; however, if measured per capita, the picture that emerges looks somewhat different. 

For instance, in 1998, two murders/manslaughters were committed per capita in Sweden, which 

is a higher incidence rate than in other countries such as the Netherlands, Greece, Canada, 

Germany, England and Wales, Denmark, and Norway (Bijleveld and Smit 2006). Common or 

not, lethal violence such as murder and manslaughter has far-reaching consequences (tangible 

and intangible costs) and warrants extended research (Brad, Coupland and Olver 2014; Cohen 

and Piquero 2009; Miller, Cohen, and Wiersema 1996).  

Having knowledge of offender characteristics can contribute to more resourceful investigations, 

as it may help professionals narrow their search for offenders. Ainsworth (2001) defines the 

profiling process as “[the] process of using all the available information about a crime, a crime 

scene, and a victim in order to compose a profile of the [. . .] unknown perpetrator” (p. 7) This 

does not reveal who the offender is to the investigators, but rather, it reveals the characteristics 

an offender is likely to have. As stated by Canter (2011), referring to profiling equations, “[they] 

serve to summarize the search for consistent associations between aspects of a crime and 

features of the criminal that will be useful to investigations” (p. 5). Therefore, the question of 

who commits the crime is of primary interest.  

Unfortunately, most of the studies on offender characteristics are based on Anglo-Saxon studies 

and literature. Only one study (Liem et al. 2013) has been identified that studies offender 

characteristics in the more specific context of those who commit homicide in Sweden. 

The present study will conduct a detailed analysis of offender characteristics of those convicted 

for murder/manslaughter or attempted murder/manslaughter in a city in Sweden between the 

years of 2009–2013. This time period was chosen because the cycle of operation at the country’s 

District Courts, means that all the material at the Courts can be eliminated after five years, 

including all the pre-trial material (Riksarkivet 2010). Further, the District Court’s computer 

system registry can only search five years back in time, meaning the cases are no longer 

searchable by the registry after five years (Domstolsverket 2007; Malmö tingsrätt 2010).  

Our research questions consist of the following: What are the characteristics of the offenders 

convicted of these violent crimes? And, based on these characteristics, can one or more profiles 

be identified?  

This study will present one or more patterns of offender characteristics, i.e. profiles, which will 

give an image of those who commit murder/manslaughter or attempted murder/manslaughter. 

The identified attributes held in common for the present cases may also be of use in various risk 

assessments. Furthermore, this study may contribute to more specific knowledge of these 

offenders, which is of importance for both profilers in the police force and the police’s criminal 

intelligence organization (Kocsis 2003; Sparrow 1991).  

 

 

 



Characteristics  

Langevin and Handy (1987) deem that factors surrounding a homicide reveal certain 

characteristics of the offender. In addition to offender characteristics, descriptions of the crime 

and the victim give a wider and more complete picture of the criminal process (Holmes and 

Holmes 2009).  

 

Offender characteristics  

According to Messner and Rosenfeld (1999), sex and age, together with race and social class 

are the main factors correlated with homicide. Furthermore, in discussions of offender 

characteristics, marital status is also widely studied.  

The offender’s mental health prior to or at the time of the crime is also of interest, especially 

because certain psychiatric disorders have been seen to be highly correlated to violent crimes 

(Howitt 2009; Langevin and Handy 1987; Teplin 1984; Torrey 2011). In a study of over 20,000 

prisoners in 12 prisons of various countries, Fazel and Danesh (2002) show that the majority of 

the prisoners suffered from serious psychiatric disorders. The characteristic of mental health in 

the present study involves, among other things, whether the offender had been sentenced to 

forensic psychiatric care, thus tapping into whether or not the offender suffers from a serious 

mental disorder.  

Level of education is another characteristic often discussed as a risk factor for violent behavior. 

Aside from education affecting these individuals’ routine activities, schools and educational 

institutions also have a major crime preventive function (Gottfredson, Wilson, and Skroban-

Najaka 2006). Further, many studies have shown previous crime to be a risk factor for 

recidivism and that most offenders have a history of crime (Cornell 1990; Gabor and Gottheil 

1984; Gottlieb et al. 1990; Langevin and Handy 1987; Pridemore 2006). In addition, substance 

abuse and employment are both associated with offending, and both are important when it 

comes to adapting to social norms and routine activities (Bijleveld and Smit 2006; Chaiken and 

Chaiken 1990; Cornell 1990; Tita and Griffiths 2005).  

The last offender characteristic examined in the present study is the offender’s socioeconomic 

status (SES). Several studies provide evidence of a robust correlation between low SES and 

crime in general (e.g., Gottlieb et al. 1990; Meier and Miethe 1993; Savage 2009), and violent 

crime specifically (Aaltonen et al. 2012; Bijleveld and Smit 2006). In this present study, 

employment is used to measure the offenders SES because the offender’s occupation or 

occupational status is referred to often in the court documents and thus available to us.  

In international literature, factors such as race, IQ, family history, religion, and military service 

also serve as important information (Bijleveld and Smit 2006; Decker 1993, 1996). These and 

other characteristics are not included in the present study because this information was 

unavailable to the authors. 

 

Victim characteristics  

The material used for the study is mainly concentrated on the offender and the offense and 

contains little information about the victim. As a result, several potentially interesting 



characteristics of the victim could not be derived from the material used. However, as evident 

in the literature, two of the most well-studied (Jensen and Brownfield 1986; Liem et al. 2013; 

Pridemore 2006; Salfati and Canter 1999; Zahn and Sagi 1987) victim characteristics were 

visible in our material; sex and age. These two characteristics are briefly presented as 

descriptives in the results section.  

 

Crime characteristics  

Characteristics of the crime lie in the center of the deductive profiling method (Holmes and 

Holmes 2009). The foremost interesting characteristic to study is the modus operandi, which is 

defined as how an offender carries out their crime(s) (Howitt 2009). In several studies, modus 

operandi has been equated with the victim’s cause of death/how the victim is attacked (Bijleveld 

and Smit 2006; Liem et al. 2013; Zahn and Sagi 1987), which is also mimicked in this present 

study. The most common modus operandi in Sweden are with firearms and knives, depending 

on where in Sweden the crime is committed (Ekström et al. 2012).  

Homicide typology is also an important crime characteristic. In some studies, it is defined as the 

relationship between the offender and the victim (Cornell 1990), while in other studies, it is 

defined by the offender’s motive (Crabbé, Decoene and Vertommen 2008, Zahn and Sagi 

1987). Often, motive and the relationship between the offender and victim merge. Therefore, 

in this present study, homicide typology is described by both the motive and offender–victim 

relationship. An example of homicide typology is “domestic dispute”, defined by Liem and 

colleagues (2013) as crimes by intimate partners or other forms of family-related crimes.  

Another characteristic studied is the scene of crime, which is the exact spot where the crime 

occurred. Liem and colleagues (2013) discuss the crime scene in a simple, but clear manner 

thereby avoiding complex and unnecessarily long explanations and subheadings, something 

that unfortunately pervades other studies. The locations for this characteristic are “private” or 

“public.” The definition is as follows (Liem et al. 2013):“[. . .] ‘public’ reflecting public 

locations such as parks, forests, recreational areas, shops, restaurants, bars, streets, public 

transportation or the workplace; ‘private’ including the private home of either the victim or 

offender, a hotel, motel, dormitory or car” (p. 82).  

The last characteristic discussed in the present study, which many other studies have also looked 

at (Langevin and Handy 1987, Pridemore 2006), is whether or not the offender and/or the victim 

was intoxicated with alcohol and/or illegal drugs1 at the time of the crime. The relationship 

between intoxication and crime has been clearly shown, and therefore, this issue is of great 

interest. For example, alcohol is involved in some way in half of the murder cases discussed by 

Langevin and Handy (1987). Intoxication is defined as when the offender/victim in connection 

to the crime is under the influence of alcohol and/or illegal drugs.  

 

Method  

The purpose of the present study is to investigate cases where individuals in a metropolitan city 

in Sweden have been convicted of murder, manslaughter, attempted murder, or attempted 

                                                           
1 Illegal drugs are defined here as illegal substances and/or medication not prescribed to the individual. 



manslaughter. These cases are carefully analyzed to identify various offender characteristics to 

develop one or more profiles. 

 

Participants  

Only cases consisting of offenders convicted of murder/manslaughter or attempted 

murder/manslaughter between the years of 2009–2013 in a metropolitan city in Sweden were 

included in the study. All of the offenders were given the opportunity to leave this study, but 

no one withdrew. The cases of involuntary manslaughter were excluded because it is a crime in 

which the offender had no intention of killing the victim, unlike that of murder and 

manslaughter. Of the cases that were included for further analysis, one outlier has been excluded 

because it is distinguished by serial violent offenses with lethal intent. Serial offenders have 

other motives and etiology in comparison with offenders who are not classified as such (Forsyth 

2015, Haggerty 2009, Holmes, De Burger, and Holmes 1988). The inclusion of this particular 

case would have contributed to the greatly increased variability of the data and, as the 

generating mechanisms (inferred cause) are different in this case, it was appropriate to exclude 

it to illustrate more accurate patterns (Barnett and Lewis 1994; Hawkins 1980).  

Female offenders were also excluded from the study because the amount of female offenders 

who had committed these types of crimes during the chosen period was too few, and the risk of 

their respective identification would thus increase.  

We identified 19 cases which included 23 offenders and 19 victims. Of the 19 identified unique 

cases, there were multiple offenders in three of them. None of the cases contained multiple 

victims. In 13 of the cases, the offenders were convicted of murder, none convicted of 

manslaughter, and three convicted of attempted murder and attempted manslaughter 

respectively.  

In 14 of the cases, the offenders appealed the District Court’s ruling in the Court of Appeals. In 

only one case was the offense changed to a milder offense in the Court of Appeals; nonetheless, 

it remains one of the crimes included in this study. In eight cases, the Court of Appeals modified 

the sentence. In four cases, a more severe penalty than what the District Court had originally 

sentenced the accused was handed down, and in the other four cases, the Court of Appeals 

sentenced the offenders to a more lenient punishment.  

In 10 cases, 11 offenders had undergone a §7-examination and/or a forensic psychiatric 

examination2. Based on these examinations, two offenders were sentenced to forensic 

psychiatric care. Of the remaining 21 offenders, three were sentenced to youth custody from 

1.6 to 3 years. Eighteen offenders were sentenced to an average of 13 years in prison. One 

prison term of 18 years was awarded. In two of the cases, the offenders were also sentenced to 

expulsion from the country.  

 

                                                           
2 The offender´s mental state is of great importance when a court determines that he is guilty of a crime in which 

he can be sentenced to prison. According to Swedish law, an offender who may suffer from a serious mental 

disorder at the time of the crime and/or the time of the psychiatric examination can be sentenced to forensic 

psychiatric care instead of prison. This full psychiatric examination usually precedes a smaller so-called §7-

examination in which a psychiatrist assesses whether a full forensic psychiatric examination is needed. 



Material  

The use of court documents in criminological research is common and well proven (King and 

Wincup 2008), thus many documents from the District Court and the Court of Appeals were 

used in this study. It is important to point out that only some parts of these documents were of 

significance; these were the parts of the text where offender and victim characteristics, as well 

as the actual crime, were described and discussed.  

Relying on the official crime statistics of lethal violence has shown to be somewhat 

questionable (Loftin et al. 2015; Rying 2003), not least because some unnatural deaths which, 

in fact, may have been caused by a crime are missed because the physicians may not have 

reported the case to the police (Pettersson and Eriksson 2013); thus, the present study relies 

only on actual court documents.  

All available documents in the court file were retrieved. The court files include such 

information as the verdict, the police criminal investigation as well as the forensic investigation. 

Documents covered by the Swedish confidentiality law, including among others, the forensic 

psychiatric examinations in all cases where the offender had undergone one, have not been 

available for review. However, the first page of this particular examination was available; it 

shows whether or not the offender was suffering from a serious mental disorder at the time of 

the crime and/or time of the examination and is thus included in the analyses. 

 

Procedure 

The local ethical review board has approved the study (D. nr. 2014/50). After contact with the 

District Court, in accordance with the Swedish “Freedom of Information” law, a list of those 

convicted for murder/manslaughter or attempted murder/manslaughter was created and their 

court documents compiled. Every case was further investigated to see if the District Courts 

decision was appealed by either the defendant or the prosecutor.  

After coordination with both the District Court and the Court of Appeals, 19 cases were 

identified where at least one perpetrator was convicted of murder, manslaughter, attempted 

murder or attempted manslaughter. These 19 unique cases include 23 offenders and 19 victims.  

After all the documents from the respective cases had been collected, they were systematically 

examined and analyzed, which is an important step in document analysis (Bowen 2009).  

 

Data analysis  

As a first step, the data analysis followed a systematic approach using document analysis which 

includes principles of decontextualization (Malterud 2009) where relevant parts of the 

documents have been taken out of context and studied closely in conjunction with text related 

to the same phenomena in order to study patterns and individual attributes as a phenomena 

(Altheide et al. 2010; Bowen 2009; Wesley 2010) using a matrix of similar characteristics. Once 

the matrix had been completed, the content, largely composed of text, was encoded into 

numbers and exported to SPSS.  



Thus, the second step included a K-means cluster analysis of the offender characteristics and 

crime characteristics. Cluster analysis is commonly used in criminological research (Esbensen 

and Huizinga 1993; Grubesic and Murray 2001; Hindelang and Weis 1972; Kalichman 1988; 

Neema and Böhning 2010) and involves systematizing data into schematic groups/clusters 

(Hartigan 1978; Johnson 1967; Ward 1963). 

 

Results  

Victim descriptives  

Of the 19 victims in the present study, 14 were men and five were women. Age was derived 

from the victims’ social security numbers which contains their date of birth and is available in 

the court files. The average age and the median age of the victims is 39.1 respective 39 and 

ranged between 17 and 74 years old.  

 

Offender characteristics  

The average age and the median for the 23 included offenders is 32.8 and 29 years old, 

respectively, with a range from as young as 15 to 59 years old. Three of the offenders were 

minors when the crime was committed. If distributed in groups of ten, the majority of offenders 

are in the age group 21–30 and then the age group 41–50.  

Regarding marital status, 16 of 23 offenders were “single” at the time of the crime, four were 

“separated/divorced” and single at the time of the crime, and three were “married.”  

In regard to mental health, interestingly, the majority of the offenders had “no psychiatric 

diagnosis” prior to, or at the time of, the crime. Two were “sentenced to forensic psychiatric 

care” showing they had a serious mental disorder. Seven had, or still has, “a psychiatric 

diagnosis”; however, not one that is so serious that they cannot be sentenced to prison. In only 

one case was the offender’s mental health “unknown.”  

Level of education for nine offenders was “unknown.” One offender had “no education” at all, 

and nine had only “compulsory schooling.” Three had completed “secondary education,” while 

one had a “vocational education.” None of the offenders had a “university education or degree.”  

The offender’s criminal record indicating prior crime is almost always available for the court 

and thus a part of the police investigation. For one offender, however, this information was 

“unknown” due to his recent settlement in Sweden. For three offenders, “no record of prior 

crimes” existed. Nineteen of the offenders had previous criminal records; six offenders had, in 

the past, been found guilty for “offenses other than violent offenses,” while 13 had been found 

guilty of both violent and “non-violent crimes.”  

The question of substance abuse has been one of the more difficult characteristics to investigate 

because it is rarely discussed in the reviewed documents. Therefore, this is “unknown” for seven 

offenders. Ten offenders were found to have had an “abuse problem.” Of the six remaining 

offenders, none of them had any record of problems in terms of abuse.  

Consistent with previous research about occupation and socioeconomic status (SES), we see 

that the majority of the offenders were “unemployed” at the time of the crime. Four offenders 



were receiving “social welfare.” For two of the offenders, it has not been possible to determine 

their SES from the available documents. Of the remaining 21 offenders, five were employed 

and 16 termed “unwaged labor.”  

Offender characteristics are presented in both prevalence and percentage in Table 1. 

 

Crime characteristics  

In regard to modus operandi, 10 of the offenders had, at the time of the crime, used a “knife or 

sharp weapon,” which constitutes the majority of cases, closely followed by “firearms” used by 

eight offenders. Two offenders fall under the category “other”: both had given a gun to another 

offender who then used it against the victim. However, they were both convicted in accordance 

with the District Court’s rule because they acted together and in consensus with the offender’s 

use of the weapon.  

When comparing the modus operandi and the offense, we can see that in the cases where 

firearms were used, it led to a more lethal outcome compared to those of knives or other sharp 

weapons.  

Regarding Homicide typology (Figure 1), of the majority of the cases, six are termed “domestic 

disputes” (also known as family tragedies). We found a “psychotic deed” in only one case, 

wherein the offender and the victim had not previously known each other. This deed could very 

well have been categorized as a “stranger deed,” but the forensic psychiatric examination 

showed that the offender committed the crime with a severe mental disorder and because the 

court’s rule also focuses on the offender’s mental health, the homicide typology of “psychotic 

deed” was used. However, in one of the other cases, the term “stranger deed” was used because 

the offender and victim had not previously known each other. One case is categorized under 

“other,” as the offender committed the crime against the wrong person in what is called error 

in persona. In three cases, this characteristic is “unknown.”  

The question of homicide typology in relation to modus operandi shows that “knives or sharp 

weapons” are most prevalent in most of the typologies. “Firearms” are, perhaps not surprisingly, 

over-represented in gang-related crimes.  

The scene of crime has been available in the documents we have analyzed for all of the 19 

studied cases. The distribution of this characteristic is relatively even; nine cases categorized 

under “private” and in 10 cases, under the category “public.”  

To determine whether the offender and/or the victim were intoxicated at the time of crime has 

been quite challenging, especially in regard to the offenders. In the majority of the cases, this 

is because the offender is sometimes arrested after several hours, or even days or weeks later. 

In this case, a chemical analysis would be of no value for the criminal investigation. Another 

reason is that, in some cases, the police for unknown reasons have failed to take blood and urine 

samples for further chemical analysis. It is “unknown” whether 15 offenders were intoxicated 

or not at the time of the crime. Only eight offenders can be assessed in this regard: six were 

“intoxicated during the crime,” and two were “not intoxicated during the crime.” 

Unlike the offenders, it was easier to compile information regarding “intoxication at the time 

of the crime” when discussing the victim because, if killed (as the majority of the cases in this 



present study were), they undergo a forensic chemical examination at the forensic autopsy. Of 

the victims, it is for four of them “unknown” whether they were intoxicated or not at the time 

of the crime, 10 were “not intoxicated,” and five were found to be “intoxicated at the time of 

the offense.” 

 

Cluster analysis  

With the help of K-means cluster analysis, two profiles of offender types were identified: 

Profile A, consisting of 13 offenders and Profile B, consisting of 10 offenders. The following 

characteristics were shown to be significant for the individuals in the respective profiles: marital 

status (0.043*), mental health (0.001***), modus operandi (0.022*), homicide typology 

(0.012*), and if the offender was intoxicated at the time of the crime (0.030*).  

Profile A shows that the offender is between 15–33 years old and single. He has no previous 

psychiatric diagnosis and mainly primary school education. He does not work; thus, he is either 

a student, unemployed, or is supported by social welfare. He has been previously convicted of 

offenses, including violent offenses. He uses firearms in his criminal activity, which is most 

often gang-related. The crime scene is usually public, and in most cases, the victims are 

intoxicated at the time of crime.  

Profile B shows that the offender is between 37–59 years old and single. He has a previous 

psychiatric diagnosis, and in comparison with offenders in Profile A, he is better educated. He 

is primarily on disability pension and not working. He also has an addiction problem, and has 

previously been convicted of a crime, including violent crime. He mainly uses a knife or other 

sharp weapon in his deeds and has a clear relationship with the victim. The crime scene is 

mainly private, and in most cases, the victims are not intoxicated during the crime.  

Offender characteristics for the two profiles are presented in Table 2.  

 

Discussion  

The purpose of this study is to investigate the common characteristics of a sample of violent 

offenders (Table 1). The following characteristics were significant in both profiles: marital 

status, mental health, modus operandi, homicide typology, and if the offender was intoxicated 

at the time of the crime. Most of the offenders in both profiles were “single.” When it comes to 

mental health, however, the offenders in Profile B are much more likely to suffer from a 

psychiatric condition and be sentenced to “forensic psychiatric treatment.” Regarding modus 

operandi, “knives and sharp weapons” were used by offenders in both profiles. “Aggravated 

assault” is observed more in Profile B and “firearms” more in Profile A. What differs among 

the profiles is that offenders in Profile B engaged in “domestic disputes” or had been friends 

with, or were in other ways associated with their victims. The only exception to this is one 

offender included in Profile B; he fits in this profile because he shares the same characteristics 

with the other offenders in that group: modus operandi (knife), mental health (sentenced to 

forensic psychiatric care), and employment (sickness benefits). Regarding intoxication at the 

time of the crime, this is “unknown” for most of the offenders. The material only provides 

information about intoxication in eight cases, wherein six tested positive. To draw any 

conclusions based on these eight offenders is difficult; yet, that so many of the offenders were 



intoxicated falls well in line with previous studies that show the proportion of intoxication in 

violent crimes, including homicide, is between 50–66% (Farrington and Lambert 2010; 

Langevin and Handy 1987; Palermo 2010).  

The results in the present study supports earlier findings, first, because homicide offenders are 

often “single” (Anderson and Holcomb 1983; Gottlieb et al. 1990; Langevin and Handy 1987). 

Second, and most interestingly, is that even though only nine of the offenders in this study have 

“a psychiatric diagnosis,” they are all in Profile B. Thus, multiple studies have found that 

psychiatric diagnoses are common among inmates in prisons (Fazel and Danesh 2002) and well 

correlated with criminal acts (Langevin and Handy 1987; Teplin 1984; Torrey 2011). However, 

the results of this study show the absence of psychiatric diagnosis in Profile A. Other studies 

also confirm this result; many offenders who commit serious violent crimes do not suffer from 

any diagnosed psychiatric disorders or are declared sane by a court of law (Gillies 1976, Howitt 

2009). Other studies have shown that a psychiatric diagnosis is only a random factor in 

discussing homicide (Langevin et al. 1982; Rosenbaum and Bennett 1986; Scott 1973). Howitt 

(2009) notes that “For most homicides, there is little to implicate psychiatric factors, which 

indicates that other factors need to be taken into account.” Our results show that “a psychiatric 

diagnosis” is most common in offenders who committed a crime against their current or former 

partner, or else in disputes between friends or acquaintances and who fit into Profile B. Belfrage 

and Rying (2004) confirm that a large proportion of these so-called domestic violence offenders 

have mental disorders.  

Third, both modus operandi and homicide typology showed to be significant characteristics. In 

a comparison between age and modus operandi, we see that when offenders aged 21–30 

committed their crimes, they mainly used “firearms.” In the same age category, the proportion 

of “gang-related crimes” was high. These are offenders who mainly occupy Profile A. However, 

the higher the age, the less likely they are to use firearms. Interestingly, when the crime was 

committed against a former or current partner or there were disputes between friends or 

acquaintances, a “knife or sharp weapon” was mainly used, which is evident in those included 

in Profile B and also confirmed in previous studies (Belfrage and Rying 2004; Dobash, Dobash, 

and Cavanagh 2009).  

In discussing the question of modus operandi in Sweden, Liem and colleagues (2013) argue: 

“[. . .] homicides in Sweden to be most likely to be committed with weapons other than with 

firearms.” This view does not fit particularly well in the cases we examined in this present 

study, given that “firearms” have caused more homicides than “knives or other sharp weapons”, 

although the latter is more common. Thus, “firearms” in this present study caused more 

homicides, both in terms of prevalence and percentage. One reason for this difference may be 

that Liem and colleagues included more offenders in their study than was included in this study 

and that they solely focused on homicide, not attempted murder/manslaughter which is included 

in our study.  

Last, offenders who committed “crimes against a current or former partner” or “disputes 

between friends or acquaintances”, are somewhat older when age is compared with homicide 

typology. These offenders are mostly found in the 41–60-year-old age group. This can be seen 

clearly in Profile B, which is primarily representative of these offenders. The reason for this 

category of offenders being somewhat older probably has to do with the etiology of the crime. 

In family tragedies where women are subjected to violence by the hand of their past or current 



male partner, a great deal of emotions are involved and are emotions that have probably taken 

a long time to develop. Furthermore, children are usually in the picture, which also may indicate 

a long-term relationship. Palermo (2010) argues that “Spousal homicide usually follows long-

standing verbal, psychological, and physical abuse.”  

The findings regarding homicide typology in the present study are similar to findings in the 

Netherlands where 32% and 15% of all homicides were “domestic disputes” and “disputes 

between friends or acquaintances” (Bijleveld and Smit 2006). In fact, of the 19 cases studied in 

the present study, the offender and victim had some kind of relationship with each other in 13 

cases. Thus, a clear majority of our offenders and victims have had some kind of previous 

contact. This finding is also consistent with previous research (see, e.g., Crabbé et al. 2008; 

Decker 1993; Salfati and Canter 1999). Moreover, the two types of profiles in this present study 

have similarities with the study conducted by Kalichman (1988) on 118 homicide offenders, 

giving rise to four types of offenders, one being offenders who commit crimes against a current 

or former partner (i.e., Profile B in this present study).  

In our study, all victims within the typology “domestic dispute,” except one, are women. The 

Swedish Crime Prevention Council states in its report, “Crime and safety in Malmö, Stockholm 

and Gothenburg: A survey” (Ekström et al. 2012), that the largest categories of lethal force in 

Sweden’s three largest cities of Stockholm, Gothenburg, and Malmö, are disputes among 

partners in a relationship or former relationship, and disputes between friends or acquaintances. 

 

Limitations  

In geographic terms, the study is limited to a specific city in Sweden. This city is an optimal 

choice because, for many years, it has been the location of several violent crimes, in terms of 

both gangrelated activity and so-called domestic dispute violence. The material collected is thus 

heterogeneous and diverse. However, in this particular city, many unsolved 

murder/manslaughter and attempted murder/manslaughter cases exist, and this could have 

possibly changed the outcome and conclusion of this study if they had been tried in a court of 

law (and thus included in this study). 

 

Conclusion  

Although certain characteristics stand out, it is important to note that violent crime (including 

homicide) is multifactorial, complex, and embraces several theories (see, e.g., Gottfredson and 

Hirschi 1990; Holmes and Holmes 2009; Howitt 2009; Loeber et al. 2005; Palermo 2010). With 

that stated, the purpose of this study was mainly to be able to produce one or more profiles of 

offenders convicted of murder, manslaughter, attempted murder, or attempted manslaughter in 

a metropolitan city in Sweden. As a result of this analysis, two profiles were identified by means 

of a cluster analysis.  

The offenders from the investigated city consisted of both the so-called traditional criminals 

found in Profile A (younger men using firearms in gang-related activity) and, in contrast, the 

criminals who were involved in domestic disputes, which was the most common type of crime 

distinguishing those in Profile B. Having known the victim and having used a knife or sharp 

weapon are also both characteristics of the offenders in Profile B.  



The main contribution of this study is the issue of mental health. This is clearly distinguished 

between the two profiles, with the majority of the offenders having been given a psychiatric 

diagnosis or sentenced to forensic psychiatric care found in Profile B. More research is needed 

to validate the results that traditional criminals in Profile A do not have significant psychiatric 

diagnoses in comparison to those in Profile B, where psychiatric diagnoses are commonly 

found.  
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TABLE 1.  A Presentation of the Studies Offender Characteristics  

 

Offender characteristics Prevalence Percent 

Sex Male 23 100 

Age 11-20 3 13 

21-30 9 39 

31-40 2 9 

41-50 8 35 

51-60 1 4 

Marital status Single 16 70 

Married 3 13 

Separated/divorced 4 17 

Mental health Sentenced to forensic psychiatry 2 9 

No psychiatric diagnosis 13 57 

Psychiatric diagnosis 7 30 

Unknown 1 4 

Level of education No education 1 4 

Compulsory education 9 39 

Secondary education 3 14 

Vocational education 1 4 

Unknown 9 39 

Prior crime No record of prior crime 3 13 

Prior crime, other 6 26 

Prior crime, other and violent 

crime 

13 57 

Unknown 1 4 

Substance abuse No record of abuse 6 26 

Abuse 10 44 

Unknown 7 30 

Employment Other 2 9 

Employed 3 13 

Student 3 13 

Unemployment fund 1 4 

Unemployed 5 22 

Sickness benefit  3 13 

Social welfare 4 17 

Other 2 9 

Socioeconomic status Working 5 22 

No wage labour 16 69 

Unknown 2 9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



TABLE 2.  Offender Characteristics for Profile A and B in Prevalence 

 

Offender and crime characteristics Profile A Profile B 

Sex Male 13 10 

Marital status Single 11 5 

Married 2 1 

Separated/divorced 0 4 

Mental health Sentenced to forensic psychiatry 0 2 

No psychiatric diagnosis 11 1 

Psychiatric diagnosis 1 7 

Unknown 1 0 

Level of education No education 0 1 

Compulsory education 7 2 

Secondary education 1 2 

Vocational education 0 1 

Unknown 5 4 

Prior crime No record of prior crime 2 1 

Prior crime, other 3 3 

Prior crime, other and violent crime 7 6 

Unknown 1 0 

Substance abuse No record of abuse 4 3 

Abuse 4 5 

Unknown 5 2 

Employment Other 1 1 

Employed 1 2 

Student 3 0 

Unemployment fund 0 1 

Unemployed 3 2 

Sickness benefit  0 3 

Social welfare 3 1 

Other 2 0 

Socioeconomic status Working 2 3 

No wage labour 9 7 

Unknown 2 0 

Modus operandi Knife/sharp weapon 4 6 

Aggravated assault 0 3 

Firearm 7 1 

Other 2 0 

Homicide typology Domestic dispute 1 5 

Dispute, friendship/acquaintance 1 4 

Stranger deed 1 0 

Gang-related 5 0 

Psychotic deed 0 1 

Other 1 0 

Unknown 4 0 

Scene of crime Private 5 6 

Public 8 4 

Intoxicated at the time 

of crime, Offender 

Intoxicated 2 4 

Not intoxicated 0 2 

Unknown 11 4 

Intoxicated at the time 

of crime, Victim 

Intoxicated 6 2 

Not intoxicated 3 2 

Unknown 4 6 



Figure 1 

Prevalence of the Offender´s Homicide Typology 
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