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John Scott, 2007, on External links to Wikipedia article École Polytechnique Massacre. Posted May 2008

During late 2006 and early 2007 John Scott, Professor of Sociology at the University of Essex, UK, joined a discussion, at my request, on the Wikipedia website.  I had given input into the Wikipedia articles on the École Polytechnique Massacre and Marc Lepine, gathered through my own research and thoughts on the subject. I would have liked to have a link placed on the site to my website but unfortunately that didn’t happen despite the efforts of John Scott, Professor of Sociology at the University of Essex, UK.   After giving his views on the editing process, Scott finished his contribution to the Talk section of the Wikipedia page (now in the History section of the École Polytechnique article, 10 Jan 2007), saying, 

4. Finally (almost) I come to the question of the External Link to Sue’s pages on the Montreal Massacre. This has been removed by others on the grounds that it does not offer factual evidence in support of views, because it is a personal page, or because of perceptions of Sue’s actions in editing and on the discussion page. The latter criterion should not be relevant in Wikipedia. It should also be noted that this is not a personal website or blog as described in the Wikipedia list of exclusions. It is a site dedicated to the discussion of the events. As such, it is precisiely the kind of site that the Wikipedia guidelines say should be linked to. These guidelines say that it is legitimate to include links to ‘Sites with other meaningful, relevant content that is not suitable for inclusion in an article’. The site in question is of precisely this type. It is one of the very few (perhaps the only) such site on this topic. If there were many such sites, there might be questions about which should figure as links, but there are not many. This seems to be a strong argument for including an External Link to a site that is dedicated to the issue and invites others to contribute their own comments for open discussion. Perhaps, also, those who wish to engage with the issues through Wikipedia should visit the site (http://www.montrealmassacre.net/) and leave their own comments on the material there.

JS2007 11:21, 10 January 2007 (UTC) 

Further excerpts from John Scott’s comment later the same day:

The question of the scholarship of the site is not directly relevant, as it is a site dedicated to comment and discussion. I would say, however, that I have read a great deal of Sue's essay work. Speaking as an academic, I have always been impressed by the quality of the writing, the evidence base, and the sophistication of the argument. You have nothing to fear from a Link to this site as it currently stands. Indeed, creating such a link will ensure that much of the comment and debate that now appears in these Discussion pages takes place on the external website. This would keep your own discussions more focused on the content of the article and might also help to generate ideas that can feed into the continuing improvement of the Wikipedia article itself.

Thus, I think there should be a reinstatement of the Website http://www.montrealmassacre.net/ as an External Link, to encourage comment and debate, and there should be a rolling review of the article that addresses the issues that Sue (and others) have raised over the last few weeks.

JS2007 21:06, 10 January 2007 (UTC)

Wikipedia’s École Polytechnique Massacre article: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/%C3%89cole_Polytechnique_massacre
This page is located on the Montreal Massacre website: http://www.montrealmassacre.net/ . 

Readers comments are welcome. Please email Sue McPherson:  s.a.mcpherson @ sympatico.ca

Email to Sue McPherson from Kenneth MacKendrick.   Toronto.  18 Oct 2006

Your analysis in “Hidden Narratives” is apropos of many of the things we’re talking about. Your criticism of the “ideal types” with regard to serial killers is an excellent example of using the careful collection of fact to show the inadequacies of “ideal types.” This doesn’t mean we don’t do away with them, we just need to look at the evidence carefully to see where the ideal and the reality clash and contradict and make appropriate modifications. Likewise, you’re also engaging in a form of ideology critique, discussing the way in which certain kinds of narratives conceal unexamined assumptions – in effect, how ideological structures have come into play in the narration of the events. In short, you are engaging in a critique of distorted forms of communication, the way in which frozen stereotypes replace careful and reasonable analysis and understanding. This is what Habermas’s Theory of Communication is about, uncovering the frozen forms of communication by rendering them explicit. My only substantial criticism of your essay would be a mild one: Foucault’s “six principle” are derived from some of the methodological assumptions of structuralism…. which can be a bit limiting. Take Foucault’s discussion of the mirror.
“The space in which we live,” he says, “... is a heterogeneous space....We do not live inside a void.” He talks of looking into a mirror, where he can see himself situated in real space, but at the same time that it is real it is also unreal, as it is a reflection he is seeing. But it takes the mirror for him to be able to see himself and the details surrounding him (from Hidden Narratives, McPherson, 2006). 

Foucault’s articulation of this point is operating out of a “philosophy of the subject.” He envisions the subject looking at the mirror, and through the mirror image seeing the world. But what if we make the move to communications theory. Instead of the solitary individual looking in the mirror, we have two people looking at one another. What is real and unreal is then open to debate and discussion, affirmation and negation through dialogue… it implies a different model of research. Habermas’s critique of Foucault can be found in The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity.

Ken MacKendrick       kenneth.mackendrick@utoronto.ca
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Comment on ‘The Hidden Narratives’ (S. McPherson) made by Professor John Scott, University of Essex, Colchester, UK.  31 July 2006

This is a thoughtful and highly original contribution to establishing a debate about a neglected topic. Like all your academic writing it is well-researched, thoughtful, and well-argued.

The paper takes a particularly tragic example of one of the emblematic acts of violence in the contemporary world: the killing of people in public places by a lone gunman in an irrational and incomprehensible act of indiscriminate violence. Your paper highlights the gendered character of the act — the killing of women by a man — and it attempts to show the ‘rationality’ of the killer, allowing us to try to understand its meaning and significance both for him and, more importantly, for us. You carefully distinguish between understanding the killings and justifying them. In your reply to one of your discussants you rightly make the point that the killings were ‘atrocious, horrendous, and shocking’, but they were not mindless. Intriguingly, you show how the fact of ‘violence against women’ had become a forgotten, hidden narrative in collective memory of the event, and you make this act of forgetting into an aspect of your own explanation of the cultural significance of the massacre.

You successfully avoid the conventional explanation of male violence against women — in terms of the treatment of women as sexual objects — and you stress, rather, the power relations in which men and women are embedded. For the killer Lépine, you argue, it was a perceived loss of power in the face of improved job opportunities for women that justified his actions in his own mind. You invoke the idea of ‘perceived injustices’ — which you suggest is at work in some cases of ethnic violence as well — but you make the important point that such perceived injustices should not be treated simply as perceptions of the world.  They are, you argue, reflections of real discrepancies or alterations in power relations: they are objective injustices as well as perceived injustices. I notice important parallels with the idea of ‘relative deprivation’ used in studies of class resentment: people live under varying degrees of class advantage and disadvantage, but this becomes an explosive matter of concern only when a shift in these relations leads them to compare their current situation unfavourably with what they feel to be their legitimate expectations, to how those power relations are presumed to have been in the past, or to the situation of other groups. There is, that is to say, a complex dialectic between actual disadvantages and perceptions of those disadvantages.

Discussing this motivation, you ask ‘what are people like Marc Lépine expected to do?’ You ask this not in order to justify the killings but in order to highlight the conditions that made it seem appropriate to him in his circumstances. As you rightly remark, ‘killing women was obviously no solution despite the frustration he must have felt’. You movingly depict the lives lost or damaged by women whose only ‘crime’; was to have been advantaged by changing power relations. An act that seemed to make sense to Lépine, and could be understood in terms of his objective conditions, caused completely unjustifiable anguish to his victims, their families, and his own family. You recognise that his act was, in the words of Barbara Frum, a crime against humanity.  As such, it did nothing to highlight or alter the very things against which he was reacting. The horror of the events obscured his motives for carrying them out and allowed his narrative to get lost and to be redescribed as ‘mindless’.

You rightly point out that we cannot explain his act simply by his ‘lack of humanity’ or ‘lack of maturity’ and, therefore, by his inability to pursue a more acceptable way of addressing his grievances. You suggest that he was unable to find some other way of dealing with his rejection and unresolved ambitions. You ask what alternatives there are. A starting point, inherent in your approach, is that resentment at power relations has to be expressed against those relations themselves rather than against those particular individuals who benefit from them.

Your paper exemplifies the fact that your own strategy relies on the need for informed and rational discussion. Writings that highlight the contradictions inherent in the heterotopian spaces defined by power relations help to uncover the hidden, taken-for-granted realities that must be addressed. By keeping alive the complex and contradictory meanings of such events as the Montreal Massacre, it is possible to ensure that attention is directed towards the very underlying conditions that led to Marc Lépine’s actions. To say that the pen is mightier than the sword is a cliché, but perhaps the word processor is, indeed, more powerful than the semi-automatic rifle when it comes to highlighting the need for changes in the power relations under which we live. This option may not have been open to Marc Lépine, but web sites such as this help to build the kind of discussion and debate that builds a climate of opinion that will allow his concerns to be addressed in more constructive — and certainly less destructive — ways.

Email: scottj@essex.ac.uk 

Web site: http://privatewww.essex.ac.uk/~scottj/
​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​_________________________________________________

Email from Mark Craven, Las Vegas, Nevada, USA, 28 July 2006 

Sue, 

I did a quick review of the web sites, particularly about the Montreal Massacre, of which I was totally unaware. Maybe we didn't get Canadian news in 1989. But in reading some of the essay, I certainly had to take issue with one section regarding Marc Lepine. 

> He likely would have had no way of telling anyone how he felt about his situation, if anyone was actually listening to men at that time. Having been educated in the sciences, he probably wouldn’t have had the ability to express precisely how he felt, nor formal education in the humanities or social sciences in order to be able to understand the sociohistorical impact of gender differences on society. He did have some idea of what was going on, however (S. McPherson, 2005: Perspectives on the Montreal Massacre: Canada’s Outrage Revisited: pp 6-7).

It is very presumptuous to assume that anyone with a science education is incapable of expressing oneself because he/she hasn't spent years reading essays, pondering the philosophies of Descartes and Sophocles or spent time examining one's inner self. I would much rather deal with a science educated person who is in touch with the real world and how it operates, than be subjected to the meanderings of sociologists and philosophers who speculate on utopia while not understanding the physical world. 
But beyond all that, you seem to be a very busy person with considerable energy and dedication. Stay the course.

Mark Craven
Email:  marksmp3@earthlink.net 

Website:  Craven’s Haven – MP3 Library of oldies tunes
___________________________________________________________________________

Date posted: 12 July 2006

Email from Dr. Brian Lynch to Sue McPherson.  Chicago, Illinois.  10 July 2006

Sue,

I want to write a short note getting back to your great piece on the Montreal Massacre [Hidden Narratives: stories of the many ... 2006].

First it is so important that a woman write such as cogent and clear piece such as this. You parse out the issues very clearly. That is not at all meant to be condescending it is just that I find it rare at least that it would not be written from a feminist slant. 

In light of what I take to be our context of conversation form my end I continue in my desire to say that, of course, such occurrences can be analyzed in a myriad of ways. Political, social, economic, geopolitical and psychological to name a few. 

Simply put I have no disagreement at all with your analysis as it stands. I do however see it also in psychological terms. Precisely if I would use one word it would be that the core emotion or affect that motivated Marc was "humiliation". It is, at its base, quite a simple argument. He desired something. A career. He felt impeded in that career.

Now and only now enters gender. He is a man. Men are supposed to be engineers and be the bread winners and women are taking over that role. Things are confused - and I think confusion is akin to or the same as a sense of shame. I am made helpless in the face of my family, friends, society. What am I to do? I am, again, humiliated. 

As we say we only have a few choices: we can run and hide, blame ourselves for the situation, drown ourselves in activities or drugs or attack others. Or we can be creative and positive in coming up with a new solution. Not always easy. 

Which of these we end up acting out, acting on, is based on our history our experience and our ability to tolerate humiliation.

A thought.

brian

Email: DRBPLYNCH@aol.com        

            HOMEPAGE

HYPERLINK "mailto:DrBPLynch@aol.com"
 
___________________________________________________________________________

Date posted: 15 Mar. 2006

Response by Sue McPherson, 14 March 2006, to article by Richard Fidler 2006. The Kirpan Ruling: A Victory for Public School Integration. Socialist Voice. Roger Annis and John Riddell (Eds.). March. (see Articles page on this website, and excerpt following this response).

Regarding the part of the article on faith-based family arbitration (snipped to show, below), I imagine feminists would have been fearful that Muslim women could have this kind of arbitration imposed on them, whereas according to feminists, family law is a more enlightened system through which women would fare better. Yes, I think that could happen, but it's impossible to control every situation. It is more important to have the choice. The rest of it will come in time, perhaps. 

I found the first part of the article interesting, also, on the overruling by the Supreme Court of the Montreal school's ban on the student's right to wear the Sikh dagger. One of the main reasons I found all this interesting was because recently I wrote an essay on the Montreal Massacre, which happened back in 1989. I suspect that people like Marc Lepine may not have been well-integrated into Montreal community. His name originally had been Gamil Gharbi - of a Muslim father, but he took his mother's last name when his parents divorced, and at some point changed his first name too, probably an attempt to fit in. Nevertheless, despite having a good education and obviously a bright young man, he got left out as feminism gained in strength, and there seemed to be no place for him, not at the engineering school, at least. That's how I see it, anyway. If anyone is interested I have written about this, in Perspectives on the Montreal Massacre: Canada's Outrage Revisited. The essay is on my website: http://www.MontrealMassacre.net on the Essays page. This has nothing really to do with the wearing of ceremonial knives, except as another instance of cultural difference. Lepine obviously had no means to resolve these deeply-felt problems in his life, and turned to violence, killing 14 women. I think now that rather than simply keeping on blaming him, however, it needs to be recognized that only by facing these problems squarely will we be able to prevent them from happening again. 

Sue McPherson


SOCIALIST VOICE
Marxist Perspectives for the Workers' Movement
#71 – March 14, 2006
**************************************************

THE KIRPAN RULING: A VICTORY FOR PUBLIC SCHOOL INTEGRATION
By Richard Fidler


(snip)

Closer to home, many feminists and otherwise liberally-minded individuals were quick to line up last year in opposition to a modest proposal by some Muslims to bring their faith-based private family arbitration system under the ambit of Ontario's Arbitration Act. Advocates of this proposal argued that not only would it respect the particular religious beliefs of many Muslims, but it would help protect vulnerable women and children and reinforce the rights of all parties engaged in private arbitration, especially when coupled with the recommendations in a report by Marion Boyd, a former Attorney General, to reform the Act and related legislation.[3]

Opponents of the proposal warned darkly that it would undermine family law reform and be the thin edge of the wedge to impose "sharia" tribunals in place of Canadian courts.[4] Even the Quebec National Assembly weighed into the debate with a motion unanimously supported by federalists and sovereigntists alike condemning the Boyd report and the proposed reform in Ontario — although none of the honourable members had evidently read the report or knew anything about the real issues involved!

Feminist opposition to faith-based arbitration was particularly troubling, in my view. Feminists understand the importance of choice in other contexts (e.g. a woman's right to abortion). Why deny Moslem women the option of faith-based arbitration of private family matters where they so wish?

In the end, wiser heads prevailed. The McGuinty government's Bill 27, which just passed the Ontario legislature (the NDP opposed it), effectively implements the bulk of the Boyd recommendations.[5] There is nothing in the bill that would bar Muslims from conducting 
arbitrations under the reformed Arbitration Act, provided they are duly certified as having the requisite knowledge of the applicable Ontario and Canadian laws. That was in fact what most of the Muslim advocates of private family arbitration were asking, as Boyd's report clearly documented.

The Supreme Court's kirpan judgment and Ontario's Arbitration Act amendments are a useful reminder that those who control the vital institutions of the Canadian state are more sophisticated than many on the left are often prepared to acknowledge. While the rulers are certainly willing to inflame racist passions where it is useful to them, and are thoroughly committed to loyal participation in imperialist ventures around the world — witness their current military and police operations in Afghanistan and Haiti — they also have a well-honed understanding of the need to accommodate difference within the body politic where such difference does not threaten their 
class rule and where the recognition and calibrated accommodation of difference can reinforce citizens' sense of identification with the state. It is their skill in navigating the shoals of these social tensions that earns them their status as a "ruling class."

For full article by Richard Fidler see  http://www.MontrealMassacre.net/Articles.html 

___________________________________________________________________________

Date posted: 25 Jan 2006

Response to Ian Coombe

by Sue McPherson. Colchester, Essex, England.   25 Jan 2006

Ian Coombe has expressed the view that that the atrocities of December 6th, 1989, at l’École Polytechnique in Montreal might be better off left in the past, instead of bringing them up again. There are people who would rather not have this matter investigated any further than it has been. It’s not up to me to say whether it is right or wrong to do so, but I believe some good can come from rethinking people’s assumptions and their perspectives on the events that day, and what preceded Marc Lépine’s decision to carry out the attack, and its consequences.  

It might be that a new era of thinking with “two minds” is becoming more accepted in society, instead of the traditional way of knowing, in terms of right and wrong, or good and evil. Looking at a social phenomenon from more than one perspective is not unusual. Perhaps with such vicious crimes, as this one was, the tendency has been to dismiss any thoughts of compassion for the killer, or any attempt to understand why he did it. But times are changing.

Mr Coombe refers to Marc Lépine’s actions that day in Montreal as “denigrating to women.” Surely that is trivializing the extent of the harm he did – to the fourteen women killed, and to women everywhere who have suffered at the hands of men.  If anything, we are told, Lépine’s actions were denigrating to men. It is the violence men commit, or at the very least are capable of committing, that is seen by feminists as denigrating not to women, but to men. 

Closing ourselves off to such a tragedy might be seen as the sensible thing to do. But other killings, and other atrocities, have been investigated. A 16 year-old girl, Brenda Spencer, who killed two men and wounded eight children in a school playground in the US, in 1979, was recently the subject of a documentary on Channel 4 television (UK, 23 January, 2006). At the time of the killing, her response as to why she did it was “I don’t like Mondays.” Twenty-seven years later, the crime has been re-examined, and further reasons for the crime were discussed. 

Each situation – each killing – is different, though there may be similarities. If we do not try to find the reasons why they happen, how will society get to be any better off?  Even the survivors of the Nazi holocaust and their children, after the horrors receded somewhat from their memory, came to see that exploring the atrocities was a necessity if they were to ever have any sense of peace in the future. Marc Lépine wasn’t Hitler. He wasn’t out to destroy a race, or a gender. He didn’t know how to draw attention to his plight. And who is listening, yet?

Mr Coombe refers to Lépine’s acts as mindless, but that is hardly an appropriate description. They were atrocious, horrendous, and shocking. But they weren’t mindless. We live in a society, which means it is people who make it what it is, but not everybody gets to have what they would like. 1989 was a time of great change in Canada’s history, when women were seeking equality and freedom, in their personal lives and in their careers. As a result, and unexpectedly for them, some men got left behind. Marc Lépine, born Gamil Gharbi, of a French-Canadian mother and an Algerian father, may not have fit in as easily as others. But what is so regrettable about this case is that it has not received the attention it should have, from other perspectives besides that of the women who died.

I understand your desire to leave all this behind, Ian. It has been resolved, and blame attributed, in your view – justice has been done. You would like to move on now, to better things, and let the past be.  Even the candle light vigils you see as unnecessary, even though for women – for feminists – it is part of the ritual of remembering. You may be right – society has lost its direction, and you have your own way of “accentuating the positive” in your own life. But if all that is wrong in society outweighs the good, is pushing it aside and pretending it’s not happening the best way to deal with it?

__________________________________________________________________________

Date posted: 24 January 2006

Comment by Janet Rose.   Bedfordshire

on S. McPherson’s Perspectives on the Montreal Massacre.  23 Jan 2006

S McPherson notes that Hulan remarks, “new experiences bring new ideas and different ways of understanding events of the past”

When Lepine, an abused boy from an unhappy background grows up to instigate a multiple shooting, society must understand why, in order to make changes, to aim for a better future.

McPherson looks at many reactions to the incident over the years, and notes how the gun laws in Canada were improved following the reaction to the shooting.  One positive outcome!
Sadly, mass shootings and bombings or “massacres” as the press calls them are now commonplace, and their power to shock the public has diminished.  Perhaps the best memorial for all the victims of all these horrors is for the rest of us to try to understand one another better.  From understanding comes empathy, respect, and interest.  Unfortunately people have a great, destructive, capacity for hate.

In the lines of a 1970’s song….”most of us hate anything that we don’t understand”…(.K Kristofferson)

_________________________________________________________________________

Date posted: 16 Jan 2006

Email from Rev’d Campbell Paget to Sue McPherson.  Brenchley, Kent.   15 January 2006 

Thank you very much for sending me your work. It is indeed an increasingly problematic world we face as traditions, roles, and expectations change so much faster than we can manage the change: there is so little time to communicate, let alone reflect. The pressures from greater material, educational, and social expectations are simply too much for most people, especially those who are or feel inferior or threatened. I am astonished we have relatively speaking so few ‘Montreals’ and that the suicide rate is not much higher than it is! At the heart of the human problem is the problem of the human heart, which is why the person and teaching of Jesus is for me so apposite. A shame that so much of it has been either misconstrued, abused, or spurned. Thank you again.

Email: campbell.paget@btopenworld.com 

__________________________________________________________________________

Date posted: 15 Jan 2006

Email from Ian Coombe to Sue McPherson. Montréal  11 Jan 06

I have read your ‘story’ [Perspectives on the Montreal Massacre] and commend you on your research.

However, I feel that such events as this one and any others that are so abhorrent do not merit any more attention than they have not already been given. Many years have passed since this tragedy. There are daily atrocities committed around the globe and especially in other countries where cultures still retain a 'cave-man' approach to living. The message is quite clear in western society that such a denigration of women is totally unacceptable and there are many positive signs of the times involving elevated respect with a host of varied career opportunities nowadays that prove the point.

We have many women in places of authority and prestige in our society today who are equally and in many respects better suited than their male colleagues, our Governor General, the U.S. Foreign Secretary to mention only two in positions of influence. At the moment there are many in Canadian society who sincerely believe that a woman prime minister would undoubtedly improve our countries image in the world than the clowns arguing night after night on TV to gain ‘pinky points’ for the upcoming election!

Might I suggest that overplaying these events in the media or any other avenue of communication will only continue to provoke those in society with an unbalanced mind. I am quite sick of how the media in general deliberately and openly exploits acts of savage brutality against those less able to defend themselves. We have given back our satellite TV, we only now read newspapers that do not sensationalize day to day crimes of violence and apathy. Why do you think that depression is so prevalent in society today with drug companies making billions from anti-depressants? Candle light vigils and outpourings of grief overplayed only feeds the appetite of the extreme minority in our society that gloat on these things.

The daily ‘kill’ figures coming out of Iraq are ‘grist for the mill’ as far as TV news is concerned. Blair attempting to clamp down on ‘yobbism’ is no less a sign of the times in which we live. Society has lost its direction and we need not be repeatedly reminded of its continuing failure to accentuate the positive.

We must move on and lighten our countenances to the finer and beautiful events going on around us.

While appreciating your attempt to keep our guard up against such mindless acts I will not accept that we, especially in Montréal, need to be reminded of an event that put us on the map. It did not do our city and the vast majority of its people any favours.

May I wish you and yours a happy and positive thinking 2006. Might I suggest that you obtain some of Deepak Chopra’s material to brighten your day!?


__________________________________________________________________________

Date posted: 26 Dec 2005

Email 26 Dec 2005. From Sue McPherson to Liza Frulla 

Dear minister Liza Frulla,

I am doing research into the Montreal massacre and would like to ask you about a comment you made, as reported by Nelson Wyatt in Canoe News on Dec 6, 2005 http://cnews.canoe.ca/CNEWS/Canada/2005/12/06/1341404-cp.html as follows: 


"We just have to make sure now that all the programs that we have at the federal, provincial, municipal levels are really working very well, which is not always the case and we have to look at violence against women in a holistic way," she said in an interview. "Mental illness is as important as gun control." 

I'm wondering about the notion of mental illness, and in what respect would it be seen as a useful consideration in dealing with women who are victims of abuse, or men who commit violence?" Surely, this would be reverting to psychological understandings of violence, as an innate tendency or state of being, rather than examining social causes or social conditioning, and seeking ways of dealing with these. Bringing mental illness into it surely has to be a step backwards in time.

I don't believe that Marc Lepine, who killed 14 women on Dec 6, 1989, was an advocate of hatred and violence towards women, as indicated in the article, claimed by Conservative leader Stephen Harper. Rather, I think he was at the end of his rope, with nowhere left to turn, except to commit a last political act. Yelling out "I hate feminists," or "I want women," on entering the Ecole in Montreal was no more a rational announcement of his views on women than soldiers yelling out "I hate Germans," or a football team yelling out "Kill them all!," upon entering the field. 

Read again the letter Lepine wrote before he killed the women and himself http://www.3rdwwwave.com/display_article.cgi?111. There is a great deal of truth in it. This episode in Canadian history was not the same as violence committed by a man towards his wife, or a man killing on the street or in a nightclub.

It's easy to say, It shouldn't have happened. But denying the social climate and other socioeconomic reasons that may have led up to the killings in Montreal that day in 1989 isn't going to help stop it from happening again. Is the answer, more rules, or trying to make the world a more humane place, and fairer towards young people trying to make their way in the world. 

___________________________________________________________________________

This page is being made available through the Montreal Massacre website: 
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