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ABSTRACT 

While research on stalking has steadily expanded since 1990, there is still no 

conceptual model that explains stalking perpetration, stalking victimisation, and 

psychological reactions to stalking, such as fear, invasion of personal space and 

invasion of privacy.  The aim of the thesis was to determine whether a situational 

model of stalking could assist an understanding of perpetration, victimisation and 

actual or anticipated psychological reactions to stalking.  Whereas other theoretical 

approaches applied to stalking focus only on the offender, the situational approach 

focuses on physical and social environments that provide more opportunities for 

crimes to occur between particular victims and offenders.  Applying the situational 

approach to stalking potentially allows for a greater understanding of how stalking 

occurs and whether environmental changes can be made to reduce criminal 

opportunities and deter criminal actions.  The important components of the physical 

and social environments incorporated into the situational model of stalking tested in 

the thesis were stalkers and victims, their interpersonal relationships, the stalking 

actions engaged in by stalkers, the times and locations of stalking, and a lack of 

capable guardianship to stop the stalking from occurring.  In the model it was 

proposed that particular stalkers engaged in actions against victims when certain 

locations and times provided opportunities to stalk, such as the absence of people who 

might intervene.  As stalking also involves the psychological reactions of the victim, 

the associations between these situational elements and fear, invasion of personal 

space and invasion of privacy were included in the situational model of stalking.   

There was one overarching research question addressed in this thesis.  This 

question was: Can the situational model of stalking assist an understanding of stalking 

perpetration, victimisation and actual or anticipated psychological reactions to 

stalking?  To address this research question, three studies were conducted.  Given the 

exploratory nature of the research, primarily descriptive analyses were conducted in 

each of the three studies.  

In Study 1, the focused research question addressed was: Can the situational 

model of stalking assist an understanding of (a) stalking perpetration by convicted 

offenders and (b) victims’ psychological reactions to stalking?  Criminal court 

transcripts from Queensland courts containing 32 cases of stalking perpetration were 

investigated using descriptive analyses.  The model had limited utility in assisting an 

understanding of stalking perpetration mainly due to the sample size and limited 
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availability of data within the transcripts.  While stalking often occurred in the 

absence of capable guardianship and there were links between the situational elements 

of stalking, for example all stalkers no matter their relationship with the victim most 

commonly stalked their victim at the victim’s home, there was little difference in 

stalking across the relationship types, locations, and stalking actions.  Therefore it was 

not possible to determine distinct stalking patterns according to relationship type, 

location, or stalking action.  In addition, there was only a small amount of evidence 

regarding fear, invasion of personal space and privacy in relation to stalking.  These 

findings provided limited evidence that the situational model of stalking might be of 

assistance in understanding stalking perpetration and psychological reactions to 

stalking.   

In Study 2, the focused research question addressed was: Can the situational 

model of stalking assist an understanding of stalking victimisation and victims’ 

psychological reactions to stalking in a sample of university students, university staff 

and community members?  Situational elements of stalking and psychological 

reactions were examined in the responses of 718 stalking victims to a self-report 

questionnaire.  Very few of these instances of stalking had been before the courts.  

Primarily descriptive analyses were employed to determine whether the situational 

model of stalking could assist an understanding of stalking due to the exploratory 

nature of the research.  The results of Study 2 provided an indication that the model 

could assist an understanding of stalking victimisation.  There were links between 

elements of the situational model (relationship, location, action, and time), such as ex-

partners most often stalking at the victim’s home whereas work colleagues most often 

stalked at the victim’s workplace.  However these conclusions were based on 

descriptive analyses.  In addition, the situational elements of stalking locations and 

actions appeared to influence victims’ psychological reactions of fear, invasion of 

personal space and invasion of privacy, however only victims’ varied levels of 

psychological reactions to the locations of stalking could be empirically tested.  

Despite the differences in methodology between Study 1 and Study 2, both studies 

demonstrated some utility for the situational model of stalking in understanding 

stalking perpetration and victimisation.     

In Study 3, the focused research question addressed was: Can the situational 

model of stalking assist an understanding of anticipated psychological reactions to 

stalking in a sample of university students, university staff and community members?  
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The anticipated reactions of 1,174 participants to stalking vignettes in a self-report 

questionnaire were examined.  These respondents included, in equivalent proportions, 

victims from Study 2 and other respondents to the questionnaire who had not been 

classified as victims.  The anticipated psychological reactions of these university 

students and community members were examined in relation to three situational 

elements of stalking manipulated in the vignettes: (1) stalking action, (2) stalking 

location, and (3) time of stalking.  The only statistically significant result was that 

talking with the victim face-to-face induced higher levels of fear, invasion of personal 

space and privacy than talking via a mobile telephone.  The situational model of 

stalking assisted an understanding of anticipated psychological reactions to stalking as 

these anticipated reactions varied according to elements of the stalking event.   

As the situational model was preliminarily useful in understanding stalking 

and actual or anticipated reactions to stalking in the three studies, despite the different 

methodologies, some support was lent to the proposition that the situational model 

could be useful in assisting an understanding of stalking.  Rather than focusing only 

on the stalker, the other elements of stalking situations such as victims, relationships, 

actions, time, location and guardianship could be incorporated into an understanding 

of stalking; this situational understanding could then have an influence on 

preventative responses chosen to reduce stalking.  The theoretical significance of the 

usefulness of the situational model of stalking was a demonstration that the situational 

approach was preliminarily useful in understanding both stalking and psychological 

reactions to stalking.  The research has both policy and practical significance as it 

indicated that not only can the elements of stalking events be identified, but also the 

elements that lead to the most fear, invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy 

can be determined.  Therefore strategies to intervene and prevent stalking can be 

implemented and adjusted according to the parameters of the stalking event.         
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Introduction 

The aim of the current thesis was to determine whether the situational model 

of stalking could assist an understanding of stalking perpetration, victimisation and 

actual or anticipated psychological reactions to stalking.  This represents the first time 

that a conceptual model has been developed to try to understand the situational nature 

of stalking perpetration and victimisation, and actual or anticipated psychological 

reactions to stalking, such as fear, invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy.  

This chapter provides an account of definitions of stalking, including common and 

legislative definitions, followed by an outline of the importance of a situational 

approach to examining stalking.  The chapter concludes with a description of the 

primarily descriptive research to be conducted for this thesis.  

1.2 Defining Stalking 

Stalking is commonly described as the repeated harassment of a victim which 

would cause the victim, or a reasonable person in the same situation, to fear for their 

safety (Abrams & Robinson, 2011; Dennison, 2007; Diette, Goldsmith, Hamilton, 

Darity, & McFarland, 2014; Dunlap, Hodell, Golding, & Wasarhaley, 2012; 

Englebrecht & Reyns, 2011; Lambert, Smith, Geistman, Cluse-Tolar, & Jiang, 2013).  

Stalking incorporates a range of actions, from seemingly innocuous overtures that 

would not otherwise be thought of as criminal, such as giving gifts, to threats or 

violence against a person (Brewster, 2000; Dutton & Winstead, 2011; Sheridan, 

Davies, & Boon, 2001).  However stalking more often involves the harassment or 

pursuit of a victim rather than the physical assault of the victim (Brewster, 2001).  

Nevertheless, even innocuous acts, when repeated over a period of time, can cause a 

person to feel fearful (Dutton & Winstead, 2011).  Therefore the three key premises of 

stalking are the varied nature of stalking actions, the repeated nature of the actions and 

the fear felt by the victim.   These three key premises will be explored in more depth 

in the following sections.   
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1.2.1 Varied Stalking Actions 

Stalking is a special type of crime as so many actions fit within the definition 

of stalking.  For example, stalking can consist of actions such as telephone calls, 

telephone messages, emails, letters, faxes, offensive items given to the victim, threats 

of violence, and violent actions towards the victim (s359 Criminal Code [Stalking] 

Amendment Act 1999, Section § 359B).  Moreover, the acts considered to be stalking 

differ from jurisdiction to jurisdiction and from country to country (Amar, 2007; 

Blaauw, Sheridan, & Winkel, 2002).  However, the commonality across jurisdictions 

and countries is that stalking actions exist on a continuum, from actions that would 

not otherwise be considered criminal, such as telephone calls, to actions involving 

violence (Brewster, 2000; Dutton & Winstead, 2011; Sheridan et al., 2001).  The 

crucial elements in defining these disparate actions as stalking is the repetition of the 

actions and the psychological reactions they invoke in the victim, which are explored 

in the next two sections. 

1.2.2 Repetition of Stalking Actions 

In a crime, such as assault, one act would be sufficient to constitute a crime.  

For stalking to be recognised, actions must be repeated or occur over a long period of 

time on one occasion (Cass, 2011; Cass & Rosay, 2012; Davis, Swan, & Gambone, 

2012).  This repetition is required to demonstrate that a course of conduct is being 

engaged in by the stalker against the victim.  The same action does not need to be 

engaged in on both occasions, nor does the same action need to be engaged in over a 

lengthy period of time.  Any of the actions, as long as they are repeated, constitute 

stalking, if the victim experiences a psychological reaction to those actions.  The 

requirement of repetition is another reason stalking is a special type of crime.  

1.2.3 Fear Requirement 

The final reason stalking is a special type of crime is the requirement that the 

victim experience fear or psychological harm.  For a crime, such as assault, the 

emotions of the victim would be irrelevant in categorising the violent action against 

the victim as criminal (Queensland Criminal Code Act 1899).  Regarding stalking, the 

victim, or a reasonable person in the same situation, is required to interpret the actions 

as fearful in order for a crime to be recognised (Cass, 2011; Cass & Rosay, 2012; 
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Davis et al., 2012).  For example, if a person received five telephone calls consisting 

of conversations from an ex-partner, unless they acknowledged these actions as 

frightening or a person in the same situation would experience fear, these actions 

would not be considered stalking. 

In sum, stalking is a special type of crime due to three specific conditions.  

These three conditions are (1) the varied nature of stalking actions, (2) the repeated 

nature of stalking and (3) the requirement of fear or psychological harm on behalf of 

the victim or a reasonable person in the same situation as the victim.  These three 

conditions form the basis of legislative definitions of stalking.   

1.3 Legislative Definitions of Stalking 

Legislative definitions of stalking vary across jurisdictions (Amar, 2007; 

Blaauw et al., 2002).  Consequently it is important to distinguish the legislative 

definition of stalking in Queensland, the site of the current research, and other 

Australian States and Territories.  A complete summary of the differences is provided 

in Table 1.1.  There is inconsistency across Australian jurisdictions in terms of the 

actions identified as stalking.  However, most jurisdictions list a range of stalking 

actions existing on a continuum, from seemingly innocuous actions, such as telephone 

calls, to serious actions involving violence.  Queensland and Tasmania are the only 

states/territories that include the identification of stalking if actions occur on a single 

protracted occasion or on two or more occasions (Criminal Code [Stalking] 

Amendment Act 1999; Tasmania Criminal Code Act 1924).  All other Australian 

states and territories only recognise stalking when actions occur on at least two 

occasions or are not specific as to the required number of actions.   

Besides the varied actions and repetition identified in legislation, another 

essential difference of the Queensland legislation regards the fear requirement.  In 

Queensland, the requirement is that a reasonable person in the same situation as the 

victim would feel fearful.  It is not necessary that the victim themselves felt fearful, 

only that someone in similar circumstances could be afraid.  In Western Australia, a 

person pursuing another person in a manner that could reasonably be thought to 

intimidate and does intimidate the other person is guilty of the simple offence of 

stalking.  For a summary offence in Western Australia and in the stalking legislation 

of other States and territories of Australia, the focus is on the intent of the stalker; that 
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is the stalker must intend to cause fear or harm to the victim for stalking to be 

recognised.  

The criminal act of stalking in Queensland is outlined in the Criminal Code 

Stalking Amendment Act 1999 (Appendix A).  This legislation includes definitions of 

words used in the legislation and relevant penalties to be applied.  The definition of 

unlawful stalking outlined in this legislation is conduct: 

“(a) intentionally directed at a person (the “stalked person”); and 

  (b) engaged in on any 1 occasion if the conduct is protracted or  
        on more than 1 occasion; and 

  (c) consisting of 1 or more acts of the following, or a similar,  
        type— 

(i) following, loitering near, watching or approaching a  
person; 

(ii) contacting a person in any way, including, for  

example, by telephone, mail, fax, e-mail or through  
the use of any technology; 

(iii) loitering near, watching, approaching or entering a  
place where a person lives, works or visits; 

(iv) leaving offensive material where it will be found by,  

given to or brought to the attention of, a person; 
(v) giving offensive material to a person, directly or  

indirectly; 
(vi) an intimidating, harassing or threatening act against  

a person, whether or not involving violence or a  

threat of violence; 
(vii)  an act of violence, or a threat of violence, against, or  

against property of, anyone, including the defendant;  
and 

(d) that— 

(i)  would cause the stalked person apprehension or fear, 
reasonably arising in all the circumstances, of violence  

to, or against property of, the stalked person or another  
person; or 

(ii)  causes detriment, reasonably arising in all the  

circumstances, to the stalked person or another person” 
(s359 Criminal Code [Stalking] Amendment Act 1999, Section § 359B  

[pp.6-7]). 
 

This definition will be used as the basis of the research to be conducted for the current 

thesis.  
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Table 1.1: Stalking Legislation for the Eight Australian States and Territories 
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INTENT/FEAR REQUIREMENT  

Stalker intended to cause bodily or psychological harm, or fear or apprehension, in a victim/someone close to the victim          

Possessed intent if they knew or should have known their actions would likely arouse bodily or psychological damage, or fear 

or apprehension, to victim/someone else, or stalking would have harassed victim 

         

Behaviours could result in intimidation and in fact do result in intimidation          

Behaviours would cause stalked person apprehension/fear of violence to their person/property or that of another person, 

reasonably arising in all the circumstances; or causes detriment, reasonably arising in all the circumstances, to stalked person 
or another person; and stalker intentionally directs behaviours towards victim 

         

NUMBER OF ACTS REQUIRED 

Behaviours must be engaged in upon a minimum of two occasions          

Behaviours must be engaged in repeatedly or a combination of behaviours must be displayed          

Stalker engages in a course of conduct          

Behaviours must occur over a sustained period of time on a single occasion or must take place on more than one single 

occasion 

         

STALKING ACTIONS 

Conducting surveillance of the victim and accessing or interfering with the person’s property           

Following, hanging around, watching or approaching a victim, victim’s home, work or places they frequent           

Gaining access to victim’s home, work or places they frequented          

Contacting the victim through such means as letters or via the telephone          

Repeatedly communicating with the victim,  directly or indirectly, whether words or some other form of communication is 

used 

         

Electronic stalking – emails, electronic messages about victim, unauthorised computer functions in victim’s computer, tracing 

communications 

         

Giving offensive material or leaving it where it will be found by, given to, or brought to the attention of the person          

Intimidating,  harassing,  threatening, molesting, being offensive or abusive,  threatening/ committing violence against person/s 

or property 

         

Sources (Australian Capital Territory Crimes Act 1900; Criminal Code [Stalking] Amendment Act 1999; New South Wales Crimes [Domestic and Personal 
Violence] Act 2007; Northern Territory of Australia Criminal Code Act; South Australia Criminal Law Consolidation Act 1935; Tasmania Criminal Code Act 
1924; Victorian Crimes Act 1958; Western Australia Criminal Code Act Compilation Act 1913) 
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1.4 The Importance of a Situational Approach to Stalking 

Research in the area of stalking has been increasing over the last twenty five 

years (Reyns & Englebrecht, 2010; Spence-Diehl, 2004; Tjaden, 2009), however 

much of this research has focused on victims and stalkers rather than adopting a 

holistic view of stalkers and victims within their physical and social environments.  

To gain such a holistic view, a situational framework can be adopted to analyse 

stalking.  Aspects of the physical and social environment, or situational elements of 

stalking, include the times and locations where stalking takes place and the absence of 

guardianship that allows stalking to occur.  Analysing these situational elements 

provides more information about how stalking occurs.  Further, determining the 

situational nature of a crime offers options for intervening to change physical and 

social environments to prevent crimes (Tilley & Farrell, 2012).   

The reason for the focus on victimisation and perpetration of stalking in the 

research literature stems from the management of stalking.  Prior to the 

criminalisation of stalking, stalking was managed by mental health professionals who 

intervened with stalkers (Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1999).  Stalking actions were not 

recognised by the courts to be criminal anywhere in the world before 1990 in 

California (Campbell & Moore, 2011; Gilligan, 1992; Lambert et al., 2013; Tjaden, 

2009) and in Australia before 1993 in Queensland (Kift, 1999).  When stalking 

became a crime, stalkers’ interactions with the criminal justice system became a 

concern for researchers, in addition to further research from a mental health 

perspective (Mullen, Pathé, Purcell, & Stuart, 1999) and community members’ 

perceptions of stalking (Dennison & Thomson, 2002; Diette et al., 2014; Mustaine & 

Tewksbury, 1999; Sheridan, Blaauw, & Davies, 2003).  There was also interest 

among other researchers in investigating stalking from victims’ perspectives 

(Bjerregaard, 2000; Tjaden, 2009), including the experience of serious psychological 

consequences such as anxiety, depression and fear, physical symptoms of these 

consequences, and the experience of violence committed by the stalker (Buhi, 

Clayton, & Surrency, 2009; Dutton & Winstead, 2011; Lambert et al., 2013; Logan, 

Walker, Stewart, & Allen, 2006; Mechanic, Uhlmansiek, Weaver, & Resick, 2000; 

Purcell, Pathé, Baksheeva, MacKinnon, & Mullen, 2012; Sheridan & Scott, 2010; 

Spence-Diehl, 2004; Truman & Mustaine, 2009).  In contrast to this focus on victims 
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or stalkers or community members’ perceptions of stalking, there is an emerging 

division of research investigating stalking victimisation from a situational perspective.  

The focus in this research is on the physical and social environments in which stalking 

victimisation takes place (Fisher, Cullen, & Turner, 2002; Mustaine & Tewksbury, 

1999; Reyns, Henson, & Fisher, 2011).  The current thesis will expand on this 

preliminary research and use a situational approach to examine both stalking 

perpetration and victimisation.  This research will enable an expansion of the small 

body of research that has examined stalking victimisation from a situational approach 

and lead to the development of a situational model of stalking not accomplished in 

previous situational research.   

In analysing stalking from a situational approach, focus is taken away from the 

stalker and victim and placed on criminal actions occurring in certain contexts 

(Deslauriers-Varin & Beauregard, 2010; Eck & Weisburd, 1995; Groff, 2007; 

Guerette & Santana, 2010; Meier, Kennedy, & Sacco, 2001; Sherley, 2005). Criminal 

behaviour is seen to result when individuals and contexts interact (Brantingham, 

Brantingham, & Molumby, 1977; Mayhew & Hough, 2012).  Context is important as 

it assists in translating the criminal inclinations of an individual into criminal actions 

(Felson & Clarke, 1998).  If an opportunity to commit a crime does not exist, then no 

crime will occur, no matter the criminal inclination of potential offenders (Clarke, 

1997; Felson & Clarke, 1998; Guerette & Santana, 2010; Matsueda, Kreager, & 

Huizinga, 2006).  Understanding the context and how this structures criminal 

decisions and influences behaviours entails a more complete understanding of the 

crime event and also allows patterns of crimes to be discerned (Felson & Clarke, 

1998; Mayhew & Hough, 2012).  This, however, does not mean that only the contexts 

of criminal events are important; indeed because the person and the context interact, 

both are important, but context cannot be ignored (Eck & Weisburd, 1995).   

If the contexts in which stalking occurs can be better understood, strategies 

aimed at changing these contexts, namely situational crime prevention techniques, 

could eventually be suggested as one tool to try to reduce or prevent stalking (Cornish 

& Smith, 2012; Mayhew & Hough, 2012; Nelson, Bromley, & Thomas, 2001).  

Currently proposals for stalking prevention focus on applying criminal justice and 

mental health solutions to the offender, which are inconsistently effective (Rosenfeld, 

2000).  It may be quicker and more cost effective to focus on changing the physical 

environment rather than trying to understand why someone becomes a stalker (La 
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Vigne, 2012) and how to impede stalking impulses (Rosenfeld, 2000).  Moreover, 

situational prevention strategies have been suggested in relation to stalking (Nicastro, 

Cousins, & Spitzberg, 2000; Reyns, 2010), although there is a need for 

comprehensive prevention plans that address all stalking contexts based on a complete 

understanding of the situational nature of stalking.  Eventually situational crime 

prevention strategies could be targeted at potential stalking contexts, providing an 

additional arm to the current responses to stalking.  Eck and Madensen (2012, p. 85) 

highlight this by stating that “it seems probable that any problem the police deal with 

will be addressable, at least in part, through situational measures”.   

The other gap in the research literature, besides the lack of situational or place-

based analyses of stalking, is the examination of how the situational elements of 

stalking events (e.g., time, location) influence the psychological reactions of victims.  

There has been some research which has examined the association between stalking 

actions, times of stalking and fear, but this research has not been conducted within a 

situational framework (Bjerregaard, 2000; Dietz & Martin, 2007; Fox, Nobles, & 

Piquero, 2009; Reyns & Englebrecht, 2012).  Moreover, females are significantly 

more likely to feel fear than males (Bjerregaard, 2000; Fox, Nobles, et al., 2009; 

Johnson & Kercher, 2009; Ngo & Paternoster, 2013b), therefore it is important to 

consider other psychological reactions to stalking.   

The situational dimension of psychological reactions, that is invasion of 

personal space and privacy, has not been examined in relation to elements of stalking 

events.  An invasion of personal space arises when others intrude on the psychological 

space with which people surround themselves (Barash, 1973; Bogovic, Mihanovic, 

Jokic-Begic, & Svagelj, 2014; Brown & Yantis, 1996; Dean, Willis, & La Rocco, 

1976; Harris, Luginbuhl, & Fishbein, 1978; Rustemli, 1988; Taylor, 1988), for 

example a stalker entering the victim’s yard and peering through their window.  An 

invasion of privacy may be invoked when others know information about a victim that 

the victim would not want them to know (Altman, 1975; Robson, 2008), for example 

a stalker who knew the recreational space of a victim and showed up at that space.  

The association between situational elements of stalking and victims’ psychological 

reactions of fear, invasion of personal space, and invasion of privacy will be 

investigated in the current thesis.  This research will allow for the elaboration of 

important psychological consequences that victims face and determine the relevance 

of devising situational prevention strategies for stalking.  Additionally, the most 
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psychologically salient contexts for victims would be highlighted and situational 

crime prevention strategies could be suggested for these contexts.   

1.5 Aim of the Research 

The overarching aim of this thesis is to explore whether a situational model of 

stalking could assist an understanding of stalking perpetration, victimisation and 

actual or anticipated psychological reactions to stalking.  There have only been a few 

previous studies which have examined situational theories and stalking (Fisher et al., 

2002; Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1999; Reyns et al., 2011) which will be explored in 

more depth in the next chapter, but these studies did not produce a situational model 

of stalking and only examined stalking victimisation.  Consequently, further research 

is needed both to develop a situational model of stalking and to examine this model in 

relation to stalking perpetration, victimisation and actual or anticipated psychological 

reactions to stalking.  The overarching research question then is: Can the situational 

model of stalking be used to understand stalking perpetration, victimisation and actual 

or anticipated psychological reactions to stalking? 

Subsequently, the research conducted for the current thesis will involve an 

examination of the situational nature of stalking.  In this examination, the situational 

elements of stalking are considered to be victims, stalkers, interpersonal relationships, 

stalking actions, time, location and guardianship (Meier et al., 2001).  In addition, the 

psychological reactions of victims to the situational nature of stalking will be 

explored, as well as the anticipated reactions of questionnaire respondents.  

Consequently, a model will be built that includes the situational nature of stalking and 

psychological reactions to stalking.  The basis and justification for this model will be 

outlined in Chapters 2 and 3, before the model is detailed at the end of Chapter 3.  The 

model will then be applied to three different sets of data in the analyses to be 

conducted for the current thesis (perpetration of stalking in court transcripts, victims’ 

responses on a self-report questionnaire, and community members’ responses to 

stalking vignettes).  These analyses will assist in developing a better understanding of 

the situational nature of both stalking and psychological reactions and determine the 

explanatory value of the situational model of stalking.     
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1.6  Overview of the Thesis 

In Chapter 2, the situational approach to analysing crimes will be outlined.  In 

that chapter, situational theories and perspectives will be described.  The three 

situational theories discussed are the rational choice perspective, the routine activity 

approach, and crime pattern theory.  In addition, the criminal event perspective by 

Meier et al. (2001) will be outlined.  These theories and the criminal event perspective 

explore situational elements of crimes, such as victims, offenders and their 

interpersonal relationships, the locations and times of stalking, and capable 

guardianship.  A preliminary consideration of situational crime prevention strategies 

will also be outlined.         

In Chapter 3, the criminal event perspective by Meier et al (2001) is adopted 

as a framework to examine stalking.  Research on victims, stalkers, interpersonal 

relationships, times, locations and capable guardianship will be explored as the 

criminal event perspective outlines the importance of these situational elements.  

Stalking actions will also be explored given the varied and likely situational nature of 

these actions.  In addition, research outlining the association between these situational 

elements (victims, stalkers, relationships, stalking actions, times, locations and 

guardianship) and psychological reactions of fear, invasion of personal space and 

privacy will be explored.  The review of previous research will demonstrate that 

additional research is needed due to the small amount of research that exists, or indeed 

the absence of research, regarding situational elements of stalking and psychological 

reactions.  Then a situational model of stalking will be outlined based on the 

situational elements of stalking and psychological reactions to stalking.  Finally, the 

overarching research question and the focused research questions within this larger 

research question will be detailed.  The overarching research question was: Can the 

situational model of stalking assist an understanding of stalking perpetration, 

victimisation and actual or anticipated psychological reactions to stalking? 

Presented in Chapter 4 is Study 1, the first study conducted for the current 

thesis.  The focused research question for this study was: Can the situational model of 

stalking assist an understanding of (a) stalking perpetration by convicted offenders 

and (b) victims’ psychological reactions to stalking?  This study involved an 

examination of the perpetration of stalking outlined in court transcripts of cases 

prosecuted in criminal courts in Queensland.  A total of 32 victim/stalker dyads were 
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identified.  Descriptive analyses were conducted to examine the situational nature of 

stalking and psychological reactions of fear, invasion of personal space and privacy.  

This was a preliminary analysis of these concepts given the small number of cases 

analysed in the study and the lack of generalisabilty to the community given the 

serious nature of the cases.  

In Chapter 5, the semi-structured self-report questionnaire used to collect data 

for Study 2 and Study 3 will be outlined.  The respondents to the questionnaire, the 

contents of the questionnaire and the procedure employed to gain respondents will all 

be outlined.  In Study 2, data provided in the victimisation section of the questionnaire 

will be analysed.  In Study 3, responses to stalking vignettes included in the 

questionnaire will be analysed.    

In Chapter 6, the results of Study 2 are presented, where the focused research 

question was: Can the situational model of stalking assist an understanding of stalking 

victimisation and victims’ psychological reactions to stalking in a sample of 

university students, university staff and community members?  There were 718 

stalking victims who responded to a section in the self-report questionnaire 

concerning their experiences of stalking.  These instances of stalking had largely not 

been before the courts due to the community nature of the sample.  The primarily 

descriptive analyses were aimed at examining the situational nature of stalking 

victimisation (e.g., time and location) and the association between these situational 

elements and fear, invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy.   

Chapter 7 contains the results of Study 3.  The focused research question was: 

Can the situational model of stalking assist an understanding of anticipated 

psychological reactions to stalking in a sample of university students, university staff 

and community members?  The anticipated reactions of 1,174 respondents to stalking 

vignettes were examined.  These respondents included victims from Study 2 and other 

respondents to the questionnaire who were not classified as victims for Study 2.  

Elements of the situational nature of stalking (time, location, stalking action) were 

manipulated within stalking vignettes to determine their association with respondents’ 

perceived levels of fear, invasion of personal space and privacy.   

Chapter 8 consists of a discussion of all the findings discovered in the three 

studies.  The situational model of stalking is reviewed, together with the 

methodological differences across the studies testing this model, the findings in 
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support of the model, and the implications of the findings for research, theory and 

crime prevention.
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CHAPTER 2: THE SITUATIONAL APPROACH 

2.1  Introduction 

In the previous chapter, the importance of examining stalking from a 

situational approach was outlined, together with an overview of the thesis.  In the 

current chapter, the problems with previous stalking research will be examined, noting 

that further situational analyses of stalking are needed.  Then three situational theories 

will be presented: the routine activity approach, crime pattern theory and the rational 

choice perspective.  Following this discussion, the criminal event perspective 

proposed by Meier et al. (2001) will be presented.  The purpose of examining these 

theories and the criminal event perspective is to establish a rationale for further 

examination of stalking from a situational approach.  Primarily descriptive analyses 

will be employed in the thesis given the exploratory nature of the research. 

In Chapter 3, the crime event of stalking will be examined, by applying Meier 

et al’s (2001) criminal event perspective to stalking.  Previous research examining the 

situational elements of stalking, namely victims, stalkers and their interpersonal 

relationships, the times and locations of stalking, and capable guardianship, will be 

reviewed while highlighting gaps in the research literature.  Given the wide variability 

of stalking actions, research on the situational nature of these actions will also be 

reviewed.  In addition, due to the importance of victims’ psychological reactions in 

categorising experiences as stalking, research on victims’ fear, invasion of personal 

space and invasion of privacy in response to situational elements of stalking events 

will be explored.  At the end of Chapter 3, a situational model of stalking will be 

outlined, which will form the basis of the research questions posed for the thesis.   

2.2 Problems with Previous Stalking Research 

There are four problems with previous stalking research, providing the 

impetus for the situational research conducted for the current thesis.  The first 

problem is that previous research has largely consisted of atheoretical investigations, 

where research is problem-based rather than theory-based (Fox, Nobles, & Akers, 

2011; Lyndon et al., 2012).  That is, much of the stalking research involves a search 

for an answer to a question or problem rather than using a theory to drive research.  

For example, determining the extent and nature of stalking (Björklund, Häkkänen-
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Nyholm, Sheridan, & Roberts, 2010; Hackett, 2000; Purcell, Pathé, & Mullen, 2002; 

Whyte, Penny, Christopherson, Reiss, & Petch, 2011) with some such studies 

conducted at a national level (Baum, Catalano, Rand, & Rose, 2009; Budd & 

Mattinson, 2000a; Tjaden & Thoennes, 1998).  Other research has identified the 

stalking actions that most often lead to self-identification as a stalking victim 

(Campbell & Moore, 2011), perceived severity of stalking and coping strategies 

(Cupach & Spitzberg, 2000; Nguyen, Spitzberg, & Lee, 2012), violence perpetrated 

by stalkers and predictors of this violence (Sheridan & Davies, 2001; Sheridan & 

Roberts, 2011), violence experienced by victims (Roberts, 2005), psychological and 

physical consequences for victims (Dressing, Kuehner, & Gass, 2005; Kamphuis & 

Emmelkamp, 2001; Logan & Walker, 2010; Purcell, Pathé, & Mullen, 2005), factors 

that influence the consequences of stalking for victims (Sheridan & Lyndon, 2012), 

the development of a scale to measure the nature of stalking and distress of victims 

(Turmanis & Brown, 2006) and actions taken by victims against stalkers to try to halt 

the stalking (Geistman, Smith, Lambert, & Cluse-Tolar, 2013).  Further studies have 

examined the association between employment of online security measures and 

cyberstalking (Henson, Reyns, & Fisher, 2011), differences between victim and 

researcher definitions of stalking (McNamara & Marsil, 2012) or victim and legal 

definitions (Tjaden, Thoennes, & Allison, 2000), factors that influence stalking in 

relationships where domestic violence has been experienced (Melton, 2007) and 

criminal justice responses to stalking (Ogilvie, 2000).  However, this stalking research 

was not conducted within a theoretical framework.   

When previous researchers have applied theories to explain stalking, the most 

commonly applied theory is attachment theory (Brewster, 2003; Davis, Ace, & Andra, 

2000; Dutton & Winstead, 2006; Dye & Davis, 2003; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; 

MacKenzie, Mullen, Ogloff, McEwan, & James, 2008; Ménard & Pincus, 2012; 

Morrison, 2008; Patton, Nobles, & Fox, 2010; Tonin, 2004).  Disorders of attachment 

to the parent in early childhood are theorised to impact on adult attachment to 

romantic partners, leading to stalking perpetration.  Other theories applied to stalking 

perpetration include learning theory in terms of a learned cycle of violence (Ménard & 

Pincus, 2012) and gendered strain theory, which has been used to suggest that men are 

more likely than women to express their emotional reaction to strain outwards and 

therefore engage in stalking (Ménard & Pincus, 2012; Ngo & Paternoster, 2013a).  
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Evolutionary theory has been used to hypothesise that stalkers engage in stalking 

actions to regain sexual access to previous partners (Duntley & Buss, 2012).  Feminist 

theory has been used to describe stalking in terms of men being active pursuers of 

their selected women who are subservient recipients of their advances (Brewster, 

2003).  Finally, relational goal pursuit theory has been used to explain stalking 

perpetration, whereby a desired relationship is linked with important life goals, with 

the stalker ruminating about their ex-partner and relationship, and believing that 

attempts at reconciliation will be successful (Cupach, Spitzberg, Bolingbroke, & 

Tellitocci, 2011; Spitzberg, Cupach, Hannawa, & Crowley, 2014; Winkleman & 

Winstead, 2011).  Therefore when previous researchers have applied theories to 

explain stalking, these theories have focused on stalking perpetration.   

An exception to this research is a study where social learning theory was 

applied to explain both stalking perpetration and victimisation.  For example, stalkers 

and victims modelled their perpetration and victimisation behaviours from family 

members or peers (Fox, Nobles, & Akers, 2011).  Further, three studies have 

examined stalking victimisation from a situational approach (Fisher et al., 2002; 

Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1999; Reyns et al., 2011).  Rather than focusing solely on 

perpetrators or victims of stalking, the aim was to understand the contexts or 

environments more amenable to stalking victimisation, thereby providing a greater 

understanding of stalking occurrence.  In order to expand upon this research in the 

current thesis, the situational approach will be applied to stalking perpetration, 

victimisation and psychological reactions to stalking.    

The second problem of previous research is that each study usually focuses 

only on perpetration, victimisation or community members’ responses to stalking 

vignettes, rather than examining stalking using a mix of these samples.  Perpetration 

research focuses on the reasons for perpetration and how stalking is perpetrated 

(Basile & Hall, 2011; De Smet, Buysse, & Brondeel, 2011; Malsch, de Keijser, & 

Debets, 2011; McEwan & Strand, 2013; Meloy, Mohandie, & Green, 2011; Ménard & 

Pincus, 2012; Morrison, 2008; Purcell, Moller, Flower, & Mullen, 2009; Strand & 

McEwan, 2012; Thompson & Dennison, 2008).  In terms of victimisation, studies 

have explored victims’ feelings in relation to stalking, the seriousness of stalking 

offences, victims’ coping strategies, and varied definitions of stalking (Abrams & 

Robinson, 2011; Campbell & Moore, 2011; Jordan, Wilcox, & Pritchard, 2007; Logan 
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& Walker, 2010; Melton, 2007; Morgan, 2010; Morgan & Kavanaugh, 2011; Mumm 

& Cupach, 2010; Ngo & Paternoster, 2013a; Roberts, 2005; Spitzberg & Veksler, 

2007).   

When a community sample is engaged, community members or university 

students are often asked to respond to stalking vignettes or about their perceptions of 

stalking (Cass, 2011; Cass & Rosay, 2012; Phillips, Quirk, Rosenfeld, & O'Connor, 

2004; Sheridan & Scott, 2010; Sinclair, 2012; Sinclair, Ladny, & Lyndon, 2011; 

Yanowitz & Yanowitz, 2012).  Only a few studies have examined both victimisation 

and perpetration in the same study (Dutton & Winstead, 2006; Fox, Nobles, & Akers, 

2011; Nobles & Fox, 2013; Winkleman & Winstead, 2011) or community members 

and victims in the same study (Yanowitz, 2006).  There is a need for further research 

which examines all three types of samples in the same research study, stalkers, 

victims and community members, as this would provide the best test of any 

theoretical tenets.  All three samples will be examined in the current thesis. 

The third problem is that while stalking research in Australia is slowly 

growing, much of the focus is on stalking perpetration (MacKenzie et al., 2008; 

McEwan, Mullen, MacKenzie, & Ogloff, 2009; McEwan & Strand, 2013; Mullen et 

al., 1999; Ogilvie, 2000; Purcell, Flower, & Mullen, 2009; Purcell, Moller, et al., 

2009; Thompson & Dennison, 2008), with some research on victimisation (Purcell et 

al., 2002, 2005; Turmanis & Brown, 2006) and research with community members 

(Dennison & Thomson, 2000, 2002).  The research to be conducted for the current 

thesis will expand upon the research conducted in Australia, exploring perpetration, 

victimisation and psychological reactions to stalking, including the anticipated 

reactions of community members to stalking vignettes.     

The fourth problem is that most previous research has only used a single-

method, as opposed to a mixed-method approach, to collect data about stalking.  A 

self-report questionnaire has been solely employed in previous research to examine 

stalking victimisation (Geistman et al., 2013; McNamara & Marsil, 2012; Morgan & 

Kavanaugh, 2011; Purcell et al., 2005; Sheridan & Lyndon, 2012), stalking 

perpetration (Basile & Hall, 2011; Davis et al., 2000; De Smet et al., 2011; Dye & 

Davis, 2003; Ménard & Pincus, 2012; Thompson & Dennison, 2008), community 

members’ and university students’ responses to stalking vignettes (Cass, 2011; Cass 

& Rosay, 2012; Cupach & Spitzberg, 2000; Sheridan & Scott, 2010; Sinclair, 2012), 



 
 

 

17  
  

  

both perpetration and victimisation (Dutton & Winstead, 2006; Fox, Nobles, & Akers, 

2011; Nobles & Fox, 2013; Winkleman & Winstead, 2011) and both victims’ and 

community members’ responses to stalking (Yanowitz, 2006).  Other research has 

used an interview to gain information on victimisation (Baum et al., 2009; Brewster, 

2003; Jordan et al., 2007; Logan & Walker, 2010; Melton, 2007; Morgan, 2010; Ngo 

& Paternoster, 2013a; Tjaden & Thoennes, 1998; Tjaden et al., 2000) or perpetration 

(Mumm & Cupach, 2010).  Only a few studies have used case files of stalkers 

(Kienlen, Birmingham, Solberg, & O'Regan, 1997; Malsch et al., 2011; Mullen et al., 

1999; Rosenfeld, 2003) or court transcripts to investigate stalking perpetration 

(Morrison, 2001, 2008; Purcell, Flower, et al., 2009; Purcell, Moller, et al., 2009; 

Rosenfeld, 2003; Thompson, 2010).  It is important to use a number of methods in 

order to achieve triangulation and surety of research results.     

Only a few studies have used a mixed-method approach to examine stalking 

(Malsch et al., 2011; McEwan et al., 2009; Meloy et al., 2011; Morrison, 2001, 2008; 

Ogilvie, 2000; Rosenfeld, 2003; Strand & McEwan, 2012).  These previous studies 

ranged from employing two methods, such as examining police statistics and court 

statistics (Ogilvie, 2000) or court transcripts and news stories (Morrison, 2001, 2008) 

to studies using multiple methods, for example clinical interviews, psychometric 

testing, referral information, police reports and victim impact statements (McEwan et 

al., 2009).  Other studies have also employed multiple methods (Rosenfeld, 2003; 

Strand & McEwan, 2012).  The research to be conducted for this thesis will employ a 

self-report questionnaire containing victimisation and vignette sections and, in 

addition, an analysis of court transcripts, a rarity in previous stalking research.  

    In sum, previous stalking research has largely lacked a theoretical basis and 

where theory has been employed, the theories have mostly focused on the stalker.  

The current thesis proposes a situational approach to stalking perpetration, 

victimisation and psychological reactions to stalking, focusing on social and physical 

environments structuring stalking and psychological reactions rather than the reasons 

stalkers offend.  A second issue was that previous research focused solely on 

perpetration, victimisation or community members, with only a few studies examining 

a couple of these samples and no research examining all three.  The research for the 

current thesis applies a situational approach to examine stalking perpetration, 

victimisation and psychological reactions to stalking, including the anticipated 
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reactions of community members to stalking vignettes.  The third issue was the slowly 

expanding base of Australian research with a focus on perpetration research.  The 

current research proposes to expand upon this previous Australian research by 

examining perpetration, victimisation and community members’ anticipated reactions 

to stalking vignettes.  The fourth and final issue was that previous research has mainly 

used a single method, as opposed to mixed-method, approach to conducting stalking 

research.  The research for the current thesis will employ three methods to collect 

data, the analysis of court transcripts, and the use of stalking vignettes and a section 

on stalking victimisation in a self-report questionnaire.  The use of these three 

methods provides an ability to investigate perpetration, victimisation and actual or 

anticipated psychological reactions to stalking.  In the following sections, situational 

theories and perspectives will be outlined with a view to justifying a situational 

approach to stalking.     

2.3 Situational Theories 

Situational theories incorporate a focus on the immediate environments 

influencing offenders or criminal opportunities; these theories form a part of 

environmental criminology which focuses on the influence of the built and social 

environment on criminal actions (Tillyer, Miller, & Tillyer, 2011; Wortley & 

Mazerolle, 2008).  Three key situational theories or approaches are the routine activity 

approach (Cohen & Felson, 1979), the rational choice perspective (Clarke & Cornish, 

1985), and crime pattern theory (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993a).  The literature 

is divided over whether routine activity and rational choice are termed theories, 

approaches or perspectives.  As the original authors prefer the terms routine activity 

approach (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Felson & Cohen, 1980) and rational choice 

perspective (Clarke, 2005, 1997), these terms will be adopted for the remainder of this 

thesis.  However, for ease of reference, the term theories will be employed when 

collectively referencing routine activity, rational choice and crime pattern theory.  

These three theories are often referred to as opportunity theories, due to the notion 

that opportunities to commit crime, arising in certain physical and social 

environments, are the root cause of crime (Felson & Clarke, 1998; Mair & Mair, 

2003).  Significantly, Felson and Clarke (1998) posit that opportunities are inherent in 

bringing about all crimes, including sexual assault and domestic violence.  For 
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example, carrying out domestically violent acts requires the absence of those who 

might intervene, such as family members, friends or neighbours (Felson & Clarke, 

1998).  Therefore opportunity is important in bringing about crime and is the basis of 

the three theories.   

The three theories can be differentiated by their loci of focus (Felson & 

Clarke, 1998).  The routine activity approach exists at the macro-level given the focus 

on the social structural level, where changes in society are said to alter opportunities 

for crime at the individual level.  Crime pattern theory exists at the meso-level, where 

the focus is the local area/neighbourhood/community in terms of how offenders travel 

through space and become aware of opportunities to commit crime.  Finally, the 

rational choice approach exists at the micro-level as the focus is on individuals and 

their decisions (Clarke, 2000, 2005; Felson & Clarke, 1998; Wortley & Mazerolle, 

2008).  Each of these theories will be described in more detail in the following 

sections to outline the situational approach to analysing crimes.     

2.3.1 Routine Activity Approach 

The routine activity approach is a macro-level explanation of victimisation 

(Cohen & Felson, 1979).  Changes at the structural level, for example, employment 

rates, may impact individuals’ daily noncriminal activities allowing for greater 

opportunities for crime at the individual level (Cohen & Felson, 1979).  Consequently 

this macro theory has micro-level implications (Wortley & Mazerolle, 2008).  Crimes 

occur when potential victims, going about their routines, intersect with potential 

offenders, creating spatiotemporally defined opportunities for crime occurrence 

(Cohen & Felson, 1979; Felson, 2010).  While individuals’ legal everyday routines 

feed opportunities for illegal actions (Akers & Sellers, 2004; Campbell Augustine, 

Wilcox, Ousey, & Clayton, 2002; Cohen & Felson, 1979), victims are not responsible 

for their victimisation, rather their routine activities determine their likelihood of 

being victimised (Deslauriers-Varin & Beauregard, 2010).  These activities may occur 

at a person’s home, workplace, leisure facilities or other locations (Cohen & Felson, 

1979; Miethe, Stafford, & Long, 1987).  The more overlap between the daily activities 

of potential offenders and victims, the greater the chances of victimisation (Groff, 

Weisburd, & Yang, 2010); therefore risky routines increase likelihood of 

victimisation (Averdijk, 2011; Rodgers & Roberts, 1995).   
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In order for victimisation to occur, there must exist three minimum situational 

conditions (Clarke & Felson, 1993).  These conditions are a convergence in location 

and time of (1) suitable victims/targets, (2) likely offenders, and (3) a lack of capable 

guardians that could avert the crime (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Cohen, Felson, & Land, 

1980; Felson & Clarke, 1998).  The convergence of these conditions constitutes a 

crime triangle (Eck, 2003; Felson, 2006), displayed in Figure 2.1.  Given the proposed 

absence of a capable guardian, the crime triangle consists of a place for a crime, a 

likely offender and a suitable victim (Clarke & Eck, 2005).  However, it is important 

to note that this triangle ignores the element of time in the crime event.  

Figure 2.1: The Crime Triangle 

Source: Eck, J. (2003). Police problems: The complexity of problem theory, research and evaluation 

(p.89). Mainstreaming Problem-Oriented Policy. Crime Prevention Studies (Volume 15), edited by J. 

Knuttson. Copyright © 2003 by Lynne Rienner Publishers, Inc. Used with permission of the publisher. 

Guardians have been theorised as most often being anyone close to the 

potential criminal space or whose presence was likely to stop a crime from occurring 

(Akers & Sellers, 2004; Felson & Clarke, 1998), such as neighbours or friends 

(Clarke & Felson, 1993).  In the original approach, capable guardianship was vaguely 

conceptualised as functions of supervision that people carry out in their everyday 

routines (Cohen & Felson, 1979).  Felson (1995) later expanded on this initial notion 

by noting that guardians need both to be present and to monitor their surroundings.  

Somewhat differently, Cohen recognised that capable guardians are those that can 

prevent crime merely by their physical presence or by taking some type of action 

(Cohen & Cantor, 1980; Cohen, Cantor, & Kluegel, 1981; Cohen et al., 1980; Cohen, 

Kluegel, & Land, 1981).  Reynald (2009; 2010, 2011) combined both Felson’s and 

In order to comply with copyright this image has been removed.
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Cohen’s notions, developing a three stage model of capable guardianship, (1) 

availability of a guardian, (2) the guardian’s capability for active monitoring or 

surveillance and (3) the guardian’s willingness to intervene, where the guardian takes 

direct action in the situation.  Reynald (2010, 2011) argues taking direct action against 

the stalker is the ultimate demonstration of capability as a guardian.   

While the routine activity approach is a macro-level approach, macro-level 

issues impact individuals, meaning it is possible to analyse crime at the micro level.  

There are five micro elements in crime occurrence in the theory: the victim, the 

offender, the time the crime occurs, the location of the crime, and capable 

guardianship (Eck, 1994, 2003; Groff, 2007; Schwartz & Pitts, 1995).  The routine 

activity approach takes the motivation of an offender as a given; consequently more 

focus is placed on victims (Arnold, Keane, & Baron, 2005; Cohen & Felson, 1979; De 

Coster, Estes, & Mueller, 1999; Eck & Weisburd, 1995; Felson, 1995; Felson & 

Clarke, 1998; Groff, 2008; Nagin & Paternoster, 1993; Waldner & Berg, 2008).  

Victims’ daily routines lead them to intersect with offenders, which makes them 

available to be victimised at particular times and locations.  Time and location are 

central in the routine activity approach due to the theoretical basis drawing from the 

theory of human ecology espoused by Hawley (Caywood, 1998; Clarke & Felson, 

1993; Felson & Cohen, 1980; Hawley, 1950).  The theory of human ecology was 

concerned with space and time and how people’s behaviours differed at varied times 

of the day and how this drove an understanding of society (Clarke & Felson, 1993; 

Hawley, 1950).  The routine activity approach takes these elements and focuses on 

how time and space structure criminal activities (Clarke & Felson, 1993).  

Consequently, offenders and victims intersect at particular times and locations, with 

crime occurring when there is an absence of capable guardians who can avert the 

crime.  In sum, the five important micro elements of the routine activity approach are 

victims, offenders, time, location and capable guardianship.    

 There are four limitations of the routine activity approach.  One limitation is 

that the motivated offender is taken as a given, consequently there is no emphasis 

placed on understanding the reasons for offenders engaging in their actions (Arnold et 

al., 2005; Beauregard, Stone, Proulx, & Michaud, 2008).  However this is a 

victimisation theory, therefore emphasis on victims and guardianship rather than the 

motivations of offenders fits with the focus of the theory.  Moreover other theories 
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have not emphasised the importance of victims and guardians in the crime event, 

highlighting the strength of the routine activity approach (Arnold et al., 2005; 

Beauregard et al., 2008).  In addition, when empirical investigations are conducted, 

the routine activity approach is often paired with other situational theories that explain 

the motivations of the offender, such as the rational choice perspective, covering for 

the lack of focus on the offender in the routine activity approach (Braga, 2005).  

A second limitation is that the application of the theory could lead to victim 

blaming, as the victim’s routines are held to be part of the reason for their 

victimisation (Belknap, 1987).  The focus in the theory is on the routine activities of 

the victim, and how these routines can enhance their likelihood of victimisation, as 

being in particular places at particular times makes some people more vulnerable to 

victimisation than others (Clarke & Felson, 1993).  However the focus on the victim’s 

routines in the routine activity approach can also lead to suggestions of crime 

prevention techniques that can be employed by potential victims to change these 

routines, such as situational crime prevention.   

A third limitation is that the routine activity approach has largely ignored the 

importance of the social context in structuring the meaning of different situations 

(Bernburg & Thorolfur, 2001).  The routine activities of victims are not understood in 

terms of people engaging in routines because of their social meaning.  In addition, the 

motivation to offend is seen to derive from the situation rather than the social actors in 

that situation.  Consequentially, the social context is ignored (Bernburg & Thorolfur, 

2001).  However the guardianship element does introduce social roles into the theory, 

as guardians going about their routines follow social roles or through their 

relationship with potential victims, stop offending from occurring (Caywood, 1998).   

A further potential limitation of the routine activity approach is that it better 

explains property crimes as opposed to interpersonal and/or violent crimes (Bennett, 

1991; Miethe et al., 1987; Rodgers & Roberts, 1995).  For example, some research 

findings demonstrate that capable guardianship has more of a relationship with crimes 

of theft than of violence (Bennett, 1991; Cantor & Land, 1985) or was not related to 

interpersonal crimes but provided an explanation for property crimes (Bennett, 1991).  

In another study, three elements of the routine activity approach (location, victim, 

offender) were found to have stronger impact on risk for property crimes rather than 

violent interpersonal crimes (Miethe et al., 1987).  However, those who engaged more 
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often in activities outside the home at night were more likely to be the victims of 

violent crimes (Miethe et al., 1987), a similar finding to that discovered by Clarke et 

al. (1985); see also (Felson, 1993).  Further, Kennedy and Forde (1990) presented 

research results demonstrating exposure through risky routines was predictive of 

being a victim of violent offences.   

The routine activity approach has also been found to apply to many types of 

interpersonal crimes, in addition to property crimes.  Warr (1988) found that burglary 

and rape occurring after unlawful entry of the victim’s home were responsive to 

analogous opportunity structures, for example, a lack of capable guardians to protect 

the house or the victim.  The approach has also possessed some explanatory value 

with regards to other interpersonal crimes.  For example, personal assault 

victimisation of homeless adolescents (Hoyt, Ryan, & Cauce, 1999), the reduced risk 

of the elderly in relation to street crime victimisation (Clarke et al., 1985), 

intimidation or harassment of the Amish (Byers & Crider, 2002), sexual harassment in 

workplaces (De Coster et al., 1999) and college campuses (Clodfelter, Turner, 

Hartman, & Kuhns, 2010), sexual assault of female undergraduate university and 

college students (Jackson, Gilliland, & Veneziano, 2006; Schwartz, DeKeseredy, Tait, 

& Alvi, 2001; Schwartz & Pitts, 1995), sexual assault of male university students 

(Tewksbury & Mustaine, 2001), geographic variability in rates of rape (Maume, 

1989), patterns of child homicide (Boudreaux, Lord, & Jarvis, 2001), targets of sexual 

murderers of children (Beauregard et al., 2008) and homicide (Massey & McKean, 

1985).  Consequently, the routine activity approach is applicable to interpersonal 

crimes. 

To the author’s knowledge, only three previous studies (Fisher et al., 2002; 

Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1999; Reyns et al., 2011) have applied the routine activity 

approach to stalking.  Mustaine and Tewksbury (1999) and Fisher et al. (2002), both 

examined the victimisation experiences of females university students in America, 

whereas Reyns et al., (2011) studied the cyberstalking experiences of both male and 

female American university students.  Mustaine and Tewksbury (1999) conducted a 

study with 861 American female university students.  Participants were asked to 

identify whether they had experienced behaviour they thought of as stalking in the 

previous six months, with 90 participants identifying as stalking victims.  The 

researchers examined the activities of the victims in terms of increasing victimisation 
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risk, rather than examining the characteristics of stalkers and the specific actions they 

engaged in.  The researchers found that people who engaged in risky routines, namely 

drug taking and being in public places, and those who lived in places where there was 

a lack of capable guardians, were more likely to be stalked.   

Fisher et al. (2002) examined the results of a national USA study of stalking 

victimisation amongst female college students.  There were 581 participants who met 

the definition of a stalking victim within the previous seven months (whether 

someone repeatedly followed, watched, telephoned, wrote, emailed or communicated 

in ways that seemed obsessive or made the person afraid or fearful for their safety).  

The stalkers were primarily males (98%) and often known to their victim, with over 

40% of stalkers being current or ex-partners and almost a quarter being classmates of 

the victims.  Most victims experienced multiple contacts, with 75% of victims 

experiencing telephone calls, and half of the victims having their stalker wait around 

for them.  Regarding the location of stalking, most stalking occurred on campus 

(46%), with 31% occurring off campus and 23% of stalking occurring both on campus 

and off campus.  Similarly to the Mustaine and Tewksbury (1999) study, the 

researchers found that females whose routines exposed them to offenders, such as 

being in public and being employed, and those without available guardians, were 

more likely to be stalked {Fisher, 2002 #21}. 

Reyns et al. (2011) conducted a study with 974 male and female college 

students to examine cyberstalking.  The definition of a cyberstalking victim was when 

someone in an online environment had been repeatedly: contacted after requesting the 

other person to halt their behaviours; harassed; received unwanted sexual advances; or 

threatened with violence.  Similarly to the previous two studies, participants who 

engaged in risky online activities, such as posting large numbers of personal 

photographs and having more social networking accounts, were more often stalked.  

Those participants who lacked capable guardianship were also more likely to be 

cyberstalked. 

Across the three studies, some of the micro elements of the routine activity 

approach were highlighted.  For example, regarding the location of stalking, being in 

public led to more stalking victimisation, with the likelihood of stalking victimisation 

being enhanced for women who regularly visited a shopping centre and for women 

who were employed (Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1999).  Moreover, females who spent 
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more time in places at which alcohol was available were more likely to be stalked 

(Fisher et al., 2002).  Relatedly, women were more often stalked if they had been 

drunk in public (Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1999).  In addition, women were stalked 

more often when they presumably lacked capable guardians, either by living away 

from their tertiary institution’s campus (Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1999) or by having 

no roommates (Fisher et al., 2002).  Having deviant online peers, a measure of a lack 

of capable guardianship, was also predictive of cyberstalking (Reyns et al., 2011).  

These studies show the promise of applying the situational approach to stalking. 

 In summary then, given the applicability of the routine activity approach to 

stalking, situational explanations of stalking will be further explored in the current 

thesis.  The five micro elements of the routine activity approach were outlined as 

offenders, victims, times and locations of offending, and the presence or absence of 

capable guardians.  Therefore, these micro elements will be examined in research for 

the current thesis to determine whether situational explanations can assist in 

understanding stalking perpetration, victimisation, and psychological reactions to 

stalking.     

2.3.2 Crime Pattern Theory 

Crime pattern theory (Brantingham & Brantingham, 2008) exists at the meso-

level, between the macro and micro levels.  Similarly to the routine activity approach, 

in crime pattern theory, opportunities for crime arise through offenders’, rather than 

victims’, daily routines (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993a, 1993b).  These routine 

activities are shaped by the environmental backcloth, which incorporates physical, 

legal, economic, social, cultural and temporal environments (Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 1993b).  As an example, the layout of pedestrian paths, streets, cities 

and transportation routes shape how people move from one location to another 

(routine activities) and therefore impacts offenders’ awareness of different 

opportunities to commit crime (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993b; Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 2008; Johnson & Bowers, 2010).  Offenders become aware of certain 

spaces (awareness spaces) when legitimately or illegitimately progressing between 

significant locations, such as home and work (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993a; 

Markson, Woodhams, & Bond, 2010).  Suitable targets or opportunities are usually 

found within these awareness spaces, or at significant locations or on journeys 
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between them (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993a, 1993b).  This is because 

offenders can only commit crimes at locations of which they are aware and only if 

they have the suitable means to offend against the target (Johnson, 2010).  

Consequently crime is the result of a process of filtering, where some potential 

offenders are channelled to places and situations favourable to criminal activities 

(Brantingham, Brantingham, & Taylor, 2005), resulting in varied spatiotemporal 

patterns of crime.  At a macro level, these patterns of crimes and criminal offenders 

permit an understanding of crime in particular societies (Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 2008; Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993a).   

Crime pattern theory compliments the routine activity approach.  In crime 

pattern theory, the routine activities of offenders lead to a spatiotemporal convergence 

of (1) a law that makes certain actions illegal and punishable, (2) an offender ready to 

commit that crime, (3) a target/victim that the act is aimed at, and (4) a situation 

consisting of social and physical conditions which increase the appeal of committing 

the act (Brantingham & Brantingham, 2012; Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993a).  

The two elements of ready offenders and suitable victims coincide with elements 

outlined in the routine activity approach, as does the routine activities of individuals 

leading to crime occurrence.  However, while it is usually offenders’ routines shaping 

the spatiotemporal likelihood of crime, potential victims’ routines may also contribute 

(Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993a), as victims move in similar patterns of space 

and time to offenders (Brantingham & Brantingham, 2008; Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 1995).   

While crime pattern theory is a meso-level theory, the meso-level patterns 

have impact at the individual level.  Similarly to the routine activity approach, the five 

micro elements of offenders, victims, time and location of crime, and capable 

guardianship are important for crime occurrence in crime pattern theory.  Offenders 

and victims coincide due to their daily activities in time and location.  When offenders 

move through their daily routines, they come into contact with locations where crime 

is more likely (Eck & Weisburd, 1995).  Offenders offend at places, but the 

characteristics of places, such as an absence of capable guardians, influence crimes 

(Eck & Weisburd, 1995).  Additionally, offender decisions are made regarding the 

suitability of targets existing within certain contexts, according to elements such as 

time and location (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993b).  Therefore when considering 
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crime pattern theory at a micro-level, the five micro elements of victim, offender, 

time, location, and capable guardianship are highlighted as influencing the occurrence 

of crime.   

 There are five limitations of crime pattern theory.  The first limitation is that 

the notion of activity spaces tends to be static rather than dynamic (Bernasco, 2010; 

Bernasco & Kooistra, 2010).  Consequently changes in activity spaces are not 

acknowledged in the theory, rather activity spaces appear fixed.  However, activity 

spaces are not permanently fixed.  People change jobs, homes and recreational 

activities, meaning that activity spaces change over time.  This change in activity 

spaces is not acknowledged in the theory (Bernasco, 2010; Bernasco & Kooistra, 

2010).  However the theory could be extended to consider these new activity spaces. 

A second limitation is that the theorists do not explicitly acknowledge that 

memory persists for previous activity spaces for some time after the person no longer 

uses that activity space, for example, changing homes or employment (Bernasco, 

2010; Bernasco & Kooistra, 2010).  Memory would be even more persistent for places 

where people have lived for a long period of time as opposed to a short period of time 

(Bernasco & Kooistra, 2010).  Therefore previous activity spaces could influence 

offending and the theory would not be able to account for these types of crimes.   

A third limitation is that, due to the lack of acknowledgement of the dynamic 

nature of activity spaces and the persistence of memory for previous activity spaces, 

pathways between previous activity spaces and new activity spaces are not recognised 

(Bernasco, 2010; Bernasco & Kooistra, 2010).  The pathways between old and new 

activity spaces could offer further opportunities for offenders to commit crimes; the 

theory would not be able to account for these types of crimes. 

A fourth limitation of the theory is the assumption that crime always occurs in 

awareness spaces.  However crimes could also occur in spaces outside of the 

offender’s general routine activities (Bichler, Christie-Merrall, & Sechrest, 2011).  

The theorists do not account for these occurrences, therefore there is no explanation 

provided for crimes that occur outside awareness spaces. 

A fifth limitation is that the theorists do not recognise the social nature of 

offending; the social context of offending is important, in addition to offenders’ 

routine activities (Bichler et al., 2011).  For example, juveniles are influenced by 

delinquent peers as well as juveniles’ own routine movements between home and 
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school.  Therefore the motivations to commit crime may arise from social influences 

as opposed to opportunities that arise as the offender travels from place to place.         

Despite these limitations, crime pattern theory has been applied to both 

interpersonal and property crimes.  As well as explaining property offences, the daily 

routines in which offenders engage also shape the timing and location of interpersonal 

crimes (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993b).  Property offences are more likely to 

occur along offenders’ daily paths of travel and at important locations (Brantingham 

& Brantingham, 1993b, 1995), and at or near places that attract a large proportion of 

the population, whereas interpersonal crimes are more likely to occur at home or at 

locations where people drink (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993b).  Assault of a 

spouse usually occurs at night or on the weekend, at home or at a bar (Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 1993a).  Approximately 40% of homicide offenders lived in the place 

or within a block of the place where a homicide occurred (Bullock, 1955).  

Furthermore, Hesseling (1992) found violent crimes were committed in the offender’s 

local area, whereas property offences involved travel further from the offender’s local 

area.  Therefore interpersonal crimes are influenced by offender routines similarly to 

the routine activity approach, where victims’ routines influenced crimes. 

 In summary, according to crime pattern theory, due to an offender’s routine 

activities, they would be more likely to offend against particular victims at certain 

times and locations, particularly in the absence of capable guardians.  In the 

discussion above, it was also noted that crime pattern theory could be applied to 

interpersonal crimes, therefore highlighting the situational perspective as relevant for 

interpersonal crimes, including stalking.  Consequently in the current thesis, a 

situational approach will be taken to investigating stalking perpetration, victimisation 

and psychological reactions to stalking.      

2.3.3 Rational Choice Perspective 

The rational choice perspective exists at a micro-level of analysis (Seipel & 

Eifler, 2010), where criminal offending is seen to be the result of decisions and 

choices made by potential offenders rather than resulting from individuals’ inherent 

offending dispositions (Clarke & Cornish, 1985; Cornish & Clarke, 1987).  Most 

offending behaviour is mundane, takes advantage of opportunities presented, and is 

engaged in by way of rational thought processes (Clarke, 1985; Clarke & Cornish, 



 
 

 

29  
  

  

1985).  Therefore, crime is not pathological but commonplace and committed by 

reasoning offenders who think in similar ways to nonoffenders (Fattah, 1993).  

Decisions may be made consciously, subconsciously or contain elements of both 

conscious and unconscious thought, but the decisions are not random and can be 

reconstructed (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993a).     

The overall model of offender decision-making is one of utility (Dugan & 

Apel, 2005; Paternoster & Simpson, 1993).  Offenders commit crimes to gain specific 

benefits or for certain purposes (Benson & Simpson, 2009; Cornish & Clarke, 1987; 

Felson & Clarke, 1998; Guerette & Santana, 2010; Guerette, Stenius, & McGloin, 

2005; Paternoster, 1989; Wortley, 2004).  Essentially, offenders engage in a decision 

calculus in relation to a particular environment, evaluating costs and benefits of 

criminal actions, as well as effort involved (Clarke & Cornish, 1985).  Simplistically, 

potential offenders will engage in criminal actions if the benefits of the crime 

outweigh the risks/costs (Benson & Simpson, 2009; Bouffard, 2002; van Dijk, 1994).  

That is, offenders rationally try to maximise benefits whilst minimising risks/costs 

(Jeffery & Zahm, 1993).  Importantly, risks are not identically perceived; the same 

risk can attract or repel different offenders.  Offenders also differ within themselves, 

dependent on mood and situation, as to willingness to take a risk.  Therefore rational 

decision making is relative and subjective (Fattah, 1993).  It is important to 

acknowledge that no matter how fast or rudimentary the process of decision-making, 

rationality is theorised to be displayed (Beauregard, Rossmo, & Proulx, 2007; Felson 

& Clarke, 1998).     

Rationality is seen as limited (Akers & Sellers, 2004; Clarke & Felson, 1993; 

Jeffery & Zahm, 1993) or bounded (Beauregard et al., 2007; Clarke & Cornish, 1985; 

Farrell, 2010; Guerette & Santana, 2010; Seipel & Eifler, 2010; Tillyer & Eck, 2011; 

Tillyer et al., 2011).  Decisions are constrained by environmental, situational or 

intrapersonal factors, so the best choice is made amongst available possibilities 

(Fattah, 1993).  The offender might have limited information, restraints on the time 

and effort they can commit to a decision or inaccurate information or perceptions 

(Guerette & Santana, 2010; Trasler, 1993).  There could be other effects on offenders’ 

rational decision making, such as impairment from substance intoxication, emotional 

interference, diminished intelligence, or impairment from mental health issues 

(Beauregard et al., 2007; Farrell, 2010; Felson & Clarke, 1998; Schnebly, 2002; 
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Seipel & Eifler, 2010; Tillyer et al., 2011).  Additionally, offenders do not weigh all 

risks and rewards present in particular situations (Birks, Townsley, & Stewart, 2012; 

Felson & Clarke, 1998; Paternoster, 1989; Rossmo & Harries, 2009).  Furthermore, 

rationality is relative; what an offender perceives as rational, an observer may not 

(Fattah, 1993).  Therefore rationality posed by the rational choice perspective is 

limited.      

Similarly to crime pattern theory and the routine activity approach, five micro 

elements of crime events can be identified in the rational choice perspective.  These 

elements are the offender, the victim, the time and location of the crime, and capable 

guardianship.  The offender’s selection of victims depends heavily on physical and 

social contexts within which offenders and victims are located (Clarke & Felson, 

1993; Groff, 2007; Guerette et al., 2005; Jeffery & Zahm, 1993; Terry & Ackerman, 

2008; Tillyer & Eck, 2011).  Consequently the risks, rewards and effort related to 

particular environments will be considered by the offender prior to committing an 

offence (Beauregard et al., 2007; Guerette et al., 2005; Tillyer & Eck, 2011).  The 

micro elements of the crime event considered by the offender may include the 

potential victim (their suitability to the offender), time and location (differing risks 

and rewards at different times and locations), and capable guardianship (whether other 

people are present to prevent the crime or report the offender).  To expand further on 

some of these points, certain times and locations might present better opportunities to 

commit crimes unobserved by other parties.  Therefore there may exist common 

spatio-temporal patterns of crimes for individuals and across individuals due to the 

reduced risks of being observed or caught by capable guardians at these times and 

locations. 

Within the literature, limitations of the rational choice perspective have been 

identified, for example: (1) the inability to identify offender choices (Jeffery & Zahm, 

1993); (2) the incompleteness of the theoretical framework (De Haan & Vos, 2003); 

and (3) that investigations of the theoretical tenets have mainly been conducted with 

property not interpersonal crimes (Bachman, Paternoster, & Ward, 1992).  Fattah 

(1993) contends that the rationality espoused in the theory is demonstrated by 

offenders’ declarations about their ‘rational’ criminal behaviours, that targets are not 

selected at random indicating a rational selection process, and that willingness to take 

risks varies by mood and situation.  However Jeffery and Zahm (1993) note that it is 
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impossible to observe or empirically study choices, as these choices occur within the 

mind of an offender.  Choice can only be inferred by observing the behaviours of 

individuals (Jeffery & Zahm, 1993); see also (Birks, 2011).  Therefore it is difficult to 

conclusively state that rational choices have been made and to evaluate the 

propositions of the theory.  This is one limitation of the rational choice perspective.   

In addition to this limitation of the inability to observe rational choices, a 

second limitation is the lack of a comprehensive theoretical explanation of offender 

decision-making.  For example, moral beliefs of offenders are not considered in the 

theory (Bachman et al., 1992; De Haan & Vos, 2003) nor are emotions (Loewenstein, 

Nagin, & Paternoster, 1997).  However, the original theorists prefer the term rational 

choice perspective; rational choice is not meant to be a substantiative crime theory, 

rather it is a launching point for other theories or a framework for already developed 

theories to be located within (Clarke & Cornish, 1985; Clarke & Felson, 1993).  It is 

argued that the model of decision-making does not need to be complete, merely good 

enough to explain problems under investigation (Clarke & Cornish, 1985; Clarke & 

Felson, 1993).   

A third limitation is much of the research investigating the perspective focuses 

on property rather than interpersonal crimes.  However, the studies that have been 

conducted with interpersonal crimes demonstrate the applicability of the theory to 

these types of crimes.  An example is contained within the findings of a national 

American victim survey, where resistance by victims lowered the odds of completed 

rapes (increased effort versus benefit) and rapes were more often committed in private 

settings, thereby avoiding risks of public locations (Guerette & Santana, 2010).  In 

addition, rational choices have been established in perceptions of engaging in dating 

violence (Miller & Simpson, 1991), intentions to engage in date rape (Bouffard & 

Bouffard, 2011), self-reported predictions of committing sexual assault (Bachman et 

al., 1992; Nagin & Paternoster, 1993), serial sexual offending (Beauregard et al., 

2007), inmate violence related to telephone use (La Vigne, 1994), violence committed 

by youths (Matsueda et al., 2006) and gun-use in armed robbery (Harding, 1990).   

In summary, the rational choice perspective exists at the micro-level of 

analysis.  The perspective highlighted the importance of the five micro-level elements 

of offenders, victims, time, location, and capable guardianship in crime occurrence.  It 
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was also noted that the rational choice perspective was applicable to interpersonal 

crimes, such as sexual offending, not just property crimes.   

2.4 Common Elements of the Three Theories 

It was clear from the above discussion that the micro elements of crime events 

were important in explaining the occurrence of crimes.  Taking the three theories 

together, some of the important micro-level elements were offenders (their decision 

making, routines and intersection with the victim), victims (routines and intersection 

with the offender), time and location, and the presence or absence of capable 

guardianship.  That is, the victim, offender and context (both physical and social) 

were highlighted in the review of theory.  For the current thesis, these elements will 

be located and examined in instances of stalking. 

In addition, all three theories have been applied to interpersonal crimes.  The 

applicability of these theories to particular types of interpersonal crimes indicates the 

situational approach has relevance to interpersonal crimes.  Consequently, in the 

current thesis one particular perspective within the situational approach, Meier et al’s 

(2001) criminal event perspective, will be considered in relation to stalking 

perpetration, victimisation and actual or anticipated psychological reactions to 

stalking.  The micro elements found to be of relevance in each of the theories coalesce 

in the criminal event perspective proposed by Meier et al. (2001), which is discussed 

in the next section.   

2.5 Meier et al’s Criminal Event Perspective 

Focusing on the criminal event, as opposed to the offender and their 

motivations, allows an ability to discern “why, where, when and how particular 

crimes occur” (Tilley & Farrell, 2012, p. foreword).  Consequently, explanations for 

crime occurrence rest not with offenders but the contexts in which offences occur and 

the people involved in the crime (Deslauriers-Varin & Beauregard, 2010; Eck & 

Weisburd, 1995; Groff, 2007; Guerette & Santana, 2010; Meier et al., 2001; Sherley, 

2005).  Meier et al. (2001) proposed a criminal event perspective based on these 

notions.  In addition to the victim and offender, the context of a crime comprised a 

location and a time, a social situation or capable guardianship, interpersonal 

relationships (perceptions of situations, expected roles, and accepted reactions to 
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others’ behaviours), legal regulations, and larger characteristics of the neighbourhood 

and community (e.g., politics, economic climate) (Meier et al., 2001).  The term 

context, as used in this thesis, comprises both a physical setting and a social climate.  

Moreover, the crime as an event perspective incorporates this context together with 

aspects of the victim and the offender.  However, the focus in the current thesis will 

be upon the micro-level aspects of the crime event, that is offenders and victims, 

relationships, locations, times, and potential capable guardianship, and not the larger 

notions of legal regulations and characteristics of the neighbourhood or community.  

The micro elements of victim, offender, time, location, and capable guardianship 

present in the routine activity approach, crime pattern theory and the rational choice 

perspective just discussed are present in this perspective, with the addition of the 

interpersonal relationship between the victim and offender.  The addition of the 

interpersonal relationship allows further exploration of the important aspects of 

stalking events and interconnections between the elements of events.  Therefore Meier 

et al’s (2001) criminal event perspective will be used in the current thesis as an 

analytical tool to examine stalking, with stalking events being used as a term to 

collectively refer to victims, stalkers, relationships, times, locations and capable 

guardianship.   

Interactions exist between potential offenders and their physical and social 

surroundings, such that particular contexts cue an offender that there is potential to 

commit an offence (Mayhew & Hough, 2012; Rossmo & Harries, 2009).  The 

spatiotemporal variation of crime (Brantingham & Brantingham, 2008; Eck, 2002; 

Felson, 2010; Pitcher & Johnson, 2011; Ratcliffe, 2006; Tillyer et al., 2011; Tseloni, 

Ntzoufras, Nicolaou, & Pease, 2010) occurs because certain contexts contain more 

real or perceived opportunities for an offender to commit an offence than others 

(Tillyer et al., 2011; Tompson & Townsley, 2010).  Consequently criminal behaviour 

results when individuals and contexts interact (Brantingham et al., 1977; Mayhew & 

Hough, 2012).  If an opportunity to commit a crime does not exist, then no crime will 

occur, no matter the criminal inclination of potential offenders (Clarke, 1997; Felson 

& Clarke, 1998; Guerette & Santana, 2010; Matsueda et al., 2006).  Understanding 

the context and how this structures criminal decisions and influences behaviours 

entails a more complete understanding of the crime event and also allows patterns of 

crimes to be discerned (Felson & Clarke, 1998; Mayhew & Hough, 2012).  This, 
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however, does not mean that only the contexts of criminal events are important; 

indeed because the person and the context interact, both are important, but context 

cannot be ignored (Eck & Weisburd, 1995).  In Meier et al’s (2001) criminal event 

perspective, both offenders and victims are considered, in addition to the physical and 

social contexts of crime.    

2.6 Situational Crime Prevention 

Certain contexts generate criminal opportunities.  Offenders may then choose 

to take advantage of these opportunities.  Therefore to restrict or eliminate criminal 

opportunities, the opportunity structure of certain settings must be altered.  The 

alteration of opportunity structures is the premise of situational crime prevention 

(Eck, 2002; Farrell, 2010; Guerette & Santana, 2010; Mayhew & Hough, 2012; 

Reyns, 2010).  Situational crime prevention and the rational choice perspective were 

both developed by Clarke (Clarke, 1997).  The setting is analysed to reveal specific 

triggers for criminal activity (Reyns, 2010), and consequently, measures are instituted 

to reduce opportunities and benefits and increase risks (Mayhew & Hough, 2012).   

Previous research has already suggested tactics to limit opportunities for 

cyberstalking (Reyns, 2010), stalking on university campuses (Fisher et al., 2002; 

Truman & Mustaine, 2009), and stalking more generally (Spence-Diehl, 2004; Spitz, 

2003).  Moreover, situational strategies have been suggested in relation to the 

prevention of interpersonal crimes, such as violence in hospital emergency 

departments (Henson, 2010), child sexual abuse by adult offenders (Leclerc, Wortley, 

& Smallbone, 2011), and child sexual abuse by Catholic priests (Terry & Ackerman, 

2008).  Therefore situational crime prevention has relevance to stalking, and further 

suggestions could be made in regards to specific stalking events.  However, as the 

priority of the current thesis is to identify the situational nature of stalking and 

psychological reactions, there is insufficient space to devote to discussing situational 

crime prevention further.    

2.7 The Situational Perspective and Stalking 

The aim in the current thesis is to determine whether a situational model of 

stalking could assist an understanding of stalking perpetration, victimisation and 

psychological reactions to stalking.  Psychological reactions will be explored in 
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Chapter 3.  This situational model will be based on Meier et al’s (2001) criminal event 

perspective which incorporates the elements of victim, offender, interpersonal 

relationship, time, location, and capable guardianship.  As the model of stalking will 

be based on the criminal event perspective, stalking events will be used to refer to 

instances of stalking.  The criminal event perspective has not previously been applied 

to stalking.  When stalking events are analysed, the analyses will focus on identifying 

the times and locations of stalking, interpersonal relationships between stalkers and 

victims, and absence of capable guardianship.  Further consideration will be given to 

these event elements in the next chapter, where research will be examined on these 

elements in incidents of stalking. 

2.8 Conclusion  

In this chapter, the situational approach was outlined.  Within this perspective, 

the routine activity approach, crime pattern theory, the rational choice perspective, 

and Meier et al’s (2001) criminal event perspective were examined, as was situational 

crime prevention.  Two observations were made from this examination of theory and 

prevention techniques.  The first observation was that the micro-level of the criminal 

event entailed an analysis of the elements of offenders, victims, time, location and 

capable guardianship.  The second observation was that Meier et al’s (2001) criminal 

event perspective was most relevant for examining stalking given the inclusion of 

interpersonal relationships in addition to elements of victims, offenders, time, 

location, and capable guardianship.  Based on these observations, the micro-level of 

the criminal event perspective will be investigated as a framework for understanding 

stalking in the current thesis. 
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CHAPTER 3: UNDERSTANDING STALKING AS A CRIME EVENT 

3.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, Meier et al’s (2001) criminal event perspective will be 

considered as a situational framework for understanding stalking and psychological 

reactions to stalking (stalking was defined in Chapter 1).  First, the criminal event 

perspective as it applies to stalking and psychological reactions will be investigated, 

together with the challenges of applying this perspective to stalking.  Second, the 

psychological reactions in regards to the crime event of stalking will be explored.  

Third, an examination of the research literature concerning the situational elements of 

stalking events and victims’ psychological reactions will be conducted.  This 

examination will focus on victims, offenders and their interpersonal relationships, the 

times and locations of stalking, and capable guardianship, and the reactions of fear, 

invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy.  Stalking actions will also be 

explored given their varied and likely situational nature.  Fourth, a situational model 

of stalking will be presented which incorporates the situational elements of stalking 

and psychological reactions.  The chapter concludes with a presentation of the specific 

research questions to be addressed over the three primarily descriptive studies 

conducted for this thesis, in which the situational model of stalking is employed to 

determine whether it can assist an understanding of stalking perpetration, 

victimisation and actual or anticipated psychological reactions to stalking.       

3.2 Criminal Event of Stalking  

The criminal event perspective highlights the importance of: offenders, 

victims and their interpersonal relationships; the times and locations of crimes; and 

capable guardianship at places of crimes (Meier et al., 2001).  Applying this 

perspective to stalking, stalking events would consist of stalkers, victims, their 

interpersonal relationships, the times and locations of stalking, and an absence of 

capable guardianship when stalking occurs.  However, there are three challenges with 

applying the criminal event perspective to stalking which must be considered, and in 

addition, will alter the elements included as part of stalking events.  There are three 

features of stalking which represent new ways in which to think about crime events, 

which were reviewed in Chapter 1: (1) the varied nature of stalking actions, (2) the 
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repeated nature of stalking actions, and (3) the requirement that the victim or a 

reasonable person be fearful or suffer psychological harm.  

To take account of the varied nature of stalking actions, in the current thesis, 

stalking actions will be treated as another element of the stalking event, together with 

the elements of victims, stalkers, interpersonal relationships, time, location and 

capable guardianship.  In the criminal event perspective, the action or behaviour, such 

as assault, is considered to be the outcome of the stalking event, rather than a part of 

the crime event (Meier et al., 2001).  However, as stalking actions vary so widely, 

these actions may be dependent on other aspects of the crime event, and therefore 

must be included together with the other situational elements to form stalking events.   

The repeated nature of stalking must also be acknowledged.  The repetition 

means that one crime event does not constitute a crime, instead multiple stalking 

events are needed to constitute stalking.  Consequently the elements of stalking events 

constitute victims, stalkers, relationships, stalking actions, times, locations, and 

capable guardianship.  Then repeated stalking events together become stalking.  

In addition, the requirement of fear or psychological harm on behalf of the 

victim or a reasonable person has not been considered from Meier et al’s (2001) 

criminal event perspective nor from the viewpoint of other situational theories.  

Applying this perspective to fear and psychological harm, the association between 

situational elements of stalking events and victims’ psychological harms should be 

considered.  Further, as the situational nature of stalking is being highlighted, 

psychological harms associated with environmental psychology should be considered, 

namely invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy (Gifford, 2014). 

In sum, the criminal event perspective on stalking in this thesis, otherwise 

termed stalking events, will constitute a focus on victims, stalkers, interpersonal 

relationships, stalking actions, locations, times, and capable guardianship (Meier et 

al., 2001).  Stalking actions are not normally considered within the criminal event 

perspective but have been added to acknowledge the importance of the varied nature 

of stalking actions and the interdependence of actions with other elements of stalking 

events.  In addition, repetition will be recognised in the perspective, with repeated 

events required to constitute stalking.  Further, the association between the situational 

elements of stalking events and fear, invasion of personal space and invasion of 

privacy will be considered, as fear or psychological harm is required for stalking to be 

acknowledged.  To provide preliminary support for further investigating elements of 
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stalking events and psychological reactions, research relating to these elements and 

psychological reactions will be reviewed in Section 3.4.  Prior to this review, the 

definitions of the three psychological reactions will be outlined.  

3.3 Psychological Reactions to Stalking 

The psychological reactions of victims are vital to the identification of 

stalking.  This is because the interpretation of actions as stalking may be assisted by 

how the person feels in relation to those actions (Abrams & Robinson, 2011; Amar, 

2007; Kamphuis & Emmelkamp, 2001).  Notably, the response of fear is commonly 

referred to in legislation (Cass, 2011; Cass & Rosay, 2012; Davis et al., 2012; Fox, 

Nobles, et al., 2009).  Fear will be explored in the next section, followed by invasion 

of personal space and then invasion of privacy, which are reactions to the situational 

nature of crimes.   

3.3.1 Fear 

The fear experienced by victims forms a part of legislative definitions of 

stalking, however there is some concern over fear as the sole measure of 

psychological reaction to stalking.  Research supports victims’ fear as being one of 

the central elements to the identification of stalking.  Jordan et al. (2007) queried 

1,010 female university students who had experienced classifiable stalking actions as 

to whether they felt the actions they experienced constituted stalking.  Over half of 

these participants did not acknowledge the actions they experienced as stalking and 

another 10% did not know whether the actions constituted stalking.  The determining 

factors in the identification of stalking were experiencing a high amount of fear and 

several different types of stalking acts (Jordan et al., 2007).  However, it was not fear 

in isolation that led to stalking identification.   

Women more commonly express fear in relation to stalking than men 

(Bjerregaard, 2000; Fox, Nobles, et al., 2009; Johnson & Kercher, 2009; Ngo & 

Paternoster, 2013b).  Davis, Coker and Sanderson (2002) found men were 13 times 

less likely than women to report being made very afraid by the stalking actions they 

had experienced.  In response to stalking vignettes, male respondents were also less 

likely to anticipate experiencing fear than were females (Hills & Taplin, 1998).  These 

research results of men reporting fear less often than women, means women are more 
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likely to meet a definition of stalking that encompasses fear (Fox, Nobles, et al., 

2009).  Therefore it would seem that males may be less likely to experience stalking 

simply because they are less likely to be afraid.  Moreover, not all women may 

experience fear in relation to stalking events.  Dietz and Martin (2007), analysing data 

from the National Violence Against Women survey, found that 25% of female 

stalking victims (N = 1,336) did not feel fearful.  Therefore people may feel the 

actions they have experienced constitute stalking but have not experienced the fear 

required by legislation (Blaauw et al., 2002).  Consequently, other psychological 

reactions to stalking may need to be considered. 

Employing a situational perspective to examine stalking, the importance of 

context or environments on psychological reactions is highlighted.  Therefore the 

corollary of examining stalking from a situational approach is that psychological 

reactions from the field of environmental psychology become relevant.  The focus of 

environmental psychology is the connections between people and their surroundings 

or environments (Gifford, 2014; Kaya & Erkíp, 1999).  Two concepts from 

environmental psychology are personal space and privacy (Gifford, 2014).  Personal 

space from an environmental psychology standpoint is about maintaining 

interpersonal distance with other people and privacy is about controlling others’ 

access to your personal information (Kaya & Erkíp, 1999).  Specifically, in the 

current thesis it will be examined as to how the personal space and privacy of victims 

are invaded by stalking. 

3.3.2 Invasion of Personal Space 

An important consequence of stalking events could be an invasion of personal 

space.  Personal space is theorised to encircle people and occasionally small groups 

(Taylor, 1988).  Evans and Wener (2007, p. 90) note that personal space represents 

“culturally accepted norms of interpersonal distance”.  This space is off-limits to other 

people most of the time (Evans & Howard, 1973; Khan & Kamal, 2010; Taylor, 

1988).  Essentially an invisible barrier is erected around the person and creates an area 

into which others are not allowed to enter (Brown & Yantis, 1996; Dean et al., 1976; 

DeBeer-Keston, Mellon, & Solomon, 1986; Fisher & Byrne, 1975; Hayduk, 1983; 

Sommer, 1959).  If someone does enter this perceived personal space without 

permission, then the person may feel discomfort, anxiety, or irritation (Barash, 1973; 
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Bogovic et al., 2014; Brown & Yantis, 1996; Dean et al., 1976; Harris et al., 1978; 

Rustemli, 1988; Taylor, 1988).  This physiological response in relation to invasion of 

personal space has been demonstrated in empirical research with invasions of personal 

space invoking physiological arousal (Middlemist, Knowles, & Matter, 1976) or stress 

(Kanaga & Flynn, 1981).   

Personal space is a psychological concept proposed to move with the 

individual as they move through spaces (Brown & Yantis, 1996; Curran, Blatchley, & 

Hanlon, 1978; Dean et al., 1976; Katsikitis & Brebner, 1981; Khan & Kamal, 2010; 

Leibman, 1970; Little, 1965; McDowell, 1972; Sommer, 1959).  This space can 

enlarge or decrease depending upon the situation the person is in (Hall, 1968; Hayduk, 

1981, 1983; Katsikitis & Brebner, 1981; Khan & Kamal, 2010; Leibman, 1970; Little, 

1965).  Therefore personal space is a different concept to territory, which has fixed 

and distinct physical barriers (Brown & Yantis, 1996; Cheyne & Efran, 1972; Dosey 

& Meisels, 1969; Hall, 1968; Katsikitis & Brebner, 1981; Little, 1965; Sommer, 

1959).  Further, personal space serves a self-protective function in that a person can 

regulate the space between themselves and another person to control physical or 

emotional threats (Bogovic et al., 2014; Dosey & Meisels, 1969; Evans & Eichelman, 

1974; Khan & Kamal, 2010; Nesbitt & Steven, 1974).  Personal space also serves as a 

means of arousal regulation as the person can control the amount of sensory 

information they receive to prevent themselves from being overwhelmed (Bogovic et 

al., 2014; Nesbitt & Steven, 1974).   

In empirical research, invasion of personal space has been found to vary by 

sex of the victim, with females more sensitive than males to another person invading 

their personal space (Ahmed, 1979; Hewitt & Henley, 1987; Khan & Kamal, 2010; 

Polit & LaFrance, 1977).  However, when personal space was investigated in a virtual 

world, although not in the context of stalking, Nassiri et al. (2005, 2010) found males 

were more anxious when invaded by other male avatars and females were the least 

anxious when invaded by a male avatar.  The researchers hypothesised this may have 

been because of the reduced risk of physical harm for women in a virtual environment 

as opposed to a real world environment.  Invasion of personal space will be examined 

in the current thesis in relation to the situational elements of stalking events.  The 

purpose will be to determine how invasion of personal space varies according to the 

event elements.   
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3.3.3 Invasion of Privacy 

While there are many definitions of privacy (Newell, 1994, 1995), privacy has 

been defined in previous stalking research as the protection of personal information 

from others (Cass, 2011; Henson et al., 2011).  Therefore, privacy will be defined in 

the current thesis as the freedom to control how much information a person receives 

from outsiders and how much information they let others know about themselves 

(Altman, 1975; Robson, 2008).  In order to regulate their privacy, people seek out or 

avoid social contact (Brown, 1992; Kaya & Weber, 2003).  Stalking victims may feel 

as if they cannot control the amount of information that the stalker knows about them, 

therefore experiencing an invasion of privacy (Spitzberg, Marshall, & Cupach, 2001).  

Further, stalking can invade privacy, even when the stalking actions occur in 

essentially public domains (Spitzberg & Hoobler, 2002).  Emotional stress or 

avoidance behaviours are some of the results of an invasion of privacy (Robson, 

2008).  Importantly, in a previous study employing stalking vignettes where victims 

experienced fear or an invasion of privacy, participants more often identified the 

vignettes including an invasion of privacy as representing stalking than vignettes 

including fear (Cass, 2011).  Moreover an invasion of privacy can be just as 

devastating as a physical assault (Cupach & Spitzberg, 2000)   

The research to be conducted for the current thesis is aimed at clarifying the 

relationship between invasion of privacy and elements of stalking events.  Previous 

research has demonstrated that certain actions may be termed as violating privacy, 

namely trespassing, breaking and entering, intruding upon friends/co-workers/family/ 

slander, and obtaining private information (Nicastro et al., 2000).  However, the 

researchers did not question victims to determine whether they felt their privacy was 

invaded when they experienced these actions.  Cupach and Spitzberg (2000) found 

that actions involving violation, namely taking photographs without the victim’s 

knowledge or consent, recording the victim’s conversations without their knowledge, 

breaking into the victim’s residence, and sending offensive photographs, led victims 

to feel an invasion of privacy.  In another study, community members who read a 

scenario involving repeated unwanted intrusions and an invasion of privacy stated that 

this represented stalking, even in the absence of fear (Dennison & Thomson, 2002).  

Consequently, further research is needed to examine the association between invasion 

of privacy and event elements.  The research to be conducted for the current thesis 
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will examine how invasion of privacy varies according to different elements of the 

stalking event.  These elements include relationship, stalking actions, time and 

location.  Further, Sheridan and Scott (2010) and Scott and Sheridan (2011) note 

situational variables should be taken into account when reactions to stalking are 

considered.  Consequently, in the next section, previous research examining the 

possible association between situational elements of stalking events and victims’ fear, 

invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy will be examined.    

3.4 Elements of the Criminal Event of Stalking and Psychological Reactions 

While previous research evaluating situational theories has focused largely on 

property crimes (see for example Bernasco & Luykx, 2003; Bowers & Johnson, 2005; 

Johnson et al., 2007; Lee & Alshalan, 2005; Paternoster, 1989; Piquero & Tibbetts, 

1996; Potchak, McGloin, & Zgoba, 2002), there has been increasing research on 

applying situational theories to interpersonal crimes (see for example Averdijk, 2011; 

Fisher, Daigle, & Cullen, 2010; Forde & Kennedy, 1997; Fox & Sobol, 2000; 

Garofalo, Siegel, & Laub, 1987; Hipp, Bauer, Curran, & Bollen, 2004; Piliavin, 

Gartner, Thornton, & Matsueda, 1986).  However, no research has yet examined 

Meier et al’s (2001) criminal event perspective and stalking.  In the following 

sections, research regarding elements of stalking events and psychological reactions to 

stalking will be reviewed.  Most of this research has not been conducted from a 

situational approach, demonstrating the importance of adopting a situational approach 

to stalking and bringing together these disparate research results.  Reviewed in turn 

will be research on the event elements of victims and stalkers, interpersonal 

relationships, stalking actions, locations, times, and capable guardianship.  The 

psychological reactions of fear, invasion of personal space, and invasion of privacy 

will also be discussed in relation to these elements.  In reviewing this research, the 

gaps in relation to stalking event elements and psychological reactions will be 

highlighted, providing the justification for the research to be conducted for the current 

thesis. 

3.4.1  Victims and Stalkers 

The occurrence of a stalking event requires a stalker and a victim.  The stalker 

must engage in some type of action against the victim, at a particular time and 
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location, in the absence of capable guardianship; consequently a stalking event occurs.  

The focus in the criminal event perspective is the mere presence of victims and 

offenders, which leads to crime occurrence, rather than the characteristics of victims 

and offenders.  However, to place stalking in context, victims are primarily female 

(Amar & Alexy, 2010; Baum et al., 2009; Björklund et al., 2010; Budd & Mattinson, 

2000b; Fox, Gover, & Kaukinen, 2009; Purcell et al., 2002; Spitzberg & Cupach, 

2007; Tjaden & Thoennes, 1998) whereas stalkers are usually male (Baum et al., 

2009; Björklund et al., 2010; Budd & Mattinson, 2000b; Purcell et al., 2002; Tjaden 

& Thoennes, 1998).  The research to be conducted for the current thesis will examine 

the situational elements of victims and stalkers, together with the other elements of 

stalking events, that is interpersonal relationships, stalking actions, the locations and 

times of stalking and an absence of capable guardianship.     

3.4.2 Interpersonal Relationships and Psychological Reactions 

Another situational component of stalking events is the interpersonal 

relationship between the stalker and victim.  There is some contention over the most 

common relationship between stalkers and victims.  Some researchers contend that 

stalking is most likely to occur amongst people that are currently, or were formerly, 

intimate partners (Bennett Cattaneo, Cho, & Botuck, 2011; Spitzberg & Cupach, 

2007).  This is even the case with cyberstalking (Sheridan & Grant, 2007).  When 

examining the statistics from various studies, both acquaintance and partner stalking 

is common, with variances in which type is more common.  Tjaden and Thoennes 

(1998) conducted a national study of victimisation in the USA, while Spitzberg and 

Cupach (2007) conducted a meta-analysis of 175 stalking studies, and another study 

examined 788 American university students (Bjerregaard, 2000).  Between 42% and 

59% of women were stalked by an intimate or former intimate partner, whereas 

between 19% and 29% of women were stalked by acquaintances.  Between 30% and 

41% of males were stalked by intimate or former intimate partners while between 

33% and 34% were stalked by acquaintances (Bjerregaard, 2000; Tjaden & Thoennes, 

1998).  Spitzberg and Cupach   (2007) found that 49% of stalkers were intimates, with 

23% being acquaintances.  Other research has demonstrated that acquaintance stalkers 

outnumber intimate stalkers.  Baum et al. (2009) conducted a national study of 

victimisation in the USA, while Budd and Mattinson (2000b) examined data from the 
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British Crime Survey and Björklund et al (2010) conducted a study with 298 Finnish 

university students who had been stalked.  Between 25% and 30% of stalking victims 

were stalked by a current or former intimate partner, while between 32% and 55% of 

victims were stalked by an acquaintance.  None of this research was conducted from a 

situational approach.  In the research for the current thesis, the interpersonal 

relationship between stalkers and victims is to be examined as a part of the stalking 

event.   

Research has found that the interpersonal relationship is interdependent on 

other event elements.  Ex-partners were more dangerous than stranger stalkers in 

terms of their propensity for violence (Farnham, James, & Cantrell, 2000; Sheridan et 

al., 2003). While not conducted within the framework of the criminal event 

perspective, this research demonstrates two elements of the stalking event, 

relationships and stalking actions, are related.  Another study found strangers were 

more likely to stalk for less than two weeks, whereas those known to the victim more 

often stalked for longer than two weeks (Purcell, Pathé, & Mullen, 2004).  While not 

situational, this research demonstrates the interpersonal relationship impacts the way 

stalking unfolds.  The research for the current thesis will build on this research and 

examine the interpersonal relationship using the criminal event perspective.  In 

addition, the interpersonal relationship will be examined in relation to victims’ 

psychological reactions. 

Regarding fear and interpersonal relationships, scenario research has found 

mixed results with either strangers or ex-partners being associated with fear.  First, 

some scenario research has found that strangers invoke more fear.  Hills and Taplin 

(1998) found when the victim/stalker relationship was varied in scenarios, stranger 

stalkers caused more anticipated fear in respondents who had read and responded to 

the scenarios.  Fear was not influenced by whether a threat was present or not.  In 

another four studies, which variably included university students, community 

members, and police officers, respondents rated strangers as causing more alarm, 

personal distress, apprehension, fear, or fear of violence in their victim than when ex-

partners or acquaintances were depicted in the scenario (Scott, Lloyd, & Gavin, 2010; 

Scott, Nixon, & Sheridan, 2013; Scott, Rajakaruna, & Sheridan, 2014; Scott, 

Rajakaruna, Sheridan, & Sleath, 2014).  In another scenario study with university 

students, when the scenario depicted a stranger stalking a victim, respondents 

perceived the victim would experience more alarm and personal distress than an ex-



 
 

45  

 

partner stalker (Scott & Sheridan, 2011).  A further study found that both police 

officers and community members more often identified the scenarios containing 

strangers as representing stalking than scenarios containing acquaintances or ex-

intimates (Weller, Hope, & Sheridan, 2013). 

Other research has found opposing results; that ex-partners were more feared.  

In a study using vignettes of stalking, Dennison and Thomson (2002) found ex-

intimate partners, as compared to strangers or acquaintances, were more often 

perceived by respondents to intend to cause fear or harm to their victim.  However 

Scott, Rajakaruna, Sheridan, et al. (2014) noted that in the vignettes the ex-intimate 

was described as being possessive, which may have influenced Dennison and 

Thomson’s findings.  Additional research findings relating to women found those 

stalked by an intimate (male family member, current or ex-partner, or current or ex-

spouse) were 2.3 times more fearful than women stalked by strangers (Dietz & 

Martin, 2007).  Additional research should be conducted to assist in clarifying 

variations in victims’ fear according to interpersonal relationships, while placing this 

research within a situational framework.       

Other empirical research has found personal space is associated with the 

interpersonal relationship between victims and offenders, although this research was 

not focused on stalking.  Evans and Howard (1973) and Hayduk (1983) reviewed 

previous research findings that people friendly with each other have smaller personal 

space than strangers.  Friends or those known to each other allowed these people to 

stand closer to them than strangers.  Willis (1966) and Little (1965) noted in their 

empirical research that strangers stood further apart than acquaintances.  Further, 

Little (1965) found that acquaintances stood further apart than friends.  Heshka and 

Nelson (1972) also found that strangers stood further apart than people related to each 

other, good friends or acquaintances.  Further research is needed to examine the 

variations in invasion of personal space according to different interpersonal 

relationships.     

Further, the interpersonal relationship between victims and stalkers may be 

associated with victims’ perceptions of invasion of privacy.  Invasion of privacy is 

hypothesised to arise due to the intimacy assumed by the violator, as they believe they 

have a right to information that the victim does not feel they should have, given the 

nature of their relationship (Robson, 2008).  Victims may more keenly feel an 

invasion of privacy if stalked by strangers or acquaintances than when stalked by 



 
 

46  

 

dates and ex-partners, given the limits placed on personal information given to such 

people, which would be violated in the course of stalking.      
In a previous study, invasion of privacy was examined by asking community 

members to rate whether people in vignettes represented stalking victims.  Dennison 

and Thomson (2000) conducted a study with 540 community members.  Each 

participant was provided with a vignette that varied by (1) the intent of the stalker to 

cause physical or mental harm to the victim (present/absent), (2) the fear experienced 

by the victim (extreme/moderate/none), and (3) the interpersonal relationship between 

the victim and stalker (ex-intimate/acquaintance/stranger).  In the vignette, a male 

stalker watched the female victim’s house, followed and telephoned the victim, and 

turned up at the same social events as the victim.  In the intent to cause harm 

condition, the stalker left a threatening message on the victim’s answering machine 

and kept a diary of the victim’s movements.  In the diary, the stalker questioned when 

the victim would become frightened.  In the vignettes where no fear was experienced 

by the victim, the vignette stated the victim experienced an invasion of privacy due to 

the conduct experienced.  The participants were asked if the vignettes represented 

stalking.  Of the 540 participants, 530 felt the vignette represented stalking.  This 

finding indicated that even if victims in the vignette only experienced an invasion of 

privacy, and were not fearful, participants still believed the vignette exemplified 

stalking.  This was the case regardless of the interpersonal relationship.  The research 

for this thesis will determine how invasion of privacy, invasion of personal space and 

fear varies according to different interpersonal relationships within a situational 

approach.     

3.4.3 Stalking Actions and Psychological Reactions 

Stalking actions form another situational element of stalking events.  In this 

section, previous research on stalking actions will be reviewed, in addition to research 

on the association between stalking actions and victims’ psychological reactions.  

Previous research often has not specified the difference between stalking behaviours 

(e.g., threats) and types of approach (e.g., in person, via the telephone), with both 

behaviours and approaches being labelled as stalking behaviours.  Fisher et al. (2002) 

made a distinction between nonphysically visible means (telephone calls, letters, 

emails) and physically visible means (waiting, following or watching the victim).  
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Using a similar categorisation strategy, McEwan, MacKenzie, Mullen and James 

(2012) noted unwanted intrusions were separated into two categories – 

communication (e.g., phone calls, sending or leaving things, cancelling or ordering 

services) and approaches which increased the stalker’s physical proximity to the 

victim (approaching, following, spying, loitering, or entering locations).  It is 

important to be distinct about both the behaviour and the approach, as a threat made 

in-person may differ in consequences for victims than a threat made in a letter or via 

the telephone.  Therefore, in this thesis, the approaches and behaviours together are 

termed stalking actions.   

Stalking actions involving approaches by telephone appeared to be very 

common in previous research.  Telephone calls and/or email communications were 

most common in Morrison’s study (2001) of 100 Canadian stalkers, whilst Baum et 

al. (2009) in a national study in the USA found that receiving unwanted telephone 

calls and messages was most common.  Baum et al (2009) who reviewed five 

victimisation studies in the USA, Australia, the UK and the Netherlands, found 

similar results, as the most common action was the stalker placing telephone calls to 

the victim involving harassment.  Purcell et al. (2002) with a randomly selected 

sample of 432 victims in the Australian state of Victoria, Campbell and Moore (2011) 

with 238 American college students who had experienced stalking victimisation, and 

Brewster (2000) with 187 community stalking victims from Philadelphia, all noted 

unwanted telephone calls were most common.  Unwanted telephone calls were also 

most frequent in Dressing and colleagues (2005) study with 78 German stalking 

victims.  However unwanted telephone calls were the second most common action 

found by Budd and Mattinson (2000b) in a national study of stalking victimisation in 

Britain, and Björklund, Häkkänen-Nyholm, Sheridan, and Roberts (2010) with 137 

Finnish stalking victims who were university students. 

Another type of commonly occurring stalking action was the stalker 

approaching the victim in-person.  This was the second most commonly occurring 

action in Purcell, et al’s (2002) study.  Instances of physical intimidation, for instance, 

the stalker getting too close to the victim, were very common in Budd and 

Mattinson’s (2000b) study.  Other frequent actions included the stalker following or 

hanging around the victim’s home or place of work or study (Budd & Mattinson, 

2000b).  The stalker approaching the victim at the victim’s house, place of work, the 

street, or other spaces which the victim regularly occupied, were very common 



 
 

48  

 

actions in three of the studies reviewed by Blaauw, Sheridan, et al. (2002), where this 

type of action was measured.  Surveillance of the home and following of the victim 

were also frequently cited (Blaauw et al., 2002).  Additionally, Morrison (2001) found 

visits by the stalker to the victim were common.  Further, Dressing, et al. (2005) 

discovered the stalker hanging around close to the victim was a common stalking 

action.  Other frequent actions were the stalker following the victim, getting someone 

else to approach the victim, and hanging around in front of the victim’s doorway.  

Baum, et al. (2009) supported these findings with the result that following/spying and 

turning up at certain locations was experienced by almost a third of their sample of 

victims.  Overall then, the stalker visiting the victim in-person appeared to be a very 

common stalking action across the studies, however the research was not conducted 

from a situational approach.   

Importantly, victims did not often experience only one type of action.  Baum, 

et al. (2009) indicated stalking victims experienced more than one type of action but 

were not specific about the number of actions experienced.  This was also the case in 

Bjorkland, et al’s (2010) study.  Purcell, et al. (2002) were more specific, noting there 

was an average of 2.8 types of actions per victim.  In another study, 78% of victims 

stated the stalker had engaged in more than one type of stalking action during their 

campaign against the victim (Budd & Mattinson, 2000b).  Moreover, Dressing, et al. 

(2005) discovered an average of five dissimilar actions per victim in their study.  

Therefore stalking victims commonly experienced a range of stalking actions, which 

should be considered in analysing stalking events.  The frequency of stalking should 

also be considered.  However, an analysis of the range of stalking actions and 

frequency of actions is beyond the scope of this thesis, where the focus will be on 

types of stalking actions, links between stalking actions and other elements of stalking 

events, and the association between stalking actions and psychological reactions. 

Regarding fear and stalking actions, a number of studies have been conducted 

utilising scenarios.  Research with 1,080 respondents from the US, the UK and 

Australia, discovered threats and highly repetitive stalking actions (30 text messages, 

several in-person approaches and frequent telephone calls) more often led respondents 

to identify fear of violence in the scenario than non-threatening actions which were 

either highly repetitive or infrequent (Scott, Rajakaruna, Sheridan, et al., 2014).  In 

similar scenario research, when threats were made and stalking actions were very 

persistent (in excess of 50 telephone calls, sending of several gifts, stalker frequently 
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seen in public by the victim), respondents perceived this would cause the victim in the 

scenario more alarm, personal distress and fear of violence than when the stalking was 

non-threatening and either very persistent or infrequent (Scott & Sheridan, 2011).  In 

further scenario research with university students and community members, Sheridan 

and Scott (2010) noted physical abuse, as opposed to no physical abuse, had more 

perceived impact on the victim in the scenario, including psychological harm.  

Therefore it appeared that the severity of stalking actions, namely threats together 

with persistence, or physical abuse, was more likely to be associated with fear of 

violence than non-threatening or non-physically abusive actions.  Further research is 

needed to explore the association between fear and stalking actions from a situational 

approach.   

In three other studies conducted with stalking victims, the severity or type of 

action was associated with fear (Bjerregaard, 2000; Dietz & Martin, 2007; Reyns & 

Englebrecht, 2012).  Reyns and Englebrecht  (2012) found that when stalking began, 

the severity of action impacted victim fear.  Those who were threatened and those 

who had their property damaged or were themselves attacked experienced more than 

seven times the amount of fear than victims who experienced less severe actions.  In 

another study, females threatened or approached by the stalker experienced 

approximately twice the amount of fear compared to males (Bjerregaard, 2000).  In an 

additional study, conducted only with women, victims were five times more fearful 

when the stalker was physically present (such as standing outside or spying) and two 

times as fearful when the stalker communicated with them (via telephone or letters) 

compared to other actions, such as trespassing and vandalising property (Dietz & 

Martin, 2007).  The stalker threatening the victim was not measured.  Further research 

is needed to elaborate upon variations in victims’ psychological reactions according to 

different stalking actions, from a situational approach. 

The type of stalking action could also influence invasion of personal space.  

Englebrecht and Reyns (2011) found stalking actions that involved invasion of 

personal space increased the chances of people acknowledging they were victims of 

stalking.  Specifically, males who were physically attacked and women who had the 

stalker enter their car or home were more likely to acknowledge they had been 

stalked.  Importantly, invasion of personal space is not limited to physical encounters.  

Nassiri, Powell and Moore (2005, 2010), while not examining stalking, found that in 

the virtual world, when a person’s avatar’s personal space was invaded by a 
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confederate’s avatar, participants experienced anxiety.  However, this level of anxiety 

was not high as would have been expected had the invasions occurred in physical 

space.  Therefore, stalking actions may influence invasion of personal space, whether 

or not the action is face-to-face or more indirect.  Further research is needed to 

examine stalking actions and invasion of personal space using a situational approach.     

The nature of the stalking actions may also influence victims’ perceptions of 

invasion of privacy.  Nicastro et al. (2000) in grouping stalking actions, noted that the 

actions of entering locations, gaining private information, and intruding on other 

people associated with the victim could be termed as a violation of privacy.  However 

the researchers did not examine whether these actions led to invasion of privacy by 

questioning victims about their invasion of privacy in relation to particular stalking 

actions.  Cupach and Spitzberg (2000) found that actions involving violation, namely 

taking photographs without the victim’s knowledge or consent, recording victim’s 

conversations without their knowledge, breaking into the victim’s residence, and 

sending offensive photographs, led to higher mean ratings of invasion of privacy than 

actions involving threats, hyper-intimacy or pursuit.  Therefore, stalking actions could 

be associated with varied levels of invasion of privacy, which will be examined in the 

research conducted for the current thesis using a situational approach.   

3.4.4 The Locations of Stalking and Psychological Reactions 

Locations of stalking are another situational element of stalking events.  The 

location of stalking may be associated with other elements of stalking events, with 

stalking being patterned according to these elements of stalking events.  According to 

previous research, the home of the victim appeared to be a common location for 

stalking to occur.  A study by Morrison (2001) of 100 Canadians charged with 

stalking (criminal harassment in Canada) noted the most common stalking location 

was the victim’s home or place of residence (90% of victims).  A review of 25 

forensic case files in America of people facing charges for stalking found 16 of these 

involved visits to the victim’s home, and 10 involved visits to school/work (Kienlen et 

al., 1997).  Examining stalking victimisation using situational theory, Fisher et al., 

(2002) found with 581 female American college students that the most common 

location of stalking was the victim’s home (72% of victims).  Additionally, Sheridan, 

et al. (2001) found with 95 victims in the United Kingdom that the victim’s home was 
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an important location of stalking, but also that stalking often occurred in more than 

one location, as only 6% of victims were stalked solely at their home.  Of the victims, 

20% were stalked at both home and public locations, and 55% were stalked at their 

home, place of employment and in public locations.  Confirming this finding, 

Morrison (2001) acknowledged that 48% of her sample of 100 stalkers had stalked at 

the victim’s workplace, in addition to their home, and that stalking occurring in more 

than one location was common.  In addition to the multiplicity of stalking locations, 

another study found the location of stalking was associated with the interpersonal 

relationship shared between the victim and stalker.  The most common location was 

the victim’s home or near the victim’s home in 75% of 5,382 stalking incidents 

reported to the police in Canada (Hackett, 2000).  The closer the relationship between 

the victim and stalker, the more likely stalking was to occur at home.  Of the reported 

incidents, 85% of husbands, 82% of ex-husbands, and 84% of ex- or current wives 

stalked at the victim’s home and only 41% of business relations and 50% of strangers 

engaged in actions at the victim’s home (Hackett, 2000).  Regarding other 

interpersonal crimes, the home was a common location for rape and homicide 

(Belknap, 1987; Bullock, 1955; Caywood, 1998).  The research to be conducted for 

this thesis will examine the locations of stalking, how these locations fit with the other 

elements of the crime event, such as the interpersonal relationship between the victim 

and stalker, and whether different locations are variably associated with victims’ 

psychological reactions.   

Fear has not been examined in terms of an association with the locations of 

stalking.  However it is possible that fear could differ depending on the location of 

stalking, particularly when personal space differs depending on location.  The home is 

the most salient physical location for many people (Gifford, 2014).  A home is “a 

symbolic and emotional space in which we live with the fantasy of control” (Kearon 

& Leach, 2000, p. 458).  If the invisible boundaries that people have erected within 

their homes are invaded, then this can be very disturbing (Kearon & Leach, 2000).  

These boundaries could also be relevant to other locations people think of as their 

own, such as the workplace or a recreational area.  Consequently, stalking events 

could invade a victim’s personal space or create fear by occurring at a home, work or 

recreational location.  It is therefore important to determine through further research 

whether the location of stalking events influences invasion of personal space and fear 

using a situational framework.   
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The location of invasions of personal space has been studied in previous 

empirical research, but not with stalking or from a situational approach.  Felipe and 

Sommer (1966) conducted research on reactions (accommodation or flight) to 

invasion of personal space between mentally ill patients and university students.  

Accommodation was where the person adjusted to the invasion of space, such as 

moving their body position, placing a barrier between themselves and the intruder or 

moving a farther distance from the intruder.  Flight was where the person completely 

exited the situation.  The researchers studied invasions of personal space both with 

patients at a mental health facility (inside the facility and in the grounds of the 

facility) and students at a university library.  The authors did not compare invasions 

that occurred inside the library and facility to those that occurred outside the facility, 

but there did appear to be similar amounts of subjects leaving the scene of the 

invasion between the facility and the library.  Approximately 70% of subjects left 

within a 30-minute period.  Conceivably, stalking victims’ feelings of invasion of 

personal space could differ according to elements of the stalking event, such as the 

location where stalking occurs, which should be examined directly in future research.   

Perceptions of invasion of privacy could also differ according to the locations 

of stalking.  Noting this, Brown (1992) stated studies of privacy should take into 

account the place where the invasion occurred.  Korosec-Serfaty and Bolitt (1986) 

outline that people have a significant psychological and emotional investment in their 

home in Western cultures.  Further, Brown and Harris (1992) and Smith (1994) note 

that people exact a large amount of control over their home and can usually dictate 

who is there, therefore they can usually control the range of contacts they have with 

people there and protect their privacy.  In research by Brown and Harris (1992), 

victims of burglary felt their privacy was invaded as the burglar had entered their 

home and the rooms which would be usually considered private and off-limits to other 

people.  In other empirical work, invasion of privacy occurred as a result of burglary 

of the home because the burglar saw their victim’s most private spaces and the victim 

became totally exposed to the burglar (Korosec-Serfaty & Bolitt, 1986).  The research 

to be conducted for the current thesis will investigate how stalking locations are 

associated with victims’ psychological reactions of fear, invasion of personal space 

and invasion of privacy from a situational approach.   
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3.4.5 The Times of Stalking and Psychological Reactions 

The time at which stalking occurs forms another part of stalking events.  

Felson and Poulsen (2003) noted that the time of day greatly influences the 

occurrence of crime, however research evidence in terms of the times of stalking is 

very sparse.  Blauuw et al. (2002, p. 139) noted harassing telephone calls “are not 

usually restricted to daytime only”.  According to Queensland Police Service (QPS) 

data which was provided to the researcher, over the financial years 1998/1999 to 

2004/2005, there existed some commonalities.  The most common time for police to 

be called about a stalking offence (N = 11,065) was between midnight and 2am 

(38.5%), followed by 6am to 8am (9.9%), then 8am to 10am (8.5%) (Queensland 

Police Service, 2005).  Other research on rape and homicide has found that the most 

common time for these offences was at night (Belknap, 1987; Bullock, 1955; Guerette 

& Santana, 2010).  In terms of the context of offending, night time would be when it 

would be less likely that anyone else would be around to assist the victim (Belknap, 

1987).  Overall, it appears that previous researchers have not considered the 

importance of the times of stalking.  Further research would allow more data on the 

times of stalking to be collected, expanding knowledge of stalking events and 

allowing determination of the relationship between the times of stalking and other 

elements of stalking events.  

In addition, the times of stalking may influence victims’ psychological 

reactions as people are more fearful at night (Forde, 1993).  College students were 

surveyed and one of the findings was that stalking victims reported more fear of 

walking alone during the daytime (Fox, Nobles, et al., 2009).  These researchers 

posited that stalking may have been more likely to occur on campus during the day, 

therefore the raised level of fear.  Further research could elaborate upon this finding to 

determine the association between times of stalking and fear, but also associations 

with invasion of personal space and privacy using a situational approach.   

3.4.6 Capable Guardianship 

The final situational element of stalking events is capable guardianship.  

Capable guardianship was originally proposed in the routine activity approach but was 

not well defined, with reference only to functions of supervision carried out in 

everyday routines.  The notion of capable guardianship has since been expanded into 
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a tripartite model by Reynald (2009; 2010), with presence of a guardian, surveillance 

by a guardian and action taken by a guardian forming the model of capable 

guardianship.  However, there is a lack of research on the potential guardians at places 

where stalking occurs.  In terms of stalking research that has applied the routine 

activity approach, women who presumably lacked capable guardians either by living 

away from their tertiary institution’s campus (Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1999), or by 

having no roommates (Fisher et al., 2002) were stalked more often than those living 

on campus or having roommates.  Reyns, et al. (2011) found that those who were 

more likely to be cyberstalked had deviant online peers, which they interpreted as 

representative of a lack of capable guardianship.  Further research could expand 

knowledge about capable guardianship during stalking events.   

When considering the potential guardians that might be available and the 

likelihood of them being effective at intervening, it is useful to consider research on 

capable guardianship in relation to interpersonal crimes.  Capable guardianship was 

important in the sexual victimisation of individuals.  A study involving 164 American 

university students who completed an online survey (Clodfelter et al., 2010) found 

participants with higher levels of capable guardianship were less likely to be sexually 

harassed.  In contrast, participants spending more time on campus and being in closer 

proximity to likely offenders were more likely to be harassed (Clodfelter et al., 2010).  

In another study, involving analysis of 22 Canadian police case files, victims were 

often seen to be alone with sexual offenders in public and private locations, with 

capable guardians absent or not appearing until the assault had already started, at 

which time, only some guardians intervened (Sherley, 2005).  In the research 

conducted for the current thesis, information on the extant guardianship at places of 

stalking will be added to other event elements in order to form a complete 

understanding of stalking events.        

3.5 Building a Situational Model of Stalking 

 The aim of the current thesis was to determine whether a situational model of 

stalking could assist an understanding of stalking perpetration, victimisation and 

psychological reactions to stalking.  The situational approach chosen for the current 

thesis was the criminal event perspective (Meier et al., 2001).  When this perspective 

was applied to stalking, stalking events were identified.  This chapter contained a 
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review of the elements of these stalking events (victims, stalkers, interpersonal 

relationships, stalking actions, locations, times, and capable guardianship) and 

psychological reactions to these elements (fear, invasion of personal space, and 

invasion of privacy).  Gaps in current research, namely concerning the locations and 

times of stalking and the absence of capable guardianship, the lack of studies on the 

associations among the event elements, and the influence of event elements on 

victims’ psychological reactions were also highlighted.  The elements of stalking 

events and psychological reactions have been combined to form a situational model of 

stalking, which is presented in Figure 3.1 and discussed further below.  This model is 

adapted from Meier et al’s (2001) criminal event perspective.   

 

Figure 3.1: The Situational Model of Stalking 

 

In the model, stalking events are outlined as containing victims, stalkers, 

interpersonal relationships, time, location, stalking action, and an absence of capable 

guardianship.  Only the mere presence of stalkers and victims is required for stalking 

to occur.  However, there should be links between the other elements, such as 

particular actions being more common at certain locations and times, as there are 

enhanced offending opportunities and fewer risks at particular times and locations, as 

outlined in the theories reviewed in Chapter 2 (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993a; 
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Clarke & Cornish, 1985; Cohen & Felson, 1979).  Further the research reviewed 

above demonstrated some of these links in event elements existed, although this 

research was not conducted within the situational approach.  An absence of capable 

guardianship was also outlined in the model as the theories and criminal event 

perspective outlined that crimes occurred under the absence of guardianship 

(Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993a; Clarke & Cornish, 1985; Cohen & Felson, 

1979; Meier et al., 2001) and the research reviewed in this chapter demonstrated that 

this absence of guardianship led to stalking.  Associations between elements of 

stalking events and psychological reactions are also outlined in the model, as fear was 

associated with event elements in the research reviewed.  In addition, a repeated 

nature to stalking and psychological reactions is outlined in the model as a repeated 

nature to stalking is outlined in the Queensland stalking legislation (Criminal Code 

[Stalking] Amendment Act 1999).  It is possible that subsequent stalking events could 

build on previous stalking events, in terms of the expression of stalking.  For example, 

previously successful actions at particular times and locations may be repeated.  

Moreover, psychological reactions could be cumulative, escalating with every 

repeated event.  Unfortunately the repeated nature of stalking cannot be assessed in 

the current thesis, however the repetition will still form part of the model as repeated 

actions are required before stalking is recognised.     

While stalking events could be considered for individual victims, it may be 

possible to aggregate observations about stalking events.  Routines people follow are 

likely to lead to more or less opportunities for victimisation, as these potential victims 

are more or less often available to be victimised (Kennedy & Gibbs Van Brunschot, 

2001).  In terms of stalking, victims may be more likely to be contacted at certain 

times and locations using certain stalking actions due to these routines.  There may 

also exist a lack of capable guardians at these times and locations (Cohen & Felson, 

1979).  Knowledge of victims’ routines, influenced by the interpersonal relationship 

between victims and stalkers, could also influence the spatiotemporal location of 

stalking.  Consequently, commonalties might be identified across stalking events for 

individual victims or across aggregated events for numerous victims.   
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3.6 Research to be Conducted for the Current Thesis 

Given the evidence of a situational nature of stalking as reviewed in the 

previous sections of this chapter, the research for the current thesis is aimed at 

examining whether the situational model could assist an understanding of stalking.  

The central research question guiding the series of studies is:    

Central Research Question: Can the situational model of stalking                 

assist an understanding of stalking perpetration, victimisation and                       

actual or anticipated psychological reactions to stalking?  

Three studies will be conducted for the current thesis to address this research 

question, based on the situational model of stalking (see Figure 3.1).  This research is 

an exploratory examination of the situational model of stalking. 

3.6.1 Study 1 

In Study 1, the perpetration of stalking will be examined.  Queensland 

criminal court transcripts containing 32 cases where stalkers were found or pleaded 

guilty were examined.  This study only consisted of descriptive analyses given the 

size of the sample.  The examination of court transcripts was conducted as Fox, 

Nobles and Fisher (2011) expressed concern that the majority of stalking research on 

perpetration focused on university populations.  The analysis of the court transcripts 

was conducted to address one focused research question:  

Focused Research Question 1: Can the situational model                               

of stalking assist an understanding of (a) stalking perpetration  

by convicted offenders and (b) victims’ psychological  

reactions to stalking?  

The research questions within this focused research question address elements 

of the situational model.  These elements include relationships, actions, locations, 

times, guardianship and psychological reactions.  An analysis of the 32 dyads is 

conducted in order to answer these research questions.  First, descriptive information 

regarding these elements is investigated by exploring five research questions: 
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Research Question 1.1: How were the victim and stalker known                         

to each other?                                                                                          

Research Question 1.2: Where was the location of stalking?                    

Research Question 1.3: What was the nature of stalking actions              

engaged in by stalkers?                                                                           

Research Question 1.4: At what time of the day was stalking perpetrated?                          

Research Question 1.5: Was there evidence of capable guardianship?  

The links between pairs of stalking event elements are examined in three 

further research questions.  The aim of these questions is to determine, for example, 

whether particular actions occur at certain locations.    

Research Question 1.6: Are there links between the 

interpersonal relationship and the stalking location? 

Research Question 1.7: Are there links between the 

interpersonal relationship and the stalking action? 

Research Question 1.8: Are there links between the  

stalking action and the stalking location? 

 

Finally, the psychological reactions of the stalking victims in the 32 dyads are 

examined.  As the stalking legislation requires that fear or other psychological harm 

be felt on behalf of a reasonable person, fear and psychological harm in the form of 

invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy are examined.   The psychological 

reactions of invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy have not been 

investigated in any depth in previous research but represent psychological reactions to 

the situational nature of stalking and therefore are important to examine.  The purpose 

of Study 1 is to determine if fear, invasion of personal space and privacy are 

mentioned in the transcripts prior to further examining these psychological reactions.  

Therefore the research question is: 

Research Question 1.9: Are victims’ experiences of fear,  

invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy 

mentioned in the court transcripts?      
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3.6.2 Study 2 

The analyses for Study 2 and Study 3 draw on the same self-report 

questionnaire, however data from different sections of the questionnaire are examined 

in the two studies. In Study 2, victims’ experiences of stalking are explored.  

Specifically, the responses of 718 victims to the self-report questionnaire are 

examined using primarily descriptive analyses due to the nature of the data (discussed 

in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6).  These victims are university students, university staff 

and community members.  Previous research has demonstrated that university 

students are stalked at a higher rate than the general community (Buhi et al., 2009), 

therefore this sample is appropriate for an examination of stalking victimisation.  The 

focused research question addressed is:  

Focused Research Question 2: Can the situational model of                            

stalking assist an understanding of stalking victimisation and                

victims’ psychological reactions to stalking in a sample of  

university students, university staff and community members? 

There are 10 research questions within this focused research question, aimed 

at addressing the elements of the situational model of stalking.  Firstly four research 

questions are asked to determine descriptives for the sample.   

Research Question 2.1: How were the victim and stalker known                         

to each other?                                                                                         

Research Question 2.2: Where was the location of stalking?                    

Research Question 2.3: What was the nature of stalking actions              

engaged in by stalkers?                                                                          

Research Question 2.4: At what time of the day was stalking perpetrated? 

Links between pairs of the elements are also addressed, leading to the 

following five research questions: 

Research Question 2.5: Are there links between the 

interpersonal relationship and the stalking location?  

Research Question 2.6: Are there links between the  

interpersonal relationship and the stalking action?   

Research Question 2.7: Are there links between the  
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interpersonal relationship and the time of stalking?  

Research Question 2.8: Are there links between the  

stalking location and the stalking action? 

Research Question 2.9: Are there links between the 

stalking location and the time of stalking? 

 

The connections between elements of stalking events and psychological 

reactions are also examined, leading to one further question being posed: 

Research Question 2.10: Are victims’ experiences of fear,  

invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy 

connected with elements of stalking events?     

 

3.6.3 Study 3 

In Study 3, the responses of 1,174 university students and community 

members to vignettes of stalking are examined.  These vignettes were presented in the 

same self-report questionnaire as that examined in Study 2.  In Study 3, the 

anticipated reactions to stalking vignettes of both victims in Study 2 and non-victims 

are examined to address the following focused research question:  

Focused Research Question 3: Can the situational model of                            

stalking assist an understanding of anticipated psychological                        

reactions to stalking in a sample of university students,  

university staff and community members? 

There are three research questions within this focused research question: 

Research Question 3.1: Are variations in stalking location, 

action or time associated with respondents’ anticipated fear? 

Research Question 3.2: Are variations in stalking location,  

action or time associated with respondents’ anticipated  

invasion of personal space?   

Research Question 3.3: Are variations in stalking location,  

action or time associated with respondents’ anticipated 

invasion of privacy? 
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3.6.4 Overview of Thesis 

In the next chapter, Chapter 4, Study 1 is presented.  Perpetration of stalking, 

as represented in criminal court transcripts of stalking cases prosecuted in Queensland 

courts, will be examined.  In Chapter 5, the questionnaire used for Study 2 and Study 

3 is outlined.  In Chapter 6, Study 2 is presented.  This study analysed the experiences 

of stalking victims who responded to a self-report questionnaire.  These victims were 

a subset of the respondents to a larger questionnaire.  In Chapter 7, Study 3 is 

presented.  In this study, the responses of the larger sample of respondents to the 

questionnaire were examined, to determine the association between specific elements 

of stalking events and anticipated psychological reactions.  The event elements of 

stalking actions, times and locations were manipulated within the vignettes to 

determine associations with these anticipated psychological reactions.  In conducting 

these three studies, information was accumulated on the situational nature of stalking 

perpetration, victimisation and actual or anticipated psychological reactions.  In 

Chapter 8, the findings are discussed in reference to the situational model and 

implications for research, theory and crime prevention.   
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CHAPTER 4: STALKING PERPETRATION IN COURT TRANSCRIPTS 

4.1 Study 1:  Introduction 

In this chapter, the results of the first study are reported.  In Study 1, a 

qualitative analysis of transcripts from criminal courts in Queensland was undertaken 

to address one focused research question.  Focused Research Question 1 was: Can the 

situational model of stalking assist an understanding of (a) stalking perpetration by 

convicted offenders and (b) victims’ psychological reactions to stalking?  The 

criminal court transcripts examined in the study contained cases where stalkers were 

found guilty or pleaded guilty.  This study then was primarily an examination of 

perpetration, as the court cases concerned whether the stalker’s actions met the 

definition of stalking encompassed in legislation.  The benefit of examining court 

transcripts was the detailed explanations of stalking provided to demonstrate the 

nature and extent of stalking that occurred, which provided rich data for analysis.  The 

process of cases through the courts in Queensland will be outlined now to give 

context to the court transcripts, followed by a presentation of the research questions 

for this study.   

 In Queensland, cases of stalking are heard and finalised in the Magistrates, 

District and Supreme Courts of Queensland.  The availability of transcripts from each 

of these courts will now be outlined.  All stalking cases are first heard in the 

Magistrates Court (Douglas, Everton-Moore, Harbidge, & Levy, 2010).  In the 

Magistrates Court, a stalking case may be finalised, that is, dismissed or a finding of 

guilty or not guilty rendered.  No transcripts were analysed from any cases finalised in 

the Magistrates Court, as transcriptions were not made of these cases.  A case may be 

handed-up from the Magistrates Court to a higher court without evidence being heard.  

In addition, a defendant may plead guilty prior to a committal hearing in the 

Magistrates Court, leading the case to be committed to the District or Supreme Court 

for sentencing.  In all other instances, a committal hearing would take place to 

determine whether the evidence is sufficient to submit the case to a higher court 

(Douglas et al., 2010).  The transcripts for committal hearings were only available if 

prosecutors in higher courts had sought their transcription for use in those higher 

courts.  Overall, the majority of stalking cases were finalised in the Magistrates Court, 

and as these cases were not transcribed, these cases could not be examined.       
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In the District Courts, defendants are arraigned, where the stalking charges and 

other associated charges are read out and the defendant is asked to plead guilty or not 

guilty.  If an assault formed part of the stalking, the stalker may be charged with both 

stalking and assault.  A plea of not guilty leads to a trial commencing.  The defendant 

may then plead guilty, or have their guilt determined by a jury or a judge in a judge-

only trial.  Following a finding or plea of guilty, a sentencing hearing is held, where 

penalties are decided.  Applications may also be made in the District Court to set 

aside an earlier plea of guilty in the District Court (Douglas et al., 2010).  All District 

Court cases are transcribed and were therefore available for analysis.   

The Supreme Court is where juries make decisions on cases involving the 

most serious acts, such as attempted murder and murder.  The only stalking cases 

heard in the Supreme Court are those stalking cases which also involved attempted 

murder as part of the stalking.  Comparing all three levels of Courts, the most cases 

are finalised in the Magistrates Court, then the District Court, and only a few cases are 

finalised in the Supreme Court.  The Supreme Court is also the location for the Court 

of Appeal, which hears appeals from the District and Supreme Courts.  In some 

appeal cases, the defendant seeks leave to appeal or appeals their conviction or 

sentence.  On other occasions, the Attorney General appeals the sentence imposed in 

order to seek harsher penalties.  The original sentences or determinations of guilt in 

the District or Supreme Court may be overturned or upheld in the Court of Appeal, or 

the conviction upheld and a new sentence substituted (Douglas et al., 2010).  All 

stalking cases and appeals in the Supreme Court are transcribed.  For this study, 

transcripts were available from all three levels of courts, however very few transcripts 

from the Magistrates Court were available, as only some committal hearings and no 

finalised cases were transcribed. 

In conducting a qualitative analysis of the available court transcripts, one 

focused research question will be addressed.   

Focused Research Question 1: Can the situational model of  

stalking assist an understanding of (a) stalking perpetration  

by convicted offenders and (b) victims’ psychological  

reactions to stalking?   

There are nine research questions within this focused research question, focused on 

the situational model of stalking.  The model consists of victims, stalkers, 

interpersonal relationships, stalking actions, locations and times of stalking, and the 
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absence of capable guardianship.  Firstly descriptive information will be examined, 

then links between the elements of the situational model.  If links are identified among 

the elements, this preliminarily indicates the situational model of stalking could assist 

an understanding of stalking perpetration, as stalking is not randomly distributed but 

is associated with the situational elements of stalking events, namely the interpersonal 

relationships, locations, and stalking actions.  For example, ex-partners might be 

found to more often stalk at the victim’s home as they are more likely to know the 

victim’s address as opposed to strangers.  In addition, the model contains 

psychological reactions to these elements, namely fear, invasion of personal space and 

invasion of privacy.  In the current study, victim/stalker dyads will be examined only 

for the presence of these psychological reactions, given the small number of dyads 

and the exploratory nature of the research.     

Firstly five descriptive research questions will be posed to determine 

descriptive information about the sample. 

Research Question 1.1: How were the victim and stalker known 

to each other? 

Research Question 1.2: Where was the location of stalking? 

Research Question 1.3: What was the nature of stalking actions 

engaged in by stalkers? 

Research Question 1.4: At what time of the day was stalking perpetrated? 

Research Question 1.5: Was there evidence of capable guardianship?  

Previous research has found that either ex-partners or acquaintances are the 

most common types of relationships among stalkers and victims (Baum et al., 2009; 

Bennett Cattaneo et al., 2011; Bjerregaard, 2000; 2010; Budd & Mattinson, 2000b; 

Spitzberg & Cupach, 2007; Tjaden & Thoennes, 1998).  Moreover, previous research 

and data have suggested that the victim’s home is most common (Morrison, 2001; 

Queensland Police Service, 2005; Sheridan et al., 2001) and victims are often stalked 

at multiple locations (Sheridan et al., 2001).  Stalking actions include both behaviours 

and types of approach.  An example of behaviour would be talking to the victim, and 

the manner of approach would be the directness with which the stalker approached the 

victim, such as in-person or via the telephone.  The most common actions in previous 

research have been talking in-person and on the telephone (Baum et al., 2009; 

Björklund et al., 2010; Blaauw et al., 2002; Brewster, 2000; Budd & Mattinson, 

2000b; Campbell & Moore, 2011; Morrison, 2001; Purcell et al., 2002).  In addition, 
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the times of stalking will be explored as these times have not been explored in 

previous research.  The model outlines that an absence of capable guardianship would 

enhance the likelihood of stalking as this has been demonstrated in previous research 

(Fisher et al., 2002; Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1999; Reyns et al., 2011).  If the results 

revealed an absence of guardianship for most stalking events, one inference could be 

that stalking would be more likely given no one would intervene on the victim’s 

behalf (Cohen & Felson, 1979).  Extending this contention further, if the results 

revealed that guardians were present but did not take any action, the inference might 

be that the lack of action was also ineffective in dissuading the stalker, particularly for 

the serious incidents represented in the court transcripts (Reynald, 2009; Reynald, 

2010).   

Following the first five research questions, links between pairs of the event 

elements will be examined as the situational model outlines such links.  Time will not 

be compared with the other elements as the times of stalking are too specific to enable 

general comparisons.  Also due to the small sample size, guardianship could not be 

examined across the other event elements.  This led to three further research questions 

concerned with relationship, action and location: 

Research Question 1.6: Are there links between the 

interpersonal relationship and the stalking location? 

Research Question 1.7: Are there links between the 

interpersonal relationship and the stalking action? 

Research Question 1.8: Are there links between the 

stalking action and the stalking location? 

 

The second part of the model concerns victims’ psychological reactions to 

stalking events.  The reactions to be examined are fear, invasion of personal space and 

invasion of privacy.  Fear forms a part of the Queensland stalking legislation as well 

as psychological harm.  As invasion of personal space and privacy could be associated 

with the situational nature of stalking, these psychological reactions will be 

considered to be representative of psychological harm and will be examined in the 

current study.  Fear has been examined in previous research but invasion of personal 

space and privacy have not been examined in depth, therefore the aim of the current 

study is determine whether all three reactions are mentioned in the transcripts.  Due to 
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the small size of the sample, it cannot be determined whether these reactions differ 

across the event elements.  Consequently the ninth research question is: 

Research Question 1.9: Are victims’ experiences of fear,  

invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy 

mentioned in the court transcripts?     

In the following sections of this chapter, the methodology will be reviewed, 

then the results of the study will be outlined together with a discussion of findings, 

and finally the rationale for Study 2 and Study 3 will be presented. 

4.2 Study 1: Method 

4.2.1 Design 

The current study was a qualitative analysis of court transcripts involving 

cases of stalking.  Victim/stalker dyads were the unit of analysis, as each stalking trial 

contained at least one stalker and one victim whose interactions led to the charges of 

stalking.  However, there were three occasions where a stalker engaged in actions 

against two victims.  In order to analyse all of these interactions, a dyad was the most 

appropriate unit of analysis.    

4.2.2 Sample of Victim/Stalker Dyads 

In the next section, the transcripts will be discussed.  In this section, the 

victim/stalker dyads within those transcripts will be outlined.   

Dyads 

There were 32 victim/stalker dyads for the current study.  For 26 of the 32 

dyads, there was one stalker and one victim.  In the remaining six dyads, three stalkers 

each stalked two victims (Dyads 12 and 13, Dyads 14 and 15, and Dyads 23 and 24).   

Sex of Stalkers and Victims 

In the 32 stalking dyads, 30 of the victims were females.  In 29 of these dyads 

the female was stalked by a male, with only one female stalker.  For the two male 

victims, both were stalked by other males (see Table 4.1).  Overall, females were 

more often victims of stalking and males were more often the perpetrators in the 
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current sample.  The interpersonal relationship between the victim and stalker forms 

one of the research questions and will be discussed further in the Results section.  

Further information on the dyads is presented in Appendix B.   

Age of Stalkers and Victims 

Victim age was missing for most dyads, with the ages of victims only 

mentioned for 12 dyads.  Where age was stated, most victims were young, with seven 

victims aged 25 and under.  The child victims (aged 11, 13, 13 and 15) were stalked 

by men much older than them and there was a sexual component to the stalking, such 

as touching or sexually suggestive comments.  For 21 of the 32 dyads, the stalker’s 

age was stated.  Of these 21 dyads, 19 stalkers were aged over 30, with the oldest 

stalker 69 years of age.  Given the missing data, average ages were not calculated. 

Length of Stalking Period 

The stalking ranged from one week in length to over two years in the dyads 

(see Table 4.1).  The diversity of stalking across the dyads represented in the 

transcripts posed significant challenges for analysing the transcripts for elements of 

stalking events and psychological reactions.  For this reason, the coding for the 

elements of the conceptual model will be very detailed (Section 4.2.5).     
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Table 4.1: Characteristics of Victim/Stalker Dyads  

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Dyad   Victim/ Victim Stalker   Stalking  
   Stalker  Age  Age    Duration 

   Sex      (months) 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
1   F/M  - 31   3.50  
2   F/M  28 -   10.50   
3   F/M  - 32   2.00  

5   F/M  - 35   1.00  
6   F/M  - 38   2.50  
7   F/M  - 28   3.50  

8   F/M  11 31   4.00  
10   F/M  - -   15.00   

11   F/M  42 41   12.00  
12*   F/M  - -   5.00 
13*   F/M  - -   5.00 

16   F/M  - -   4.50  
15*   F/M  - 53   26.00  

17   F/M  38 -   0.50  
18   F/M  39 40   6.00 
19   F/M  45 55   0.25  

20   F/M  - 38   0.75 
21   F/M  25 20   4.75  

22   F/M  25 37   0.75  
23*   F/M  13 69   10.00 
24*   F/M  13 69   Not stated 

25   F/M  - 47   15.00 
26   F/M  - -   7.50 

27   F/M  - -   1.75 
28   F/M  20 -   22.75 
29   F/M  - 47   3.50 

30   F/M  - -   1.00 
31   F/M  15 mid 40s  Not stated 

32   F/M  - 36   9.25 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
4   M/M  - -   4.50   

14*   M/M  - 53   3.00 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

9   F/F  - 57   0.50  
_____________________________________________________________________ 
* The victims in these six dyads were stalked by three people.  The victims in Dyads 12 and 13 were 

stalked by the same person (dealt with in the same hearings), the victims in Dyads 14 and 15 were 

stalked by the same person, and the victims in Dyads 23 and 24 were stalked by the same person (dealt 

with in the same hearings). 

4.2.3 Sample of Court Transcripts 

Due to a significant amendment introduced in April 1999 to the Queensland 

stalking legislation (Criminal Code [Stalking] Amendment Act 1999), only court 
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transcripts from May 1999 onwards were obtained and analysed.  The amendment 

involved the recognition of stalking with one or more occasions of stalking, and the 

removal of the requirements for intent on behalf of the stalker and violence being 

likely to occur.  This amendment broadened the scope of the legislation and made it 

easier to prosecute cases of stalking (Kift, 1999).  Examining transcripts prior to and 

post the amendment would have led to inconsistencies in the definition of stalking 

across the transcripts.  According to the court statistics from the financial years 

2001/2002 to 2004/2005 (statistics were only entered into the Queensland Courts 

database system late in the year 2000), there were 481 stalking cases that resulted in a 

plea or finding of guilty in the Magistrates, District and Supreme Courts in 

Queensland (C.Weier, personal email to the author, 2006).  However, transcripts do 

not exist for cases finalised in the Magistrates Court, which reduced the potential 

number of cases by 283 cases.  This left 198 stalking cases finalised in the District and 

Supreme Courts in Queensland (C.Weier, personal email to the author, 2006).  

Unfortunately, during the period of data collection, no database was kept that 

recorded cases by the offence.  Therefore it was not possible to conduct an exhaustive 

search of stalking cases across Queensland and access the transcripts for all of these 

cases.  The only way to gain access to transcripts was to use transcripts on file at the 

Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions (permission was only granted for one of 

the eight offices in Queensland) or to take details from the few appeal cases listed on 

a publicly available website and retrieve transcripts from the State Reporting Bureau 

(the repository for transcripts from the District and Supreme Courts).  Consequently, 

only 60 transcripts relating to 32 victim/stalker dyads could be accessed, which meant 

the transcripts analysed were not representative of all cases in Queensland.  However, 

the stalking represented was sufficiently serious to reach the higher courts, and in this 

regard, proved useful for analysis.   

For the current study, there were 60 transcripts for the 32 victim/stalker dyads, 

with the earliest transcript dated October 1999 and the latest dated November 2005.  

For some dyads, there were a number of transcripts available across the levels of 

courts, accounting for the larger number of transcripts compared to dyads.  In Table 

4.2, the transcripts available for each dyad are presented, as well as the three sources 

of the transcripts, which will be discussed in more depth in the next section.  The 

transcripts were records of cases from the Magistrates, District and Supreme Courts of 

Queensland.  Transcripts of cases finalised in the Magistrates Court were not 
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available, therefore the Magistrates Court transcripts in the sample represented 

committal hearings for cases finalised in the District and Supreme Courts.   

The length of the transcripts is displayed in Table 4.2.  Dependent on the type of 

transcripts available, more information on stalking was available for some dyads as 

compared to others.  Committal hearings in the Magistrates Court and trials in the 

District Court were the two lengthiest types of transcripts.  These transcripts provided 

the most data for analysis, as the evidence relating to the case had to be heard in full 

in both types of hearings.  For the other five types of transcripts, the evidence was 

only briefly summarised, therefore these types of transcripts were relatively short and 

provided less information for analysis.   
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Table 4.2: Types of Transcripts Available for the Dyads  

 Court and Type of Hearing (n = number of pages) 

 

Victim/

Stalker 

Dyad 

Magistrates  District Court Supreme Court 

Committal 

hearing   

(18 – 178 
pages) 

Trial 
(95 – 
400 
pages) 

Arraignment 
(4 – 18 
pages) 

Sentence 
(2 – 9 
pages) 

Application   
(4 pages) 

Sentence  
(4 
pages) 

Appeal  
(3 – 15 
pages) 

1    (15) (3)    (3) 

2  (86)  (95)  (4) (7)    

3    (5)    

4  (61)   (18)  (2)    (5) 

5    (10)  (3)    (12) 

6    (13)  (2)    

7    (11) (4)    

8    (7)  (3)    

9  (81)    (3)    

10  (33)    (4)    

11  (18)    (5)    

12a  (178)    (6)    

13 a Same as 
above 

  Same as 
above 

   

14b  (46)   (9)  (11)    

15b   
(400) 

 (4) Same as 
above 

   

16  (42)    (2)    

17  (50)      (4)  (9) 

18  (43)  (10) (5)    

19   (8)  (8)    

20   (7)  (6)    

21    (8)  (5)     (6) 

22    (7)  (2)    

23c        (7) 

24c       Same 
as 
above 

25        (15) 

26        (3) 

27        (6) 

28        (6) 

29        (10) 

30        (5) 

31      (4)   

32        (5) 
Note: Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of pages in the transcript  

a c These two victims were stalked by the same stalker, cases dealt with in the same hearings  

b  These two victims were stalked by the same stalker, cases were dealt with in separate hearings 

excepting the sentencing hearing  

 

 Transcripts from Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions  

 Transcripts from the State Reporting Bureau 

Transcripts from the AustLII database 
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4.2.4 Procedure 

Accessing the Transcripts 

The Griffith University Human Research Ethics Committee granted ethical 

clearance for the research and the study was conducted in accordance with the 

protocol approved by the Committee (CCJ/07/05/HREC).  Three sources of court 

transcripts were accessed.  These three sources were: (1) the Office of the Director of 

Public Prosecutions (ODPP), (2) the AustLII database of cases and legislation, and (3) 

the State Reporting Bureau (SRB), the repository for District and Supreme Court 

transcripts in Queensland.  Each of these sources will now be described in more 

detail.   

First, the ODPP allowed the researcher access to their Brisbane CBD location, 

one of eight regional offices of the ODPP.  In this office, transcripts were available for 

stalking cases prosecuted in the Brisbane courts.  As the ODPP prosecutes cases at the 

District or Supreme Court level, they possessed transcripts from these courts.  The 

ODPP also had requested transcriptions of committal hearings in the Magistrates 

Court for use in their prosecutions of these same cases in the higher courts.  However, 

three of the District Court transcripts were incomplete, with missing sentencing 

hearings, which were later accessed at the SRB.  Only cases with guilty verdicts or 

pleas which were not subsequently overturned were included in the sample.  Overall, 

29 of the 34 transcripts from the District Court, the one sentencing transcript from the 

Supreme Court and all 10 of the Magistrates Court transcripts for the sample were 

accessed at the ODPP.   

Second, the AustLII (Australasian Legal Information Institute) database 

(www.austlii.edu.au) provided access to further transcripts.  AustLII is a publicly 

available database containing legislation and cases across Australia.  This database 

provided access to (1) appeal cases in the Supreme Court and (2) applications to the 

District Court.  Appeals were where the sentence or plea/finding of guilty in the 

District or Supreme Court had been appealed in the Court of Appeal (a division of the 

Supreme Court).  Applications in the District Court were cases put forth to set aside 

guilty pleas made earlier in the District Court.  The appeal and application transcripts 

related to District and Supreme Court decisions made in Brisbane and other regional 

locations in Queensland.  Transcripts where the findings of guilt were overturned or 
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where guilty pleas were set aside were not included in the sample.  Also the 

transcripts found at the ODPP were cross-checked here to ensure that earlier guilty 

findings or pleas had not been later overturned.  Overall, all 13 of the appeal 

transcripts in the Supreme Court and the one application in the District Court were 

from the AustLII database.      

Third, the Brisbane location of the SRB was accessed.  The names from the 

application and appeal transcripts located in AustLII were taken to the SRB to retrieve 

transcripts for those same hearings in the District and Supreme Courts of Brisbane.  

Further transcripts would extend the amount of information available for the case, as 

the appeal and application transcripts were very short.  However, additional 

information was found for only one of the appeal cases originally heard in the courts 

in Brisbane, as the other cases had been heard outside Brisbane.  The resources of the 

SRB were also used to gather sentencing transcripts for the three incomplete cases 

accessed from the ODPP.  In sum, the final sample was restricted only to (1) 

transcripts of cases the Brisbane office of the ODPP had been involved in prosecuting, 

(2) transcripts of applications in the District Court and hearings in the Court of Appeal 

available from the AustLII database, and (3) the transcripts archived in the Brisbane 

location of the SRB, which related only to cases already accessed at the ODPP or 

through AustLII.   

Reading and Note Taking  

From November 2005 to February 2006, the transcripts were read at the ODPP 

and the SRB.  Handwritten notes were taken on the transcripts as taking photocopies 

of the transcripts was prohibited both by the ODPP and the SRB.  The notes taken 

summarised what was presented in the transcripts.  Quotations were also taken 

verbatim.  In addition, the appeal and application transcripts from the AustLII 

database were downloaded and notes were taken on these transcripts.  All of the notes 

were later transferred to a Microsoft Word file to allow coding of the data to take 

place.  The coding schema and operationalisation of variables is discussed in the next 

section. 
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4.2.5 Coding Schema and Operationalisation of Variables 

In order to code the information available for each of the dyads, a coding 

schema was devised.  A mixed deductive/inductive method of coding was employed 

in order to develop the coding schema and later to assign codes to the information 

presented in the transcripts (Bryman, 2012).  The codes were designed to be mutually 

exclusive to allow the more complex interactions recorded in some transcripts to be 

coded.  For example, an event that occurred for a long period of time could include 

multiple codes for stalking actions, reflecting the detailed description of the event 

provided.  For shorter descriptions, where it was only stated that the stalker had 

engaged in one action against the victim, only one code could be assigned.  

The eight variables comprising the coding schema were drawn from the 

situational model based on the criminal event perspective (deductive coding).  These 

eight variables were (1) interpersonal relationship, (2) stalking action, (3) location of 

stalking, (4) time of stalking, (5) capable guardianship, (6) fear, (7) invasion of 

personal space, and (8) invasion of privacy.  The first five variables were 

encompassed in the first part of the model, the stalking events, and the final three 

variables were the psychological reactions to stalking events, the second part of the 

model.  These eight variables formed a preliminary coding schema.  Notes were taken 

on the transcripts according to these eight variables.  The schema was expanded after 

reading the notes to reflect the data available in the transcripts (inductive coding).  

The revised coding schema provided codes to assign within the variables of interest, 

which will be discussed in the sections below (the complete coding schema is 

provided in Appendix C).  The coding schema was then employed to analyse the notes 

on the transcripts to determine the frequency of each code, which is discussed in 

Section 4.2.6.  Also collected was the sex of victims and stalkers, their ages and the 

length of stalking.  Prior to outlining the analytical strategy, the operationalisation of 

the stalking event elements and victims’ psychological reactions to stalking, as 

reflected in the coding schema, will be described.    

Interpersonal Relationship 

 Information on the interpersonal relationship was provided in the transcripts 

by the victim, other witnesses, the judge, the defence, the prosecution or by the 

stalker.  Five relationship codes were identified: (1) ex-partner, (2) current sexual 

partner, (3) acquaintance, (4) friend, and (5) stranger.  These codes were incorporated 
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into the coding schema in order that relationship codes could be assigned when the 

notes on the transcripts were analysed.  Ex-partners and current sexual partners were 

separate categories to recognise the ongoing sexual relationship of current sexual 

partners, as opposed to the termination of the romantic relationship of ex-partners.  

Acquaintances included neighbours, housemates, clients of the victim’s workplace or 

work colleagues.  Friends represented occasions where a friendship existed prior to 

the stalking occurring.  The code of strangers represented relationships where the 

stalker was unknown to the victim prior to the beginning of the stalking.  Only one 

interpersonal relationship code could be assigned for each dyad.             

Location of Stalking 

Six codes for stalking location were identified: (1) the victim’s home, (2) the 

victim’s friend’s home, (3) the victim’s workplace, (4) the stalker’s home, (5) a public 

place (e.g., shopping centre, post office box, hotel, shop, in the street) or (6) location 

not mentioned.  Given the complexity of the data, strict coding criteria were 

established to ensure data was coded similarly across dyads.  The location of stalking 

was to be coded according to the place where the victim was located at the time the 

stalking occurred.  This coding was particularly important for telephone calls, as the 

stalker could be at a very different location to the victim.  On some occasions, stalkers 

tried to make contact with the victim at a certain location, but the victim was absent 

from that location.  Consequently, the location in such instances represented the 

location where the stalker was trying to make contact with the victim.  For example, 

when the stalker attended the victim’s home with a letter but the victim happened to 

be absent, the location of stalking was coded as the victim’s home.  The location was 

coded in this manner as stalking had still occurred, even in the absence of the victim.   

Within each dyad, locations were coded according to whether victims had ever 

experienced stalking at that location rather than the number of times each victim was 

stalked at a particular location.  Given some victims were stalked on multiple 

occasions at particular locations, this would have inflated the frequency of stalking 

occurrence at these locations.  As an example of the coding strategy, if a victim was 

stalked five times at home and nine times in a public place, it was only recorded that 

the victim in that dyad had been stalked at home and in a public place.     
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Stalking Action 

To understand the nature of stalking actions in the dyads, both the behaviours 

and types of approach were coded.  The codes for the 24 stalking behaviours 

identified from the transcripts are outlined in Table 4.3.  In addition to the behaviours, 

the directness of the stalker’s approach to the victim was coded for each behaviour.  

The types of approach were (1) in-person, (2) telephone, (3) indirect, or (4) not 

mentioned.  In-person approaches represented occasions where the stalker came face-

to-face with the victim, or was outside the property where the victim was located or 

delivered items to a location associated with the victim, even if the victim did not 

happen to be there at that time.  Telephone approaches represented occasions when 

the stalker telephoned or texted the victim.  Indirect approaches represented 

occasions when the stalker sent items through the postal/delivery service or 

committed stalking at a location not ordinarily associated with the victim, such as 

contacting the police to complain, putting an article in the newspaper, or writing on a 

public toilet wall, about the victim.  Not mentioned represented occasions where only 

the behaviour, not the approach, was mentioned.  Actions against family members and 

friends of the victim were coded as stalking actions, as these actions were provided as 

evidence of stalking in the transcripts, and threats or actual violence against other 

people known to the victim are acknowledged in the Queensland legislation.  The 

coding strategy focused on whether the stalking actions had ever occurred in each 

dyad.  Therefore 50 telephone calls would be coded as the stalker engaging in 

telephoning the victim.  The complexity of this coding strategy reflects the complexity 

of the data being coded.



 
 

 

 

 
 

7
7 

Table 4.3: Coding Schema for Stalking Actions 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Behaviour    Examples of Behaviours         Type of Approach 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
Watching/hanging around (passive) Passive behaviours such as hanging around and/or watching the victim, hanging around  In-person 

location containing the victim.  Spying on the victim. Stalker may stand or sit at the location. 

 

Approaching/passing/following (active)        Active behaviours of walking up to the victim, walking/cycling/driving by victim, walking/ 

cycling/driving by a location containing the victim, following on foot/bicycle/motor vehicle. 

      

Noises/disturbance                                   Purposely making loud noises, playing loud music, lighting fires so the smoke would drift 

towards the victim’s property, installing and/or directing lights towards the victim’s property. 

 

Surveillance cameras                                      Installing video surveillance cameras directed at the victim’s premises. 

 

Taking photographs                                        Taking photographs of the victim without their permission. 

 

Attacks/property damage                                Banging on doors, throwing items at/over fences, breaking down fences or breaking items. 

 

Stealing items                                                 Stealing items from the victim. 

 

Entering/break and enter   Entering a premises/car associated with the victim, with or without using force.     

 

Touching/kissing    Touching the victim, grabbing the victim or kissing the victim. 

 

Exposure/sexual assault                                  Exposing private parts of the body, publicly urinating, sexual assault or attempted rape. 

 

Attempted/actual physical assault  Attempting to physically harm the victim, such as throwing a punch and missing , or physically 

(using the body to assault victim)  assaulting the victim, such as punching, kicking or spitting. 

 

Dangerous driving (using a vehicle  Driving that caused or could have caused injury, e.g. forcing victim into illegal/dangerous 

to assault the victim)   manoeuvres or running into their car.  

 

Attempted murder                                           Attempting to kill the victim – only used if the stalker was charged with attempted murder. 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 4.3 (cont) 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Behaviour    Examples of Behaviours         Type of Approach  

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________  
Text message                                                  Sending an SMS/text message to the victim’s mobile/cell telephone.    Telephone    

 

Voice message                                                Leaving a voice message on the victim’s mobile telephone or answering machine.   

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Emails                                                             Sending an electronic message to the victim’s email accoun t.      Indirect    

 

False complaint                                              Making a false complaint about the victim to the police or an educational facility.   

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Offensive items/gestures                                Placing offensive item about victim in newspaper, offensive hand gestures or other gestures, In-person/indirect                                             

e.g., the finger/forks (does not include sexually offensive items/gestures – coded separately). 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Letters/gifts/other   Sending, giving or leaving letters/mail/notes/cards/gifts/other similar items.    In-person/indirect/not stated 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Contact (no further information)              Very short contacts involving no other behaviour (e.g., calling on telephone and hanging up In-person/telephone/indirect/

      when the victim answered) or no details were provided to determine the behaviour that occurred.  not stated 

    

Talking (least serious verbal interactions) Talking to the victim, calling out or writing messages to the victim – does not include abusive  

language or shouting (coded separately).        

 

Yelling/shouting/verbal abuse/arguing Shouting or yelling at the victim, calling the victim names, engaging in verbal abuse, arguing  

(serious verbal interactions)  – does not include threats, or sexually abusive or suggestive comments  (coded separately).  

 

Threats (most serious verbal interactions)      Includes threats of death, physical assault, sexual harm, embarrassment, damaging/stealing   

property, making complaints or committing suicide. Threats could be written or spoken.   

Threatening gestures, e.g., throat cutting.  Indirect threats, e.g., putting up white crosses. 

 

Sexually suggestive or abusive items/ Placing victim’s contact details into a newspaper or on toilet wall offering sexual services,  

comments/gestures    posting up naked photo of victim, writing or making sexual explicit comments, wolf-whistling.    

Does not include threats of rape or sexual harm (coded as threats) 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Time of Stalking 

 The exact time of stalking, such as 11.30am, as well as the general time of 

stalking, such as at night and during the day, was collected.   

Capable Guardianship  

There were two aspects to capable guardianship: (1) whether an adult was 

present (children were not counted as potential capable guardians) and (2) what direct 

action, if any, was engaged in by the potential guardian when they were present.  Only 

adults were considered to be potential capable guardians, as for the four dyads where 

children were present, their ages were not mentioned.  Without the ages of the 

children, it would be difficult to determine if actions could have been taken by the 

children to dissuade the stalker.  Moreover the stalkers were not dissuaded by the 

presence of the children as they continued to engage in their stalking actions on those 

occasions.   

The two aspects of capable guardianship (presence of an adult and direct 

action) were based on Reynald’s (2009; 2010) three stages of capable guardianship 

(1) presence, (2) surveillance and (3) direct action.  As reports in the transcripts were 

largely from the victim, it was not always possible to tell whether the potential 

guardian was engaged in surveillance to notice the stalker.  Therefore mere presence 

and any direct actions were more reliably reported upon and formed the categories 

examined, with surveillance included as an example of direct action.  In terms of 

direct actions, an effective direct action undertaken by the guardian might be the 

guardian making contact with the stalker and telling them to stop their unwanted 

actions or the police will be called (Meloy, 1997).  The direct actions taken by 

potential guardians are summarised below: 

 

 Talked to stalker, Told stalker to stop/leave/not make contact 
with victim, Yelling/swearing at stalker     

 Threatened to call/Called police        

 Listened to stalker          

 Conducted surveillance of stalker       

 Warned victim         

 Ignored/Walked or drove away from the stalker with the victim    

 Walked over to intervene/stepped in front of victim      

 Stayed/Hid with victim         
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 Hosed stalker           

 Arrested stalker          

 No direct action         

 
The presence of capable guardianship could only be coded if the person was 

present when the stalking happened and could see or hear, and therefore potentially 

take action against, what was occurring (Cohen & Cantor, 1980; Cohen, Cantor, et al., 

1981; Cohen et al., 1980; Cohen, Kluegel, et al., 1981).  When stalking occurred and 

the victim then went and found or called someone else, this could not be classified as 

capable guardianship.  Moreover, if there was more than one guardian present when 

stalking took place, the guardian who engaged in direct action was prioritised in the 

coding of guardianship.  That is, only one guardian was coded as being present and 

engaging in direct actions, as this was the best representation of capable guardianship 

in that circumstance.     

Capable guardianship could also be recognised if the victim was absent from 

the situation but another person was present to intercept the stalker.  This other person 

could possibly act as a guardian and deter the stalker even in the absence of the 

victim.  Both the frequency of guardianship for all of the stalking actions that had 

occurred was coded as well as whether guardianship had ever been present for each 

dyad.  The direct actions taken by guardians were coded according to whether they 

had ever been adopted.  Once again, the complexity of the data present in the 

transcripts meant that a complex coding strategy had to be adopted.   

Psychological Reactions to Stalking 

The three psychological reactions coded in Study 1 were fear, invasion of 

personal space, and invasion of privacy.  Fear and psychological harm are mentioned 

in the Queensland legislation, therefore it was of interest to determine the presence of 

fear in the transcripts, and also the presence of two psychological impacts which have 

not been studied extensively in the research literature, invasion of personal space and 

invasion of privacy.  In the transcripts, there were four ways in which victims’ 

responses were reported.  First, the victim’s testimony may have contained their 

reactions to the stalking they experienced.  Second, prosecution witnesses may have 

observed and therefore testified about the victim’s reactions.  Third, a victim impact 

statement may have been provided to the court detailing the victim’s reactions to the 
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stalking.  Fourth, the judge, in summarising the stalking incidents for a particular 

hearing/trial, may have mentioned the victim’s reactions.   

Fear 

Fear is mentioned in the Queensland stalking legislation but is not required of 

the victim, only a reasonable person in the same situation (Criminal Code [Stalking] 

Amendment Act 1999).  However, it is likely that fear may be promoted in testimony 

by prosecution witnesses and the victim to demonstrate that stalking met the 

legislative requirements.  Given the wide range of words used in the transcripts to 

describe emotional responses, the presence of fear could only be coded when the 

transcript contained reference to the following words: fear, frightened, scared, 

terrified or petrified.  If any of these words were mentioned, the victim was coded as 

feeling fear.       

Invasion of Personal Space 

Based on the terms used in the transcripts by victims, witnesses or judges, the 

presence of an invasion of personal space was coded when the stalker had invaded the 

victim’s personal space or the victim was tired of the stalker being in their vicinity.  

This coding is based on Evans and Wener’s (2007, p. 90) notion of personal space as  

“culturally accepted norms of interpersonal distance”, which is off-limits to other 

people most of the time (Brown & Yantis, 1996; Dean et al., 1976; DeBeer-Keston et 

al., 1986; Evans & Howard, 1973; Fisher & Byrne, 1975; Hayduk, 1983; Khan & 

Kamal, 2010; Sommer, 1959; Taylor, 1988).  For example, if it was stated in the 

transcript that the victim did not want the stalker in their vicinity or the stalker was 

too close to the victim, this was interpreted as an invasion of personal space.       

Invasion of Privacy 

The presence of an invasion of privacy was coded when an invasion of privacy 

was mentioned by victims, witnesses or judges, namely that the victim was worried 

about the stalker knowing their personal information or the victim wanted to maintain 

their privacy.  This coding was based on a previous definition of privacy as the 

freedom to control how much information a person receives from outsiders and how 

much information they let others know about themselves (Altman, 1975; Robson, 
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2008).  For example, if it was stated in the transcript that the victim was worried about 

the stalker knowing their home address or telephone number or they did not want the 

stalker to invade their privacy, this was coded as an invasion of privacy. 

4.2.6 Analysis 

Using the coding schema, content analysis was performed on the notes taken 

on the transcripts (Bryman, 2012).  This analysis was conducted to assign codes to the 

stalking represented in the transcripts.  The codes outlined above were assigned to 

every instance of the elements of stalking events and psychological reactions, these 

instances were then summarised into whether they had ever occurred in each dyad.  

Importantly the amount of detail in the transcripts, or lack thereof, affected coding for 

all elements of the situational model, such as locations, times and guardianship.  For 

very detailed transcripts, a larger number of codes could be assigned given the data 

available.  Where transcripts were very short, fewer codes could be assigned as the 

data was not available to allow more extensive coding.    

As only the researcher was given permission to access the resources of the 

ODPP and photocopying of the transcripts was prohibited, it was not possible to 

conduct inter-rater reliability tests for the content analysis.  However, as the coding 

schema was used as the basis for the content analysis, another person, using different 

transcripts and adding other codes as necessary to the existing schema, could replicate 

a similar study.   

Validity was difficult to measure as the content analysis was conducted using 

a coding schema developed based upon the transcripts collected rather than an 

established coding schema.  To the researcher’s knowledge, there was no established 

schema for coding stalking court transcripts according to the elements included in the 

situational model of stalking.  All attempts were made by the researcher to develop 

mutually exclusive codes (Bryman, 2012), so that elements of stalking events and 

psychological reactions could be sufficiently distinguished and coded appropriately.  

In addition, the inductive coding from the transcripts ensured the scope of each 

concept was covered by the codes encompassed in the schema.  Therefore each code 

assigned was likely to be a valid measure of the stalking represented in the transcripts.     
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4.3 Study 1: Results 

The results is divided into three sections, first descriptive information, then 

links between elements of the stalking event, then psychological reactions to stalking.   

Therefore, the first part of the model will be addressed in the first two sections, that is 

the elements of stalking events (victims, stalkers, interpersonal relationship, stalking 

actions, locations, times, and capable guardianship) and the links between these 

elements.  The second part of the model will be addressed in the third section, which 

is the psychological reactions of fear, invasion of personal space and invasion of 

privacy in relation to stalking events.   

4.3.1 Research Question 1.1: How were the victim and stalker known to each other? 

The first stalking event element examined was the relationship between the 

victim and stalker.  There were thirteen ex-partner relationships and twelve 

acquaintances in the dyads, five strangers, one ongoing sexual relationship and one 

friendship.   

4.3.2 Research Question 1.2: Where was the location of stalking?   

  The second element of the situational model to be examined was the location 

of stalking.  Across the 32 victim/stalker dyads, the most frequent location for stalking 

was the victim’s home (Table 4.4).  The next most common stalking location was a 

public place.  The numbers presented in Table 4.4 represent whether the victim in the 

dyad was ever stalked at that location rather than the absolute frequency of stalking at 

those locations.  Significantly, for 17 of the dyads, stalking occurred at more than one 

location, representing the complexity of stalking experienced across the dyads.  Most 

victims were stalked at only two locations (ten victims).  Only six victims were 

stalked at three locations and one victim was stalked at five locations.  However, 

across 22 of the 32 dyads there was at least one occasion when the location of stalking 

was not mentioned.  Consequently, victims may have been stalked at a greater number 

of locations than could be drawn from the transcripts.  Moreover, for three dyads no 

location was stated for any of the stalking that occurred.  Therefore the limitations of 

the data contained in the transcripts impacted coding of stalking locations.     
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Table 4.4: Locations of Stalking Across the Dyads 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Location of Stalking    Number of Dyads (N = 32) 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

Victim’s home     24 
 
Public place     14 

 
Victim’s workplace    10 

 
Victim’s friend’s home   5 
 

Stalker’s home    2 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

4.3.3 Research Question 1.3: What was the nature of stalking actions engaged in by 

stalkers?  

Stalking actions were the third element of the situational model.  The stalking 

actions included both behaviours and the types of approach made by the stalker to the 

victim.  The most common type of action across the dyads was talking with the victim 

in-person and on the telephone.  The next most common stalking action was threats 

occurring in-person and via the telephone.  Every stalker engaged in more than one 

type of stalking action against their victim.  However, the Queensland legislation only 

requires that one action be engaged in repeatedly.  Stalking actions are presented in 

Table 4.5 according to the number of dyads where these actions were experienced.  

The reason actions were counted across dyads, rather than individually, was the high 

amount of variability within each dyad.  Individually counted, there were 815 stalking 

actions ranging from 4 to 131 actions across the dyads.  First presented in the table are 

stalking behaviours, followed by the type of approach.  The total behaviours column 

in the table represents the number of dyads where this behaviour occurred.  

Expanding on this, the next four columns outline the type of approach employed with 

the varied behaviours.  These columns may not necessarily sum to the total 

behaviours column, as in some dyads there was one behaviour with a number of 

approaches, such as in-person, via the telephone, indirect (not talking to or being 

physically present around the victim) and not mentioned.  For example, in some dyads 

the stalker talked with the victim in-person and on the telephone.  This would be 

recorded as one behaviour but two types of approach.   Approach not mentioned 



 
 

85  

 

means the behaviours were mentioned but the method of approach was not named.  

Behaviour not mentioned referred to instances where the approach was mentioned but 

not the behaviour, such as telephoning the victim but not mentioning if the stalker 

talked to or threatened the victim or was silent.  Overall, the coding of relationships 

was based on the varied amount of information available in the court transcripts, 

therefore the coding was limited by the presence or absence of data in the transcripts.  
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Table 4.5: Stalking Actions in the Court Transcripts 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

     Total Behaviours Type of Approach 

Behaviour    (Dyads)  In-Person Telephone Indirect Not Mentioned 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Talking     20   15  14    1 
Threats     19   10  10  2  5 
Watching/hanging around  18   18 
Approaching/passing/   17   17 
following  
Letters/gifts/other   13   8    9  1 
Yelling/verbal abuse/arguing  13   11  3  1 
Sexually suggestive/abusive  12   8  4  2              1 
Attempted/actual   9   9 
physical assault  
Attacks/property damage  9   9 
Entering/break and enter  9   9 
Dangerous driving   5   5 
Voice message    5     5 
Text message    4     4   
Exposure/sexual assault   3   3 
Offensive items/gestures  3   2    1 
False complaint    2       2 
Touching/kissing   2   2 
Emails     1     1 
Noises/disturbance   1   1 
Surveillance cameras   1   1 
Taking photographs   1   1 
Stealing items    1   1 
Attempted murder   1   1 
Behaviour not mentioned  20   13  10    4 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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4.3.4 Research Question 1.4: At what time of the day was stalking perpetrated? 

 The fourth element of the situational model of stalking was the time of 

stalking.  Unfortunately while in some transcripts the time of stalking was often 

stated, when all of the information was collated across the dyads, the times of stalking 

were very infrequently stated.  Due to the lack of data on the times of stalking, this 

question was not able to be addressed. 

4.3.5 Research Question 1.5: Was there evidence of capable guardianship? 

The fifth element of the model was capable guardianship.  There were two 

aspects of capable guardianship examined.  First, an overall picture of capable 

guardianship across the dyads was gained, including the percentage of guardianship in 

relation to the total number of stalking actions.  Guardianship was studied as a single 

variable rather than examining the links with other variables.  An analysis of the 

presence of capable guardianship by each type of stalking action could not be 

conducted as the numbers in each cell were too small.  In addition, due to the small 

number of dyads, measures of capable guardianship were skewed towards the most 

common locations and relationships mentioned.  While acknowledging these 

limitations, a preliminary analysis of guardianship across the dyads revealed that for 

eleven dyads, no guardians were mentioned as present for any stalking that occurred.  

For 21 dyads, another person was present at some point in the stalking period for at 

least one stalking event.  These other persons included family members, friends, work 

colleagues, acquaintances, and police officers.  A limitation of the data is that some 

victims may have had guardians present for multiple stalking events whereas other 

victims may have had guardians present for only one stalking event.  These 

distinctions cannot be made with the current frequency data.  A further result was that 

across the 21 dyads, someone else was present for only 188 (28.1%) of the 669 

stalking actions coded as occurring in those dyads.  An important note here is that a 

number of stalking actions could occur in a single event and the frequency of stalking 

actions per event varied widely across the dyads.  Therefore the same guardian may 

have been present for multiple stalking actions, inflating the measure of guardianship 

according to stalking actions. In addition, the limited information in many of the 

transcripts impacted the coding of guardianship.  
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 The second measure of capable guardianship was whether the other person in 

the situation took any direct action (Reynald, 2009; 2010).  Direct actions instituted 

against stalkers might stop that particular incident of stalking or perhaps lead to 

overall dissuasion of the stalker.  Across the 21 dyads where someone else was noted 

as being present, it was most common that no direct action was taken.  For 16 dyads, 

the person did not act against the stalker and therefore were not considered capable 

guardians in those instances (see Table 4.6).  When direct actions were investigated, 

the most common direct actions were talking to the stalker, or telling the stalker to 

stop/leave/not make contact with the victim, or yelling or swearing at the stalker.  

Note the direct actions were coded according to whether they were ever employed in 

the dyad, therefore more than one direct action could be engaged in per dyad.  The 

next most common direct action was threatening to call, or actually calling, the police.  

Hosing the stalker with a garden hose could be interpreted as an inflammatory action, 

as the stalking incident continued on that occasion and further incidents were engaged 

in.  Overall, while a person was present at least once for 21 of the dyads, guardianship 

was absent for most of the stalking actions that occurred and when guardians were 

present, often direct action was not taken.  However, the coding was impacted by the 

limited information in many transcripts about the stalking events that occurred.  

Table 4.6: Direct Actions Taken Against Stalker by Guardians 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Direct Action Taken Against Stalker      Number of  
Dyads 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Talked to stalker, Told stalker to stop/leave/not make contact 
with victim, Yelling/swearing at stalker    9 

Threatened to call/Called police       8 
Listened to stalker         4 
Conducted surveillance of stalker      3 

Warned victim         3 
Ignored/Walked or drove away from the stalker with the victim   2 

Walked over to intervene/stepped in front of victim     2 
Stayed/Hid with victim        1 
Hosed stalker          1 

Arrested stalker         1  
 

No direct action        16 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
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4.3.6 Research Question 1.6: Are there links between the interpersonal relationship 

and the stalking location? 

 The situational model of stalking suggests links between the event elements.  

The first link explored between elements of the situational model will be the link 

between the interpersonal relationship and the location of stalking.  The results 

demonstrated that all stalkers most commonly stalked at the victim’s home (see Table 

4.7).  While it appeared acquaintances were most likely to stalk at the victim’s home, 

all ex-partners had at least one missing location of stalking.  Therefore the true 

amount of stalking at the victim’s home could have been underestimated for this 

relationship type.  In the dyads, acquaintances knew the address of their victim as they 

were neighbours, housemates or work associates and could therefore contact their 

victims at home.  Ex-partners, knowing the victim intimately, could easily stalk their 

victims at their home.  Strangers stalked their victims almost equally across the 

victim’s home, workplace and public locations, which related to their knowledge 

about the victim.  Only the three most common relationship types were examined in 

this analysis, being ex-partners, acquaintances and strangers.  There was only one 

friendship and one current sexual relationship represented in the transcripts.  As all 

locations mentioned across the 32 dyads were included to enhance knowledge of 

stalking locations by relationship type, the number of victims in Table 4.7 represents 

how many victims within that relationship group experienced stalking at that location.  

Consequently, individual victims could be represented across multiple locations.  

Statistical analyses could not be conducted due both to the small number of dyads and 

the lack of independence among observations.  Moreover the coding of locations was 

dependent on the limited information available in the transcripts, which restricted the 

types of locations coded for each dyad. 
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Table 4.7: Interpersonal Relationships and Stalking Locations 
___________________________________________________________________________________ 

Location     Interpersonal Relationship    
     Ex-partner  Acquaintance  Stranger   

  (n = 13)  (n = 12)  (n = 5)   
  _______________________________________ 
  n Number of Dyads (%) 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Victim’s home    8 (61.5) 11 (91.7) 3 (60.0)  

Public place    6 (46.2) 5 (41.7) 2 (40.0)  
Victim’s workplace   4 (30.8) 4 (33.3) 2 (40.0)  
Victim’s friend’s home   1 (7.7)  3 (25.0)    

Stalker’s home   1 (7.7)  1 (8.3) 
 

Location not mentioned  13  4  3   
_____________________________________________________________________ 
Note: Only the most common interpersonal relationships are displayed. 

 
The second most common stalking location for ex-partners and acquaintances 

was public places, followed by the victim’s workplace.  Strangers were equally likely 

to stalk at the victim’s workplace as at public places, which may have been due to the 

amount of information they possessed about the victim.  In Dyad 8, the stranger 

stalker first approached his victim in the street while she was on her way to school.  

He then followed the victim’s car home and continued his stalking actions at the 

victim’s home.  In Dyad 14, the stalker was informed that his case was being 

investigated and then the stalker called the police station and repeatedly engaged in 

stalking actions against the police officer who was handling his case at the officer’s 

place of work.  In Dyad 31, the stalker came to know of the victim by entering her 

workplace and then engaged in stalking actions at that location.  Overall all stalkers 

appeared to most often engage in stalking at the victim’s home, with little difference 

between relationship types regarding the locations of stalking, however these findings 

were based on a qualitative analysis of the limited data available in the small number 

of transcripts.  

4.3.7 Research Question 1.7: Are there links between the interpersonal relationship 

and the stalking action? 

 When examining interpersonal relationships and stalking actions, ex-partners 

most commonly engaged in watching or hanging around the victim and approaching, 

passing or following the victim (see Table 4.8).  Entering a location where the victim 



 
 

91  

 

was located, talking with the victim on the telephone, and sending letters or gifts were 

the next most commonly engaged in actions by ex-partners.  However overall, in-

person actions were most common.  A limitation of the data that must be noted is that 

the coding of stalking actions was affected by the amount of information on stalking 

events in the transcripts.  In addition, all named stalking actions were included to 

provide the most data on the types of actions engaged in across the relationship types; 

this lack of independence and, moreover, the small number of dyads precluded 

statistical analyses. 

 
Table 4.8: Interpersonal Relationships and Stalking Actions 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Stalking Action    Interpersonal Relationship 

 
Ex-partner Acquaintance Stranger 

      (n = 13) (n = 12) (n = 5) 
     ____________________________________ 
      n Number of Dyads (%) 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
In-Person Contact    5 (38.5)  4 (33.3)  2 (40.0) 
In-Person Letters/gifts/other   4 (30.8)  2 (16.7)  1 (20.0) 
In-Person Talking    4 (30.8)  7 (58.3)  2 (40.0) 
In-Person Yelling/verbal abuse/arguing  3 (23.1)  6 (50.0)  1 (20.0) 
In-Person Threats    3 (23.1)  5 (41.7)  1 (20.0) 
In-Person Sexually suggestive/abusive  1 (7.7)  4 (33.3)  2 (40.0) 
In-Person Watching/hanging around  6 (46.2)  7 (58.3)  4 (80.0) 
In-Person Approaching/passing/following 6 (46.2)  6 (50.0)  3 (60.0) 
In-Person Attacks/property damage  4 (30.8)  3 (25.0)  1 (20.0) 
In-Person Entering/break and enter  5 (38.5)  2 (16.7)  1 (20.0) 
In-Person Sexual assault   1 (7.7)  2 (16.7) 
In-Person Attempted/actual physical assault 4 (30.8)  3 (25.0) 
In-Person Dangerous driving   3 (23.1)  1 (8.3)  

 
Telephone Contact    4 (30.8)  4 (33.3)  2 (40.0) 
Telephone Talking    5 (38.5)  4 (33.3)  3 (60.0) 
Telephone Yelling/verbal abuse/arguing    1 (8.3)  2 (40.0) 
Telephone Threats    4 (30.8)  4 (33.3)  1 (20.0) 
Telephone Sexually suggestive/abusive  2 (15.4)  2 (16.7) 
 
Indirect Letters/gifts/other   5 (38.5)  3 (25.0)  1 (20.0) 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Note: Only the most common relationships and stalking actions are displayed. The darkest shaded 

figures represent the highest number of associations between relationships and actions.  The lightest 

shaded figures represent the second highest number of associations.   

 

Acquaintances most commonly watched or hung around the victim and talked 

to the victim in-person, then approached, passed or followed the victim or yelled, 

verbally abused or argued with the victim in-person.  As acquaintances were 
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neighbours, housemates, work colleagues or clients of the victim, this would make it 

much easier to watch, approach, talk to or yell at the victim.  In-person yelling, 

verbally abusing or arguing was more commonly engaged in by acquaintances than 

ex-partners.  Also acquaintances were more likely to threaten their victim in-person 

than ex-partners.  Strangers most commonly watched or hung around the victim, 

followed by approaching, passing or following the victim and talking on the telephone 

with the victim.  The manner in which they contacted their victim likely related to the 

information they possessed about the victim.  Overall, the most common stalking 

actions for the three relationship types appeared to be watching or hanging around and 

approaching, passing or following, however acquaintances were also equally likely to 

engage in talking and yelling, verbally abusing or arguing in-person.  Therefore there 

appeared to be links between the relationship and stalking action.  However, the 

coding was restricted by the limited amount of information available in the small 

number of court transcripts.  Also these findings emerged from a qualitative rather 

than a quantitative analysis.   

4.3.8 Research Question 1.8: Are there links between the stalking action and the 

stalking location? 

The final link examined is between stalking location and stalking actions.  At 

the victim’s home, watching or hanging around the victim in-person was most 

common (see Table 4.9).  The next most common action was talking with the victim 

in-person and yelling, verbally abusing or arguing with the victim in-person.  

Importantly, in-person threats were most commonly engaged in at the victim’s home.  

As threats are a very serious stalking action, making threats at the victim’s home, 

where capable guardians would be less likely to be present, would present the least 

risks, as the information in the transcripts appeared to suggest.  For example, in most 

dyads when the stalker threatened to embarrass, hurt or kill the victim, no other 

person was there (Dyads 9, 12, 13, 19, 25, 30, and 32).  In Dyad 12, the stalker issued 

death threats at the victim’s home when everyone in her family were in bed.  On 

another occasion, the stalker threatened to kill the victim, once again at her home; the 

victim’s husband heard but did not intervene.  However, these conclusions were based 

on the limited information available in the transcripts.  In addition, due to the small 
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sample size and that all named actions and locations were included in the analysis, 

statistical testing could not be conducted to test these associations.      

 

Table 4.9: Stalking Actions and Stalking Locations 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Stalking Action    Location 

Victim’s Victim’s  Public 
Home  Workplace Place 

      (n = 24) (n = 10) (n = 14) 
     ____________________________________ 
      n Number of Dyads (%) 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
In-Person Contact    4 (16.7)  4 (40.0)  3 (21.4) 
In-Person Letters/gifts/other   4 (16.7)  2 (20.0) 
In-Person Talking    10 (41.7) 3 (30.0)  5 (35.7) 
In-Person Yelling/verbal abuse/arguing  9 (37.5) 1 (10.0)  2 (14.3) 
In-Person Threats    8 (33.3)   1 (7.1) 
In-Person Sexually suggestive/abusive  5 (20.8)  1 (10.0) 
In-Person Watching/hanging around  13 (54.2) 5 (50.0)  2 (14.3) 
In-Person Approaching/passing/following 8 (33.3) 4 (40.0)  11 (78.6) 
In-Person Attacks/property damage  6 (25.0) 
In-Person Entering/break and enter  7 (29.2)  2 (20.0) 
In-Person Sexual assault   3 (12.5) 
In-Person Attempted/actual physical assault 5 (20.8)    1 (7.1) 
In-Person Dangerous driving       4 (28.6) 

 
Telephone Contact    4 (16.7)  2 (20.0)  1 (7.1) 
Telephone Talking    5 (20.8)  3 (30.0)  3 (21.4) 
Telephone Yelling/verbal abuse/arguing  1 (4.2)  1 (10.0) 
Telephone Threats    3 (12.5)  2 (20.0)  1 (7.1) 
Telephone Sexually suggestive/abusive  2 (8.3) 
 
Indirect Letters/gifts/other     1 (10.00) 2 (14.3) 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
Note: Only the most common locations and actions are displayed. The darkest shaded figures represent 

the highest number of associations between locations and actions.  The lightest shaded figures represent 

the second highest number of associations.   
 

At the victim’s workplace, watching or hanging around the victim was most 

common, followed by approaching, passing or following the victim or some sort of in-

person contact.  As guardians were often present at the victim’s workplace when 

stalking occurred, this may account for the more innocuous actions performed here 

due to the heightened risks of someone intervening.  However, the most notable 

exception was in Dyad 17, where the stalker approached the victim at her workplace, 

a bar, and stabbed the victim.  At public places, the most common action was 

approaching, passing or following the victim in-person.  Overall, there appeared to be 

associations between the locations of stalking and stalking actions, as watching or 
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hanging around were most common at the victim’s home and workplace, whereas 

approaching, passing or following were most common in public places.  However 

these associations were based on the limited information available in a small amount 

of transcripts. 

4.3.9 Research Question 1.9: Are victims’ experiences of fear, invasion of personal 

space and invasion of privacy mentioned in the court transcripts? 

In the following three sub-sections, fear, invasion of personal space and 

invasion of privacy will be examined.   

Fear 

 Fear was coded as present when there was at least one instance in the 

transcripts of the words fear, frightened, scared, terrified or petrified.  In 14 of the 32 

dyads, fear was noted as being present.  For these 14 dyads, 13 included a female 

victim and one included a male victim.  In all cases, the stalker was male.  A very 

tentative examination of relationships where fear was experienced revealed that seven 

victims and stalkers shared an acquaintance relationship (12 acquaintances in total), 

while five were ex-partners (13 ex-partners in total) and two were strangers (five 

strangers in total).  As seven of the 12 victims stalked by acquaintances felt fear, it 

appeared acquaintances more often provoked fear in their victims than ex-partners or 

strangers, however due to the small number of dyads, it is not possible to definitively 

state this.  Overall, most of the transcripts were quite short and may have omitted 

mention of fear as more focus was placed on outlining the actions engaged in by 

stalkers.   

Invasion of Personal Space 

 Invasion of personal space formed a part of the situational model and was 

proposed to arise in relation to elements of stalking events.  The transcripts were 

examined to determine whether an invasion of personal space was mentioned in 

relation to event elements.  As an invasion of personal space was mentioned for only 

three of the 32 dyads (9, 10 and 15), and the limited nature of the information in the 

transcripts, it can only be stated that this psychological reaction was mentioned for a 

very small number of dyads.   
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Invasion of Privacy 

Invasion of privacy also forms part of the situational model, as it is postulated 

that stalking events are associated with victims’ invasion of privacy.  Four victims 

were coded as experiencing an invasion of privacy (Dyads 2, 3, 9 and 24).  Therefore 

there were only a small number of dyads where an invasion of privacy was 

mentioned.   

4.4 Study 1: Discussion 

The focused research question for the current study was: Can the situational 

model of stalking assist an understanding of (a) stalking perpetration by convicted 

offenders and (b) victims’ psychological reactions to stalking?  The results of the 

current study demonstrated limited utility of the model for assisting an understanding 

of stalking, largely due to the limitations inherent in the data, such as small sample 

size and limited information in most transcripts.  Ex-partners and acquaintances were 

the most common stalkers, which matched previous research (Baum et al., 2009; 

Bennett Cattaneo et al., 2011; Bjerregaard, 2000; 2010; Budd & Mattinson, 2000b; 

Spitzberg & Cupach, 2007; Tjaden & Thoennes, 1998).  Ex-partners were more likely 

to stalk at the victim’s home and watch or hang around, or approach, pass or follow 

the victim.  Acquaintances also most often stalked at the victim’s home and watched 

or hung around, or approached, passed or followed the victim but were also equally 

likely to talk or yell, verbally abuse or argue with the victim in-person.  These 

findings do indicate some utility of the model in assisting an understanding of stalking 

but there did not appear to be much difference in stalking across relationship types, 

moreover any apparent differences could not be examined using statistical analyses 

due to the sample size.  If the sample size had been larger, statistical analyses could 

have been conducted to determine whether there were any statistically significant 

differences in stalking based on relationship to the victim. 

The victim’s home being a common stalking location matched with other 

research where the victim’s home was also the most common location of stalking 

(Morrison, 2001; Queensland Police Service, 2005; Sheridan et al., 2001).  In 

addition, the finding of multiple stalking locations for many victims matched with 

other research findings that being stalked at more than one location was common for 

stalking victims (Sheridan et al., 2001).  The victim’s home was the most common 
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stalking location across all relationship types, followed by public places and then the 

victim’s workplace, therefore there did not appear to be any differences in stalking 

locations across relationship types.  However the small number of dyads and limited 

data in the transcripts impacted the ability to find links and, statistical tests could not 

be conducted due to the limitations of the data.  Further findings from the study 

suggested that, at the victim’s home and workplace, the most common stalking action 

was watching or hanging around, whereas approaching, passing or following was 

most common at public places.  These findings suggested there was a link between 

stalking location and action, indicating some limited utility of the model in assisting 

an understanding of stalking.  However statistical tests could not be conducted to 

examine these differences. 

Another qualitative finding was a lack of capable guardianship and direct 

actions being employed by guardians.  A lack of capable guardianship was noted in 

previous research as being crucial to the occurrence of stalking (Fisher et al., 2002; 

Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1999; Reyns et al., 2011).  Consequently, the findings 

indicated that the model was preliminarily useful in assisting an understanding of 

stalking, as stalking seemed to often occur in situations where guardianship was 

absent or ineffective.  However this conclusion was based on the limited information 

available in the transcripts and a small sample of dyads. 

Finally, the psychological reactions of fear, invasion of personal space and 

invasion of privacy were mentioned in the transcripts.  However fear was mentioned 

more often than invasion of personal space and privacy.  Due to the small sample size, 

it was not possible to determine any associations between the psychological reactions 

and the situational elements of stalking events.   

4.5 Study 1: Conclusions 

Two conclusions can be drawn, and two limitations identified, from Study 1.  

First, the situational model was only somewhat useful in assisting an understanding of 

stalking perpetration.  While there were links between the elements, there did not 

appear to be a great deal of difference in stalking across relationship types, locations 

and actions.  The small sample size of the current study meant an inability to discover 

statistically significant variance across these elements of the stalking event.  
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Therefore, Study 2 was proposed with a larger sample of stalking victims in order that 

stronger conclusions could be made.  This study is presented in Chapter 6. 

  The second conclusion was that victims’ psychological reactions of fear, 

invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy were present in the transcripts, but 

only in very small numbers.  Fear was mentioned in the transcripts for 14 of the 

dyads, invasion of personal space was mentioned in three dyads and finally, there 

were four dyads where an invasion of privacy was mentioned.  To gain more 

information regarding these psychological reactions, and absolute measures of these 

reactions, in Study 2, victims will be asked to rate their psychological reactions on 

scales in relation to situational elements of stalking events.  In Study 3, presented in 

Chapter 7, community members will be asked to rate their anticipated psychological 

reactions to stalking vignettes on scales.       

 Four limitations of Study 1 were the limited amount of information available 

in the transcripts, the small number of dyads, the generalizability of the findings and 

that only stalking perpetration was analysed.  The amount of information for each 

dyad was restricted by the types of transcripts that were available to read.  Transcripts 

which contained detailed hearings, as opposed to summaries of the case, contained 

much more information on the stalking that took place and therefore information on 

stalking events and psychological reactions.  In addition, the information available in 

the transcripts was only that deemed relative to the legal pursuit of the case, meaning 

information on stalking events and reactions may not have been mentioned simply 

because it was not relevant to the case.  The second limitation was the small number 

of dyads available for analysis, which meant that only descriptive analyses could be 

conducted.  The third limitation was that the use of official court records meant the 

findings of this study are not representative of stalking which has not been adjudicated 

in the courts.  As it would seem that only the most serious instances of stalking would 

proceed to court, it might be expected that the stalking events would differ from 

stalking in the general population.  Even if a larger sample of transcripts had been 

able to be obtained, it would not have been possible to determine how stalking cases 

prosecuted by the courts compared to stalking outside of the courts.  The fourth 

limitation was that only stalking perpetration was analysed.  Due to the limitations of 

the information in the transcripts, the small number of dyads and the serious nature of 

the stalking in the transcripts, Study 2 was conducted to provide a more complete 

picture of stalking.  In this study, the victimisation experiences of a sample of 718 
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victims, drawn from a larger survey of stalking, were examined.  In the questionnaire, 

direct queries were made about aspects of the stalking event and psychological 

reactions.  In addition, this information was drawn from a largely non-adjudicated 

sample of victims.  The methodology for the larger survey (Study 2 and Study 3) is 

described in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 5: OVERVIEW OF QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDIES 2 AND 3 

5.1 Introduction 

A semi-structured self-report questionnaire was used to collect data for Study 2 

and Study 3.  This questionnaire will be briefly overviewed in this chapter prior to 

being described in more detail in Chapters 6 and 7.  The questionnaire contained a 

section concerning stalking victimisation and a stalking vignette section.  Study 2 

consisted of an analysis of experiences of stalking victimisation, while Study 3 

consisted of an analysis of responses to stalking vignettes.  In the current chapter, the 

people who responded to the questionnaire will be described, together with the contents 

of the questionnaire and the methods used to recruit the respondents.  The limitations of 

the questionnaire will be highlighted to demonstrate the reasons for the primarily 

descriptive analyses conducted in the thesis.   

5.2 Respondents 

There were 1,881 respondents to the questionnaire.  However, data cleaning 

resulted in 1,589 records.  There were three stages to this data cleaning, with removal of 

records of respondents at each stage, which is discussed below.  In addition, the 

composition of final samples for Study 2 and Study 3 will be briefly outlined.     

The first stage in data cleaning was removing records of respondents who had 

not completed large sections of the questionnaire, with 222 (11.8%) records removed 

as the respondents dropped out at varying points in the survey.  Second, a further 27 

(1.4%) records were removed as it appeared the respondents had completed the survey 

twice.  Third, an additional 43 (2.3%) records were removed due to answers on the 

scales in the questionnaire lacking variation, as the same response was selected 

throughout.  Such a lack of variation indicated respondents were not selecting answers 

indicative of their true feelings, consequently these records were removed.  After 

removing these records, a sample of 1,589 respondents remained.   

Of the 1,589 respondents, 1,215 (76.5%) were females and 374 (23.5%) were 

males.  The ages of the respondents ranged from 17 to 64, with most respondents 

being young (M = 25.48, SD = 8.80).  This was explained by the majority of the 

sample comprising university students (n = 1281, 80.6%), followed by those who 
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were employed (n = 299, 18.8%) and unemployed (n = 9, 0.6%).  The recruitment 

procedures will be detailed in Section 5.4.  

In Study 2, where responses to the victimisation section of the questionnaire 

were examined, it was important to select a sample of respondents who were stalking 

victims.  A tripartite definition of stalking victimisation was employed where 

respondents had to have experienced: (1) at least one stalking action listed in the 

Queensland stalking legislation, (2) uneasiness or fear due to the actions, and (3) a 

stalking duration of two or more days.  For example, if a respondent said they had 

been telephoned, they were uneasy or afraid because of this action and this 

telephoning had occurred over two or more days, they would be classified as a 

stalking victim.  For the remainder of this thesis, the 718 respondents who met this 

definition will be referred to as victims, although it is acknowledged that researchers 

using other definitions may gain a different sample.  The definition of stalking and the 

sample of stalking victims will be discussed in more detail in the results chapter, 

Chapter 6.   

For Study 3, responses to the stalking vignettes presented in the questionnaire 

were investigated.  It was vital the vignettes were accurately recalled by respondents, 

to ensure the manipulation of variables in the vignettes was associated with the 

anticipated reactions of respondents.  Three manipulation checks were included after 

the questions concerning respondents’ anticipated reactions to the vignettes.  

Responses to these manipulation checks identified respondents who had not correctly 

recalled aspects of the vignettes.  After records of respondents who did not correctly 

recall the vignettes were removed, a final sample of 1,174 respondents remained.  

This sample of respondents will be examined in more depth in Chapter 7.       

5.3 Questionnaire 

The semi-structured questionnaire was 17 pages in length and took between 30 

and 60 minutes to complete.  A copy of this questionnaire is provided in Appendix D.  

There were five sections to the questionnaire.  Only sections two, four and five were 

analysed in Studies 2 and 3.  Section one contained the respondents’ feelings about 

their neighbourhood and section three contained a short personality survey.  These 

sections were not analysed for the purpose of this thesis.  Section two contained 

stalking vignettes, while the fourth section contained demographic questions, and the 
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fifth section was only completed by victims.  These sections were analysed in Study 2 

and Study 3.   

In the vignettes section, one of eight stalking vignettes was presented.  

Location (home or public place), time (day or night) and stalking action (talking in-

person or on the telephone) were manipulated in the vignettes to determine the 

association between these event elements and respondents’ anticipated fear, invasion 

of personal space and invasion of privacy.  Also presented were manipulation checks 

to determine whether the respondent had remembered the three manipulated aspects 

of the vignette.  The vignettes, respondents’ anticipated psychological reactions and 

the manipulation checks are described in more detail in Chapter 7.  The fourth section, 

the demographics section with seven questions, included questions concerning the 

respondent’s sex, age, employment status and how they had been recruited to 

complete the questionnaire.  All of these questions will be outlined in more depth in 

the following chapters.   

The fifth section of the questionnaire concerned stalking victimisation.  To 

determine whether a respondent would go on to complete the victimisation section, 

respondents were asked if they had experienced any stalking action listed in the 

Queensland stalking legislation.  Importantly all of the responses in this section were 

dependent on the location of stalking, creating a lack of independence among the 

responses, therefore only descriptive analyses could be conducted to examine most of 

the information (see Figure 5.1 which outlines the lack of independence among 

responses).  Previous stalking victims were asked to state their relationship to their 

stalker and talk about their victimisation experiences at the most common location of 

stalking.  Their victimisation experiences included their psychological reactions, the 

times of stalking, the most common stalking actions, and the most feared stalking 

actions (and psychological reactions to these actions) all rated according to the most 

common stalking location.  Therefore all questions concerning the stalker’s actions 

(times, most common stalking actions and most feared stalking actions) and the 

victim’s reactions to stalking (fear, invasion of personal space and invasion of 

privacy) were asked in relation to the most common location of stalking.  Questions 

were presented in this manner so that a wealth of information could be collected in 

regards to one location, rather than limited information on all of the locations of 

stalking.  However presenting the questions in this manner meant associations 
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between times, stalking actions and most feared stalking actions could not be 

statistically examined, only examined through descriptive analyses.   

 

Figure 5.1: Ordering of Questions in Victimisation Section of Questionnaire  

 

Regarding psychological reactions, victims were asked to rate their reactions 

according to the most common location of stalking and the most feared actions at 

those locations.  Asking victims to rate their psychological reactions according to all 

of the stalking they had ever experienced would have risked ceiling effects, however 

variation in ratings was more likely when asking in regards to locations and actions.  

However asking for reactions only in relation to stalking locations and most feared 

stalking actions meant these psychological reactions could not be examined in relation 

to interpersonal relationships, time of stalking and stalking actions that occurred at the 

location of stalking.  Specifically statistical analyses could only be conducted 

regarding the locations of stalking and the dependent variables of fear, invasion of 

personal space and invasion of privacy at that location as only the location of stalking 

was independent of other ratings.  While victims’ psychological reactions were sought 

in relation to the most feared stalking actions, only descriptive analyses could be 

conducted as these most feared stalking actions were rated according to the location of 

stalking.  Therefore these were not the most feared stalking actions that the victim had 

ever experienced but only the most feared at the most common location of stalking.  
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The victimisation section will be described in more detail in Chapter 6, together with 

further information on the limitations of the data. 

5.4 Procedure 

The Griffith University Human Research Ethics Committee granted ethical 

clearance for the implementation of the questionnaire (CCJ/03/06/HREC), and the 

research was conducted in accordance with the approved protocol.  Data collection 

took place over one year.  Paper questionnaires were originally provided for student 

participation over two months, from August 2006 to September 2006, prior to the 

availability of the online version in September 2006.  The online questionnaire was in 

a forced response format, with respondents having to complete all questions prior to 

moving onto the next page of the questionnaire.  The last respondent completed their 

survey online on the 19th September, 2007.  Following the inception of the online 

questionnaire, respondents were provided with paper versions if these were requested 

in preference; however, only two paper questionnaires were requested.  Most of the 

respondents completed the online version of the questionnaire (90.6%, n = 1,439), 

while 9.4% (n = 150) completed the paper version.   

To encourage participation in the questionnaire, two prize draws were offered 

throughout the time the questionnaire was available.  In the first prize draw, 11 double 

movie passes were offered.  In the second prize draw, three cash prizes of $100 were 

offered.  Ethical approval was given to conduct both of these prize draws.   

Participants were recruited from two sources; (1) Griffith University students 

and staff, and (2) the general public.  Previous research has found high prevalence 

rates of stalking amongst university/college students (Tjaden, 2009); therefore the aim 

was to recruit as many students as possible to provide a good sample of stalking 

victims.   

Five methods were used to recruit Griffith University students and staff.  First, 

Griffith University students in an introductory criminology course were given credit 

points towards their course for participation.  Students could choose among research 

projects or complete a short essay instead of participating.  Consequently, 

participation was voluntary.  Second, the researcher attended lecture theatres with 

large numbers of students from different faculties (psychology, business, and 

mathematics) and presented a short speech on the study.  A total of 500 leaflets were 
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then distributed to staff and students containing the internet address for the 

questionnaire.  These leaflets were left in the lecture theatre and were also picked up 

by other students and staff using the location.  Third, a description and link to the 

survey was posted on the Griffith University computer laboratory home page.  The 

link to the questionnaire was displayed when students or staff logged onto a computer 

in a laboratory.  Fourth, an email requesting participation in the online questionnaire, 

with a link to the survey, was initially sent to school administrative officers within 

Griffith University.  Included was a request the email be sent to staff and students of 

that particular school.  Fifth, the description and link to the questionnaire was placed 

once in an email newsletter sent to staff and student subscribers of Griffith News 

Online. 

To recruit community members, six methods were employed.  To cover a 

larger area of Brisbane, locations north, south and central to Brisbane were targeted 

for the first three methods.  First, 700 leaflets were distributed in mailboxes in four 

suburbs north of the Central Business District of Brisbane.  Second, the researcher 

distributed 200 leaflets in-person to passers-by in the Brisbane CBD.  Third, a local 

newspaper advertisement in the Southern Star (circulated in an area approximately 15 

kilometres south of the CBD) was used to recruit further participants.  Fourth, an 

advertisement was placed upon a local Brisbane website, 

http://www.brisbaneonline.org.au (now decommissioned) where items of community 

interest could be posted for all of Brisbane.  Fifth, an email was sent to the 

administrators of CrimNet, which is a server holding email addresses of criminology 

professionals and students around the world signed up to be sent criminology-specific 

communications.  The CrimNet administrators forwarded the email on to their 

distribution list.  Interested participants could click on the link to the online survey 

included in the email.  Sixth, Griffith University staff and students were requested to 

forward the group email they had received to their friends and family, with additional 

community members recruited in this manner.     

A response rate could not be calculated due to several sampling techniques 

that prevented such a calculation, such as group emails, webpages and newspaper 

advertisements.  However the respondents ticked a box in relation to how they had 

been recruited to the questionnaire.  The most successful recruitment strategy was the 

offer of course credit for university students who participated (41.7%, n = 662), 

followed by emails sent to students and staff members through their Griffith 

http://www.brisbaneonline.org/
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University email accounts (29.1%, n = 462) and students and staff who saw the 

questionnaire advertised on the computer laboratory homepage (13.9%, n = 220). 

5.5 Conclusion 

In this chapter, a brief overview of the questionnaire employed for Study 2 and 

Study 3 was given.  The respondents to the questionnaire were outlined, as were the 

sections of the questionnaire, the limitations of the questionnaire and the consequent 

restriction on analyses, and the recruitment procedures.  In Chapter 6, the contents of 

the victimisation section will be outlined in more detail prior to a discussion of the 

analysis of the responses to the victimisation section.  In Chapter 7, the responses to 

stalking vignettes will be analysed and the questions included in that section will also 

be outlined in more depth.
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CHAPTER 6: VICTIMS’ EXPERIENCES OF STALKING 

6.1 Study 2: Introduction 

In this chapter, the results of Study 2 are reported.  This study addressed one 

focused research question: Can the situational model of stalking assist an 

understanding of stalking victimisation and victims’ psychological reactions to 

stalking in a sample of university students, university staff and community members?  

In Study 1, detailed in Chapter 4, the situational model was applied to determine 

whether this model assisted an understanding of stalking perpetration and 

psychological reactions as outlined in court transcripts.  In the current study, 

victimisation experiences as recorded in a self-report questionnaire will be examined 

for the situational elements of stalking events and psychological reactions to these 

elements.  The situational model of stalking was used to generate the research 

question and it will be evaluated as to whether the model assists an understanding of 

stalking in the analyses to be conducted.  This model contains stalking events 

(victims, stalkers, relationships, stalking actions, times, locations, and capable 

guardianship) and the association between these events and victims’ psychological 

reactions (fear, invasion of personal space and privacy).   

Study 2 was conducted to ascertain whether the situational model could assist 

an understanding of the victimisation experiences of a university student and 

community member sample, where few instances of stalking had been adjudicated.  

The situational model aided a limited understanding of stalking perpetration 

represented in court cases in Chapter 4.  The major strength of Study 1 was that it 

allowed investigation of multiple stalking events for each victim.  Another strength of 

Study 1 was it demonstrated that, in addition to fear, psychological reactions of 

invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy were present for a very small 

number of victims.  Study 2 was designed to overcome the three limitations of Study 

1, that is the limited content in the transcripts, the small number of serious court cases, 

and that only stalking perpetration was examined.   

A purpose designed semi-structured questionnaire sought victims’ accounts of 

their stalking experiences (the justification for the use of ‘victims’ and ‘stalkers’ will 

be discussed below).  This quantitative, as opposed to qualitative, approach will allow 

investigation of elements of stalking events and the association between elements of 
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stalking events and fear, invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy.  Also the 

breadth of stalking on the continuum will be able to be examined, as opposed to only 

the very serious incidents of stalking represented in the court transcripts.  Moreover, 

the larger sample size gained using a self-report questionnaire will allow a better 

understanding of event elements and psychological reactions.  Furthermore, it can be 

determined if the model assists an understanding of victimisation and psychological 

reactions to stalking as opposed to the very limited understanding of stalking 

perpetration in Study 1.  However only largely descriptive analyses can be employed 

in this study given the manner in which questions were posed in the questionnaire, 

which will be explored in further depth in Section 6.2.4. 

Focused Research Question 2 is: Can the situational model of stalking assist 

an understanding of stalking victimisation and victims’ psychological reactions to 

stalking in a sample of university students, university staff and community members?  

Within this question, 10 questions have been posed to determine if the model assists 

an understanding of stalking victimisations.  First, four questions address the 

descriptives of the sample: 

Research Question 2.1: How were the victim and stalker known                         

to each other?                                                                                               

Research Question 2.2: Where was the location of stalking?                                     

Research Question 2.3: What was the nature of stalking actions              

engaged in by stalkers?                                                                           

Research Question 2.4: What time of the day was stalking perpetrated? 

In Study 1, which contained court cases of stalking, ex-partners and 

acquaintances were the most common relationship types, which has also been found 

in previous research (Baum et al., 2009; Bennett Cattaneo et al., 2011; Bjerregaard, 

2000; Björklund et al., 2010; Budd & Mattinson, 2000b; Spitzberg & Cupach, 2007; 

Tjaden & Thoennes, 1998).  In Study 1, and in other research and data, the location of 

the victim’s home was most common (Morrison, 2001; Queensland Police Service, 

2005; Sheridan et al., 2001).  Furthermore, in-person actions were most common in 

Study 1, which fit with other findings that in-person actions were most common 

(Baum et al., 2009; Blaauw et al., 2002; Budd & Mattinson, 2000b; Dressing et al., 

2005; Morrison, 2001).  The times of stalking were not able to be explored in Study 1, 

as the times of stalking were stated so infrequently, therefore times of stalking will be 



 
 

108  

 

 

examined in the current study.  Capable guardianship will not be examined as only the 

most common stalking event for each victim is being examined rather than all stalking 

events.   

Further research questions examine associations among pairs of elements as 

these associations are suggested in the situational model.  The event elements 

examined for this study are the interpersonal relationship, stalking action, location and 

time.  Interpersonal relationships can be compared to locations, actions, and times as 

participants were naming locations, actions, and times of stalking in regards to a 

particular relationship (although actions and times were rated according to the most 

common stalking location within that relationship).  Stalking locations can be 

compared to actions and times as the actions and times were rated according to the 

location of stalking.  The association between stalking action and time of stalking 

could not be examined as actions and times were rated according to the most common 

stalking location and therefore were not independent of the location of stalking. 

Research Question 2.5: Are there links between the 

interpersonal relationship and the stalking location?  

Research Question 2.6: Are there links between the  

interpersonal relationship and the stalking action?   

Research Question 2.7: Are there links between the  

interpersonal relationship and the time of stalking?  

Research Question 2.8: Are there links between the  

stalking location and the stalking action? 

Research Question 2.9: Are there links between the  

stalking location and the time of stalking? 

 

Victims’ psychological reactions of fear, invasion of personal space and 

invasion of privacy are proposed to be associated with the elements of stalking events 

in the situational model.  In the current study, victims’ reactions of fear, invasion of 

personal space and invasion of privacy are examined only in relation to the location of 

stalking and the stalking action victims identified as the most feared action.  Due to 

the way in which the questionnaire was structured, psychological reactions were not 

collected in regards to the interpersonal relationship, the most common time of 

stalking or the most common stalking actions, therefore psychological reactions can 

only be examined in regards to the most common stalking location and the most 
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feared stalking actions.  Moreover, due to the structure of the questionnaire, there are 

one set of measures of psychological reactions to the location of stalking, and another 

set of measures of psychological reactions in relation to the most feared stalking 

action.  That is, respondents were asked about their fear, invasion of personal space 

and invasion of privacy in relation to the most common location of stalking, then on a 

separate rating scale were asked about their fear, invasion of personal space and 

invasion of privacy in relation to the most feared actions at the most common location 

of stalking.  The association between the location of stalking and all three 

psychological reactions has not been examined in previous research.  However, 

previous research has demonstrated that the stalking actions of threats, violence and 

physical proximity led to more fear (Bjerregaard, 2000; Dietz & Martin, 2007; Hills & 

Taplin, 1998; Scott, Rajakaruna, Sheridan, et al., 2014).   Previous research has not 

examined stalking actions and invasion of personal space, and only one study has 

examined actions and invasion of privacy, finding that taking photographs, recording 

victim’s conversations, breaking into the victim’s residence, and sending offensive 

photographs were more invasive of privacy (Cupach & Spitzberg, 2000).  The final 

research question is: 

Research Question 2.10: Are victims’ experiences of fear,  

invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy 

connected with elements of stalking events?     

 

In the following sections of this chapter, the methodology is presented, 

followed by a presentation of the results, and then a discussion of the findings and 

their connections with the results of Study 1.  This will be followed by the conclusion, 

containing a discussion of connections between this chapter and the following 

chapter.   

6.2 Study 2: Method 

6.2.1 Design 

A semi-structured self-report questionnaire was employed to examine the 

situational nature of stalking victimisation and psychological reactions to stalking.  

The variables examined were based on the situational model of stalking.  There were 

three descriptive variables explored: (1) the interpersonal relationship between the 
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victim and stalker, (2) stalking actions, and (3) time of stalking.  These variables were 

not examined for an association with the dependent variables; rather to determine the 

interpersonal relationships, stalking actions, and times of stalking present in the 

sample.  There were two independent variables, (1) the location of stalking and (2) the 

most feared stalking actions.  These two variables were tested for their relationship 

with the victim’s psychological reactions, which were the dependent variables for the 

current study. The six dependent variables were (1) fear, (2) invasion of personal 

space, and (3) invasion of privacy rated according to the most common stalking 

location, and (4) fear, (5) invasion of personal space, and (6) invasion of privacy rated 

according to the most feared stalking action.  These ratings of fear, invasion of 

personal space and invasion of privacy were made on two occasions, once according 

to the stalking location and once according to the most feared stalking action.  

Therefore the ratings are separate and form six dependent variables rather than three 

dependent variables.  

6.2.2 Sample Selection 

In this chapter, the term ‘victim’ is used to refer to a respondent who met the 

definition of stalking victimisation adopted in this study, which will be outlined next.  

The term ‘stalker’ will be used to refer to the people victims reported about.  As the 

selection of stalking victims depended on certain questions in the questionnaire, these 

questions will be outlined now, with the rest of the questionnaire outlined in more 

depth in Section 6.2.4.  To classify respondents to the questionnaire as stalking 

victims, the definition from a previous Australian study of stalking in a community 

sample was adopted and modified (Purcell et al., 2002).  Purcell et al. (2002) 

examined stalking in the Australian state of Victoria, using self-report surveys.  In this 

study, a definition in keeping with legislation was employed.  This was a tripartite 

definition, with three aspects.  First, victims needed to experience at least one stalking 

action from a list of stalking actions, primarily drawn from the Victorian stalking 

legislation (Purcell et al., 2002).  In the current study, victims needed to experience at 

least one action from a list encompassed in the Queensland stalking legislation.  This 

list was as follows: 

1. Following, hanging around, watching or approaching you 
2. Telephoning you 

3. Sending you letters  
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4. Sending you emails  
5. Sending you faxes          

6. Hanging around, watching or approaching a place where you lived               
7. Entering a place where you lived 

8. Hanging around, watching or approaching a place where you worked               
9. Entering a place where you worked 
10. Hanging around, watching or approaching a place where you visited               

11. Entering a place where you visited 
12. Giving you offensive material or leaving it in a place where it will be  

given to you or found by you  
13. Performing an action that intimidated, harassed or threatened you 
14. Threatened or was violent towards you or your property            

15. Threatened or was violent towards themselves and their property 
16. Other similar action 

 
(Criminal Code [Stalking] Amendment Act 1999) 

Second, in the previous study, victims needed to experience fear (Purcell et al., 

2002).  In the current study, victims needed to feel uneasy and/or afraid, as 

apprehension and/or fear are part of the definition of stalking in the Queensland 

legislation (Criminal Code [Stalking] Amendment Act 1999).  Third, the action(s) 

needed to occur on two or more occasions (Purcell et al., 2002).  In the current study, 

this requirement has been altered to stalking taking place over at least two days, 

ensuring that at least two stalking incidents had occurred.  If the duration of the 

stalking period was only a day, it would have been difficult to determine if this was 

only one incident or multiple incidents over one day.  In summary, the modified 

tripartite definition of stalking was: (1) experience of at least one stalking action from 

the Queensland legislation, (2) uneasiness and/or fear due to the stalking actions, and 

(3) occurrence of actions over at least two days.   

6.2.3 Stalking Victims 

In this study, almost half of the respondents who answered the questionnaire (N 

= 1,589) were identified as stalking victims (n = 718, 45.2%), based on the definition 

outlined above.  The sample of victims was a convenience sample, composed of 

university students, university staff and community members.  Descriptive statistics for 

victims and stalkers are provided in Table 6.1. The majority of victims were females 

and the majority of stalkers were males.  There were 544 (75.8%) respondents from 

Queensland and 174 (24.2%) respondents from other Australian states or other 

countries.  The majority of the sample comprised university students, therefore the 
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majority of victims were young, as were the stalkers who engaged in stalking against 

them.  As described in Chapter 5, most respondents to the questionnaire were Griffith 

University students as compared to Griffith staff members and previous students, which 

accounts for the large representation of students in the sample of victims.  Only one 

tenth of the victims were general community members.  When examining the 

employment status of victims, there are more students than the total number of Griffith 

University students, as some community members were students at other universities.  

Regarding the seriousness of stalking represented in the current study, one fifth of the 

sample had sought police assistance, while less than one tenth had instigated criminal 

charges.  Regarding the currency of stalking, almost 70% of the sample had 

experienced the last stalking action within the previous five years.  
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Table 6.1: Descriptive Information for Stalking Victims 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Variable   n % 
______________________________________________________________________ 

Sex of Victim      Age 

Female    619  86.2   Range    17 - 61  
Male    99  13.8  Mean   27.00 

Standard Deviation 9.40 
Median   23.00 

 

Sex of Stalker      Age 

Female    108 15.0  Range    10-17 

Male    605 84.3  Mean   26.95 
Unknown   5 0.01  Standard Deviation 10.33 

Median   25.00 
 
Source - Victim 

Griffith University  622  86.6   
 Current students      532  85.5 

Staff   87  14.0 
Previous students 3 0.5 

Community members  96 13.4 

  
Employment Status 

Employed    163 22.7 
Unemployed    8  1.1 
Students    547  76.2 

 
Seriousness of Stalking 

Instigated criminal charges 55 7.7    
Sought police assistance  140  19.5   
Sought a restraining order  76  10.6 

Filed civil charges  7 1.0 
 

Last Stalking Action 

Within last five years   491 68.4 
Five or more years previous  214 29.8 

Missing   13 1.8 

______________________________________________________________________ 
NOTE: The age of the victim and employment status refer to the time at which the victim completed the 

questionnaire.  The age of the stalker refers to the age of the stalker at the time they were engaging in 

actions against the victim. 

6.2.4 Materials 

The demographics and victimisation sections from the semi-structured self-

report questionnaire were examined in the current study.  The demographics section 

included questions concerning the respondent’s sex, age, employment status and how 

they were recruited to complete the questionnaire.  The stalking victimisation section 
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began with a screening question.  The respondent was asked: Has someone ever 

engaged in any of the following behaviours against you where these behaviours were 

unwanted:   

(a)   Following you, hanging around you, watching you or approaching yo  
(b)  Contacting you by telephoning you, sending you letters, emails or faxes 

(c)  Hanging around, watching, approaching or entering a place where you 
       lived, worked or visited         

(d)  Giving you offensive material or leaving it in a place where it will be  

        given to you or found by you       
(e)   Performing an action that intimidated, harassed or threatened you 

 (f)   Threatened or was violent towards you or your property or towards  
        themselves and their property       

(g)   Any other unwanted behaviour(s) not stated above.    

         Please describe this behaviour(s) _______________________________ 
         

All of these actions were taken from the Queensland stalking legislation (Criminal 

Code [Stalking] Amendment Act 1999). 

When the respondent answered they had experienced at least one of the 

actions, they continued with the questionnaire.  If the respondent did not experience 

one of the actions, they were screened out of the questionnaire.  The term ‘unwanted 

behaviours’ was used instead of ‘stalking’ in some questions in the questionnaire, but 

preconceived notions about stalking were not entirely avoided as the term ‘stalking’ 

was used on the questionnaire coversheet and other places in the questionnaire.   

The respondent was also asked: Were you uneasy or afraid because of these 

unwanted behaviours?  Regardless of their answer, respondents continued on with the 

questionnaire.  Respondents were then asked to think about the perpetrator of the 

stalking actions.  When there was more than one perpetrator, respondents were asked 

to think about the person of whom they were most fearful (Thinking of the person who 

engaged in unwanted acts against you, or if more than one person has engaged in 

unwanted acts against you, thinking of the person who caused you the most fear…).  

Questions were then asked in relation to that person.  Firstly, the respondent was 

asked about their relationship with that person and then what was the most common 

location at which they were stalked.  Importantly, the remaining questions about 

stalking actions, times of stalking, most feared stalking actions and fear, invasion of 

personal space and invasion of privacy were all rated according to this location of 

stalking.  Therefore the ratings were not independent of the location of stalking, 

meaning only descriptive analyses could be conducted for these variables, excepting 

the ratings of fear, invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy in relation to 
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the location of stalking which could be statistically analysed.  The questions that 

formed the variables for this study, namely interpersonal relationship, locations of 

stalking, stalking actions, time of stalking, most feared stalking actions, fear, invasion 

of personal space and invasion of privacy, are explored under Measures below.   

Measures 

In the semi-structured questionnaire, particular questions were asked to gain 

descriptive information, independent variables, dependent variables and potential 

moderating variables.  There were three descriptive variables examined in the study: 

(1) the interpersonal relationship between the victim and stalker, (2) stalking actions, 

and (3) time of stalking.  These variables were not examined for an association with 

the dependent variables.  There were two independent variables, (1) the location of 

stalking, and (2) the most feared stalking actions.  There were only two independent 

variables as victims were only asked to rate their psychological reactions in relation to 

these two variables.  The two independent variables of location and most feared 

stalking action were tested for their relationship with the victim’s psychological 

reactions, which were the dependent variables for the current study. Given these 

psychological reactions were rated twice, once in relation to the location of stalking 

and once in relation to the most feared stalking action, there were six dependent 

variables.  The six dependent variables were (1) fear, (2) invasion of personal space, 

and (3) invasion of privacy in relation to the most common stalking location, and (4) 

fear, (5) invasion of personal space, and (6) invasion of privacy in relation to the most 

feared stalking action.  The potential moderating variables were (1) seeking police 

assistance, (2), instigating criminal charges, (3) seeking a restraining order, (4) filing 

civil charges, (5) the last stalking action experienced (recency of stalking), and (6) sex 

of the victim.  All of these measures will be described in the following sections.   

Descriptive Variables 

In this section, descriptive variables will be defined.  In the following sections, 

independent, dependent and potential moderating variables will be outlined. 
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 Interpersonal Relationship Between Victim and Stalker 

The first descriptive variable was the interpersonal relationship.  Victims were 

asked: Who was the person? (E.g. my boyfriend/girlfriend, a stranger, my ex-

husband/wife, unknown).  This question was in an open-ended response format to 

allow respondents to provide more details about their relationship with the stalker. 

A inductive coding strategy was used to code the open-ended responses, with 

codes drawn from the information provided by victims (Bryman, 2012).  There were 

eleven codes: (1) ex-partner/partner, (2) family member/relative, (3) friend/former 

friend, (4) work colleague, (5) workplace – client, (6) acquaintance – school 

peer/teacher, (7) acquaintance – housemate/neighbour, (8) acquaintance – friend of a 

friend/family friend, (9) stranger, (10) unknown, and (11) missing.  Work colleagues 

and clients were separated, as a colleague may have more opportunities and methods 

by which to access their victim at work as opposed to a client.  There were three 

coding categories for acquaintances as housemates/neighbours, school peers/teachers 

and family friends/friends of friends would likely stalk in different ways, particularly 

in regards to the location of stalking.  The code of strangers was assigned when 

victims knew who had stalked them but the person was previously a stranger to the 

victim.  The code of unknown was assigned when the victim did not discover the 

identity of the person stalking them.  Only one code could be assigned per victim.   

 Stalking Action 

The second descriptive variable was the most common stalking action.  The 

question asked of victims was: What were the unwanted behaviours most often 

engaged in at the location where you were most frequently contacted?  Therefore the 

most frequent stalking actions were nominated according to the most common 

location of stalking.  Consequently these actions were not independent of the location 

of stalking and only descriptive analyses could be conducted with this variable.  The 

list of 16 actions for victims to choose amongst is reproduced below.   
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Table 6.2 List of Stalking Actions in the Questionnaire 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

1.   Following, hanging around, watching or approaching you 
2.   Telephoning you 

3.   Sending you letters  
4.   Sending you emails  
5.   Sending you faxes          

6.   Hanging around, watching or approaching a place where you lived               
7.   Entering a place where you lived 

8.   Hanging around, watching or approaching a place where you worked               
9.   Entering a place where you worked 
10. Hanging around, watching or approaching a place where you visited               

11. Entering a place where you visited 
12. Giving you offensive material or leaving it in a place where it will be given to you 

or found by you  
13. Performing an action that intimidated, harassed or threatened you 
14. Threatened or was violent towards you or your property               

15. Threatened or was violent towards themselves and their property 
16. Other ________________________________________             

          

_____________________________________________________________________ 

This list of 16 stalking actions was recoded into 13 actions, with blank 

responses coded as missing responses.  The stalking actions of hanging around, 

watching or approaching a place where the victim lived (action 6), worked (action 8), 

or visited (action 10) were recoded into one category.  The actions of entering a place 

where the victim lived (action 7), worked (action 9), or visited (action 11) were 

recoded into one category.  As the respondents were being asked to name the stalking 

action that occurred at the most common location of stalking, the location of stalking 

was already known.  Therefore to ensure each of the categories only represented 

stalking actions and not also the location of actions, the stalking actions were recoded 

into two categories of (1) hanging around, watching or approaching a place, and (2) 

entering a place.  The category of other was coded into two categories (1) other – text 

messages and (2) other – not further specified.  The original and recoded actions are 

presented in Table 6.3.   
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Table 6.3: List of Actions in the Questionnaire and Recoded Actions 

 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Actions Listed in Questionnaire Recoded List of Actions 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
1.  Following, hanging around,         ---  1.  Following, hanging around, 
watching or approaching you                                             watching or approaching you                                                                                                                                                                                                
2.  Telephoning you           ---  2.  Telephoning you                                                                                                                           
3.  Sending you letters           ---  3.  Sending you letters                                                                                                                       
4.  Sending you emails           ---  4.  Sending you emails                          

5.  Sending you faxes          ---               5.  Sending you faxes 

6.  Hanging around, watching or                 
approaching a place where you lived                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       
8.  Hanging around, watching or                                        6.  Hanging around, watching or   
approaching a place where you worked                             approaching a place                        
10.  Hanging around, watching or    
approaching a place where you visited                                                                                                                                                                                                         
 
7.    Entering a place where you lived                                                                                                         

9.  Entering a place where you worked                             7.  Entering a place                          

11.  Entering a place where you visited                                                 

                                     
 
12.  Giving you offensive material or leaving ---              8.  Giving you offensive material or                
it in a place where it will be given to you                          leaving it in a place where it will be 
or found by you                                                                  given to you found or by you                                                                                                                          
                                                                                                              
13.  Performing an action that intimidated      ---               9.  Performing an action that      
harassed or threatened you                                                 intimidated, harassed or threatened

                                                                                you                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

14.  Threatened or was violent towards you    ---             10.  Threatened or was violent          

or your property                                                                 towards you or your property                                                             

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
15.  Threatened or was violent towards           ---  11.  Threatened or was violent 
themselves and their property                                            towards themselves and their property                                                                                                         
                                                                                                                             

16.  Other                                                 ---              12.  Other - text messages 
                                                             13.  Other – not further specified  
 
Blank response                           ---              Missing 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
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 Time of Stalking 

The time of stalking was garnered by asking the following question: At what 

times of the day did the unwanted behaviours occur at this location?  The responses 

to choose amongst were: (1) early morning (12.01am – 6am), (2) late morning 

(6.01am – 12 noon), (3) afternoon (12.01pm to 6pm), and (4) evening (6.01pm to 12 

midnight).  Victims could select more than one time of stalking.  Once again, as the 

times of stalking were asked in relation to the location of stalking, the times of 

stalking were not independent of the location of stalking and therefore statistical 

analyses could not be conducted with this variable.   

Independent Variables  

 Most Common Location of Stalking 

The first independent variable was the most common stalking location.  To 

gain a measure of this variable, the following question was asked of victims: Where 

did the person most frequently contact you? Write the general location (e.g. home, 

work) not the address. If you were contacted on your mobile phone, please list the 

location where you most frequently received the phone calls. The location was 

_________________in the postcode/suburb ___________.  Victims were asked to 

nominate the most common location across the stalking engaged in by one person.  

Therefore victims were asked to report on only one location.     

An inductive approach to coding was again used for the open-ended responses 

to the question about the most common stalking location.  There were seven coding 

categories identified: (1) victim’s home, (2) victim’s workplace, (3) educational 

facility, (4) public place, (5) another person’s house, (6) unable to specify/identify, 

and (7) missing.  Unable to specify/identify was included as a coding category as 

some victims stated they were stalked everywhere or were stalked on their telephone 

or at a particular postcode.  In addition, when victims stated that more than one 

location was most common, despite the prompt to only name one location, each 

location mentioned was coded.  When statistical tests were conducted between this 

independent variable and the dependent variables, only the first-mentioned locations 

were used so the observations were independent.   
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 Most Feared Stalking Action 

The second independent variable was the most feared stalking action.  It was 

important to differentiate between the most common action, discussed above, and the 

most feared action.  Victims were asked to choose the most feared stalking action 

from a list of actions (see Table 6.3).  However this feared action was to be nominated 

according to the most common stalking location, therefore this variable is not 

independent of the location of stalking and consequently cannot be included in 

statistical analyses.  The most common stalking actions at the most common stalking 

location were solicited directly prior to the question about the most feared action 

(What were the unwanted behaviours most often engaged in at the location where you 

were most frequently contacted?).  The question that directly followed this question 

was: Which of the unwanted behaviours made you the most afraid? The resulting 

other responses were recoded as above, with the addition of two ‘other’ categories of 

‘other – electronic communication’ which included MySpace and MSN instant 

messaging, and ‘other – verbal abuse/harassment’.  These categories were added as 

victims nominated these as other types of actions they had experienced.  Verbal 

abuse/harassment was added as the category of performing actions that intimidated, 

harassed or threatened encompassed behaviours rather than words.  The same 

collapsing of actions was conducted with the actions of hanging around locations and 

entering locations.  Altogether there were 16 coding categories, due to the addition of 

the two extra categories, ‘other – electronic communication’ and ‘other – verbal 

abuse/harassment’.  When descriptive analyses were conducted between this variable 

and the dependent variables, only the first-mentioned action was used when victims 

nominated more than one action.   

Dependent Variables 

The research questions were aimed at determining associations between 

locations, actions, and victims’ psychological reactions.  Therefore there were two 

conditions over which fear, invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy were 

measured, (1) the most common location of stalking and (2) the most feared stalking 

action at that location.  Fear was not defined in the questionnaire, however personal 

space and privacy were defined prior to asking victims to rate their invasion of space 

and privacy.  Personal space was: that imaginary space you surround yourself with 
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that only your close friends and family can enter.  Privacy was defined as: controlling 

how much information other people know about you and how much information you 

know about them.  For the most common stalking location, victims rated the extent of 

their fear, invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy at this location.  Ratings 

were on 10-point scales, from (1) not at all afraid/invaded, to (10) very much 

afraid/invaded.  Then for the most feared stalking action, which had occurred at the 

most common location, victims also rated the extent of their fear, invasion of personal 

space and invasion of privacy.  Again ratings were on 10-point scales, from (1) not at 

all afraid/invaded to (10) very much afraid/invaded.  This created six dependent 

variables, as each psychological reaction was measured across the two conditions.  

These six dependent variables were: (1) level of fear at most common location, (2) 

level of invasion of personal space at most common location, (3) level of invasion of 

privacy at most common location, (4) level of fear according to most feared stalking 

action, (5) level of invasion of personal space according to most feared action, and (6) 

level of invasion of privacy according to most feared action.  

Potential Moderating Variables 

The seriousness of stalking could potentially moderate the relationship 

between elements of stalking events and psychological reactions.  Victims were asked 

the following question: How did you respond to the unwanted behaviours?  A list of 

options was provided to choose among, with four options representing the seriousness 

of stalking, namely seeking police assistance, instigating criminal charges, seeking a 

restraining order, and filing civil charges. Victims were also asked:  How long ago 

was the last act of unwanted behaviour from this person?  The open-ended responses 

were coded as (1) within the last five years, (2) more than five years ago, and (3) 

missing.  The open-ended responses were coded due to the wide variability of 

responses, from two days to over 25 years.  Also responses were not always 

sufficiently specific to allow coding to a continuous variable (e.g., less than two 

weeks, less than a year, more than 10 years), which would have excluded a large 

amount of respondents from the analysis.  This question regarding the length of time 

since the last unwanted behaviour gauged whether lag between the last stalking action 

experienced and reporting on the questionnaire would moderate the relationship 

between the independent and dependent variables.  Finally, victims were asked to 
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report their sex, as sex may also moderate the relationship between independent and 

dependent variables.   

6.2.5 Procedure 

The implementation of the questionnaire and recruitment procedures was 

previously detailed in Section 5.4.  Most victims completed an online version of the 

questionnaire (92.5%, n = 664), while 7.5% (n = 54) completed the paper version.   

Participants were recruited from two sources; (1) Griffith University students and 

staff, and (2) the general public.  Due to the various sampling techniques employed, 

and the types of techniques, such as group emails, webpages and newspaper 

advertisements, a response rate could not be calculated.  However, the most successful 

recruitment method was student participation for course credit, with 40.3% (n = 289) 

of victims having been recruited in this manner.  The second most successful method 

was the group email sent to Griffith University email accounts, with another 28.8% (n 

= 207) of victims emerging from this source.  

6.2.6 Analysis 

Descriptive analyses will first be conducted to determine relationships, 

locations, actions and times of stalking present in the sample.  The links between 

relationships, locations, actions and times will also be determined through descriptive 

analyses.  It is acknowledged that there may be interactions between these variables 

which would properly be tested with statistical analyses, but the lack of independence 

among the variables precluded these analyses.  These descriptive analyses test the first 

part of the model, the stalking events.  ANOVAs will then be conducted to determine 

the associations between stalking locations and psychological reactions.  Finally, 

descriptive analyses will be used to examine the association between the most feared 

stalking actions and psychological reactions.  Descriptive analyses are used as the 

most feared stalking action is not independent of the location of stalking.   
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6.3 Study 2: Results 

6.3.1 Focused Research Question 

Focused Research Question 2 was: Can the situational model of stalking assist 

an understanding of stalking victimisation and victims’ psychological reactions to 

stalking in a sample of university students, university staff and community members?  

There were 10 research questions within this focused research question, which will 

now be addressed in turn.     

6.3.2 Research Question 2.1: How were the victim and stalker known to each other? 

The first element of the situational model was the relationship between victims 

and stalkers.  Most female victims were stalked by males (87%) who were known to 

them, with ex-partner/partner relationships most common, followed by acquaintances 

(as presented in Table 6.4).  As each victim could only nominate one relationship, the 

n represents victims.  Male victims were equally likely to be stalked by males or 

females (see Table 6.5).  The most common type of stalker for males was a female ex-

partner, and the next most common stalker was a male acquaintance.  Males were 

more likely to be stalked by a male friend of a friend or family friend than females, 

and by a female school peer or teacher as compared to female victims.     
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Table 6.4: Female Victims - Interpersonal Relationships and Sex of Stalkers   
___________________________________________________________________________ 

      Sex of Stalker 
Interpersonal Relationships       Female  Male  Total   
      n (%)       n (%)       n (%) 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
STALKER KNOWN TO THE VICTIM 
Ex-partner/partner    3 (4.6)  213 (39.4) 216 (34.9) 
Acq. – friend of a friend/family friend  16 (24.2) 77 (14.3)  93 (15.0) 
Friend/former friend    13 (19.7) 51 (9.4)  64 (10.3) 
Colleague at work    7 (10.6)  38 (7.0)  45 (7.3) 
Acq. – housemate/neighbour   5 (7.6)  26 (4.8)  32 (5.2)* 
Acq. – school peer/teacher   8 (12.1)  19 (3.5)  27 (4.4) 
Family member/relative    8 (12.1)  22 (4.1)  30 (4.9) 
Workplace – client    2 (3.0)  15 (2.8)  17 (2.8) 
 
STALKER UNKNOWN TO THE VICTIM 
Stranger     3 (4.6)  53 (9.8)  58 (9.4)# 

Unknown     1 (1.5)  26 (4.8)  29 (4.7)# 
  
Missing         8 (1.3)  

TOTAL     66 (100.0) 540 (100.0) 619 (100.0)

  
___________________________________________________________________________ 
*Contains one case where the sex of the stalker was unknown 

#Contains two cases where the sex of the stalker was unknown  

 

 
Table 6.5: Male Victims - Interpersonal Relationships and Sex of Stalkers   
___________________________________________________________________________ 

      Sex of Stalker 
Interpersonal Relationships    Female  Male    Total   
      n (%)  n (%)       n (%)     
___________________________________________________________________________ 
STALKER KNOWN TO THE VICTIM 
Ex-partner/partner    16 (32.0) 2 (4.1)   18 (18.2) 
Acq. – friend of a friend/family friend  5 (10.0)  14 (28.6)  19 (19.2) 
Friend/former friend    4 (8.0)  5 (10.2)  9 (9.1)  
Colleague at work    3 (6.0)  6 (12.2)  9 (9.1) 
Acq. – housemate/neighbour   2 (4.0)  6 (12.2)  8 (8.1)  
Acq. – school peer/teacher   11 (22.0)    11 (11.1) 
Family member/relative    2 (4.0)  1 (2.0)  3 (3.0)  
Workplace – client    1 (2.0)  3 (6.1)  4 (4.0)  
 
STALKER UNKNOWN TO THE VICTIM 
Stranger     5 (10.0)  9 (18.4)  14 (14.1) 
Unknown     1 (2.0)  3 (6.1)   4 (4.0)  
 

TOTAL     50 (100.0) 49 (100.0)  99 (100.0) 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
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6.3.3 Research Question 2.2: Where was the location of stalking?   

The second element of the situational model was the location of stalking.  The 

victim’s home was the most common stalking location (see Table 6.6).  Victims were 

asked to nominate the most common stalking location for them, however some 

victims chose to nominate more than one common location, so the n represents 

locations rather than victims.  While the most common location was the victim’s 

home, a substantial amount of stalking occurred outside the home, particularly at the 

victim’s workplace.  Only a small amount of stalking occurred at educational 

facilities, despite the number of students included in the sample. There were 25 

victims who did not name the most common location of stalking.  The number of 

locations named per victim is outlined next.   

Table 6.6: Stalking Locations  

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Locations of stalking   Total = 850 locations*  

     n (%)  
_____________________________________________________________________ 

Victim’s home    404 (47.5) 
Victim’s workplace   174 (20.5) 
Educational facility   91 (10.7) 

Not able to specify/identify  84 (9.5) 
Public place    81 (9.5) 

Another person’s house  16 (1.9)  
_____________________________________________________________________ 
* Note: As some victims were stalked at more than one location, each location has been coded 
above. 

Most of the 693 victims named only one common location, with only one 

victim naming five locations (see Table 6.7).  The naming of more than one common 

location indicated one sole location was not always most common for each victim, 

and the observations were not independent.  Examining instances where victims 

named more than one location, 17.6% (n = 71) of those stalked at home were also 

stalked at work.   
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Table 6.7: Number of Locations for Each Victim 

__________________________________________________ 

Number of Locations Number of victims = 693 
    n (%)  

__________________________________________________ 
One location   565 (81.5) 
Two locations   102 (14.7) 

Three locations  24 (3.5) 
Four locations   1 (0.1) 

Five locations   1 (0.1) 
__________________________________________________ 

6.3.4 Research Question 2.3: What was the nature of stalking actions engaged in by 

stalkers?   

The third element of the model was stalking actions.  The stalker telephoning 

the victim was the most common stalking action, followed by the stalker following, 

hanging around, watching or approaching the victim.  The least common action was 

electronic communication with the victim.  These results are presented in Table 6.8.  

The most frequent action for each victim at the most common location of stalking was 

recorded with 93.7% (n = 673) of victims providing a response.  However, as the 

response was open-ended and some victims chose to nominate more than one 

common stalking action, the n represents actions rather than victims, as each action 

reported by victims was coded.  Most victims nominated one action as most common, 

(97.2%, n = 654), while very few (0.3%, n = 2) provided information about five 

actions.  Therefore the observations were not independent.     
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Table 6.8: Stalking Actions 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Stalking Actions      Total actions = 706* 
         n (%)  

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Telephoning you       222 (31.5)  
Following, hanging around, watching or approaching you  110 (15.6) 

Performing an action that intimidated, harassed or    90 (12.8) 
threatened you 

Threatened or was violent towards you or your property   71 (10.1) 
Hanging around, watching or approaching a place   69 (9.8) 
Entering a place       49 (6.9)  

Sending you emails       28 (4.0) 
Other – not further specified      18 (2.6)  

Threatened or was violent towards themselves and    17 (2.4) 
their property 

Sending you letters       12 (1.7)  

Other - Text messages       8 (1.1) 
Giving you offensive material or leaving it in a place   7 (1.0) 

 where it will be given to you or found by you 
Other – verbal abuse/harassment     4 (0.6) 
Other – electronic communication     1 (0.1)  

_____________________________________________________________________ 
* Note: As some victims reported more than one action, each action has been coded above. 

6.3.5 Research Question 2.4: At what time of the day was stalking perpetrated? 

The fourth element of the situational model was the time of stalking.  Stalking 

between 12.01pm and 6pm and between 6.01pm and 12 midnight were equally likely, 

with stalking in the early morning the least common time of stalking (see Table 6.9).  

The times were nominated according to the most common location, with victims 

being able to nominate more than one time of stalking.  Consequently the 

observations were not independent.   

Table 6.9: Most Common Times of Stalking 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Times of Stalking   Total number of victims = 718 

      n (%)  
_____________________________________________________________________ 

Early Morning (12.01am to 6am)  213 (29.7) 
Late Morning (6.01am to 12 midday)  271 (37.7) 
Afternoon (12.01pm to 6pm)   456 (63.5) 

Evening (6.01pm to 12 midnight)  454 (63.2) 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
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6.3.6 Research Question 2.5: Are there links between the interpersonal relationship 

and the stalking location? 

The situational model outlined links between the event elements.  Ex-

partners/partners most often stalked at the victim’s home.  In addition, acquaintances 

(friend of a friend/family friend and housemate/neighbour), friends or former friends, 

family members or relatives, and unknown stalkers were most likely to stalk at the 

victim’s home.  In contrast, work colleagues and clients of the victim’s workplace 

were most likely to stalk at the victim’s workplace.  Stranger stalkers were equally 

likely to stalk at home and at work.  Acquaintances who were school peers or teachers 

were most likely to contact their victims at an educational facility.  Therefore across 

relationship types, there appeared to be differences in the locations of stalking, 

however this conclusion is based on a descriptive analysis.  As all nominated 

locations were included to represent the diversity of stalking across relationship types, 

the n represents locations as opposed to victims, consequently chi-squares could not 

be conducted.  Table 6.10 visually represents associations between relationship and 

location based on the descriptive analysis.  The darkest shaded squares for each 

relationship category represent the most common relationship types and location of 

stalking, whereas the lighter squares represent the next most common relationship 

types and stalking locations.   
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Table 6.10:  Stalking Location by Relationship Type 
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Total 

Ex-

partner/partner 

176 

(59.5) 

42 

(14.2) 

20          

(6.8) 

20      

(6.8) 

7       

(2.4) 

31             

(10.5) 

296 

(100.0) 

Acquaintance 
– friend of a 
friend/family 

friend 

63 
(46.0) 

28 
(20.4) 

9         
(6.6) 

19  
(13.9) 

3        
(2.2) 

15             
(11.0) 

137 

(100.0) 

Friend/former 
friend 

43 
(47.3) 

14 
(15.4) 

16        
(17.6) 

9     
(9.9) 

2       
(2.2) 

7             
(7.7) 

91  

(100.0) 

Stranger 22  

(29.0) 

22 

(29.0) 

6            

(7.9) 

14    

(18.4) 

0       

(0.0) 

12             

(15.8) 

76  

(100.0) 

Colleague at 
work 

14 
(23.0) 

38  
(62.3) 

1            
(1.6) 

3       
(4.9) 

0       
(0.0) 

5             
(8.2) 

61   

(100.0) 

Acquaintance 

– school 
peer/teacher 

7 

(15.6) 

4   

(8.9) 

31 

(68.9) 

3   

(6.7) 

0   

(0.0) 

0      

(0.0) 

45 

(100.0) 

Acquaintance 

– housemate/ 
neighbour 

30 

(68.2) 

6 

(13.6) 

1   

(2.3) 

4   

(9.1) 

0   

(0.0) 

3      

(6.8) 

44 

(100.0) 

Family 

member/ 
relative 

24   
(70.6) 

1    
(2.9) 

3             
(8.8) 

1       
(2.9) 

3       
(8.8) 

2             
(5.9) 

34  

(100.0) 

Unknown 18   
(52.9) 

4    
(11.8)  

3          
(8.8) 

4     
(11.8) 

1       
(2.9) 

4                           
(11.8) 

34  

(100.0) 

Workplace – 
client  

3   
(12.5) 

15   
(62.5) 

0            
(0.0) 

4      
(16.7) 

0       
(0.0) 

2             
(8.3) 

24    

(100.0) 

TOTAL 400 

(47.5) 

174 

(20.7) 

90  

(10.7) 

81 

(9.6) 

16  

(1.9) 

81    

(9.6) 

842a   

(100.0) 
a Note: The total does not equal the 850 locations discussed above as some victims did not 
nominate the relationship between themselves and the stalker and were therefore excluded 
from this analysis 

6.3.7 Research Question 2.6: Are there links between the interpersonal relationship 

and the stalking action? 

Ex-partners/partners most frequently contacted their victim by telephoning 

them (Table 6.11).  Telephoning the victim was also the most common action engaged 

in by acquaintances (family friend/friend of a friend), friends/former friends, and 

unknown stalkers.  Acquaintances who were housemates or neighbours were equally 
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likely to threaten or be violent to the victim and hang around a location where the 

victim was.  Family members were also the most likely to perform intimidating, 

threatening or harassing actions.  Strangers were more likely to follow, watch, hang 

around or approach their victim.  Consequently it appeared that stalking actions 

differed based on the relationship between the stalker and victim and the resulting 

knowledge the stalker had about the victim (e.g., telephone number) and their physical 

proximity to the victim (e.g., being a housemate).  However these conclusions were 

only based on a descriptive analysis.  All named actions were included, therefore the 

actions total to more than the number of victims and the observations were not 

independent.  In addition, the stalking action was not independent of the location of 

stalking.  Consequently chi-squares could not be conducted.   
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Table 6.11: Interpersonal Relationship and Most Common Stalking Action 
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Total 

number of 

actions 

across 

relationship 

group* 

Ex-partner/ 

partner 

98  

(41.7) 

22  

(9.4) 

21    

(8.9) 

31 

(13.2) 

17       

(7.2) 

10   

(4.3) 

11  

(4.7) 

235 

Acquaintance – 

friend of a 

friend/family 

friend 

49  

(44.1) 

13 

(11.7) 

10   

(9.0) 

9    

(8.1) 

10       

(9.0) 

7    

(6.3) 

5    

(4.5) 

111 

Friend/ former 

friend 

26  

(38.2) 

12 

(17.7) 

8    

(11.8) 

4     

(5.9) 

4         

(5.9) 

3    

(4.4) 

5    

(7.4) 

68   

Stranger 14  

(19.7) 

19 

(26.8) 

5      

(7.0) 

4     

(5.6) 

15     

(21.1) 

9  

(12.7) 

1    

(1.4) 

71 

Colleague at 

work 

9    

(17.3) 

13 

(25.0) 

16  

(30.8) 

0     

(0.0) 

5         

(9.6) 

3    

(5.8) 

2    

(3.9) 

52 

Acquaintance – 

housemate/ 

neighbour 

5  

(11.1) 

7  

(15.6) 

7   

(15.6) 

9  

(20.0) 

9       

(20.0) 

2    

(4.4) 

0    

(0.0) 

45 

Acquaintance – 

school 

peer/teacher 

3    

(7.9) 

11 

(29.0) 

10 

(26.3) 

6  

(15.8) 

3         

(7.9) 

2    

(5.3) 

0    

(0.0) 

38 

Family 

member/ 

relative 

6    

(20.0) 

2    

(6.7) 

8    

(26.7) 

5   

(16.7) 

0         

(0.0) 

3  

(10.0) 

0    

(0.0) 

30 

Unknown 8   

(27.6) 

5  

(17.3) 

3     

(10.4) 

1     

(0.0) 

2         

(6.9) 

4  

(13.8) 

3   

(10.4) 

29 

Workplace – 

client  

2     

(9.5) 

5  

(23.8) 

0      

(0.0) 

2     

(9.5) 

4       

(19.1) 

6  

(28.6) 

0    

(0.0)  

21  

TOTAL 219 109 98 88 69 49 27  

* Note: Only the seven most common actions are displayed. The darkest shaded squares for each 

relationship category represent the most common relationship types and stalking  actions, whereas the 

lighter squares represent the next most common relationship types and stalking actions.   

 

6.3.8 Research Question 2.7: Are there links between the interpersonal relationship 

and the time of stalking? 

Ex-partners most often stalked their victim during the evening (Table 6.12).  

In addition, friends or former friends, family members or relatives, acquaintances, 

unknown stalkers, and acquaintances who were housemates or neighbours most often 

stalked their victim during the evening.  Clients of the victim’s workplace, work 

colleagues, strangers and acquaintances who were school peers, teachers or tutors all 
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most often stalked their victim in the afternoon.  Therefore it appeared there were 

links between the interpersonal relationship and time of stalking.  However this was 

only a descriptive analysis as the ratings were not independent; victims could select 

more than one time of stalking and the times of stalking were rated according to the 

location of stalking.  Consequently a chi-square could not be conducted.  The darkest 

shaded numbers represent the most common times of stalking according to the 

interpersonal relationships and the lighter shaded numbers represent the second most 

common times of stalking according to interpersonal relationship type.  The columns 

do not total to 100% as victims could select more than one time. 

Table 6.12: Interpersonal Relationship and Times of Stalking 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
    Times of Stalking 

       
    Early   Late  Afternoon Evening  
    Morning Morning   

Interpersonal   12.01am - 6.01am - 12.01pm - 6.01pm -  
Relationship    6am  12 noon 6pm  12am 

(Number of Victims =718) 
______________________________________________________________ 
Partner/Ex   85  86  144  174 

Friend/Former friend  16  24  39  42 
Family member/Rel  15  15  22  26 

Acquaintance   33  34  65  76 
Workplace – Client  0  7  18  7 
Colleague at work  14  27  40  26 

Stranger    20  22  41  37 
Unknown   12  10  17  18 

Acq – School   4  24  37  12 
peer/teacher/tutor 
Acq – Housemate/  14  20  29  30 

neighbour 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

6.3.9 Research Question 2.8: Are there links between the stalking location and the 

stalking action? 

The stalker telephoning the victim at home was most common, which included 

both home telephone and mobile telephone calls.  In Table 6.13, the intersection 

between the locations of stalking and stalking actions is presented.  At the victim’s 

workplace, the most common action was also telephoning the victim.  At public 

places and educational facilities, the most common action was following, hanging 

around, watching or approaching the victim.  Comparing across locations, threatening 
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or being violent towards the victim was most common at educational facilities.  

Performing an action that intimidated, harassed or threatened the victim was also most 

common at educational facilities and another person’s house.  Therefore there 

appeared to be differences in the stalking actions across locations, but this could not 

be confirmed via a chi-square analysis.  All actions and locations were included in the 

analysis, and the actions were not independent of the location of stalking, 

consequently a chi-square could not be conducted. 

    

Table 6.13: Locations of Stalking and Most Common Stalking Actions 

* Note: Only the seven most common actions are displayed.  The darkest shaded squares for each 

location represent the most common location and stalking action, whereas the lighter squares represent 

the next most common locations and stalking actions.   

 

6.3.10 Research Question 2.9: Are there links between the stalking location and 

time of stalking? 

Stalking most often occurred during the evening at the victim’s home or 

another person’s house (Table 6.14).  The most common time for stalking at the 

victim’s workplace, educational facilities, and public places was during the afternoon.  
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Total 

Number 

of Actions 

Across 

Locations

* 

Victim’s 

home 

174  

(41.9) 

38      

(9.2) 

45    

(10.8) 

42 

(10.1) 

36     

(8.7) 

24    

(5.8) 

15  

(3.6) 

415 

Victim’s 

workplace 

53    

(30.1) 

24    

(13.6) 

24   

(13.6) 

9    

(5.1) 

23  

(13.1) 

22   

(12.5) 

7    

(4.0) 

176 

Educational 

facility 

12    

(21.4) 

33    

(58.9) 

13   

(23.2) 

10   

(17.9) 

8    

(14.3) 

4      

(7.1) 

1   

(1.8) 

56 

Public place 15    

(17.2) 

22    

(25.3) 

10    

(11.5) 

10  

(11.5) 

16  

(18.4) 

7      

(8.1) 

1   

(1.2) 

87 

Another 

person’s 

house 

3      

(23.1) 

2      

(15.4) 

3     

(23.1) 

1    

(7.7) 

0      

(0.0) 

2    

(15.4) 

0   

(0.0) 

13 

Unable to 

specify/ 

identify 

28      

(34.2) 

14        

(17.1) 

6     

(7.3) 

10 

(12.2) 

4      

(4.9) 

4    

(4.9) 

8   

(9.8) 

82 

TOTAL 285 133 101 82 87 63 32  
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Therefore there appeared to be differences in the times of stalking across locations.  

However this was only a descriptive analysis as all locations were included in the 

analysis and more than one time could be selected, therefore the observations were 

not independent. 

Table 6.14: Stalking Location and Times of Stalking 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
    Times of Stalking 

       
    Early   Late  Afternoon Evening  
    Morning Morning   

    12.01am - 6.01am - 12.01pm - 6.01pm -  
Location    6am  12 noon 6pm  12am 

(Number of Victims =718) 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
Home    140  122  220  298 

Work     25  55  93  58 
Educational Facility  9  44  61  18 

Public Places   12  12  26  25 
Another Person’s House 2  3  3  6 
Not Able to Specify  24  33  52  47 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
* Note: The darkest shaded numbers for each location represent the most common location and time of 

stalking, whereas the lighter squares represent the next most common locations and times of stalking.   

 

6.3.11  Research Question 2.10: Are victims’ experiences of fear, invasion of 

personal space and invasion of privacy connected with elements of stalking events?    

Data Screening – Analyses for Psychological Reactions 

The next six research questions concern the association between the 

independent variables of location and most feared stalking action and the dependent 

variables of psychological reactions to stalking.  The first three research questions 

relate to the independent variable of stalking location and the three dependent variables 

of fear, invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy according to stalking 

location.  The next three research questions examine the association between the most 

feared stalking actions and fear, invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy 

according to these actions.  ANOVAs were selected to determine differences in the 

three psychological reactions according to stalking location as locations were 

independent of other ratings.  As the stalking actions were rated according to the most 

common locations, the ratings of stalking actions were not independent from the 

locations.  If the stalking actions had been rated independently of the location of 
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stalking and the most feared actions overall had been gathered, then the 17 actions 

could be recoded to allow for ANOVAs to be conducted.  However the data was not 

collected in this manner, therefore it was not possible to conduct ANOVAs.  Instead 

descriptive analyses were conducted to examine differences in psychological reactions 

according to stalking actions.  Therefore testing for potential covariates and moderating 

variables was only conducted for the independent variable of stalking location and the 

related dependent variables.   

Seven analyses were run to test for covariates and moderating variables.  First, 

the association between the method of completion (online versus paper) and the 

dependent variables was examined.  T-tests were run and there were no significant 

differences, indicating method of completion did not impact the dependent variables.  

Second, to ensure origin of victims (Griffith University or the general public) did not 

impact responses, t-tests were conducted between this variable and the dependent 

variables.  No significant differences were found.  Third, to ensure the employment 

status of victims did not impact ratings on the dependent variables, that is whether 

victims were employed, unemployed, or students, six ANOVAs were conducted.  There 

were no significant differences, therefore no responses needed to be excluded.  Fourth, 

to ensure age of victims was not associated with the dependent variables, age and the 

dependent variables were correlated.  The correlations between age and the dependent 

variable’s was r = .13 for fear, r = .12 for invasion of personal space and r = .16 for 

invasion of privacy.  While all correlations were significant, no correlation exceeded  r 

= .16, therefore age was not included in the analyses as a covariate.   

Fifth, to determine whether the seriousness of stalking impacted ratings on the 

dependent variables, t-tests were conducted between the four indicators (sought police 

assistance, instigated criminal charges, sought a restraining order and filed civil 

charges) and the dependent variables.  Significant results were obtained for each test.  

However, as there were overlaps between the indicators of seriousness, only seeking 

police assistance was examined as a potential moderating variable, as most victims fit 

into this and one of the other categories.  Victims who sought police assistance 

experienced more fear, invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy than 

victims who had not sought police assistance.   

Sixth, to determine whether lag between the last stalking action and completion 

of the questionnaire impacted on the dependent variables, ANOVAs were conducted.  

The means are displayed in Table 6.15 together with the means for seeking police 
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assistance.  There existed significant differences on the dependent variables, such that 

victims who had experienced the last stalking action five or more years previous 

experienced higher fear, invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy than 

victims who had experienced the last stalking action in the previous five years.  

Therefore, time since last stalking action would moderate the impact of the independent 

variables on the dependent variables.  As seeking police assistance was found to be a 

moderating variable, to determine whether both variables needed to be examined, 

ANOVAs were conducted with both moderating variables and the independent and 

dependent variables.  Only seeking police assistance remained significant.  Therefore, 

seeking police assistance was the more important moderator of the effect of the 

independent variable on the dependent variables.   

Table 6.15: Moderating Variables 

______________________________________________________________________ 
Last Stalking Action   Sought Police Assistance 

     ________________________________________ 
     No   Yes  Total 

______________________________________________________________________ 
     n     (%)  n   (%)  n     (%) 
Within last five years   401 (81.7)  90 (18.3) 491 (100.0) 

Five or more years previous  166 (77.6)  48 (22.4) 214 (100.0) 

Missing response        13 

______________________________________________________________________ 
     M     (SD)  M     (SD) M     (SD) 
Within last five years 

     n = 377*  n = 88* n = 465* 
Fear (location)    5.10 (2.61)  7.91 (2.32) 5.62 (2.78) 

Personal space  (location)  7.33 (2.58)  8.83 (2.12) 7.61 (2.57) 
Privacy (location)   6.77 (2.68)  8.69 (1.98) 7.12 (2.67) 
 

Five or more years previous  n = 153*  n = 48  n = 201* 

Fear (location)    6.28 (2.55)  8.38 (2.09) 6.77 (2.60) 

Personal space (location)  7.65 (2.62)  9.17 (1.72) 8.00 (2.52) 
Privacy (location)   7.49 (2.46)  9.23 (1.60) 7.90 (2.40) 
______________________________________________________________________ 

* These ns denote that not all victims provided ratings for the psychological reactions   
 

Seventh and finally, as previous research has demonstrated differences for 

males and females in their psychological reactions, more particularly for fear (Fox, 

Nobles, et al., 2009), the association between sex and the dependent variables was 

tested.  T-tests demonstrated the sex of the victim was significantly associated with fear 

but not invasion of personal space and privacy.  Sex was then included in ANOVAs 

with seeking police assistance and the dependent variables.  Both variables still had 
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significant associations with the dependent variables, and were therefore moderating 

variables.  Moderating variables would ordinarily be included as independent variables 

in statistical analyses.  Significant interactions between moderators and independent 

variables would then indicate a moderation of the effect of the independent variable on 

the dependent variable (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Kim, Kaye, & Wright, 2001; Wu & 

Zumbo, 2008).  However, due to the small cell sizes, neither sex of victims nor seeking 

police assistance could be included as a moderating variable.  To reiterate, t-tests 

revealed victims who sought police assistance were more afraid and experienced more 

invasion of space and privacy than victims who had not sought police assistance.  In 

addition, females experienced significantly more fear than male victims according to 

the locations of stalking and stalking actions, but males and females were not 

significantly different in their experience of invasion of personal space and privacy.  

The means for reactions by significant moderating variables are in Table 6.16. 

Table 6.16: Mean Levels of Psychological Reactions According to the 

Moderating Variables of Sex and Seeking Police Assistance 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Moderating Variables     Dependent Variables   
       n M   SD 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Fear  

Victim Sex (Location)  Female   599 6.21***2.73 
Male   97 4.60  2.63 

    

Sought Police Assistance Yes   138 8.08***2.23 
(Location)   No   558 5.47  2.64 

 
Invasion of Personal Space 

Sought Police Assistance Yes   138 8.98***1.92 

(Location)   No   557 7.45  2.55 
        

Invasion of Privacy 

Sought Police Assistance Yes   138 8.88***1.86 
(Location)   No   558 7.00  2.64 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
***Significant at p < .001  

Assumption Checking 

Assumption checking was only conducted for the location of stalking as this 

was the only independent variable included in inferential statistical tests.  The 

independent variable of location of stalking originally had six levels (home, public 

place, workplace, educational facility, another person’s house and unable to 
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identify/specify).  Due to small cell size, the location of another person’s house (n = 

6) was removed from the analyses.  The category of unable to identify/specify (n = 

74) was also removed as no meaningful conclusions could be drawn about this 

category.  There was still a marginal split between the largest and smallest cells of 

8.5:1 (the victim’s home compared to public places), however there were still 44 

victims in the smallest category, so the category of public places was retained.  The 

location of stalking, now with four levels, was used to conduct assumption testing 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).  The dependent variables were kurtose and skewed 

across levels of the independent variable.  However, this presents less of a problem 

when the sample exceeds 200 cases (Pallant, 2007), consequently no transformations 

were conducted.  In addition, there were 10 univariate outliers on the dependent 

variable of invasion of personal space for the locations of home and public places.  

Given there were only 44 instances of stalking occurring at public places and 

therefore outliers could have undue influence on the results, all univariate outliers 

were recoded to scores one below the next most extreme score in that distribution 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).  This concluded the assumption checking. 

Stalking Location and Psychological Reactions 

The situational model of stalking suggests an association between stalking 

locations and psychological reactions.  In the following three sections, there will be 

one independent variable and three dependent variables examined.  The independent 

variable of stalking location includes only first-mentioned locations, where victims 

stated more than one common location of stalking.  Therefore there is only one 

stalking location per victim.  Consequently, the sample sizes for the next three 

sections will differ to the preceding sections, where all mentioned locations were 

included.  The three psychological reactions of fear, invasion of personal space and 

invasion of privacy will be examined for association with stalking location in three 

separate ANOVAs as there were significant positive correlations between each of the 

reactions (as demonstrated in Table 6.17).  An adjusted alpha level of .017 was used 

for each ANOVA to reduce the chance of Type 1 error (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).      
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Table 6.17: Correlations Between Psychological Reactions  

_____________________________________________________________________ 

   Fear Invasion of Personal Space Invasion of Privacy 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

Fear   1.00 .51*    .52* 
 
Invasion of   .51* 1.00    .71* 

Personal Space 
 

Invasion of Privacy .52* .71*    1.00 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
*Significant at p<.01 

Stalking Location and Fear   

The one-way ANOVA indicated there were significant differences in fear 

according to the location of stalking.  Fear was measured on a 10-point scale, from 

one (not at all afraid) to 10 (very afraid).  The partial eta squared statistic indicated the 

location of stalking accounted for 3% of the variance in victims’ fear (see Table 6.18).  

Post hoc tests revealed stalking at the victim’s home caused significantly more fear 

than stalking at the victim’s workplace (p = .008).  The second finding was that 

stalking at public places caused more fear than stalking at the victim’s workplace (p = 

.006).  An interesting finding was the mean level of fear was higher in public 

locations than at the victim’s home, however the smaller amount of stalking at public 

locations may have accounted for this result.  The mean levels of fear according to 

each location are presented in Table 6.19.  Overall, the majority of victims reported 

only moderate levels of fear.  In sum, victims did experience more fear at particular 

locations, namely the victim’s home and in public places compared to the workplace.   

Table 6.18: ANOVA Source Table for Stalking Locations and Fear 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Source   Sum of  df Mean  F  Partial Eta 

Squares   Square    Squared 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Location  121.55  3 40.52  5.55*** .03 

 
Error   4414.04         605   7.30 
 

Total   26652.00         609  
_____________________________________________________________________ 

***Significance level p adjusted < .005 
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Table 6.19: Mean Levels of Fear According to the Locations of Stalking 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Location         Fear 
     n M SD 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Public places    44 6.89 a 2.71 
Victim’s home    373 6.24 b 2.80 

Educational facilities   70 5.57 2.46 
Victim’s workplace   122 5.34 ab 2.53 

 

Total     609 5.99 2.77 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
a There were significant differences in fear between those victims stalked at public places and victims 

stalked at work   

b There were significant differences in fear between victims stalked at home and victims stalked at 

work  

Stalking Locations and Invasion of Personal Space 

A one-way ANOVA was conducted between the location of stalking and the 

dependent variable of invasion of personal space measured on a 10-point scale, from 1 

(not invasive of personal space) to 10 (very invasive of personal space).  There were 

significant differences according to the location of stalking.  The partial eta squared 

statistic indicated only two percent of the variance in invasion of personal space was 

accounted for by location.  Post hoc tests revealed victims stalked at home 

experienced more invasion of personal space than victims stalked at work (p = .006).  

Interestingly ratings of invasion were equivalent for the victim’s home and public 

places, however there were no significant differences between public places and the 

other locations.  This result may have been due to the small cell size for public places.  

The mean ratings of invasion of personal space were very high, indicating invasion of 

personal space was experienced in relation to all of the stalking locations.  The 

ANOVA source table is provided in Table 6.20 and the means are presented in Table 

6.21.  In sum, victims experienced more invasion of personal space when stalked at 

home than victims who were stalked at their workplace, consequently it appeared that 

invasion of personal space differed depending on the location of stalking.   
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Table 6.20: ANOVA Source Table for Stalking Location and Invasion of 

Personal Space 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Source   Sum of  df Mean  F  Partial Eta 

Squares   Square    Squared 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
Location  80.17  3 26.72  4.46*** .02 

 
Error   3617.83        604 5.99 

 
Total   40823.00         608  
_____________________________________________________________________ 

***Significance level p adjusted < .005 

Table 6.21: Mean Levels of Invasion of Personal Space According to the 

Locations of Stalking 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Location    Invasion of Personal Space 
     n M SD 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Public places     44 8.07 2.58 
Victim’s home    373 8.06a 2.39 

Educational facilities   70 7.40 2.32 
Victim’s workplace   122 7.21a 2.63 

 
Total     695 7.80 2.47 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
a There was a significant difference in invasion of personal space experienced by victims stalked at 

home as compared to victims stalked at their workplace  

Stalking Locations and Invasion of Privacy 

In order to examine differences in invasion of privacy according to the 

location of stalking, a one-way ANOVA was conducted.  There was a significant 

difference in invasion of privacy according to location.  Invasion of privacy was 

measured on a 10-point scale, from one (not invasive of privacy) to 10 (very invasive 

of privacy).  Only four percent of the variance in invasion of privacy was accounted 

for by location (see Table 6.22).  Post hoc tests revealed invasion of privacy was 

higher at home as compared to the workplace (p < .001) and educational facilities (p = 

.02).  Overall levels of invasion of privacy were high.  The means for invasion of 

privacy are presented in Table 6.23.  In sum, victims who were stalked at home 

experienced more invasion of privacy than victims who were most commonly stalked 

at educational facilities and their workplace.  Therefore it appeared that victims’ 

experiences of invasion of privacy differed depending on the location of stalking.   
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Table 6.22: ANOVA Source Table for Stalking Location and Invasion of Privacy 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Source   Sum of  df Mean  F  Partial Eta 

Squares   Square    Squared 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
Location  152.75  3 50.92  7.92*** .04 

 
Error   3888.08         605 6.43 

 
Total   37440.00         609  
_____________________________________________________________________ 

***Significance level p adjusted < .001 

Table 6.23: Mean Levels of Invasion of Privacy According to the Location of 

Stalking 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Location    Invasion of Privacy 
     n M SD 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Victim’s home    373 7.80 ab 2.52 
Public places    44 7.00 2.68 

Educational facilities   70 6.84b 2.36 
Victim’s workplace   122 6.67a 2.63 
 

Total     696 7.40 2.57 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
a There was a significant difference in invasion of privacy between stalking that occurred at the 

victim’s home and the victim’s workplace 

b There was a significant difference in invasion of privacy between stalking that occurred at the 

victim’s home and at educational facilities    

Stalking Actions and Psychological Reactions 

In addition to the location of stalking, the stalking actions that victims reported 

caused the most fear were investigated for association with levels of fear, invasion of 

personal space and invasion of privacy.  The measures of these psychological 

reactions are separate to the measures used in the previous section.  The current 

reactions were collected only in relation to stalking actions, whereas the psychological 

reactions in the previous section were collected only in relation to stalking location, 

resulting in six dependent variables.  Victims were asked to nominate the action that 

made them the most afraid at the most common location of stalking.  However when 

victims nominated more than one action, only the first-mentioned action was 

analysed.  It was not possible to conduct ANOVAs with this data, as the actions were 

named in accordance with the most common stalking locations, therefore stalking 
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actions were not independent of the location of stalking and could not be included in 

inferential statistical tests.  If the most feared stalking actions had been collected, 

regardless of the stalking location, then inferential tests could have been conducted by 

collapsing the seventeen actions into a smaller number of categories.  Nevertheless, 

the descriptive information was investigated to preliminarily examine whether any 

differences existed in psychological reactions according to the most feared action that 

occurred at the most common stalking location.      

Stalking Actions and Fear 

The situational model suggests a relationship between stalking actions and 

fear.  Visual inspection of the means (see Table 6.24) led to the tentative conclusion 

that the more remote actions of telephoning, sending letters, and sending text 

messages all had lower mean ratings of fear as compared to actions involving threats, 

violence, intimidation or close physical proximity to the victim (entering locations, 

following or hanging around victim).  These were all the most feared actions for the 

victims, however actions such as threats still appeared to lead to more fear than 

actions such as telephoning.  In sum, fear appeared to differ across stalking actions, 

but this conclusion was based on a descriptive analysis.     

Table 6.24: Most Feared Stalking Action and Fear 

_______________________________________________________________________________  

Fear  
                  _____________________ 
Most Feared Action^     n M SD   
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

Threatened or was violent towards you or your property 136      8.36 2.15 
Threatened or was violent towards themselves  23     8.04 1.97  

Performing an action that intimidated, harassed  102      7.48 2.35 
or threatened  

Giving offensive material     13 6.92 2.25 
Entering a place      74      6.69 2.56 
Following, hanging around, watching or   82      6.61    2.77 

approaching victim  
Other – verbal abuse/ harassment    4 6.25 0.50 

Hanging around, watching or approaching a place  78      6.54    2.44  
Sending you letters      11      6.09    2.98  
Telephoning you      90      5.67    2.52  

Other – text messages      4   5.50   1.73  
Sending you emails      7   4.71  3.35 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

^ The categories of ‘other’, ‘other – electronic communication’ and ‘sending faxes’ are not displayed 

in the table 
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Stalking Actions and Invasion of Personal Space  

The situational model also outlined a relationship between stalking actions and 

invasion of personal space.  Again the more remote actions of telephoning, sending 

text messages and sending emails seemed to arouse less invasion of personal space 

than actions where the stalker was in close physical proximity to the victim or 

engaged in threatening, violent or intimidating actions.  Therefore it appeared that 

particular stalking actions were associated with more invasion of personal space, 

however this could not be confirmed with an inferential statistical test.  These findings 

are displayed in Table 6.25. 

Table 6.25: Most Feared Stalking Action and Invasion of Personal Space 

_______________________________________________________________________________  

Invasion of Personal Space   
               _____________________________ 

Most Feared Action^     n M SD  
_____________________________________________________________________ 
Threatened or was violent towards you or your property 136      8.49 2.32 

Giving offensive material     13 8.46 1.81 
Performing an action that intimidated, harassed  102      8.20 2.07 

or threatened  
Threatened or was violent towards themselves  23      7.83 2.52 
Entering a location      74      7.62 2.41 

Following, hanging around, watching or   82      7.39    2.47 
approaching victim  

Other – verbal abuse/ harassment    4 7.00 1.41  
Hanging around, watching or approaching a location 78      7.26    2.15  
Sending you letters      11      6.91    3.27  

Telephoning you      90      6.29    2.77  
Other – text messages      4 5.50 0.58   

Sending you emails      7 4.71 3.86  
_____________________________________________________________________ 
^ The categories of ‘other’, ‘other – electronic communication’ and ‘sending faxes’ are not displayed 

in the table 

Stalking Actions and Invasion of Privacy   

Finally, the model outlines that stalking actions influence invasion of privacy.  

Invasion of privacy still appeared to be lower for telephoning than the stalker 

threatening or actually being violent and the stalker entering a location containing the 

victim (see Table 6.26).  Therefore it seemed that certain stalking actions were 

associated with more invasion of privacy.  Specifically threats, violence, intimidation 

and close physical proximity appeared to lead to more invasion of privacy than 
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telephoning.  However an inferential statistical test could not be used to confirm this 

conclusion.   

Table 6.26: Most Feared Stalking Action and Invasion of Privacy 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Invasion of Privacy  

                   _____________________ 

Most Feared Action^     n M SD  
_____________________________________________________________________ 

Giving offensive material     13 8.15 2.54 
Threatened or was violent towards you or your property 136      7.82 2.58 
Performing an action that intimidated, harassed  102      7.71 2.24 

or threatened   
Threatened or was violent towards themselves  23 7.61 2.25 

Entering a place      74       7.49 2.53  
Hanging around, watching or approaching a place  78      7.32 2.24 
Following, hanging around, watching or   82      7.18    2.52 

approaching victim   
Other – verbal abuse/harassment    4 6.75 1.50   

Telephoning you      90      6.70    2.62    
Sending you letters      11      6.73    3.13   
Sending you emails      7 5.43 3.51  

Other – text messages      4 4.75 1.89   
_____________________________________________________________________ 

^ The categories of ‘other’, ‘other – electronic communication’ and ‘sending faxes’ are not displayed 

in the table 

 

6.4 Study 2: Discussion 

 

The focused research question for this study was: Can the situational model of 

stalking assist an understanding of stalking victimisation and victims’ psychological 

reactions to stalking in a sample of university students, university staff and 

community members?  Ex-partners/partners were the most likely to stalk, followed by 

acquaintances, which was the same finding as in Study 1.  The victim’s home was the 

most common stalking location, which was again the same finding as in Study 1.  In 

the current study, the most frequent stalking action was telephoning the victim and the 

times of between 6.01 pm and midnight and 12.01pm and 6pm were equally likely.   

In addition, there were associations between the event elements, indicating 

stalking depended on other elements of the stalking event.  For example, ex-

partners/partners most commonly stalked at home; it could be inferred that a stalker 

who knew the victim would be more likely to know where the victim lived, have more 

routines in common with the victim, and therefore be likely to engage in stalking at 
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the victim’s home.  Also work colleagues were more likely to stalk at the victim’s 

workplace.  It could be inferred that this location would have been most common as 

this would be where work colleagues would most often come into contact with the 

victim.  Consequently the existence of a link between relationships and locations 

indicates that stalking varies across situations in line with the routine activities of the 

victim.  The times of stalking also differed across interpersonal relationships.  Ex-

partners most often stalked during the evening, whereas work colleagues most often 

stalked during the afternoon, corresponding to the times at which these types of 

people would be most likely to encounter each other.  Furthermore, the stalking 

actions and times of stalking appeared to differ across stalking locations.  Stalking 

most often occurred at the victim’s home at night, whereas stalking at the victim’s 

workplace and public places most often occurred during the afternoon.  Telephoning 

was most common at the victim’s home and workplace, whereas following, hanging 

around, watching or approaching the victim was most common at educational 

facilities and public places.  The links between event elements demonstrated that the 

model was useful in understanding stalking, as stalking appeared to change depending 

on the interpersonal relationship, stalking action, time of stalking and stalking 

location.  This preliminarily indicated that knowing one element of the stalking event 

could help predict other elements of the event.  However these links were based only 

on descriptive analyses and further research would be required before a definitive 

model of different stalking events could be built and thoroughly tested. 

The second part of the model outlines associations between the elements of 

stalking events and fear, invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy.  The 

location of the victim’s home was associated with higher levels of fear, invasion of 

personal space and invasion of privacy compared to the victim’s workplace. Public 

places were also associated with more fear than the victim’s workplace.  However the 

moderating variables of seeking police assistance and sex of victims could not be 

included in the analyses conducted due to small cell size.  Victims who had called the 

police appeared to experience higher levels of all psychological reactions than victims 

who had not called the police.  In addition, female victims appeared to be more afraid 

than male victims, but did not differ in their experiences of invasion of personal space 

and privacy.  Other findings from descriptive analyses were that actions of being 

intimidating, threatening or committing violence, or being in close physical proximity 

to the victim appeared to arouse more fear, invasion of personal space and privacy 
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than telephoning, although this could not be statistically tested.  It seemed the 

situational model was preliminary useful in understanding stalking as all three 

psychological reactions appeared to be associated with particular stalking locations 

and actions, although further statistical testing is needed to definitively determine 

these associations.     

6.5 Study 2: Conclusion 

There were two conclusions drawn from Study 2.  The first conclusion was 

that the situational model had some utility in assisting an understanding of stalking 

victimisation.  The findings of links between relationships, locations, stalking actions 

and times of stalking in the victimisation data demonstrated that the model was useful 

in understanding stalking as stalking appeared responsive to the routines of victims, 

however these relationships could not be empirically tested.  If further research was 

conducted and similar links were discovered, then predictions could be made 

regarding the manner in which stalking would progress based on knowledge of the 

interpersonal relationship, location, time or stalking action. 

The second conclusion was that the psychological reactions of victims 

appeared to be associated with elements of stalking events, further indicating the 

model might assist an understanding of stalking.  Regarding the locations of stalking, 

victims were more afraid, and experienced more invasion of personal space and 

privacy at home as compared to public locations.  Regarding the stalking actions, 

victims appeared to be more afraid, and experienced more invasion of personal space 

and privacy when the stalker contacted them in-person or threatened them than 

victims who were approached by telephone or other indirect means of 

communication.  However these associations could not be empirically tested.  These 

findings demonstrated that psychological reactions differed or appeared to differ 

according to the predications of the situational model of stalking.  Moreover the 

ratings of invasion were higher than ratings of fear.  In addition, females were more 

afraid than males, whereas ratings of invasion of personal space and privacy were 

fairly equivalent, preliminarily demonstrating that these reactions were not gender-

biased reactions.  Differences between males and females on these three 

psychological reactions will be explored in further depth in the next chapter. 
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There were three limitations of the current study.  The first limitation was the 

design of the questionnaire, which created a number of observations that were not 

independent and therefore statistical analyses could not be performed to explore the 

variables and draw statistically significant conclusions.  For example, the times of 

stalking and stalking actions were rated by victims according to the most common 

location, so therefore were not independent of the stalking location and could not be 

included in statistical analyses.  Further, psychological reactions were only collected 

in relation to stalking locations and the most feared stalking actions, therefore 

psychological reactions could not be measured in relation to, for example, common 

stalking actions and times of stalking.  The second limitation was that separate 

measures of psychological reactions were used in the current study to measure 

reactions to locations and stalking actions.  This meant that it could not be determined 

if locations or actions interacted to determine psychological reactions.  The third 

limitation was that the terms ‘stalking’ and ‘unwanted behaviours’ were both used in 

the questionnaire.  ‘Stalking’ was employed on the coversheet of the questionnaire, in 

relation to the stalking vignette (analysed in Chapter 7) and in some locations in the 

victimisation section.  On other occasions the term ‘unwanted behaviours’ was 

employed.  Given the use of the term ‘stalking’, it is possible that participants were 

influenced by this word choice when completing the questionnaire, allowing 

preconceived notions of stalking to overshadow their responses to the questionnaire.  

In Study 3, presented in the next chapter, a vignette study will be outlined 

which included all of the community-based respondents to the questionnaire rather 

than focusing only on victims.  Further the elements of location and stalking action, 

and in addition the time of stalking were varied in the vignettes to determine how 

victims’ psychological reactions varied according to these elements.  Community 

respondents only used one scale for each psychological reaction, which will allow 

determination of the association between psychological reactions and event elements 

in the same analysis and any interactions between the locations, actions and times of 

stalking.   

Overall, the situational model of stalking was somewhat useful in assisting an 

understanding of stalking victimisation and psychological reactions in this largely 

non-adjudicated sample.  Adding this finding to the previous study demonstrates the 

conceptual model can begin to assist an understanding of both stalking perpetration at 

the serious end of the stalking spectrum and victimisation in a community sample, 
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covering the spectrum of stalking.  Victims’ psychological reactions also appeared to 

differ in regards to elements of stalking events, namely locations and stalking actions, 

however these reactions were measured separately and only the locations of stalking 

and psychological reactions to these locations could be statistically examined.  The 

purpose of Study 3 is to examine whether the model can explain respondents’ 

anticipated psychological reactions to the manipulation of elements of stalking events 

in stalking vignettes.  This will allow time, location and stalking action to be included 

in the same analysis to test for variations in levels of fear, invasion of personal space 

and invasion of privacy.  
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CHAPTER 7: COMMUNITY MEMBERS AND STALKING VIGNETTES 

7.1  Study 3: Introduction 

The findings of Study 3 are reported in this chapter.  University students, 

university staff and community members’ anticipated psychological reactions to 

stalking vignettes were examined to determine whether variations in stalking location, 

stalking action and times of stalking influenced anticipated levels of fear, invasion of 

personal space and invasion of privacy.  Study 3 adds to the previous two studies 

outlined in this thesis, by directly manipulating the situational elements of location, 

stalking action and time of stalking to examine their effect on the anticipated 

psychological reactions of participants, allowing inferential statistical tests to be 

conducted.   

Study 3 was conducted to address Focused Research Question 3: Can a 

situational model of stalking assist an understanding of anticipated psychological 

reactions to stalking in a sample of university students, university staff and community 

members?  To address this question, the current study employed stalking vignettes 

and a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 between subjects design. Three event elements were manipulated 

in stalking vignettes: (1) the location of stalking (home/public place), (2) the stalking 

action (talking to the victim in-person/on the telephone), and (3) the time of stalking 

(day/night).  Consequently, there were eight vignettes in total, and respondents 

received only one vignette, with the moderating variables being sex of the respondent 

(male/female) and previous victimisation (yes/no).  The moderating variables were 

not included in the same analyses due to small cell sizes, instead two separate 2 x 2 x 

2 x 2 designs were implemented to test the relationship between each moderating 

variable and the independent variables.  The purpose in manipulating the three event 

elements (location, action, time) was to determine the association between variations 

of these elements and respondents’ anticipated ratings of fear, invasion of personal 

space and invasion of privacy.  The examination of these associations was based on 

the situational model, where a relationship between stalking events and psychological 

reactions was postulated.  The three research questions within the focused research 

question were: 

Research Question 3.1: Are variations in stalking location, 

action or time associated with respondents’ anticipated fear? 
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Research Question 3.2: Are variations in stalking location,  

action or time associated with respondents’ anticipated  

invasion of personal space?   

Research Question 3.3: Are variations in stalking location,  

action or time associated with respondents’ anticipated 

invasion of privacy? 

In the current study, stalking locations will be examined for association with 

the anticipated psychological reactions of questionnaire respondents.  Specifically, the 

victim’s home and public places will be compared to determine variances in 

anticipated psychological reactions.  The victim’s home and public places were 

associated with higher levels of psychological reactions as compared to the victim’s 

workplace in Study 2, however as the vignette was included in the same questionnaire 

as the victimisation section for Study 2, these locations could not be altered based on 

the results of Study 2.  Furthermore, previous research has not examined the locations 

of stalking and psychological reactions, therefore the vignette could not be based on 

previous research results.  Previous research has demonstrated that the stalking 

actions of threats, violence and physical proximity led to more fear (Bjerregaard, 

2000; Dietz & Martin, 2007; Hills & Taplin, 1998; Scott, Rajakaruna, Sheridan, et al., 

2014).   However stalking actions and invasion of personal space have not been 

examined in previous research and only one study has examined actions and invasion 

of privacy finding that taking photographs, recording victim’s conversations, breaking 

into the victim’s residence, and sending offensive photographs were more invasive of 

privacy (Cupach & Spitzberg, 2000).  In Study 2, stalking actions such as threats and 

close physical proximity appeared to be associated with fear, invasion of personal 

space and privacy, however it was not possible to empirically test the relationships 

between actions and psychological reactions.  In the current study, it is possible to test 

whether anticipated psychological reactions to stalking events differ according to the 

stalking action depicted in vignettes.  Talking in-person will be compared to talking 

on a mobile telephone to determine differences in anticipated psychological reactions.     

In the current study, stalking at night or during the day will be tested to 

determine the relationship with levels of anticipated psychological reactions.  The 

extant research literature does not contain an analysis of times of stalking and 

psychological reactions.  Finally, previous research (Bjerregaard, 2000; Fox, Nobles, 

et al., 2009; Johnson & Kercher, 2009) and the results from Study 2 indicated female 
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victims felt more fear than male victims.  Females and males did not appear to differ 

in their experience of invasion of personal space or privacy in Study 2.  In Study 3, 

the sex of respondents and their previous victimisation status will be examined to 

determine if sex and previous victimisation moderates the relationship between the 

independent variables and anticipated psychological reactions.   

In the following sections, the methodology will be outlined, followed by a 

presentation of results and discussion of the findings.  Finally, conclusions will be 

drawn about the study. 

7.2 Study 3: Method 

7.2.1 Research Design 

As there were two potential moderating variables but insufficient cell sizes to 

conduct statistical analyses with both moderating variables in the design, separate 

analyses were conducted substituting the moderating variable.  Consequently the 

research design was a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 between-subjects design, repeated twice.  In each 

design, there were three independent variables and one moderating variable, all with 

two levels.  The three independent variables were: (1) location of stalking (victim’s 

home or public place), (2) stalking action (talking to the victim in-person or via a 

mobile telephone call), and (3) time of stalking (day or night).  The first moderating 

variable was the sex of respondent (male or female).  In the other design, the 

moderating variable was previous stalking victimisation (yes or no).  As three 

independent variables were included in the vignettes, and each of the three variables 

had two levels each, there were eight stalking vignettes.  Sex of the respondent and 

previous stalking victimisation were included as moderating variables because these 

variables could moderate the association between location, stalking action and time of 

stalking, and the dependent variables of fear, invasion of personal space and invasion 

of privacy.   

7.2.2   Manipulation Checks 

To determine whether respondents had accurately recalled the elements of the 

vignette, three manipulation checks were included after the vignette.  These three 

questions were used to determine whether the respondents had remembered (1) the 
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location of stalking, (2) the type of stalking action, and (3) the time of stalking 

represented in the vignette.   

7.2.3 Respondents 

Initially, there were 1,589 respondents to the questionnaire.  Following the 

removal of the 415 records of respondents who had incorrectly remembered the 

vignettes, a final sample of 1,174 respondents remained.  The accuracy of recall of the 

vignettes was inspected and the records of all respondents who did not correctly recall 

all three elements of the vignette (location, action, time) were removed.     

The sample comprised 1,174 respondents to the vignettes who had correctly 

remembered the vignettes.  The sample was a convenience sample, the majority of 

which comprised females (77.8%, n = 913), with males making up approximately one 

fifth of the sample (22.2%, n = 261).  Of the respondents, 46.3% (n = 543) were 

classified as victims in Study 2, with 53.7% (n = 631) of respondents not being 

classified as victims.  The ages of respondents ranged from 17 to 64 years.  Most 

respondents were young (M = 25.85, SD = 9.05), with the majority of the sample 

comprising students.  There were 953 (81.2%) respondents from Queensland and 221 

(18.8%) respondents from other Australian states and territories and other countries.  

The respondents were from two sources: Griffith University (89.8%, n = 1054) and 

the general public (10.2%, n = 120).  From Griffith University, most respondents were 

students (86.1%, n = 907), followed by staff (13.9%, n = 146) and one person who 

was a previous student.  The sample was a community-based sample, as compared to 

Study 1, where court transcripts were examined.   

7.2.4 Materials 

In the questionnaire, introduced in Chapter 5, one of eight stalking vignettes was 

presented to the respondent.  There were eight vignettes as three variables were 

manipulated, the stalking location (victim’s home or a public place), the stalking 

action (talking to the victim in-person or via mobile telephone call) and the time of 

stalking (day or night).  Following the vignette, questions were presented concerning 

the respondent’s anticipated fear, invasion of personal space, and invasion of privacy 

in relation to the vignette, as well as manipulation checks.  These questions were then 

followed by demographic questions.   
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Each respondent was asked to imagine themselves in one particular vignette, 

located at their home or in a public place (café).  Two instances of the exact same 

actions were presented in the vignette, either the stalker talking to the victim in-person 

or via a mobile telephone call.  This is the minimum required number of actions to 

fulfil the Queensland stalking legislation (Criminal Code [Stalking] Amendment Act 

1999).  The vignettes also occurred either during the day or at night.  A version of the 

vignettes with the variations is provided below.     

A person you once dated for six months but have not seen for three 

months (turns up on the doorstep of/turns up at/calls you on your mobile 
phone while you are at) your (home/favourite café) at 10 o’clock (in the 
morning/at night). (You open the door and) they say they love you and 

want to begin the relationship again. You tell them you are not in love 
with them and do not want to renew the relationship and you ask them (to 

leave and not come back again/not to ring again and hang up the phone). 
[The person returns to (the doorstep of your home/your favourite café) 
two days later again at 10 o’clock (in the morning/at night), (you open the 

door) and they restate their declaration of love and say they want to renew 
the relationship]. [You receive another phone call on your mobile phone 

from the same person two days later while you are at (home/the café) 
again at 10 o’clock (in the morning/at night), and the person restates their 
declaration of love and says they want to renew the relationship].You tell 

them you are not in love with them and (ask them to leave/hang up the 
phone). 

Following the vignette were a series of questions which asked the respondent 

to outline their anticipated levels of psychological reactions to the vignette they read.  

The first question regarding anticipated fear was: To what extent would you feel 

unafraid or afraid (in your home/at your favourite café) after the second incident? 

Respondents were asked to rate their fear on a scale of one to ten.  One meant no fear 

would be experienced and 10 meant the respondent felt they would be very afraid in 

relation to the vignette.  The question regarding invasion of personal space was: 

Personal space is that imaginary space you surround yourself with that only your 

close friends and family can enter. To what extent would you feel that your personal 

space would be invaded after the second incident?  Invasion of personal space was 

also rated on a scale, (1) personal space would not be invaded, to (10) personal space 

would be very much invaded.  The question regarding invasion of privacy was: 

Privacy is about controlling how much information other people know about you and 

how much information you know about them. To what extent would you feel that your 

privacy would be invaded after the second incident?  Invasion of privacy was also 
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rated on a scale, (1) privacy would not be invaded, to (10) privacy would be very 

much invaded.   

After these questions, the three manipulation checks were included.  These 

three questions were: (1) Did the person contact you during the day?  (2) Did the 

person contact you face-to-face?  (3) Did the person contact you at home?  The 

allowed responses for all three questions were yes, no or don’t recall.  Depending on 

the vignette presented and the pattern of responses to these questions, the questions 

could be used to identify whether respondents had understood and remembered the 

vignettes presented to them.   

Following the vignette section, the demographic questions were presented.  

The respondent was asked to report their sex and age.  Each respondent was also 

asked to identify their employment status and where they had learned about the 

questionnaire.    

7.2.5 Procedure 

The recruitment procedures are detailed in Section 5.4.  Participation for 

course credit proved to be the most successful recruitment strategy with 39.69% (n = 

466) of respondents being recruited in this manner.  The group email to Griffith 

University staff and students was the second most successful strategy, with another 

30.3% (n = 356) of the sample emerging from this source.  Finally, a further 13.8% (n 

= 162) of respondents were recruited through the link posted on the homepage of 

computers in Griffith University computer laboratories. 

Overall, the majority of respondents completed the online questionnaire, with 

91.1% (n = 1,070) online and 8.9% (n = 104) paper questionnaires completed.  The 

online questionnaire was a forced response format.  Regarding the assignment of 

vignettes, when paper questionnaires were distributed, equal numbers of each vignette 

were given to respondents.  For respondents who completed online surveys, vignettes 

were presented based on the amount of time the respondent depressed their mouse 

button to enter the webpage containing the vignette.  The vignettes were assigned to 

certain microseconds, and then, depending on the length of time the respondent 

depressed the mouse button, a particular vignette was displayed.   
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7.3 Study 3: Results 

Prior to examining the findings, data screening will be conducted.  Following 

this screening, the three research questions will be addressed.   

7.3.1 Data Screening 

The variables of interest were respondent sex, respondent age, previous 

victimisation status, the three independent variables in the stalking vignettes (stalking 

location, action and time), and the three dependent variables of fear, invasion of 

personal space and invasion of privacy.  Descriptive statistics were run to determine 

whether there were any errors in data entry or missing data for these variables.  All 

responses were within the expected range of responses, therefore there did not appear 

to be errors in data entry.  In addition, due to the forced response format of the online 

questionnaire and the removal of respondents who dropped out prior to the 

demographics section, there existed only one missing response for respondent age and 

no missing data on the other variables of interest.  

Five tests were conducted to test for covariates and moderating variables.  

First, to ensure the origin of the respondent (Griffith University or general community 

member) did not impact ratings on the three dependent variables, three t-tests were 

conducted with the origin of the respondent and the dependent variables.  These t-tests 

were conducted due to the high correlation between the dependent variables.  The 

origin of the respondent did not impact ratings on the dependent variables.  Second, t-

tests were conducted to examine the relationship between the version of the 

questionnaire (online or paper) and the dependent variables.  There were no 

significant differences, therefore method of completion did not impact responses 

given.  Third, ANOVAs were conducted to examine whether being employed (20.5%, 

n = 241), unemployed (0.4%, n = 5), or a student (79.1%, n = 928) impacted ratings 

on the dependent variables.  Again there were no significant differences, indicating 

employment status did not need to be included in the analyses.  Fourth, as the sample 

comprised an equal number of stalking victims and non-stalking victims, and both 

female and male respondents completed the questionnaire, both respondent sex and 

previous victimisation were placed into three ANOVAs with the three dependent 

variables.  These ANOVAs were conducted to determine if there were significant 

associations between these two variables and fear, invasion of personal space and 
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invasion of privacy.  For all three ANOVAs, respondent sex and previous 

victimisation were significantly associated with the dependent variables, indicating 

they should be included as potential moderating variables in analyses.  Due to the 

small cell sizes, as demonstrated in Table 7.1, with fewer males and particularly male 

victims, it was not possible to place both moderating variables in the same analysis, 

therefore two separate analyses will be conducted substituting one moderating 

variable for the other.  Fifth, to ensure age of respondents was not associated with the 

dependent variables, bivariate correlations were calculated.  Age was significantly 

correlated with invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy, however these 

correlations did not exceed r = .08.  Therefore age was not included in the analyses 

conducted.   

To determine the types of analyses to conduct, correlations between the 

dependent variables were analysed.  There were significantly high correlations (p = 

.01) between the three dependent variables (fear and invasion of personal space r = 

.53, invasion of personal space and privacy r = .75, fear and invasion of privacy r = 

.49), therefore the three dependent variables could not be included in the same 

analyses and separate ANOVAs would need to be conducted



 
 

 

 

Table 7.1: Independent Variables, Potential Moderating Variables and Potential Covariate Across Eight Scenarios 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Scenario  n (% of total N)  Respondent Sex   Age  Previous Victimisation 

       n (% within scenario)  M (SD)  Yes (% within scenario) No (% within scenario) 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

1 (Home, In-person, Day)  178 (15.2)  Female 142 (79.8)  25.04 (8.11) 71 (39.9)  71 (39.9)                

   Male 36 (20.2)  27.06 (9.64) 14 (7.9)   22 (12.4)  

       25.44 (8.45) 85 (47.8)  93 (52.3) 

 

2 (Home, In-person, Night) 152 (13.0)  Female 120 (79.0)  25.34 (9.14) 62 (40.8)  58 (38.2)       

Male 32 (21.1)  28.44 (10.03) 10 (6.6)   22 (14.5)       

     25.99 (9.38) 72 (47.4)  80 (52.6) 

 

3 (Home, Mobile, Day) 127 (10.8)  Female 98 (77.2)  25.64 (8.03) 49 (38.6)  49 (38.6)          

Male 29 (22.8)  24.97 (8.63) 9 (7.1)   20 (15.8)  

     25.49 (8.14) 58 (45.7)  69 (54.3) 

 

4 (Home, Mobile, Night)  126 (10.7)  Female 94 (74.6)  27.48 (9.72) 45 (35.7)  49 (38.9)  

       Male 32 (25.4)  25.84 (10.38) 9 (7.1)   23 (18.3)  

           27.06 (9.87) 54 (42.9)  72 (57.1)  

      

5 (Public, In-person, Day)  140 (11.9)  Female 109 (77.9)  26.31 (9.54) 57 (40.7)  52 (37.1)  

       Male 31 (22.1)  25.71 (9.55) 8 (5.7)   23 (16.4)  

           26.17 (9.51) 65 (46.4)  75 (53.6)  

     

6 (Public, In-person, Night) 130 (11.1)  Female 102 (78.5)  25.31 (8.89) 49 (37.7)  53 (40.8)  

       Male 28 (21.5)  27.39 (9.89) 8 (6.2)   20 (15.4)  

           25.76 (9.12) 57 (43.9)  73 (56.2)   

 

7 (Public, Mobile, Day)  168 (14.3)  Female 128 (76.2)  25.55 (9.20) 73 (43.5)  55 (32.74)  

       Male  40 (23.8)  23.40 (8.11) 10 (6.0)   30 (17.9)  

           25.04 (8.97) 83 (49.4)  85 (50.6)   

    

8 (Public, Mobile, Night)  153 (13.0)  Female 120 (78.4)  26.39 (9.12) 66 (43.1)  54 (35.3)  

       Male 33 (21.6)  25.36 (8.81) 3 (2.0)   30 (19.6)  

           26.17 (9.03) 69 (45.1)  84 (54.9) 

 

Total    1,174 (100.0)  Female 913 (77.8)  25.83 (8.96) 472 (40.2)  441 (37.6)  

       Male 261 (22.2)  25.95 (9.37) 71 (6.1)   190 (16.2) 

           25.85 (9.04) 543 (46.3)  631 (53.8) 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________  



 
 

159  

 

 

To conduct assumption checking, first the three independent variables of 

location, stalking action and time were factorially combined with the moderating 

variable of sex of the respondent.  Then the three independent variables were 

combined with the moderating variable of previous stalking victimisation.  Therefore 

the first grouping variable consisted of location of stalking (home/public place), 

stalking action (talking to the victim in-person/via mobile telephone call), time of 

stalking (day/night), and respondent sex (male/female).  The distributions of the 

dependent variables across the factorially combined independent and moderating 

variables were checked.  The distributions of the dependent variables were skewed 

across the 16 groups.  However, Pallant (2007) states when the research sample is 

large, there will not be much of a difference in the analysis due to skewness.  The 

distribution of each of the dependent variables across the 16 groups was also kurtose.  

However, the risk of underestimating variance is reduced when there are more than 

200 in the sample (Pallant, 2007), which is true of the current study.  There were 15 

univariate outliers on the dependent variables of fear and invasion of personal space 

across the 16 groups.  These outliers were more than one unit away from the most 

extreme score in the distribution.  These scores were recoded to a score one unit away 

from the next most extreme score in the distribution given the small cell sizes, as such 

a large number of outliers could unduly influence the dependent variables 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).  These recoded dependent variables were only used in 

the ANOVAs conducted with the moderating variable of sex.  Finally, as three 

separate ANOVAs were conducted to examine the three anticipated psychological 

reactions, and a further three ANOVAs were conducted to test the other moderating 

variable, an adjusted alpha level of .008 was employed to evaluate the significance of 

the tests.  This alpha level was employed to reduce the chance of Type 1 error 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). 

The second grouping variable consisted of location of stalking (home/public 

place), stalking action (talking to the victim in-person/via mobile telephone call), time 

of stalking (day/night), and previous stalking victim (yes/no).  The distributions of the 

dependent variables were skewed and kurtose across the 16 groups, however due to 

the sample size this was not considered to be a problem (Pallant, 2007).  There were 7 

univariate outliers on the dependent variables of invasion of personal space and 

privacy across the 16 groups.  These outliers were more than one unit away from the 

most extreme score in the distribution.  These scores were recoded to a score one unit 
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away from the next most extreme score in the distribution.  These recoded dependent 

variables were only used in the ANOVAs conducted with the moderating variable of 

previous victimisation.  Finally, an adjusted alpha level of .008 was employed to 

evaluate the significance of the tests.   

7.3.2 Research Question 3.1: Are variations in stalking location, action or time 

associated with respondents’ anticipated fear? 

To address the research question, first a four-way between-groups ANOVA was 

conducted to determine differences in fear according to location, stalking action, time, 

and the first moderating variable of respondent sex.  There were three independent 

variables: (1) the location of stalking (home/public place), (2) the stalking action 

(talking in-person/mobile telephone), and (3) the time at which stalking occurred 

(day/night).  There was also one moderating variable of sex of the respondent 

(male/female).  The dependent variable was the level of anticipated fear on a 10-point 

rating scale from one (not at all afraid) to 10 (very afraid).  The four-way ANOVA 

revealed significant differences in fear according to stalking action and sex, which is 

presented together with the other findings in Table 7.2.  As Levene’s Test of Equality 

of Variance was violated, tests of between-subjects effects were evaluated using a 

significance level of p = .001 (Pallant, 2007).  The partial eta squared statistic 

demonstrated that four percent of the variance in anticipated fear was accounted for 

by stalking action and nine percent of the variance in anticipated fear was accounted 

for by sex of the respondent.  However, there were no significant interactions between 

sex of the respondent and the independent variables, indicating sex did not moderate 

the relationship between the independent variables and the dependent variable of 

anticipated fear.   
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Table 7.2: ANOVA Source Table for Anticipated Fear 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Source   Sum of  df Mean  F  Partial Eta 
Squares   Square    Squared 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Location   1.88  1 1.88  .36  .00 
Stalking Action 232.27  1 232.27  44.04*** .04 

Time    10.05  1  10.05            1.91  .00 
Sex of Respondent 589.20  1 589.20  111.73*** .09  

Location x Action 1.34  1           1.34  .25  .00 
Location x Time 8.03  1  8.03  1.52  .00 
Location x Sex 2.03  1 2.03  .39  .00 

Action x Time  5.80  1 5.80  1.10  .00 
Action x Sex  1.26  1 1.26  .24  .00 

Time x Sex  4.28  1 4.28  .81  .00 
Location x Action 24.02  1 24.02  4.55  .00 
x Time 

Location x Action 5.42  1 5.42  1.03  .00 
x Sex 

Location x Time .31  1 .31  .06  .00 
x Sex 
Action x Time  12.60  1 12.60  2.39  .00 

x Sex 
Location x Action 6.14  1 6.14  1.16  .00 

x Time x Sex 
 
Error   6106.67         1158   5.27 

 
Total   30559.00         1174  

_____________________________________________________________________ 
***Significance level p < .001 

The second four-way between-groups ANOVA was conducted to determine 

differences in fear according to location, stalking action, time, and the second 

moderating variable of previous stalking victimisation.  There were three independent 

variables: (1) the location of stalking (home/public place), (2) the stalking action 

(talking in-person/mobile telephone), and (3) the time at which stalking occurred 

(day/night).  There was also one moderating variable of previous stalking 

victimisation (yes/no).  The dependent variable was the level of anticipated fear on a 

10-point rating scale.  The four-way ANOVA revealed significant differences in fear 

according to stalking action and previous victimisation status, which is presented 

together with the other findings in Table 7.3.  The partial eta squared statistic 

demonstrated that five percent of the variance in anticipated fear was accounted for by 

stalking action and three percent of the variance in anticipated fear was accounted for 
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by previous victimisation.  However, there were no significant interactions between 

previous victimisation and the independent variables, indicating sex did not moderate 

the relationship between the independent variables and the dependent variable of 

anticipated fear.  These results are discussed further below. 

Table 7.3: ANOVA Source Table for Anticipated Fear and Second Moderating 

Variable 
____________________________________________________________________ 

Source   Sum of  df Mean  F  Partial Eta 
Squares   Square    Squared 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Location   0.34  1 0.34  .06  .00 
Stalking Action 367.30  1 367.30  64.02*** .05 

Time    7.92  1 7.92            1.38  .00 
Previous victim 207.52  1 207.52  36.17*** .03  
Location x Action 7.84  1          7.84  1.37  .00 

Location x Time 16.87  1 16.87  2.94  .00 
Location x Previous 4.05  1 4.05  .71  .00 

victim 
Action x Time  22.18  1          22.18  3.87  .00 
Action x Previous 0.82  1 0.82  .14  .00 

victim 
Time x Previous 3.07  1 3.07  .54  .00 

victim 
Location x Action 14.72  1 14.72  2.57  .00 
x Time 

Location x Action 0.004  1 0.004  .001  .00 
x Previous victim 

Location x Time 1.05  1 1.05  .18  .00 
x Previous victim 
Action x Time  3.68  1 3.68  0.64  .00 

x Previous victim 
Location x Action 18.42  1 18.42  3.21  .00 

x Time x Previous 
victim 
 

Error   6643.44         1158   5.74 
 

Total   30880.00         1174  
_____________________________________________________________________ 
***Significance level p < .001 

Respondents anticipated more fear when they imagined themselves being 

approached in-person as compared to a mobile telephone call (Table 7.4).  The mean 

levels of anticipated fear for stalking actions were low.  Regarding sex of the 

respondent, female respondents rated their anticipated fear significantly higher than 

did male respondents.  Previous victims also had significantly higher ratings of fear 



 
 

163  

 

 

than non-victims.  Overall, the stalking action of talking in-person to the respondent 

was significantly associated with anticipated fear, although the mean levels of 

anticipated fear were low.   

Table 7.4: Mean Levels of Anticipated Fear According to Stalking Locations, 

Actions, Time, Sex of Respondent and Previous Victimisation 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
     Anticipated Fear 
     n M SD 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Home     583 4.56 2.47 

Public Place    591 4.37 2.49     
 
In-person Talking   600 5.03a 2.51 

Mobile Telephone Talking  574 3.88a 2.30 
 

Day     613 4.41 2.50 
Night     561 4.52 2.45 
 

Female     913 4.86b 2.43 
Male     261 3.09b 2.14 

 
Previous Victim – Yes  543 4.94c 2.48 
Previous Victim – No   631 4.08c 2.45 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
a There were significant differences in anticipated fear between respondents who imagined being 

stalked in-person compared to those who imagined being stalked via mobile telephone. 

b There were significant differences in anticipated fear between female and male respondents  

c There were significant differences in anticipated fear between stalking victims and non -victims 

 

 

7.3.3 Research Question 3.2: Are variations in stalking location, action or time 

associated with respondents’ anticipated invasion of personal space?   

To address the research question, first a four-way between-subjects ANOVA 

was conducted to determine the association between the three independent variables 

(location, action, time), the first moderating variable of respondent sex, and the 

dependent variable of anticipated invasion of personal space.  As Levene’s Test of 

Equality of Variance was violated, tests of between-subjects effects were evaluated 

using a significance level of .001 (Pallant, 2007).  There existed two main effects for 

stalking action and respondent sex, which are presented in Table 7.5 together with the 

other findings.  The partial eta squared value indicated the main effect for action 

accounted for four percent of the variance in anticipated invasion of personal space 

while respondent sex accounted for six percent of the variance in anticipated invasion 
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of personal space.  However, respondent sex did not moderate the relationship 

between the independent and dependent variables.   

Table 7.5: ANOVA Source Table for Anticipated Invasion of Personal Space 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Source   Sum of  df Mean  F  Partial Eta 

Squares   Square    Squared 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

Location   0.51  1 0.51  .08  .00 
Stalking Action 319.08  1 319.08  51.28*** .04 

Time    7.66  1  7.66            1.23  .00 
Sex of Respondent 426.77  1 426.77  68.58*** .06 

Location x Action 9.43  1           9.43  1.52  .00 
Location x Time 4.98  1  4.98  0.80  .00 
Location x Sex 10.75  1 10.75  1.73  .00 

Action x Time  8.31  1 8.31  1.34  .00 
Action x Sex  11.83  1 11.83  1.90  .00 

Time x Sex  0.10  1 0.10  0.02  .00 
Location x Action 6.82  1 6.82  1.10  .00 
x Time 

Location x Action 12.01  1 12.01  1.93  .00 
x Sex 

Location x Time  3.57  1 3.57  0.57  .00 
x Sex 
Action x Time  40.18  1 40.18  6.46  .01 

x Sex   
Location x Action 12.78  1 12.78  2.05   

x Time x Sex 
 
Error   7205.75         1158   6.22 

 
Total   51288.00         1174  

_____________________________________________________________________ 
*** Significant at p < .001 

 

The second four-way between-subjects ANOVA was conducted to determine 

the association between the three independent variables (location, action, time), the 

second moderating variable of previous victimisation, and the dependent variable of 

anticipated invasion of personal space.  As Levene’s Test of Equality of Variance was 

violated, tests of between-subjects effects were evaluated using a significance level of 

.001 (Pallant, 2007).  There existed two main effects for stalking action and previous 

victimisation, which are presented in Table 7.6 together with the other findings.  The 

partial eta squared value indicated the main effect for action accounted for seven 

percent of the variance in anticipated invasion of personal space while previous 
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victimisation accounted for three percent of the variance in anticipated invasion of 

personal space.  However, previous victimisation did not moderate the relationship 

between the independent and dependent variables.  The results are discussed further 

below. 

Table 7.6: ANOVA Source Table for Anticipated Invasion of Personal Space and 

Second Moderating Variable 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Source   Sum of  df Mean  F  Partial Eta 
Squares   Square    Squared 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Location   2.61  1 2.61  .40  .00 
Stalking Action 587.87  1 587.87  90.85*** .07 

Time    14.46  1 14.46  2.23  .00 
Previous victim 196.57  1 196.57  30.38*** .03  
Location x Action 1.77  1          1.77  .27  .00 

Location x Time 0.53  1 0.53  0.80  .00 
Location x Previous 23.18  1 23.18  3.58  .00 

victim 
Action x Time  0.32  1          0.32  0.05  .00 
Action x Previous 4.85  1 4.85  .75  .00 

victim 
Time x Previous 0.22  1 0.22  .85  .00 

victim 
Location x Action 0.36  1 0.36  .06  .00 
x Time 

Location x Action 17.54  1 17.54  2.71  .00 
x Previous victim 

Location x Time 6.04  1 6.04  .93  .00 
x Previous victim 
Action x Time  0.37  1 0.37  .06  .00 

x Previous victim 
Location x Action 0.14  1 0.14  .02  .00 

x Time x Previous 
victim 
 

Error   7493.02         1158   6.47 
 

Total   51342.00         1174  
_____________________________________________________________________ 
***Significance level p < .001 

 

Respondents who imagined being contacted in-person anticipated greater 

invasion of personal space than respondents who imagined being contacted via mobile 

telephone (Table 7.7).  Comparing invasion of personal space to fear in the previous 

section, mean ratings of anticipated invasion of personal space were higher than 
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anticipated ratings of fear.  More specifically, there were moderate ratings of invasion 

of personal space and low ratings of fear.  Females gave significantly higher ratings of 

anticipated invasion of personal space than males, as did previous victims compared 

to non-victims.  Overall, the stalking action of visiting the victim in-person was 

associated with more anticipated invasion of personal space, with moderate levels of 

invasion of personal space being reported.   

Table 7.7: Mean Levels of Anticipated Invasion of Personal Space According to 

Stalking Locations, Actions, Time and Sex of Respondent 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

     Anticipated Invasion of Personal Space 
     n M SD 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Home     583 6.09 2.58 
Public Place    591 6.01 2.75     

 
In-person Talking   600 6.74a 2.46 

Mobile Telephone Talking  574 5.33a 2.68 
 
Day     613 5.97 2.70 

Night     561 6.14 2.62 
 

Female     913 6.38b 2.54 
Male     261 4.88b 2.75 
 

Previous Victim – Yes  543 6.51c 2.59 
Previous Victim – No   631 5.65c 2.67 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
a There were significant differences in anticipated invasion of personal space between respondents who 

imagined being stalked in-person compared to those who imagined being stalked via mobile telephone. 

b There were significant differences in anticipated invasion of personal space between female and male 

respondents 

c There were significant difference in anticipated invasion of personal space between stalking victims 

and non-victims 

7.3.4 Research Question 3.3: Are variations in stalking location, action or time 

associated with respondents’ anticipated invasion of privacy? 

The first four-way ANOVA was conducted to determine the association 

between location, stalking action, time of stalking and respondent sex with 

respondents’ ratings of anticipated invasion of privacy.  There existed main effects for 

stalking action and respondent sex, which are presented in Table 7.8.  The main effect 

for stalking action accounted for two percent of the variance in anticipated invasion of 

privacy while sex accounted for five percent of the variance, although overall, much 
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of the variance in invasion of privacy was left unexplained.  In addition, sex did not 

moderate the association between the independent and dependent variables. 

Table 7.8: ANOVA Source Table for Invasion of Privacy  

____________________________________________________________________ 

Source   Sum of  df Mean  F  Partial Eta 

Squares   Square    Squared 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Location   1.20  1 1.20  .19  .00 
Stalking Action 151.94  1 151.94  23.44*** .02 

Time    9.45  1  9.45            1.46  .00 
Sex of respondent 369.64  1 369.64  57.02*** .05 

Location x Action 1.60  1           1.60  0.25  .00 
Location x Time 7.38  1 7.38  1.14  .00 
Location x Sex 36.77  1 36.77  5.36  .01 

Action x Time  0.74  1 0.74  0.11  .00 
Action x Sex  12.46  1 12.46  1.92  .00 

Time x Sex  0.001  1 0.001  0.00  .00 
Location x Action 24.41  1 24.41  3.77  .00 
x Time 

Location x Action 4.27  1 4.27  0.66  .00 
x Sex 

Location x Time 6.51  1 6.51  1.00  .00 
x Sex  
Action x Time  25.93  1 25.93  4.00  .00 

x Sex 
Location x Action 11.72  1 11.72  1.81  .00 

x Time x Sex 
 
Error   7506.76         1158   6.48 

 
Total   51388.00         1174  

_____________________________________________________________________ 
*** Significance level p < .001 

The second four-way ANOVA was conducted to determine the association 

between location, stalking action, time of stalking and previous victimisation with 

respondents’ ratings of anticipated invasion of privacy.  There existed main effects for 

stalking action and previous victimisation, which are presented in Table 7.9.  The 

main effect for stalking action accounted for four percent of the variance in 

anticipated invasion of privacy while previous victimisation accounted for three 

percent of the variance, although overall, much of the variance in invasion of privacy 

was left unexplained.  In addition, previous victimisation did not moderate the 

association between the independent and dependent variables. 
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Table 7.9: ANOVA Source Table for Anticipated Invasion of Privacy and Second 

Moderating Variable 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Source   Sum of  df Mean  F  Partial Eta 

Squares   Square    Squared 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
Location   7.96  1 7.96  1.21  .00 

Stalking Action 311.38  1 311.38  47.31*** .04 
Time    19.72  1 19.72  3.00  .00 

Previous victim 252.71  1 252.71  38.39*** .03  
Location x Action 0.40  1          0.40  .06  .00 
Location x Time 1.23  1 1.23  .19  .00 

Location x Previous 6.68  1 6.68  1.02  .00 
victim 

Action x Time  4.46  1          4.46  .68  .00 
Action x Previous 1.10  1 1.10  .17  .00 
victim 

Time x Previous 4.05  1 4.05  .62  .00 
victim 

Location x Action 14.07  1 14.07  2.14  .00 
x Time 
Location x Action 1.60  1 1.60  .24  .00 

x Previous victim 
Location x Time 1.72  1 1.72  .26  .00 

x Previous victim 
Action x Time  3.52  1 3.52  .54  .00 
x Previous victim 

Location x Action 0.01  1 0.01  .002  .00 
x Time x Previous 

victim 
 
Error   7622.04         1158   6.58 

 
Total   51421.00         1174  

_____________________________________________________________________ 
***Significance level p < .001 

 

Perceived invasion of privacy was higher for talking in-person than talking via 

mobile telephone (Table 7.10).  Comparing invasion of privacy to fear, again mean 

ratings of anticipated invasion of privacy were higher than anticipated ratings of fear, 

with moderate ratings of invasion of privacy and low ratings of fear.  Female 

respondents rated their anticipated invasion of privacy significantly higher than did 

male respondents.  Previous stalking victims rated their anticipated invasion of 

privacy higher than non-victims.  Overall, the stalking action of talking with the 
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victim in-person was associated with more anticipated invasion of privacy, with 

moderate levels of invasion of privacy.   

Table 7.10: Mean Levels of Anticipated Invasion of Privacy According to 

Stalking Locations, Actions, Time and Sex of Respondent 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
     Anticipated Invasion of Privacy 

     n M SD 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

Home     583 6.04 2.64 
Public Place    591 6.08 2.68     
 

In-person Talking   600 6.55a 2.59 
Mobile Telephone Talking  574 5.55a 2.65 

 
Day     613 5.96 2.68 
Night     561 6.16 2.64 

 
Female     913 6.36b 2.55 

Male     261 4.99b 2.70 
 
Previous Victim – Yes  543 6.58c 2.58 

Previous Victim – No   631 5.62c 2.64 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
a There were significant differences in anticipated invasion of privacy between respondents who 

imagined being stalked in-person compared to those who imagined being stalked via mobile telephone. 

b There were significant differences in anticipated invasion of privacy between female and male 

respondents  

c There were significant differences in anticipated invasion of privacy between previous stalking 

victims and non-victims. 

 

7.4 Study 3: Discussion 

In sum, all three anticipated psychological reactions were associated with 

stalking action.  That is, talking in-person aroused more anticipated fear, invasion of 

personal space and invasion of privacy than talking via mobile telephone.  This 

finding partially matched with previous research findings where the stalking actions 

of threats, violence and close physical proximity led to more fear (Bjerregaard, 2000; 

Dietz & Martin, 2007; Hills & Taplin, 1998; Scott, Rajakaruna, Sheridan, et al., 

2014).   Stalking actions and invasion of personal space have not been examined in 

previous research and only one study has found that taking photographs, recording 

victim’s conversations, breaking into the victim’s residence, and sending offensive 

photographs were more invasive of privacy (Cupach & Spitzberg, 2000).  The current 

results differ from this previous study, outlining that actions occurring in close 
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physical proximity aroused more anticipated invasion of privacy than actions 

committed via the telephone.  Further research is needed to evaluate stalking actions 

and invasion of personal space and privacy.  The location of stalking and time of 

stalking were not significantly associated with anticipated fear, invasion of personal 

space or invasion of privacy.  In Study 2, the location of stalking and the stalking 

action were associated with victim’s actual fear, invasion of personal space and 

invasion of privacy.  However location and stalking action were evaluated 

individually in that study.  Perhaps the current findings indicate that stalking action, 

when compared with location and time, creates more variance in anticipated 

psychological reactions.  Also, in Study 2, the victim’s home and public places were 

both associated with heightened levels of fear, invasion of personal space and 

invasion of privacy, which may explain the non-significant result for location in the 

current study as the victim’s home and public places were compared.  Nonetheless, as 

previous researchers have not examined locations, times and psychological reactions, 

the research for this thesis has highlighted the importance of considering the locations 

and times of stalking, in addition to stalking actions, and psychological reactions. 

Overall when comparing ratings of anticipated fear to ratings of anticipated 

invasion of personal space and privacy, ratings of fear were lower than ratings of 

invasion of personal space and privacy.  This was similar to the findings of Study 2, 

where victims gave lower ratings of fear than invasion of personal space and privacy.  

These findings indicated the importance of invasion of personal space and privacy as 

anticipated psychological reactions to stalking.  The differences between Study 2 and 

Study 3 were that the current ratings of anticipated fear were low compared to the 

ratings of fear for Study 2, which were moderate.  Also ratings of anticipated invasion 

were moderate in the current study but high in Study 2.  The reason for the differences 

may be the low threshold of stalking contained in the vignette (talking on two 

occasions) compared to the actual experiences of victims, some of which included 

threats and violence.   

 Female respondents anticipated more fear and invasion of personal space and 

invasion of privacy than male victims.  This differed to the results of Study 2 where 

female victims were more afraid than male victims, but were similar in their ratings of 

invasion of personal space and privacy.  The difference may have been due again to 

the low threshold of actions incorporated in the vignette compared to the real-life 

experiences of stalking victims.  Previous stalking victims also gave higher 
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anticipated ratings of fear, invasion of personal space and privacy than non-stalking 

victims.      

 A limitation of Study 3 was that the moderating variables of respondent sex 

and previous stalking victimisation could not be included in the same analysis of 

variance.  However neither sex nor previous victimisation significantly moderated the 

relationship between stalking action and the psychological reactions, therefore more 

confidence can be placed in the findings of statistical significance. 

In sum, the situational model of stalking was partially supported.  Stalking 

action influenced all three ratings of anticipated psychological reactions.  Talking 

with the victim in-person was associated with more anticipated fear, invasion of 

personal space and invasion of privacy than telephoning.  However location and time 

did not influence ratings of anticipated psychological reactions.  In addition, the 

ratings of anticipated invasion of personal space and privacy were higher than for 

fear.  The presence of anticipated invasion of personal space and privacy suggests that 

there are other important situationally-related psychological reactions to stalking that 

need to be considered.  This consideration could extend to prevention planning, where 

situational strategies could be chosen not just to reduce stalking but also fear, invasion 

of personal space and invasion of privacy.     
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CHAPTER 8:   DISCUSSION 

8.1 Introduction 

There was one overarching research question, addressed by the three studies 

contained in the previous chapters.  The research question was: Can the situational 

model of stalking assist an understanding of stalking perpetration, victimisation and 

actual or anticipated psychological reactions to stalking?  In the thesis, a situational 

model of stalking was developed to determine the ability of this model to assist in 

understanding stalking perpetration, victimisation and psychological reactions to 

stalking.  The three studies in the thesis involved the analysis of: (1) stalking 

perpetration and victims’ psychological reactions in criminal court transcripts from 

Queensland, consisting of 32 victim/stalker dyads (Study 1); (2) the victimisation 

experiences, including psychological reactions, of 718 stalking victims who 

responded to a self-report questionnaire (Study 2); and (3) the anticipated 

psychological reactions of 1,174 community-based respondents to stalking vignettes 

in a questionnaire (Study 3).  Despite the differences in the samples and 

methodologies used in each of the studies, the model aided a preliminary 

understanding of stalking perpetration and victimisation in Studies 1 and 2 

respectively and an understanding of psychological reactions to elements of stalking 

events for Studies 2 and 3.   

In this chapter, the situational model of stalking designed for the current thesis 

will be reviewed, followed by a discussion of the key findings across the three studies 

and the implications of these findings in terms of theory and further research.  The 

limitations of the research will then be discussed, followed by a discussion of crime 

prevention and conclusions of the research.   

8.2 The Situational Model of Stalking 

The situational model of stalking was outlined in detail in Chapter 3 of this 

thesis.  The model was devised based on a modification of Meier et al’s (2001) 

criminal event perspective.  Meier et al. (2001) proposed that, in addition to the victim 

and offender, the context of a crime comprised a location and a time, guardianship, 

and interpersonal relationships (perceptions of situations, expected roles, and accepted 

reactions to others’ behaviours).  This perspective was expanded into the situational 
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model of stalking by including stalking actions as part of the criminal event, as these 

actions varied so widely and could therefore be dependent on other elements of the 

crime event.  The purpose of the model was to demonstrate the situational nature of 

stalking events and their association with the psychological reactions of victims.  

Consequently the eight core components of the model are: (1) victims, stalkers and 

interpersonal relationships; (2) capable guardianship; (3) time and location; (4) 

stalking action; (5) links between event elements; (6) repetition; (7) fear; and (8) 

invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy.  These core components are 

displayed in Figure 8.1 and are discussed further below.  This represents the first time 

that a conceptual model has been built to represent the crime event of stalking, which 

is a significant contribution to both the stalking and criminal event perspective 

literature.      

 
Figure 8.1: The Situational Model of Stalking 

8.2.1 Victims, Stalkers and Interpersonal Relationships 

Victims, stalkers and their interpersonal relationships were proposed to be part 

of the stalking event in the model, as a stalking event cannot occur without a suitable 

victim and an offender (Felson, 2008; Meier et al., 2001).  Therefore the interpersonal 

relationship forms an important part of the stalking event (Meier et al., 2001).   
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8.2.2 Capable Guardianship 

Offending was theorised to be more likely in the absence of capable guardians 

who could avert the crime (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Meier et al., 2001), therefore 

stalking was represented in the model as being more likely in the absence of capable 

guardians.  Reynald (2009; 2010, 2011) expanded the concept of capable guardianship 

into a three stage model, with (1) mere presence, (2) monitoring by the guardian, and 

(3) direct action representing the different levels of guardianship.  Direct action 

against the offender was argued to be the best representation of capable guardianship 

as the guardian was intervening to try to alleviate the crime (Reynald, 2010, 2011).  

Therefore, presence, monitoring and action were important aspects of capable 

guardianship in the model.   

8.2.3 Time and Location 

The time and location of stalking were also included in the situational model.  

If there existed a situational nature to stalking, then it might be inferred that stalking 

would more commonly occur at certain times of the day and locations, due to the 

increased opportunities and reduced risks regarding an absence of capable 

guardianship at certain times of the day and locations.  Therefore a proposition of the 

model was the existence of particular times and locations of stalking.     

8.2.4 Stalking Action 

In the original criminal event perspective, the crime or action was treated as 

the outcome of the interaction between the other event elements (Meier et al., 2001).  

Regarding stalking, due to the variability of stalking actions, these actions were 

outlined as dependent on the other elements of the crime event.  Therefore the stalking 

actions formed a part of the crime event in the model, rather than being the end result 

of the interaction between the other event elements. 

8.2.5 Links Between Elements of Stalking Events 

In the model, there were proposed to be common links between the elements, 

such as certain actions being more likely at particular locations and times, thereby 

demonstrating the situational nature of stalking.  The elements of the stalking event 
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were proposed to be responsive to opportunity structures, making apparent links 

between elements and particular situational patterns of stalking.  These links between 

event elements were based on the links represented in the situational theories and the 

criminal event perspective, whereby victims and offenders came together at particular 

times and locations in the absence of capable guardians, where the fewest risks 

existed (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993a; Clarke & Cornish, 1985; Cohen & 

Felson, 1979; Meier et al., 2001).   

8.2.6 Repetition 

The repeated nature of stalking was also recognised in the situational model, 

as the legislative definition of stalking in Queensland required stalking actions to be 

repeated at least twice or continue for an extended period of time (Criminal Code 

[Stalking] Amendment Act 1999).  Consequently, in the model, the outcome of 

repeated or multiple crime events was acknowledged as stalking, given the legislative 

requirement of repeated or lengthy events to identify stalking.   

8.2.7 Fear 

The situational approach had not been applied to examine fear in relation to 

stalking events, therefore the association between stalking events and fear included in 

the situational model was based on previous research.  Fear was associated with 

stalking events through research that had linked fear to the stalking actions of threats, 

violence and close physical proximity (Bjerregaard, 2000; Dietz & Martin, 2007; Hills 

& Taplin, 1998; Scott, Rajakaruna, Sheridan, et al., 2014), the relationships of ex-

partners and strangers (Dennison & Thomson, 2002; Dietz & Martin, 2007; Johnson 

& Kercher, 2009; Reyns & Englebrecht, 2012; Scott et al., 2010; Scott et al., 2013; 

Scott, Rajakaruna, & Sheridan, 2014; Scott, Rajakaruna, Sheridan, et al., 2014; Scott 

& Sheridan, 2011) and daytime (Fox, Nobles, et al., 2009).  Again, this research had 

not placed fear and stalking actions, relationships and times in a situational 

framework.  Also the association between fear and stalking locations had not been 

investigated in previous research.  For these reasons, fear was placed in the situational 

model and was represented as emerging in response to stalking events.  However, fear 

was noted as a gendered psychological reaction, with women being more likely to be 

afraid than men in relation to stalking (Bjerregaard, 2000; Fox, Nobles, et al., 2009; 
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Johnson & Kercher, 2009; Ngo & Paternoster, 2013b).  Therefore, other 

psychological reactions to stalking were explored. 

8.2.8 Invasion of Personal Space and Invasion of Privacy 

Invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy were added to the model as 

possible psychological reactions to stalking events, as these reactions relate to the 

spatial nature of crimes.  It was also speculated that these reactions may not 

demonstrate the same gender bias as fear.  These psychological reactions had been 

noted in previous stalking research (Cass, 2011; Henson et al., 2011) but not 

investigated to any great extent (Nicastro et al., 2000).  Only invasion of privacy had 

been previously investigated in relation to stalking actions (Cupach & Spitzberg, 

2000) and this research was not conducted within a situational approach.  Therefore, 

invasion of personal space and privacy were hypothesised to be a result of stalking 

events and were added to the model to allow investigation of the association between 

these psychological reactions and elements of stalking events.     

8.3 Findings Lending Support to the Situational Model 

The overall research question was: Can the situational model of stalking assist 

an understanding of stalking perpetration, victimisation and actual or anticipated 

psychological reactions to stalking?  In order to evaluate whether the model could 

assist an understanding of stalking, three samples were employed.  First, a sample of 

court transcripts relating to 32 victim/stalker dyads was examined to determine the 

situational nature of stalking perpetration and psychological reactions.  Second, a 

sample of 718 stalking victims were identified amongst respondents to a self-report 

questionnaire.  The situational nature of stalking victimisation and psychological 

reactions was examined in this second study.  Third, a sample of 1,174 community 

members outlined their anticipated psychological reactions to elements of stalking 

events manipulated in vignettes.  The situational nature of these reactions was then 

examined.  The findings of the research demonstrated the situational model had some 

utility in understanding stalking perpetration and victimisation.  The existence of 

common relationships, locations, times and stalking actions and links between these 

event elements, although these findings were only based on descriptive analyses, 

indicated that the model was somewhat useful in understanding stalking perpetration 
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and victimisation.  Support for the second part of the model was also discovered, that 

is the psychological reactions of fear, invasion of personal space and invasion of 

privacy were associated with elements of stalking events.  These findings will be 

discussed in more detail in the following sections.  

8.3.1 Victims, Stalkers and Interpersonal Relationships 

An important component of the situational model was the interpersonal 

relationships among victims and stalkers.  Ex-partners and acquaintances represented 

the most common relationship types in both the victimisation and perpetration data, 

which supported previous research results where ex-partners and acquaintances were 

the most common relationship types (Baum et al., 2009; Bennett Cattaneo et al., 2011; 

Bjerregaard, 2000; 2010; Budd & Mattinson, 2000b; Spitzberg & Cupach, 2007; 

Tjaden & Thoennes, 1998).  The inference may be that these types of stalkers had 

more opportunities to stalk their victims.   

8.3.2 Capable Guardianship 

The situational model of stalking was used to predict that an absence of 

capable guardianship would increase the likelihood of stalking occurring.  Moreover, 

if potential guardians were present but no direct action was taken, then stalking would 

be more likely to occur.  An absence of guardianship was noted for most of the 

stalking actions outlined in the court transcripts.  In addition, when another person 

was present, most often the other person took no direct action.  The lack of action 

would appear to accord with a lack of capable guardianship, meaning the stalker 

would be less likely to be deterred (Felson, 2008).  As only a few witnesses gave 

evidence about their surveillance activities in the court transcripts, monitoring by 

guardians was not able to be explored in great depth.  However, the findings of the 

absence and ineffective nature of capable guardianship, based on a descriptive 

analysis of court transcripts, indicate that the model was at least preliminarily useful 

in understanding stalking perpetration.    

8.3.3 Time and Location 

The model outlined there would be certain times and locations of stalking 

given differing situational opportunities for stalking.  In Study 2, stalking was equally 
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likely between 12.01pm and 6pm and between 6.01pm and 12 midnight.  This 

differed somewhat to Queensland Police Service data, which outlined the most 

common time for police to be called about a stalking offence was between midnight 

and 2am (Queensland Police Service, 2005).  Further, the victim’s home was the most 

common location of stalking in the research, which fit with previous research findings 

and demonstrated there was something about the victim’s home that made stalking 

more common there (Morrison, 2001; Queensland Police Service, 2005; Sheridan et 

al., 2001).  These ideas will be explored further when the links between event 

elements are explored, however these findings did emerge from descriptive analyses.   

8.3.4 Stalking Action 

The situational model also outlined that particular stalking actions would be 

employed, as stalking should be responsive to particular opportunity structures, 

leading to particular actions being chosen above other actions.  The most common 

stalking actions were talking with the victim in-person or on the telephone.  Previous 

research found either in-person approaches or talking on the telephone were most 

common (Baum et al., 2009; Björklund et al., 2010; Budd & Mattinson, 2000b; 

Dressing et al., 2005; Purcell et al., 2002).  In-person actions were most common in 

the perpetration data, which would be expected given these serious and persistent 

cases of stalking had been brought before the courts.  In the community sample, 

where most victims had not taken their cases to court, telephone contacts were most 

common; one of the easiest and least risky actions to engage in.  The existence of 

different stalking actions depending on the seriousness and persistence of stalking 

engaged in demonstrated the ability of the model to assist an understanding of 

stalking, as stalking was not random but instead the actions of talking in-person or on 

the telephone were chosen above other actions.   

8.3.5 Links Between Event Elements 

The situational model of stalking outlined links between the elements of 

stalking events.  Ex-partners and acquaintances most commonly stalked the victim at 

his or her home.  As ex-partners and acquaintances would know their victims and 

their routines well, they could stalk their victim at home, particularly if they were an 

ex-partner/partner or a housemate or neighbour of the victim.  Work colleagues were 
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more likely to stalk the victim at the victim’s workplace, which fit with the amount of 

knowledge a work colleague would possess about a workmate.  Ex-partners were 

more likely to stalk during the evening, whereas work colleagues and strangers 

stalked most often during the afternoon, which fits with the times that victims would 

be either at work or at home.  Indeed, stalking at home most often occurred during the 

evening, while stalking at work most often occurred during the afternoon.  Therefore 

it appeared that stalking was responsive to the routines of the victim, but these 

findings were based on descriptive analyses. 

In the court transcripts, all types of stalkers most commonly engaged in 

watching or hanging around the victim and approaching, passing or following the 

victim.  As stalkers knew their victims and were engaging in stalking at the serious 

end of the spectrum, they were more likely to stalk their victim in-person.  According 

to the victimisation data, ex-partners and acquaintances most commonly telephoned 

their victims.  As these stalkers knew their victims and therefore their telephone 

number, and there would be fewer risks in telephoning than turning up at a location, it 

is not surprising that telephoning the victim was most common.  Although the stalking 

event elements differed depending on the seriousness of the stalking, the model could 

still possess some utility as the model can accommodate differences in stalking 

actions.  Application of the model could reveal the most common actions engaged in 

by the stalker, whether this be in-person actions or telephoning, allowing an analysis 

of the most common stalking events for that victim and stalker.  

In addition, in the perpetration data, in relation to the victim’s home, the most 

common action was watching or hanging around, while in the victimisation data it 

was telephoning.  It would be less likely for capable guardians to be around the 

victim’s home, as compared to the workplace or public locations, therefore increasing 

the likelihood of watching or hanging around, or telephoning at the victim’s home.  

The common links between the elements of relationships, locations, stalking actions 

and times of stalking demonstrated that the situational model was at least 

preliminarily useful in understanding stalking. 

8.3.6 Repetition 

Repetition of stalking events was not able to be explored in the research.  

Although there was a wealth of data on multiple events for some victims, due to the 
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small number of transcripts, there was insufficient evidence overall to examine the 

repetition of stalking events.  Also when victimisation was explored in Study 2, only 

the most common locations and actions were sought from each victim, rather than 

details about individual stalking events and their repetition over time.  Consequently 

overall there was insufficient data to explore repetition.   

8.3.7 Fear 

The situational model suggested an association between event elements and 

fear.  The victim’s home and public places were associated with more fear than the 

victim’s workplace.  Victims would likely feel very protective over their home, and 

public places may leave victims feeling more vulnerable than a workplace with 

capable guardians present.  Further, the stalking actions of threats, violence, 

intimidation and approaching the victim in-person appeared to lead to more fear than 

talking via the telephone, however only approaching the victim in-person caused 

significantly more fear than telephoning; all of these findings accord with previous 

research (Bjerregaard, 2000; Dietz & Martin, 2007; Hills & Taplin, 1998; Scott, 

Rajakaruna, Sheridan, et al., 2014).  This seems unsurprising as having a stalker be 

threatening, violent or physically present versus talking via the telephone would seem 

to incite more fear.  The association between fear and the location of the victim’s 

home and the actions of in-person approaches would seem to suggest that the model 

was useful in understanding stalking, as the model predicted there would be 

associations between event elements and fear.  It must also be noted that females 

experienced more fear than males, as did previous stalking victims compared to non-

victims.    

8.3.8 Invasion of Personal Space and Invasion of Privacy  

The situational model of stalking also outlined an association between event 

elements and invasion of personal space and privacy.  The victim’s home was 

associated with more invasion of personal space than the victim’s workplace.  The 

victim’s home was also associated with more invasion of privacy than educational 

facilities and the victim’s workplace.  In addition, the stalking action of approaching 

the victim in-person led to higher levels of invasion of personal space and privacy 

than stalking occurring via the telephone.  In the victimisation data, males and females 
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were equal in their ratings of invasion of personal space and privacy; however males 

had lower anticipated ratings of invasion of personal space and privacy compared to 

females when responding to stalking vignettes.  The difference in ratings may have 

been accounted for by victims responding about their personal experiences of stalking 

compared to responses of university students and staff and community members to 

stalking vignettes.  These findings demonstrate that invasion of personal space and 

privacy may have merit as psychological reactions to stalking that do not possess a 

gender bias.  In sum, the model did appear to have some utility in assisting an 

understanding of psychological reactions to stalking, as there were associations 

between event elements and invasion of personal space and privacy.     

8.4 Implications for Theory   

The results of the current thesis add further to arguments that situational 

theories or approaches can be used to explain stalking (Fisher et al., 2002; Mustaine & 

Tewksbury, 1999; Reyns et al., 2011).  As there was some evidence to suggest links 

between the elements, such that people stalked at locations that were easier to access 

(for example, ex-partners stalking at the victim’s home and work colleagues stalking 

at the victim’s workplace) or lacked guardians, it seems that the descriptive findings 

lend support to the notion that stalking was responsive to situational opportunities.  

Therefore the findings of the thesis may indicate some implications for situational 

theories.  In the current thesis, the findings lent support to Meier et al’s (2001) 

criminal event perspective as an explanatory framework for stalking.  The same 

elements underlie the criminal event perspective as underlie the situational theories of 

the routine activity approach, crime pattern theory and the rational choice perspective, 

namely victims, offenders, times, locations and capable guardianship.  In the theories 

and the criminal event perspective, there were also proposed to be links between these 

elements.  To review, the routine activity approach outlines that a crime occurs when 

a victim and offender come together in time and space in the absence of a capable 

guardian (Cohen & Felson, 1979).  In crime pattern theory, the environmental 

backcloth shapes offenders’ movements through time and space, directing them 

towards opportunities to offend against particular victims (Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 1993a).  In the rational choice perspective, an offender weighs the risks, 

rewards and efforts existing at particular times and locations prior to committing a 
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crime (Clarke & Cornish, 1985).  The only element not addressed in the situational 

theories, but outlined in the criminal event perspective, was the interpersonal 

relationship between victims and offenders (Meier et al., 2001).  In addition, the 

criminal event perspective and the situational theories have not incorporated a focus 

on psychological reactions in relation to situational elements of events, however this 

was considered in the current research.  The findings of the research will be discussed 

below for implications regarding situational theories and the criminal event 

perspective.     

8.4.1 Victims, Stalkers and Interpersonal Relationships 

The interpersonal relationship between victims and offenders was not 

considered in the situational theories, but was an important part of the criminal event 

perspective (Meier et al., 2001).  The current research demonstrated a place for the 

interpersonal relationship in the situational approach to stalking, given that stalkers 

were most commonly ex-partners and acquaintances.  Furthermore, aspects of stalking 

events appeared to differ based on the interpersonal relationships between stalkers and 

victims, indicating the situational nature of stalking.  In the routine activity approach 

and crime pattern theory, it could be hypothesised that the interpersonal relationship 

would impact the intersection of victims and offenders in time and space due to the 

amount of knowledge the offender possesses about the victim’s routines.  In the 

rational choice perspective, the relationship could be considered as a risk or a reward 

by the stalker, for example stalking an ex-partner may entail rewards of observing the 

victim upset or angry.  Therefore the possibility exists to extend situational theories to 

consider the interpersonal relationship between victims and offenders as part of 

stalking events, however reconceptualization of the theories would be required.  

Further the importance of the interpersonal relationship in the research lent support to 

the contentions of the criminal event perspective, where interpersonal relationships 

are central to stalking events. 

8.4.2 Capable Guardianship 

The findings of the current research were that stalking often occurred either in 

the absence of capable guardianship or through a lack of direct action by guardians.  

However guardianship data was only collected from the court transcripts.  
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Nonetheless the results of absent or ineffective guardianship provides some 

preliminary evidence that not only can the situational model of stalking assist an 

understanding of stalking but also lend support to the three situational theories.  The 

situational model was based on the criminal event perspective, which predicted that 

crimes would occur more often under circumstances where capable guardianship did 

not exist (Meier et al., 2001).  The routine activity approach outlined that crime was 

more likely in the absence of capable guardianship (Cohen & Felson, 1979), a notion 

adopted in crime pattern theory (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993a).  In addition, 

the rational choice perspective outlined that a lack of capable guardianship would 

decrease the risks associated with committing a crime, making a crime more likely to 

occur (Clarke & Cornish, 1985).  Therefore the absence of capable guardianship lent 

support to the notions encompassed within the three primary situational theories, as 

well as the criminal event perspective.  Guardianship then appears to continue to be a 

vital element of the situational approach and warrants further theoretical consideration 

in terms of the influence of capable guardianship on the reduction of stalking. 

8.4.3 Time and Location 

The findings of common times and locations of stalking also have relevance to 

the situational approach.  The criminal event perspective noted crimes would occur at 

particular times and locations (Meier et al., 2001), which was also reflected in the 

situational model of stalking.  The routine activity approach highlighted the 

importance of the times and locations of crimes, as particular times and locations 

would present more opportunities for criminal victimisation (Cohen & Felson, 1979).  

In addition, in crime pattern theory, the environmental backcloth would direct 

offenders to particular times and locations containing more opportunities for 

offending (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993a).  Finally, in the rational choice 

perspective, particular times and locations were proposed to contain fewer risks for 

the offender, making crime more likely at these times and locations (Clarke & 

Cornish, 1985).  Therefore the current findings of common times and locations of 

stalking suggests support for the criminal event perspective and the theoretical 

constructs contained with the routine activity approach, crime pattern theory and the 

rational choice perspective.  Consequently the findings suggest the continued 

theoretical importance of the times and locations of crimes.   
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8.4.4 Stalking Action 

The crime or action was treated as the outcome in the situational theories and 

criminal event perspective, rather than as a part of the crime event.  For example, in 

the routine activity approach, the interaction of an offender and a victim, at a 

particular time and place, in the absence of a capable guardian, led to a criminal action 

taking place (Cohen & Felson, 1979).  In the current thesis, given the variability of 

stalking actions, the stalking action was considered a part of the criminal event itself, 

which was reflected in the situational model.  Given the findings of the research, it 

was preliminarily possible to consider stalking actions as part of the stalking event in 

the criminal event perspective.  Further, it may be possible to include stalking actions 

when considering stalking from the other theoretical perspectives.  Stalking actions 

could be considered in the routine activity approach, with victims and offenders 

coming together at particular times and locations in the absence of guardians (Cohen 

& Felson, 1979), with particular actions being selected in those circumstances.  In 

addition, in crime pattern theory, the environmental backcloth could direct stalkers to 

engage in particular actions at particular locations and times (Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 1993a).  Further, in the rational choice perspective, it would be possible 

to consider stalking actions as part of the crime event, as particular actions, such as 

telephoning, would entail less risks and effort for the stalker than other actions, such 

as in-person approaches (Clarke & Cornish, 1985).  Consequently stalking actions 

could form a part of the cost/benefit analysis conducted by offenders.  Stalking 

actions could form another dimension to theoretical considerations of stalking from a 

situational approach, however the theories would require further conceptualisation in 

order for stalking to be understood using these theoretical perspectives.   

8.4.5 Links Between Event Elements 

The links between event elements suggested support for the situational model 

of stalking and the criminal event perspective.  In addition, these links were consistent 

with the predictions of other situational theories.  Both the routine activity approach 

and crime pattern theory require a combination of event elements, namely a victim 

and offender coming together in the absence of guardians at particular times and 

places (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993a; Cohen & Felson, 1979).  In the rational 

choice perspective, the combination of event elements impacts the risk assessment of 
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the offender (Clarke & Cornish, 1985).  Consequently the findings of links between 

stalking event elements lends support to the theoretical propositions of the situational 

theories and the criminal event perspective, demonstrating that it is important to 

continue to consider the links between event elements and how these links structure 

stalking events.   

8.4.6 Repetition 

The focus of situational theories and the criminal event perspective tends to be 

single crime events (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993a; Clarke & Cornish, 1985; 

Cohen & Felson, 1979; Meier et al., 2001).  However, the proposition made in the 

current thesis was that the situational approach could be extended to consider repeated 

events occurring between the same victim and offender.  Unfortunately this 

proposition could not be tested in the current research given the small number of court 

transcripts and the analysis of only the most common events in the victim sample.  

However, as it appeared stalking events could be understood using a situational 

approach, this analysis could be expanded to consider the connections between 

multiple events.  Such a theoretical consideration would extend to a contemplation of 

how event elements structure future event elements.    

8.4.7 Fear 

As the focus of situational theories is the social and physical contexts in which 

crimes occur (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993a; Clarke & Cornish, 1985; Cohen 

& Felson, 1979; Meier et al., 2001) rather than the psychological reactions in response 

to the crime events, fear has not been considered in previous situational research on 

stalking.  The utility of the current research is that it lent support to the situational 

nature of fear, as fear seemed tied to elements of the stalking event, such as stalking 

action and location.  It was also found that women experienced more fear than men in 

relation to stalking.  Given that fear appeared tied to the situational nature of stalking 

as well as the sex of victims, this represents an important extension of the situational 

approach and one that requires further theoretical consideration in situational theories 

and perspectives.  The routine activity approach, crime pattern theory and the rational 

choice perspective would need to be reconceptualised in order to take account of fear.  

For example, considering stalking from the routine activity approach, when victims 
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and offenders come together at certain times and locations, there may be an 

association between these circumstances, sex of victims and fear.  When considering 

the rational choice perspective, when offenders choose particular times and locations 

to offend due to reduced risks and effort, the offender may consider the victim’s fear 

as a reward that prompts them to engage in stalking, particularly when a female victim 

is targeted.  Fear is central to definitions of stalking; consequently any consideration 

of stalking from a situational approach requires attention to fear.    

8.4.8 Invasion of Personal Space and Invasion of Privacy 

The current research also demonstrated that the psychological reactions of 

invasion of space and privacy appeared to be associated with the situational nature of 

stalking.  These concepts appeared to be linked with certain event elements, such as 

the location of the victim’s home and the stalking action of approaching the victim in-

person.  Further, male and female stalking victims were equivalent in their ratings of 

invasion of personal space and privacy, demonstrating that these reactions to stalking 

could provide a non-gender biased measure of psychological reaction to stalking.  

Similarly to fear, invasion of personal space and privacy could be considered in the 

routine activity approach, where stalking occurring at particular times and locations, 

between victims and stalkers sharing a certain interpersonal relationship, could lead to 

higher levels of invasion of personal space and privacy.  The existence of an invasion 

of personal space and privacy in relation to the situational nature of stalking 

represents an extension of the situational approach and should be afforded further 

theoretical consideration in terms of how stalking events alter invasion of personal 

space and privacy.   

8.5 Implications for Research 

8.5.1 Victims, Stalkers and Interpersonal Relationships  

The findings of the current thesis were that ex-partners and acquaintances 

were the most common relationship types among stalkers and victims, which is 

consistent with previous research (Baum et al., 2009; Bjerregaard, 2000; Björklund et 

al., 2010; Budd & Mattinson, 2000b; Spitzberg & Cupach, 2007; Tjaden & Thoennes, 

1998).  Stalking research has tended to focus on interpersonal relationships in the 

context of risk assessment, particularly for escalation of stalking actions and future 
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violence (Burgess, Harner, Baker, Hartman, & Lole, 2001; McEwan et al., 2012; 

McEwan et al., 2009; Mullen et al., 2006), noting that ex-partners tend to have the 

highest risk of being violent towards their victim (Churcher & Nesca, 2013; McEwan, 

Mullen, & Purcell, 2007; Mullen et al., 2006; Racine & Billick, 2014; Rosenfeld, 

2004; Rosenfeld & Lewis, 2005; Schwartz-Watts, 2006; Thomas, Purcell, Pathé, & 

Mullen, 2008).  However, an important part of future research is paying attention to 

the interpersonal relationship between the victim and stalker as part of a crime event 

focus, as relationships may have important implications for the ways in which stalking 

events are carried out, as indicated in the current research.  Researchers should 

employ a mixed-methods approach, using questionnaires and interviews with both 

victims and stalkers, to examine relationships as part of an event focus, enabling 

better prediction of stalking events.  Questionnaires could be implemented with a 

larger sample of community members and be designed to determine how interpersonal 

relationships are associated with stalking locations, times and actions.  These 

questionnaires could also be implemented in the form of diaries to be completed by 

victims over a set period of time, to gain more detailed information about 

relationships and event elements.  Semi-structured interviews with victims and 

stalkers could be used to determine the interplay of their interpersonal relationship 

with the course of stalking events.  Research of this nature would enable more data to 

be collected about relationships and stalking events, enabling predictions of stalking 

events according to relationship and providing tests of the situational model of 

stalking.   

8.5.2 Capable Guardianship 

Guardianship was found to be either ineffective or absent in stalking events; 

this finding accords with the results of other studies that an absence of capable 

guardianship leads to stalking (Fisher et al., 2002; Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1999; 

Reyns et al., 2011).  However, data on guardianship was only collected in relation to 

stalking perpetration in the court transcripts.  Further, only absence and direct action 

could be examined in some depth.  There was some evidence of monitoring, as a few 

witnesses gave evidence about their monitoring in the court transcripts.  However, 

further research is needed into the monitoring of potential guardians, as well as other 

aspects of capable guardianship, so a greater understanding of the interaction between 
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absence, direct action, monitoring and the elements of stalking events is gained.  Such 

research would enable knowledge of effective and ineffective guardianship strategies 

based on the elements of stalking events.  Specifically, as part of a mixed-methods 

design, a questionnaire completed by a larger sample of both victims and stalkers 

could be used to ascertain whether presence, monitoring or direct action impacted the 

stalker’s actions.  In addition, diaries could be implemented to allow data collection 

on guardianship over a long period of time.  Further, interviews could be conducted 

with victims to ascertain the types of guardianship that reduced or escalated specific 

types of stalking events.  In addition, stalkers could be interviewed in order to 

understand the types of guardianship which inhibited their willingness to stalk and the 

types of guardianship which did not deter them from stalking or actually escalated 

their desire to stalk.  This research would also enable tests and development of the 

situational model of stalking.   

8.5.3 Time and Location 

Stalking was equally likely between 12.01pm and 6pm and 6.01pm and 12 

midnight and the most common stalking location was the victim’s home in the current 

thesis and other research and data (Morrison, 2001; Queensland Police Service, 2005; 

Sheridan et al., 2001).  Further research is needed to expand on these findings to 

determine support for these times and locations of stalking, and to provide tests of the 

situational model of stalking.  A mixed-method approach could be used with diaries, 

questionnaires and interviews being employed.  A diary could be used by victims to 

track the times and locations of stalking over time.  A questionnaire could be supplied 

to a large sample of community members to determine the most common locations 

and times of stalking.  Further, in-depth interviews with victims and stalkers would 

allow an understanding of the choice of particular times and locations of stalking.  

The results from such a mixed-method approach would prove to be a required test of 

the situational model of stalking. 

8.5.4 Stalking Action 

The findings of the current thesis and previous researchers were that in-person 

visits and telephone calls were the most common types of actions (Baum et al., 2009; 

Blaauw et al., 2002; Budd & Mattinson, 2000b; Dressing et al., 2005; Morrison, 2001; 
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Purcell et al., 2002).  Further research is needed into how the event elements of time, 

location, relationship and guardianship structure stalking actions, which will enable 

predictions of how stalking will unfold.  Diaries and questionnaires could be used to 

collect more data about the most common stalking actions.  Interviews with victims 

and stalkers would allow investigation of the associations between stalking actions 

and other elements of stalking events.  Consequently, research of this nature would 

inform the situational model of stalking.   

8.5.5 Repetition 

Only single events were able to be examined in the current research.  

Consequently the repetition of stalking events needs to be examined in future 

situational research.  It will be methodologically difficult to examine repetition, 

however this research needs to take place in order to understand how future stalking 

events build on previous stalking events.  This research could determine whether the 

same events are repeated over time or if there are changes in the elements of events, 

and whether repetition of events depends on previous success or affinity for particular 

stalking events.  Questionnaires could be used to determine the repetition of events, 

particularly if diaries were employed to allow victims to record repeated stalking 

events over a set period of time.  Interviews with victims and offenders could be used 

to determine whether repetition of events occurs and the reasons for this repetition.  

Such research would allow further refinement of the situational model concerning 

repetition of stalking events.   

8.5.6 Fear 

In agreement with previous research, fear was found to be associated with the 

stalking actions of intimidation, threats, violence and close physical proximity 

(Bjerregaard, 2000; Dietz & Martin, 2007; Reyns & Englebrecht, 2012).  However, 

the current research also added the finding that the location of stalking was associated 

with fear.  Victims varied in their levels of fear depending on their sex, with females 

experiencing higher levels of fear than males.  Future researchers should use 

questionnaires or diaries and in-depth interviews with male and female victims to 

determine fear in relation to different elements of stalking events and the evolution of 

fear over the course of the stalking period. 
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8.5.7 Invasion of Personal Space and Invasion of Privacy 

One of the major contributions of this research was the findings concerning 

the association between elements of stalking events and invasion of personal space 

and privacy.  The victim’s home led to significantly higher levels of invasion of 

personal space and privacy compared to the victim’s workplace.  Levels of invasion 

of privacy were higher at the victim’s home in comparison to educational facilities.  

Stalking actions occurring in-person led to significantly higher levels of invasion of 

personal space and privacy compared to telephone calls.  In addition, male and female 

victims were equivalent in their ratings of invasion of personal space and privacy.  

Both psychological reactions have not been investigated to any large extent in 

previous stalking research.  Future research is required to examine these 

psychological reactions using interviews and questionnaires, as there exists no 

research from a situational perspective on invasion of personal space and privacy in 

relation to stalking events outside of the current research.  Such research is important 

as these psychological reactions potentially represent a non-gender biased 

measurement of psychological reaction to stalking.   

8.6 Limitations of the Research 

While there were important findings discovered in the research, there are a 

number of limitations to consider.  These limitations will be considered in order of 

study.  In Study 1, of an estimated 200 cases of stalking, only transcripts in relation to 

32 victim/stalker dyads were available to the researcher.  This small sample made it 

difficult to draw firm conclusions, particularly in relation to psychological reactions.  

In addition, the types and extent of information reported in the transcripts was limited, 

as only the information relevant to prosecution of the case was discussed and many of 

the transcripts were short.  Also this sample of transcripts represented the serious end 

of the stalking spectrum.  However, the extant detailed descriptions of stalking 

perpetration in the transcripts allowed exploration of stalking events.  A larger sample 

of lengthy court transcripts is required to further examine capable guardianship, 

locations and relationships in stalking events.   

For Study 2 and Study 3, respondents were drawn from a pool of 1,589 

questionnaire respondents; this sample was not representative of the community. 

These questionnaire respondents represented a convenience sample of respondents 
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and were largely young university students.  However research has demonstrated that 

university samples are likely to experience higher levels of stalking (Buhi et al., 2009; 

McNamara & Marsil, 2012).  Therefore a wider sample of respondents would allow 

the generalisability of the situational model of stalking to be tested.  In addition, the 

survey only provided limited information on stalking events and psychological 

reactions, as repeat victimisation was too difficult to measure in a survey.  In addition, 

the manner in which questions were asked in the survey meant only primarily 

descriptive analyses could be conducted to understand stalking.  These limitations 

could be overcome by employing diaries or in-depth interviews to further explore the 

repeated nature of stalking and to devise surveys that would allow use of inferential 

statistical analyses.  However, the findings of the thesis still demonstrated some 

support for the situational model of stalking.  The results of the research will be 

considered in the next section regarding the implications of the results for crime 

prevention.  

8.7 Implications for Crime Prevention 

The proposition of the situational model was that the situational approach 

could be used to explain stalking; the findings of the research preliminarily suggested 

there may be a situational nature of stalking.  Therefore situational crime prevention 

strategies could be relevant for stalking prevention.  A detailed discussion of such 

strategies is beyond the scope of this thesis but some observations will be made.  

Suggestions of situational crime prevention in relation to stalking are not new, 

however, the work begun in this thesis could be expanded to suggest techniques 

within the criminal event perspective.  It is important to note that not all techniques of 

prevention may be employed by all victims, as certain techniques may be effective for 

some crime events but not others.  Further, not all techniques are appropriate to 

employ as they may provoke certain stalkers to continue to engage in their actions 

(McEwan, Pathé, & Ogloff, 2011).  Therefore the planning and implementation of 

situational crime prevention techniques must be complex and responsive to individual 

criminal events. 

In order to suggest crime prevention techniques within the criminal event 

perspective, more research would be needed to discover the links between the 

elements of stalking events so that a comprehensive crime prevention plan could be 
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adopted.  If for example it could be determined that ex-partners would more often 

stalk at particular locations and times, using certain actions, then crime prevention 

plans could be determined for individuals being stalked by ex-partner. In addition, 

information could be provided to people who have ended a relationship with a partner 

to try to prevent stalking.  Consequently, further research is needed to improve 

understanding of stalking events so that more definitive recommendations can be 

made.  Moreover, any techniques implemented must be evaluated for their 

effectiveness in reducing stalking.  Implementing questionnaires and conducting 

interviews with victims and stalkers would allow an understanding of the techniques 

that reduce or exacerbate specific stalking events.  This research could then be used to 

inform situational crime prevention plans, which could then be evaluated for their 

effectiveness in reducing stalking.    

8.8 Conclusions 

There were five major findings in the current thesis.  The first major finding 

was that stalking actions formed an important part of stalking events rather than being 

the end result of stalking events.  In the criminal event perspective, the action was 

treated as the outcome of crime events.  However the finding of the current thesis was 

that stalking actions appeared to be situational and to differ depending on the elements 

of stalking events, namely the location of stalking, the relationship between the victim 

and stalker and the times of stalking.  Therefore stalking actions should be considered 

as part of the crime event.  The second major finding was that the location of the 

victim’s home was the most common stalking location, which addressed the dearth of 

research on the locations of stalking.  The third major finding was that stalking in the 

afternoon and evening was equally likely; the time of stalking has not been considered 

in previous research.  The fourth major finding was that an absence of capable 

guardianship was associated with the occurrence of stalking, which added to the few 

previous findings about guardianship and stalking.  The fifth major finding was that 

victims experienced an invasion of personal space and privacy in relation to stalking 

events, more particularly, higher levels of invasion were experienced at the victim’s 

home and also appeared higher in relation to stalking actions occurring in close 

proximity to the victim.  In addition, the preliminary evidence indicated that invasion 

of personal space and invasion of privacy were not associated with the sex of stalking 
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victims, highlighting the importance of these reactions as non-gendered responses to 

stalking.  In comparison, fear was a gendered response to stalking, with female 

victims experiencing more fear than men.   

There were two major contributions of the current research.  The first major 

contribution was the assessment of the usefulness of the situational approach to 

understanding stalking.  The criminal event perspective was found to assist an 

understanding of stalking, with the presence of links between interpersonal 

relationships, locations, stalking actions, times of stalking, and an absence of capable 

guardianship lending support to the elements outlined in the perspective.  The 

criminal event perspective was also successfully expanded to consider stalking actions 

within the context of the stalking event, as well as the influence of stalking events on 

invasion of personal space and invasion of privacy felt by victims.  The research also 

allowed suggestions to be made regarding the reformulation of the routine activity 

approach, crime pattern theory and the rational choice approach, to take account of 

interpersonal relationships, stalking actions and invasion of personal space and 

privacy.  Further it was noted that there was a need to reconceptualise theories and the 

criminal event perspective in order to determine the theoretical relevance of the 

repetition of stalking events.  Consequently, while further development of the three 

situational theories and the criminal event perspective might be needed, the ideas 

outlined in this thesis provided an important first step in this reconceptualisation 

process.   

The second major contribution of the research was the findings regarding the 

elements of stalking events which had not been studied to any great extent previously, 

namely guardianship, stalking locations, times of stalking, and invasion of personal 

space and privacy.  The findings were of great importance as they demonstrated that a 

lack of guardianship seemed to lead to stalking, the location of the victim’s home 

appeared to be a frequent target for stalkers, that stalking in the afternoon and evening 

appeared equally likely, and that invasion of personal space and privacy were 

outcomes of stalking events.  Further research needs to be conducted to extend on 

these findings.  Surveys with a larger section of the community would allow a great 

understanding of guardianship and the locations and times of stalking.  Further, in-

depth interviews with victims and stalkers would allow an understanding of the 

evolution of stalking with regard to guardianship and the locations and times of 

stalking.  Also interviews with victims would allow an understanding of their 
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experiences of invasion of personal space and privacy over time.  The overall 

conclusion of the research was that the situational model of stalking was preliminarily 

useful in understanding stalking perpetration, victimisation and psychological 

reactions to stalking.   
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Appendix A – The Queensland Stalking Legislation 
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Appendix B – Summary of Dyads From Court Transcripts 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Dyad Victim- Victim Stalker Relationship  History and reasons for stalking 

 Stalker Age Age   

Sex 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
1 F/M  - 31  Ex-partners  The stalker and victim had been in an intimate partner relationship where  

verbal and physical violence was present.  The victim moved out of their 
shared flat after an abusive incident, and later broke up with the stalker after 
another incident, then the stalking started.  The stalker appeared to be angry 

about the end of the relationship, telephoning and turning up at the victim’s 
house, with the stalking culminating in the stalker dangerously pursuing the 

victim while they were driving. 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
2 F/M  28 -  Acquaintances  The stalker was a client at victim’s workplace who wanted a romantic  

relationship with the victim.  The stalker began stalking the victim as he was 
writing a book with the victim as one of the characters and wanted to talk to 

her about it. The victim’s personal information was obtained by the stalker 
who had gone through the recycling bin at her work. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

3 F/M  - 32  Ex-partners  The stalker and victim had been in an intimate partner relationship which had  
broken up.  The break-up led to the stalking which involved the stalker 

making threats against the victim.  
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
4 M/M  43 48  Acquaintances  The stalker kicked another employee and was then fired by the victim.  The  

stalker seemed to be engaging in a vendetta against the victim after being 
fired, including damaging and stealing property, interfering in the victim’s 

divorce proceedings and threatening suicide. 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Dyad Victim- Victim Stalker Relationship  History and reasons for stalking 

 Stalker Age Age   

Sex 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

5 F/M  - 35  Ex-partners  The stalker and victim had been in an intimate relationship and when the  
victim terminated the relationship, the stalker refused to accept this.  Over an 

eight year period the stalker had committed violent and sexual offences 
against three women he had been in relationships with.  The stalking included 
threats and culminated in a sexual assault against the victim. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
6 F/M  - 38  Ex-partners  The stalker and victim had been in an intimate relationship which broke up.   

It was unclear why the stalking started, but the stalking involved very serious 
behaviours of physical assault of the victim and her son, and the stabbing of  
another person.  He also ran into the back of the victim’s car when she was  

travelling with other people.   
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

7 F/M  - 28  Ex-partners  The stalker and victim had been in an intimate relationship and had  
commenced living together.  However the stalker was using illegal drugs 
causing financial problems, which led to the victim ending the relationship 

and moving out.  The victim continued seeing him from time to time as a 
friend but then terminated the friendship.  The stalking began after this 

termination, as the stalker said that he wanted an explanation for why the 
relationship ended. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Dyad Victim- Victim Stalker Relationship  History and reasons for stalking 

 Stalker Age Age   

Sex 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

8 F/M  11 31  Strangers  The stalker came to live with his family, who lived in the same street as the  
victim.  Prior to the stalking, he saw the victim in the street and she smiled at 

him.  The stalking seemed to stem from the stalker not having friends and 
being sexually attracted to the victim.  The stalker asked police officers 
trying to dissuade him from contacting the victim about whether he could 

contact the victim.   
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

9 F/F  - 57  Strangers  The stalker’s estranged husband went to live with the victim after the stalker  
assaulted him and told him to leave the house.  Much of the stalker’s 
behaviours towards the victim appeared to be attempts to contact her 

husband.  The stalker had been previously verbally and physically abusive to 
her husband and husband had been violent towards her. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
10 F/M  - -  Strangers  The victim did not know the stalker who was peering into her windows from  

the street.  The motive for the stalking was unclear. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
11 F/M  42 41  Intimate  The stalker and victim were in an ongoing intimate relationship throughout  

the stalking period, up until a physical assault by the stalker, where after the 
victim continued to see the stalker as a friend when he would come over to 
the victim’s house.  There were numerous physical assaults by the stalker and 

damage to the property of the victim during the stalking period. 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Dyad Victim- Victim Stalker Relationship  History and reasons for stalking 

 Stalker Age Age   

Sex 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

12 F/M  - -  Acquaintances  The stalker and victim were next door neighbours.  The stalker had already  
been found guilty of stalking this same victim three years earlier and had 

been sentenced to two years imprisonment.  The stalking seemed to stem 
from the stalker’s ongoing resentment/anger towards the victim.  Initially 
started as a dispute over the fence.   

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
13 F/M  - -  Acquaintances  The victim in this dyad was friends with the victim in dyad 12 and also was  

stalked by the same man.  The stalker was a neighbour who lived across the 
street from victim 13.  The stalking seemed to stem from victim 13’s 
association with victim 12. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
14 M/M  - 53  Strangers  The stalker was being investigated by the police for his involvement in  

stalking a female acquaintance (dyad 15).  The investigating police officer 
became another victim of this stalker.  The stalker had called the police 
station on at least five previous occasions trying to contact the victim prior to 

the stalking incidents and threatened to make official complaints about the 
victim during the stalking period, and thereby threatening the victim’s job.   

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
15 F/M  - 53  Acquaintances  The stalker was a client at the victim’s workplace.  The victim had been to  

the stalker’s house previously and had been friendly towards him in the 

workplace.  The stalker however developed a crush on the victim and 
engaged in stalking for a period of more than two years after she spurned his 

advances and went to the police. 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Dyad Victim- Victim Stalker Relationship  History and reasons for stalking 

 Stalker Age Age   

Sex 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

16 F/M  - -  Ex-partners  The stalker and victim had been in an intimate partner relationship which  
broke up.  There had been verbal and physical abuse in the relationship and 

the stalker had been in jail previously for incidents involving the victim.  
They were friends prior to the stalking period, but the stalker started 
becoming verbally abusive again.  They argued and the victim said she did 

not want to see the stalker anymore.  A few weeks later, they argued again 
and then the stalker started engaging in stalking. Despite having a domestic 

violence order against the stalker, the victim allowed the stalker to have 
contact with her in violation of this order before the stalking period.  She had 
also promised not to put the stalker in jail and did not until the stalker 

engaged in actions against a neighbour towards the end of the stalking period.   
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

17 F/M  38 -  Ex-partners  The stalker and victim had been in a volatile married relationship and had  
a number of separations.  The stalker had previously stabbed the victim with 
a knife and both the stalker and victim had domestic violence orders against 

them.  The final separation came when the stalker hit the victim and kicked 
her out of their house.  Then the stalking started, which seemed to be a 

campaign of intimidation culminating in the stabbing of the victim. 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
18 F/M  40 41  Friends  The stalker and victim were friends and the stalker was living as a boarder  

with the victim.  The stalking started with a card that was sexually explicit, 
bordering on pornographic, intimating that the stalker wanted a sexual 

relationship with the victim.  The stalking period ended with the stalker 
running into the victim’s son’s car. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Dyad Victim- Victim Stalker Relationship  History and reasons for stalking 

 Stalker Age Age   

Sex 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

19 F/M  45 55  Acquaintances  The stalker and victim were neighbours.  The stalker invaded her home and  
assaulted her and another male in her house.  When the stalker was on bail 

for these offences, he stalked the victim and threatened a police officer in an 
attempt to have the stalking charges dropped.  The stalker’s reason for 
engaging in the behaviours was that he believed the victim was supplying 

marijuana to his sick wife and she was becoming addicted. 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

20 F/M  - 38  Acquaintances  The stalker and victim were neighbours.  The stalker was living in a caravan  
on a property behind the victim’s house.  The stalking was an expression of 
the stalker’s desire to start a sexual relationship as the stalker indecently 

exposed themself twice, and on a third occasion went up to the victim’s 
window, naked, and told the victim he wanted to have sex with her.  

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
21 F/M  25 20  Ex-partners  The stalker and victim were in an intimate partner relationship which broke  

up, prompting the stalker to make threats to the victim, her children and two 

other people.  The stalker had been aggressive and possessive towards the 
victim during the course of their relationship.  The stalking continued from 

prison after the stalker was arrested for some of the preceding stalking 
behaviours. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Dyad Victim- Victim Stalker Relationship  History and reasons for stalking 

 Stalker Age Age   

Sex 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

22 F/M  25 37  Ex-partners  The stalker and victim were living together in an intimate partner relationship  
which broke up and then continued as a casual sexual relationship.  The 

stalker and victim got into a bad fight and the stalker left the house, the 
victim making it clear that she only wanted to be friends.  The first stalking 
incident was when they went out as friends and the stalker physically 

assaulted her when they returned to the stalker’s home.  The rest of the 
stalking behaviours appeared to be an attempt to re-establish the relationship.     

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
23 F/M  13 69  Acquaintances  The stalker was a grandfatherly figure to the victims in Dyads 23 and 24.   

The victims and stalker were neighbours.  Medical conditions affecting the 

stalker’s brain caused disinhibition which likely led to the offences.  The 
stalker had previously sexually assaulted the victim in Dyad 23, prior to 

making telephone calls, which were sexually obscene and contained threats 
of rape, which constituted the stalking acts. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

24 F/M  13 69  Acquaintances  The stalker was a neighbour and made telephone calls to the victim which  
were sexually obscene and contained threats of rape.    

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
25 F/M  - 47  Acquaintances  The stalker was a neighbour and there was an initial disagreement about a  

common fence.  Relationship deteriorated further after police were called 

about missing items from building sites, although the victim did not make the 
call.   

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Dyad Victim- Victim Stalker Relationship  History and reasons for stalking 

 Stalker Age Age   

Sex 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

26 F/M  - -  Ex-partners  The stalker and victim had a child together, which passed away a few weeks  
after birth.  Their relationship deteriorated, but occasionally they were 

sexually intimate.  Their relationship then deteriorated further and the victim 
ended their relationship.  The stalking began eight months later. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

27  F/M  - -  Ex-partners  The stalker and victim separated after an eight year marriage.  The stalker  
physically assaulted and drove his car at the victim, amongst other acts 

during the stalking period.  He refused to accept that the marriage had ended. 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
28   F/M  20 -  Acquaintances  The stalker and victim were students studying the same course and the victim  

had given the stalker her telephone number to discuss course-related work.  
The stalker had also asked the victim out socially on a couple of occasions.  

After the mid-semester break, the stalking began with the telephone calls 
became much more frequent, the stalker following and hanging around the 
victim’s home and workplace, and he professed his love for the victim.  The 

stalker had previously stalked another woman and been found guilty of this 
offence.  He had a number of personality traits that meant he could not 

empathise with his victim. 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
29 F/M  - 47  Ex-partners  The victim and stalker had been in a relationship which had broken up.  The  

stalker engaged in behaviours in an attempt to re-establish the relationship.  
These behaviours involved burning the victim’s car so she would have to rely 

on him to take her children to school and sending a letter to her ex-partner’s 
mother that the victim had given her son AIDS.   

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Dyad Victim- Victim Stalker Relationship  History and reasons for stalking 

 Stalker Age Age   

Sex 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

30 F/M  - -  Ex-partners  The victim and stalker were in a relationship, but the victim then took out a  
domestic violence order against the stalker.  The stalker broke this order the 

day it was granted, which was the start of the stalking.  A month later he 
physically assaulted the victim by grabbing her and holding broken glass to 
her stomach.  The victim was pregnant with his child at the time. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
31 F/M  15 Mid 40s Strangers  The victim and stalker were strangers.  The stalker went to the victim’s  

workplace and talked to her and hung around. He also approached the victim 
when she was at a café and picked up a personal photo of hers and touched 
her arm.  The stalking appeared to be sexually motivated with the stalker 

wolf-whistling at the victim and asking for her telephone number and for her 
to call him. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
32 F/M  - 36  Acquaintances  The victim had been a former employee of the stalker and was living in the  

same house as him.  The stalker had a relationship and a baby with the 

victim’s niece, who the victim had raised as her own daughter.  The victim 
strongly disapproved of the stalker’s relationship with her niece.  One day, 

the stalker entered the victim’s house and poked her in the shoulder.  Later 
that same day, the first stalking incident was the stalker again entering the 
victim’s house, despite her objections, threatening the victim and her children 

and assaulting the victim.  Other stalking incidents included the stalking 
driving at the victim’s car and also forcing her into the path of oncoming 

traffic. 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Appendix C – Coding Schema for Stalking Court Transcripts 

Dyad No.  

Sex Victim_________ 
Stalker_________ 

 

Age Victim_________ 
Stalker_________ 

 

Length of Stalking  

Relationship 1. Ex-partner 
2. Intimate 

3. Friend 
4. Acquaintance 
5. Stranger 

Location of Incident 1. Victim’s Home 

2. Victim’s Friend’s Home 
3. Stalkers Home 

4. Victim’s Workplace 
5. Public Location 
6. Missing 

Type of Approach 

 

 

 
 
 

 
Behaviour 

 

1. In-person 
2. Telephone (e.g., text message, 

voice message, talking to victim) 

3. Indirect (e.g. sending an item 
through the post/delivery 
service) 

4. Not mentioned 
 

1. Behaviour not mentioned   
2. Text message 
3. Voice message 

4. Emails     
5. Letters/gifts/other 

6. Talking   
7. Yelling/shouting/arguing/verbal 

abuse  

8. Threats  
9. Noises/disturbance 

10. False complaint 
11. Offensive items/gestures 
12. Sexually suggestive or abusive 

items/comments/gestures 
13. Watching/hanging around  

14. Approaching/passing/following  
15. Surveillance cameras 
16. Taking photographs  

17. Attacks/ Property damage  
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18. Stole items 
19. Entering/break and enter  
20. Touching/kissing  

21. Exposure/sexual assault  
22. Attempted/actual physical 

assault 
23. Dangerous driving   
24. Attempted murder 

Action 1 (select type of approach and 
behaviour from list above): 
 

Time______________________ 
 

 
 
 

 

Action 2 (select type of approach and 

behaviour from list above): 
 
Time______________________ 

 

 

 
 
 

 

Action 3 (select type of approach and 
behaviour from list above): 

 
Time______________________ 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Action 4 (select type of approach and 

behaviour from list above): 
 

Time______________________ 
 

 

 
 

 
 

Action 5 (select type of approach and 

behaviour from list above): 
 
Time______________________ 

 

 

 
 
 

 

GUARDIANSHIP 

Another person present? Yes/no 

Action taken? 1. None 
2. Talked to stalker 

3. Talked to stalker & called police  
4. Told stalker to stop/leave/not 

make contact with victim 
5. Yelling/swearing at stalker     
6. Threatened stalker  

7. Listened to the stalker 
8. Ignored the stalker/telephone 

call 
9. Walked/drove away from the 

stalker with the victim 

10. Called to change telephone 
number 
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11. Called police  
12. Walked over to 

intervene/stepped in front of 

victim 
13. Looked at/watched stalker 

14. Warned victim 
15. Stayed with victim 
16. Hid  

17. Hosed the stalker 
18. Conducted surveillance and 

arrested the stalker 
 

PSYCHOLOGICAL REACTIONS TO STALKING 

Fear present?  

Yes if: 
fear/frightened/scared/terrified/petrified 
No 

Yes 

Relationship: 
Location: 
Action: 

Time: 
 

Invasion of personal space present?  

Yes – invasion of personal space, in the 
victim’s vicinity 

No 

Yes 

Relationship: 
Location: 

Action: 
Time: 
 

Invasion of privacy present?  

Yes – invasion of privacy, having 
victim’s personal information, 

maintaining privacy 
No 

Yes 

Relationship: 
Location: 

Action: 
Time: 
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Appendix D – Stalking Questionnaire 

 

 

Understanding Stalking: Times, Locations and Invasion of Personal 
Space 

QUESTIONAIRE COVERSHEET 
 

Who is conducting the research?  

   Ms Nicola Cheyne BA (Hons)  
   School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 
   Griffith University  

   Ph: 07 3735 6806  
   Email: n.cheyne@griffith.edu.au 

 
   Dr Susan Dennison BA (Hons) PhD   

                  School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

  Griffith University 
  Ph: 07 3735 6808 

  Email: Susan.Dennison@griffith.edu.au     
   
  Assoc Prof Anna Stewart PhD 

  School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 
  Griffith University 

  Ph: 07 3735 5784 
  Email: a.stewart@griffith.edu.au      

 

Why is the research being conducted? 

My name is Nicola Cheyne and I am undertaking a PhD in Criminology and Crimina l 

Justice. My research is investigating people’s ideas of personal space and their 
perceptions of their neighbourhoods and how both of these impact on stalking 
victimisation. I am interested in gaining your participation in this project as you can 

provide valuable information about stalking behaviours, whether or not you have been 
stalked, which could be used to assist in developing better responses to stalking.   

 

What you will be asked to do 

It is requested that you complete a questionnaire. The questions involve your 

experiences of stalking or your potential reactions to stalking. It is expected that the 
questionnaire may be completed in 20 to 60 minutes.  

 

The basis by which participants will be selected or screened 

mailto:n.cheyne@griffith.edu.au
mailto:Susan.Dennison@griffith.edu.au
mailto:a.stewart@griffith.edu.au
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Participants will offer their participation in the study by responding to an email sent to 
them or by agreeing to complete a paper or online version of the questionnaire when 

approached in person. 
 

The expected benefits of the research 

It is expected that the results of the research may contribute to better responses to 
stalking behaviours experienced by the Australian community. The results may inform 

criminal justice practitioners and other agencies as to how to target their resources so 
the likelihood of stalking and its consequences occurring are reduced.   

 

Risks to you 

It is anticipated that any risks to you would be minimal.  Some individuals may find the 

content of the questionnaire to be upsetting.  If you find yourself upset by your 
participation in this study you may contact the following agencies for help: 

 
Women’s Legal 
Service   

  Ph. (07) 3392 0670 
  Freecall. 1800 677 278 

 
Lifeline 24 Hour 
Counselling  

  13 11 14 
 

Victims Counselling and Support 
Services  
  1300 139 703  

  
Griffith University Counselling 

Service  
  Ph. (07) 3735 5669 (Mt Gravatt Campus) 
              Ph. (07) 3735 7470 (Nathan Campus) 

                  Ph. (07) 5552 8734 (Gold Coast Campus) 
   

Your confidentiality 

Your confidentiality is ensured as your name is not requested on the questionnaire nor 
are any other identifying features included in the questionnaire. For those who wish to 

participate in the interview, for which you have to provide your contact details, your 
personal information is kept separate from the questionnaire. 

 

Your participation is voluntary 

If you do not return the questionnaire it is acknowledged that you have not volunteered 

to participate in the study. It is your right to do this if you wish. 
 

Mechanism for distribution and return 

Online questionnaires are returned to the researcher once you have completed the 
questionnaire and submitted it. Paper versions of the questionnaire may be returned to 

the researcher using the reply paid envelope included in the questionnaire package. All 
data will be stored in a computer file only accessible to the researcher. As your name is 

not collected in the questionnaire, your individual responses cannot be identified.  
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Questions/further information 

Nicola Cheyne may be contacted on the above number or email address if you require 
any more information on this project. 

 

The ethical conduct of this research 

The National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Research Involving Humans guides this 

research project as it does all research conducted at Griffith University.  If you have a 
concern about the ethical conduct of this research or if you wish to make a complaint 

you need to contact the Manager of Research Ethics on 3875 5585 or research-
ethics@griffith.edu.au.  
 

Feedback to you 

If you wish to receive a summary of the results of the study please email me at the above 

address. These results will be available in six months. Only feedback on overall results 
will be provided, not a summary on your individual performance on the questionnaire. 
 

Expressing consent 

If you fill in this questionnaire and then return it to the researcher it is deemed that you 

have given your consent to participate in this research project.  Please separate this 
information sheet from the rest of the questionnaire and keep it in case you need to refer 
to it at a later date. 

 
Thank you for your assistance with this research project. 

 
 
Nicola Cheyne  Assoc Prof Anna Stewart                            Dr Susan Dennison 

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Section 1: Your Perceptions of Your Neighbourhood and Your Own Behaviour 
The following questionnaire contains questions relating to your perceptions of your neighbourhood and your 
neighbours. Questions are also asked about your need for personal space and privacy. The questions appear in the left 

hand column and the space for you to respond appears in the right hand column.  
 

  

This first question is about your home and requires you to tick an option and 
write responses in the column on the right. 

1. (a) Which of the following best describes your home?  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

(b) How many people do you live with in your home besides yourself?      

(c) How long have you lived in your home? 

(d) How long have you lived in your neighbourhood? 
(e) Are you renting or buying your home, or do you own your home? 

 
The following questions ask for your opinions about your neighbours. To 
respond you circle a number on the scale in the right hand column. For 
example, if you believe something is very likely or you strongly agree with 
something, you would circle the 10 in the corresponding scale. 

2. What is the likelihood that your neighbours could be counted on to 
intervene if: 
(i) children were skipping school and hanging out on a street corner? 
(ii) children were spray-painting graffiti on a local building? 
(iii) children were showing disrespect to an adult? 
(iv) a fight broke out in front of your house? 
(v) the fire station closest to your home was threatened with budget cuts? 

  
 
  
            block  
  
  
  
 than 20 people 
  
 -rise 
  
____________ 
_____________________________________ 
____________________________________ 

   

 

 

 
  
 

Very                                                        Very  
Unlikely                                                 Likely 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
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3. In relation to your neighbourhood, how strongly do you agree or 
disagree that: 
(i)   people around here are willing to help their neighbours 
(ii)  this is a close-knit neighbourhood 
(iii) people in this neighbourhood can be trusted 
(iv) people in this neighbourhood generally don’t get along with each other 
(v)  people in this neighbourhood do not share the same values 

  
 

 

4. How often do you borrow/loan something from or to your neighbour? 
5. How often do you visit your neighbour or they visit you? 

6.  How often do you speak with a neighbour about a neighbourhood 

problem or vice versa?      

7. How often do you keep watch on your neighbours’ homes while they are 

away or vice versa?   
8. (a) How many neighbours do you know by name? 

    (b) How many neighbours do you know by sight? 

 

9. How much do you feel you have in common with your neighbours? 

 
The following questions ask your feelings and opinions about your home and 
neighbourhood. To respond to the questions, circle the most appropriate 
response on the scale in the column to the right.  

10. How proud are you of the following: 
(a)  your house? 

(b)  the way the exterior of your house looks?  
(c)  the way your front yard looks? 
(d)  your residential block? 
(e)  your neighbourhood? 
 

 

11. How attached do you feel to your neighbourhood? 

 

 

Strongly                                             Strongly 
Disagree                                                 Agree 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 

             Less 
Never  Than   Yearly Monthly Weekly Daily         

            Yearly                                                                     
      1           2           3           4            5           6  
      1           2           3           4            5           6          
       
      1           2           3           4            5           6 
 
      1           2           3           4            5           6      
 ___________________________ 

 ___________________________ 

 

Nothing                                                  A Lot 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 

 

 
Not At All                                       Extremely 

   Proud                                                  Proud 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
Not At All                                                Very 

Attached                                           Attached 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 

Very                                        Very Unhappy 
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12. How would you feel if you had to leave the neighbourhood? 
 

13. As a member of your neighbourhood, how responsible do you feel for 

things that happen… 
(a) inside your house? 
(b) in your front garden?  
(c) outside your front fence? 

(d) outside your neighbours’ homes on either side of you? 
(e) on your street? 

(f) around the corner? 
(g) a couple of streets away? 

 

14. Even though you may not own a particular place, you can often feel 

that you own that place in a certain way, that you have feelings about who 

should be there and who should not be there. How much ownership do 

you feel you have over your home? 
 

15. (a) How easy would it be for you to conduct surveillance around the 

outside of your home? 

      (b) How easy would it be for you to conduct surveillance inside your 
home? 

 

16. Are any of the following features in place to stop people gaining access 
to your home? If you live in an apartment, answer the questions in 

relation to the complex. 
(a) fences?  
(b) gates? 

(c) walls? 

(d) hedges? 

(e) bars on windows? 
(f)  security lights? 

(g) alarm system? 
(h) street lighting? 
(i)  your own private lighting?  

Happy To Move                               To Move                                             
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
  

Not At All                                               Very 

Responsible                                 Responsible 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 

 

 

No Ownership                           A Great Deal 

                                                  Of Ownership 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
Not At                                                      Very                  

All Easy                                                   Easy 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
    

                     
                         No                   Yes 
       
                         No                   Yes 
                         No                   Yes 
                         No                   Yes 
                         No                   Yes 
                         No                   Yes 
                         No                   Yes 
                         No                   Yes 
                         No                   Yes 
                         No                   Yes 
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(j)  a dog?  
(k) outdoor seating (where you can keep watch around your house)? 
17. Have you or anyone else in your house put any of the following in 

place at your home to signal to others that this is your property: 
(a) neighbourhood watch signs? 
(b) alarm or security stickers? 
(c) evidence of a dog? 
(d) family name on the door or fence? 
(e) decorations in your yard? 
(f)  plants in your yard? 
(g) plants on the nature strip outside your fence? 

 
18. In relation to your neighbourhood, how often do you believe that the 
following crimes occur: 
(a) graffiti? 
(b) vandalism? 
(c) break and enter? 
(d) harassment/threats? 

(e) stalking? 
(f)  verbal assault? 
(g) physical assault? 
(h) sexual assault? 
(i)  robbery/mugging? 
 

19. What is the likelihood of any of the following crimes happening to you 
in your neighbourhood or to your property: 
(a) graffiti? 
(b) vandalism? 
(c) break and enter? 
(d) harassment/threats? 

(e) stalking? 
(f)  verbal assault? 
(g) physical assault? 
(h) sexual assault? 
(i)  robbery/mugging? 

                         No                   Yes 
                         No                   Yes 
                         No                   Yes 

 
                         No                   Yes 
                         No                   Yes 
                         No                   Yes 
                         No                   Yes 
                         No                   Yes 
                         No                   Yes 
                         No                   Yes 

             Less 

Never  Than   Yearly Monthly Weekly Daily         

            Yearly                                                                     
      1           2           3           4            5           6  
      1           2           3           4            5           6          
      1           2           3           4            5           6 
      1           2           3           4            5           6      
      1           2           3           4            5           6  
      1           2           3           4            5           6          
      1           2           3           4            5           6 
      1           2           3           4            5           6   
      1           2           3           4            5           6  

   
Very                                                      Very 

Unlikely                                                 Likely 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
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20. What would be the extent to which your everyday life would be 
affected by being a victim of the following crimes in your neighbourhood: 
(a) graffiti? 
(b) vandalism? 
(c) break and enter? 
(d) harassment/threats? 

(e) stalking? 
(f)  verbal assault? 
(g) physical assault? 
(h) sexual assault? 
(i)  robbery/mugging? 

 

21. How worried were you about becoming a victim of the following 

crimes in your neighbourhood in the past month: 
(a) graffiti? 
(b) vandalism? 
(c) break and enter? 
(d) harassment/threats? 

(e) stalking? 
(f)  verbal assault? 
(g) physical assault? 

 

 
(h) sexual assault? 
(i)  robbery/mugging? 
 

22. (a) How safe would you feel being out alone in your neighbourhood 
during the day? 

(b) How safe would you feel being out alone in your neighbourhood at 

night?  

 

You have just answered questions about your neighbourhood and your home, 
now you will be asked some questions about your own behaviour. Again please 
respond by using the scale in the column to the right. 

 

Not At                                                 A Great  
   All                                                          Deal 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
       

Not At All                                              Very 

 Worried                                           Worried 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 

 Not At All                                             Very 

 Worried                                           Worried 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 

 Very                                                        Very 

Unsafe                                                       Safe  
    1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10   
    1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
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23. How likely is it that you would give your home phone number to the 
following people (circle not applicable if you do not have a home phone 

number): 

 
(a) a close friend? 

(b) an acquaintance? 

(c) someone you just met?  

 
24. How likely is it that you would give your mobile phone number to the 

following people (circle not applicable if you do not have a mobile phone 

number):  

 
(a) a close friend? 

(b) an acquaintance? 

(c) someone you just met?  

 
25. How likely is it that you would give your email address to the following 

people (circle not applicable if you do not have an email address): 

 

 
(a) a close friend? 

(b) an acquaintance? 

(c) someone you just met?  

 

26. How likely is it that you would give your home address to: 

 
(a) a close friend? 

(b) an acquaintance? 

(c) someone you just met?  

 
27. In conversations with the following people how much do you attempt 
to control the amount of information they give you about themselves? 

(a) a close friend 

(b) an acquaintance 

 
Not Applicable      NA 
 

Very                                                      Very 

Unlikely                                                 Likely 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 

 
Not Applicable      NA 
 

Very                                                      Very 

Unlikely                                                 Likely 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 

 
Not Applicable      NA 
 

Very                                                      Very 

Unlikely                                                 Likely 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
       

Very                                                      Very 

Unlikely                                                 Likely 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 

 
Not At                                                 A Great  

   All                                                          Deal 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 



 
 

 
 

 2
2
6

 

(c) someone you just met 

 
28. In conversations with the following people how much do you attempt 
to control the amount of information you give to them about yourself? 

(a) a close friend 

(b) an acquaintance 

(c) someone you just met 

29. How comfortable would you feel if one of the following people hugged 

you? 
(a) your partner 
(b) a family member 
(c) a close friend  
(d) an acquaintance or fellow worker 
(e) someone you just met 
(f) someone you did not know 

 

30. If you were at a bus station, how comfortable would you feel if one of 
the following people sat next to you on a bench seat? 
(a) your partner 
(b) a family member 
(c) a close friend  
(d) an acquaintance or fellow worker 
(e) someone you just met 
(f) someone you did not know 
 

31. If you were at a party, how comfortable would you feel if one of the 
following people walked past two metres away from you? 

(a) your partner 
(b) a family member 
(c) a close friend  
(d) an acquaintance or fellow worker 
(e) someone you just met 
(f) someone you did not know 
 

      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 

 
Not At                                                 A Great  

   All                                                          Deal 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 

Very                                                         Very 

Uncomfortable                           Comfortable 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 

 

Very                                                         Very 
Uncomfortable                           Comfortable 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
 

Very                                                         Very 

Uncomfortable                           Comfortable 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
     

Very                                                         Very 



 
 

 
 

 2
2
7

 

32. If you were at a party, how comfortable would you feel if one of the 
following people walked past three metres away from you? 
(a) your partner 
(b) a family member 
(c) a close friend  
(d) an acquaintance or fellow worker 
(e) someone you just met 
(f) someone you did not know 

 
33. If you were at a shopping mall, how comfortable would you feel if one 

of the following people walked past four metres away from you? 
(a) your partner 
(b) a family member 
(c) a close friend  
(d) an acquaintance or fellow worker 
(e) someone you just met 
(f) someone you did not know 
 

34. If you were having a party at your home and the following people 

turned up uninvited, how much anxiety would you feel? 
(a) your partner 
(b) a family member 
(c) a close friend  
(d) an acquaintance or fellow worker 
(e) someone you just met 
(f) someone you did not know 

Uncomfortable                           Comfortable 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
 

Very                                                         Very 
Uncomfortable                           Comfortable 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 

 
None At                                              A Great 

All                                                             Deal 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
      1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 

1     2     3     4     5     6     7     8     9     10 
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The following section contains a scenario and a number of questions related to this 

scenario. The scenario depicts an incident of stalking, which you are asked to 

imagine yourself in. You are then asked questions about how you would feel if you 

were stalked in this manner.  

 

Section 2: Scenario and Questions 

 
A person you once dated for six months but have not seen for three months turns up on the 
doorstep of your home at 10 o’clock in the morning. You open the door and they say they love 
you and want to begin the relationship again. You tell them you are not in love with them and 
do not want to renew the relationship and you ask them to leave and not come back again. The 
person returns to the doorstep of your home two days later, again at 10 o’clock in the morning, 
you open the door and they restate their declaration of love and say they want to renew the 
relationship. You tell them you are not in love with them and ask them to leave. 
 

 

1. To what extent would you feel safe or unsafe in your home after the second 

incident? 

Very Unsafe                  Very Safe 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
 

2. To what extent would you feel secure or insecure in your home after the second 

incident? 

Very     Very            

Insecure         Secure 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
 
3. To what extent would you feel unafraid or afraid in your home after the second 

incident? 

Very           Not At All 

Afraid                    Afraid 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

 
4. Personal space is that imaginary space you surround yourself with that only 

your close friends and family can enter. To what extent would you feel that your 

personal space would be invaded after the second incident? 

Not At All                                                                                                     Very Much                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

 
5. Privacy is about controlling how much information other people know about 

you and how much information you know about them. To what extent would you 

feel that your privacy would be invaded after the second incident? 

Not At All                                                                                                     Very Much                                                                                                     

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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6. Would you be more or less fearful if this happened while you were out in public? 

Less Fearful       About The Same           More Fearful 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
 
7. Would you be more or less fearful if this happened at night? 

Less Fearful       About The Same           More Fearful 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
 

8. Would you be more or less fearful if you were contacted on your mobile 

phone? 

Less Fearful       About The Same          More Fearful 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
 

9. How would you respond to this behaviour? (please tick all that are applicable) 

 

 Reconcile relationship 

 Ask person to stop/confront person 

 Not acknowledge messages or contact 

 Always travel with a companion 

 My friends/family would ask person to stop 

 Seek police assistance 

 Seek a restraining order 

 Instigate criminal charges 

 File civil charges 

 Increase personal security 

 Take a self-defence class 

 Seek psychological counselling 

 Move house 

 Change telephone number 

 Buy an answering machine/get caller ID 

 Buy a weapon 

 Avoid or try to avoid places where person likely to be 

 Other  
 

 
10. In the scenario: 

 

(a) Did the person contact you during the day?    
 

(b) Did the person contact you face-to-face?    
 

(c) Did the person contact you at home?     
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Section 3: Your Perceptions of Yourself 
Instructions  
Carefully read all of the instructions before beginning. This questionnaire contains 60 
statements. Read each statement carefully. For each statement circle the response that best 
represents your opinion. Make sure that your answer is on the correct scale. 
 
Circle SD if you strongly disagree or the statement is definitely false. 
Circle D if you disagree or the statement is mostly false. 
Circle N if you are neutral on the statement, you cannot decide, or the statement is about equally 
true and false. 
Circle A if you agree or the statement is mostly true. 
Circle SA if you strongly agree or the statement is definitely true. 
 
For example, if you strongly disagree or believe that a statement is definitely false, you would 
circle the SD for that statement.  
    Example 
   SD D N A SA 
 
There are no right or wrong answers, and you need not be an “expert” to complete this 
questionnaire. Describe yourself honestly and state your opinions as accurately as possible.  
 
Circle only one response for each statement. Respond to all of the statements, making sure that 
you fill in the correct response. DO NOT ERASE! If you need to change an answer, make an 
“X” through the incorrect response and then circle the correct response. 
Note that the responses are numbered in rows. 



 
 

 
 

 

2
3
1

 

 Strongly         Neutral      Strongly 

Disagree                                 Agree 
1.   I am not a worrier. 
2.   I like to have a lot of people around me. 
3.   I don’t like to waste my time daydreaming. 
4.   I try to be courteous to everyone I meet. 
5.   I keep my belongings clean and neat. 
 
6.   I often feel inferior to others. 
7.   I laugh easily. 
8.   Once I find the right way to do something, I stick to it. 
9.   I often get into arguments with my family and co-workers. 
10. I’m pretty good about pacing myself so as to get things done on time. 
 
11. When I’m under a great deal of stress, sometimes I feel like I’m going to 
pieces. 
12. I don’t consider myself especially “light-hearted”. 
13. I am intrigued by the patterns I find in art and nature. 
14. Some people think I’m selfish and egotistical. 
15. I am not a very methodical person. 
 
16. I rarely feel lonely or blue. 
17. I really enjoy talking to people. 
18. I believe letting students hear controversial speakers can only confuse and 
mislead them. 
19. I would rather cooperate with others than compete with them. 
20. I try to perform all the tasks assigned to me conscientiously. 
 
21. I often feel tense and jittery. 
22. I like to be where the action is. 
23. Poetry has little or no effect on me. 
24. I tend to be cynical and sceptical of others’ intentions. 

  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
 
   
  SD         D         N         A         SA   
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
   
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
   
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 



 
 

 
 

 

2
3
2

 

25. I have a clear set of goals and work toward them in an orderly fashion. 
 
26. Sometimes I feel completely worthless. 
27. I usually prefer to do things alone. 
28. I often try new and foreign foods. 
29. I believe that most people will take advantage of you if you let them. 
30. I waste a lot of time before settling down to work. 
 
31. I rarely feel fearful or anxious. 
32. I often feel as if I’m bursting with energy.  
33. I seldom notice the moods or feelings that different environments produce. 
34. Most people I know like me. 
35. I work hard to accomplish my goals. 
 
36. I often get angry at the way people treat me. 
37. I am a cheerful, high-spirited person. 
38. I believe we should look to our religious authorities for decisions on moral 
issues. 
39. Some people think of me as cold and calculating. 
40. When I make a commitment, I can always be counted on to follow through. 
 
41. Too often, when things go wrong, I get discouraged and feel like giving up. 
42. I am not a cheerful optimist. 
43. Sometimes when I am reading poetry or looking at a work of art, I feel a chill 
or wave of excitement.  
44. I’m hard-headed and tough-minded in my attitudes. 
45. Sometimes I’m not as dependable or reliable as I should be. 
 
46. I am seldom sad or depressed. 
47. My life is fast-paced. 
48. I have little interest in speculating on the nature of the universe or the human 
condition. 

  SD         D         N         A         SA   
  
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
   
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
   
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
   
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
   
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
   
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
   
  SD         D         N         A         SA 



 
 

 
 

 

2
3
3

 

49. I generally try to be thoughtful and considerate. 
50. I am a productive person who always gets the job done. 
 
51. I often feel helpless and want someone else to solve my problems. 
52. I am a very active person. 
53. I have a lot of intellectual curiosity. 
54. If I don’t like people, I let them know it. 
55. I never seem to be able to get organised. 
 
56. At times I have been so ashamed I just wanted to hide. 
57. I would rather go my own way than be a leader of others. 
58. I often enjoy playing with theories or abstract ideas. 
59. If necessary, I am willing to manipulate people to get what I want. 
60. I strive for excellence in everything I do. 
 
61. Have you responded to all of the statements? 
62. Have you entered your responses in the correct areas? 
63. Have you responded accurately and honestly? 

  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
   
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
   
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA 
  SD         D         N         A         SA  
 
              Yes                  No          
              Yes                  No        
              Yes                  No                   
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Section 4: Demographics  
For the purpose of analysing the questionnaire, it would be greatly appreciated if you could 

provide some demographic information about yourself. 

 

 
1. Age:___________ 

 

 
2. Sex (please tick):  Male   Female 

 

 

3. What is your marital status (please tick)? 
 Married 
 Defacto relationship 
 Single, never married 
 Divorced/separated 
 Widow 
 Other- please specify:____________ 
 

 
4. Please state your highest completed educational achievement (please tick): 
 Senior Certificate 
 Senior Certificate (equivalent) 
 Diploma 
 University Undergraduate Degree 
 University Postgraduate Degree 
 Masters Degree 
 Doctorate 
 Other- please specify:________________ 

 

 

5(a). Which of the following best describes your current employment status (please tick)?  
 Full Time Student 
 Part Time Student 
 Employed (full time) 
 Employed (part time/casual) 
 Unemployed 
 Retired 
 Other ________________________ 
 

(b). What is your current occupation? Please specify: ____________________________ 

 
6. What is your post code?____________________   

 

7. How did you find out about this questionnaire? 
rsity email account 
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Section 5: Unwanted Behaviours 
This section asks you questions about unwanted behaviours that may have happened to you.  

 

8(a). Has someone ever engaged in any of the following behaviours against you where 

these behaviours were unwanted:   

 
(a)   Following you, hanging around you, watching you or approaching you  
  
(b)  Contacting you by telephoning you, sending you letters, emails or faxes   
(c)  Hanging around, watching, approaching or entering a place where you    
       lived, worked or visited          
(d)  Giving you offensive material or leaving it in a place where it will be    
  given to you or found by you       
  
(e)   Performing an action that intimidated, harassed or threatened you    
(f)   Threatened or was violent towards you or your property or towards     
  themselves and their property        
(g)   Any other unwanted behaviour(s) not stated above.       
        Please describe this behaviour(s) _______________________________ 
        __________________________________________________________ 
        __________________________________________________________ 
 
8(b). Were you uneasy or afraid because of these unwanted behaviours? Yes   
                   
       
9. (a) IF YOU ANSWERED NO or NOT APPLICABLE TO EVERY OPTION IN 

QUESTION 8, please proceed to Section 6. 

 
    (b) IF YOU ANSWERED YES TO ANY OPTION IN QUESTION 8, how often did these 

unwanted behaviours occur (circle the most appropriate response):   
 
(i) In the last 12 months:  Once    2-10         11-20 21-30       31-40  41-50               
                50+ times 
 

(ii) Ever (including  
the last 12 months): Once     2-10         11-20 21-30       31-40  41-50        

50+ times  

 
 

10. How many people have engaged in these unwanted behaviours against 

you?____________________ 
 
The following questions ask you to think about one person who engaged in unwanted 

behaviours against you and answer questions in relation to this person. 

 
11. Thinking of the person who engaged in unwanted acts against  you, or if more than one 

person has engaged in unwanted acts against you, thinking of the person who caused you 

the most fear, over what period of time did this person engage in acts against you? 

______________________________________ 

 
12. Are the unwanted behaviours by this person continuing presently?    
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13.  How long ago was the last act of unwanted behaviour from this 
person?______________________ 
 

14. Who was the person? (E.g. my boyfriend/girlfriend, a stranger, my ex-husband/wife, 

unknown)_______________________________ 

 
15. Was the person (please tick):   emale             

 

16. What was this person’s age at the time these acts were occurring? (It can be an age, 
such as 35, or an age range, such as 35-37, if the acts were over a long period of time). Give 

an approximate age if you do not know the pe rson’s actual age and use the abbreviation, 
approx., before your answer._____________________ 

 
17. What was this person’s occupation? ________________________________ 

 

18. What suburb did this person live in ?_________________________________________ 

 
19. What do you think triggered the unwanted behaviours? 

 You and the person were in a romantic relationship and the person was jealous or possessive 

 You and the person were in a romantic relationship which broke up 

 The person was a work colleague who was angry at you 

 The person was a work colleague who wanted a romantic relationship with you 

 The person was a client at your work who was angry at you 

 The person was a client at your work who wanted a romantic relationship with you 

 The person was a friend who was angry at you 

 The person was a friend who wanted a romantic relationship with you 

 The person was a stranger who was angry at you 

 The person was a stranger who wanted a romantic relationship with you 
 Other_________________________________________________ ____ 

 
20. How did you respond to the unwanted behaviours? (please tick all that are applicable) 

     Reconciled relationship 

 Asked person to stop/confronted person 

 Did not acknowledge messages or contact 

 Dropped classes that person was in 

 Quit job 

 Always travelled with a companion 

 Changed university 

 Changed courses/program 

    My friends/family asked person to stop 
 Sought police assistance 

 Sought a restraining order 

 Filed complaint at University 

 Instigated criminal charges 

 Filed civil charges 

 Increased personal security 

 Took a self-defence class 

 Sought psychological counselling 

 Moved house 
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 Changed telephone number 

 Bought an answering machine/got caller ID 

 Bought a weapon 

 Avoided or tried to avoid places where person likely to be 
 Other  

 

21. To what extent were these measures successful or unsuccessful in stopping the 

unwanted behaviours? 

Very Unsuccessful        Very 

Successful  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
22. Do you consider the unwanted behaviours engaged in against you to be stalk ing?  

   

 

The following questions are about the times and locations of the unwanted 

behaviours. 

 
23. Where did the person most frequently contact you? Write the general location (e.g. 
home, work) not the address. If you were contacted on your mobile phone, please list the 
location where you most frequently received the phone calls.  

 

The location was __________________________________________in the 

postcode/suburb _____________________ 
 

24. To what extent were you afraid or unafraid due to the person contacting you at this 

location? 

Not At All Afraid                                           Very Afraid 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

25. To what extent was your personal space invaded by the unwanted behaviours that 
occurred at this location? Personal space is that imaginary space you surround yourself with that only your 

close friends and family can enter. 
Not At All                                                              Very Much 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

26. To what extent was your privacy invaded by the unwanted behaviours that occurred at 

this location? Privacy is about controlling how much information other people know about you and how much 
information you know about them. 
Not At All                                                              Very Much 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

27. How much ownership did you feel over this place before the unwanted behaviours 

occurred?        

No Ownership                                 A Great Deal 
                   Of Ownership 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

28. How much ownership did you feel over this place after the unwanted behaviours 

occurred? 

No Ownership                                 A Great Deal 

                   Of Ownership 
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 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
 
29. How strongly would you have defended this place against someone who should not be 

there before the unwanted behaviours occurred?  

Not At All                                                        A Great Deal

  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

30. How strongly would you have defended this place against someone who should not be 
there after the unwanted behaviours occurred? 

Not At All                                                        A Great Deal 

            
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
31. On what days of the week did the unwanted behaviours occur at this location?  Please 
tick all that apply. 

 
 

                                                
32. At what times of the day did the unwanted behaviours occur at this location? Please 
tick all that apply. 

12.01am – 6am)       
6.01am – 12 noon) 

12.01pm to 6pm)      
6.01pm to 12 midnight) 

  

33(a). Please place the number 1 beside the time when you were the most afraid.  
__ Early morning                __ Late morning  __ Afternoon                      __ Evening      
 

33(b). To what extent were you afraid at this time? 
Not At All Afraid                                        Very Afraid 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
34(a). At what time was your personal space invaded the most? Place the number 1 beside 
this time. 
__ Early morning                 __ Late morning  __ Afternoon                       __ Evening      

 

34(b). To what extent was your personal space invaded by the unwanted behaviours that 

occurred at this time? 
Not At All                                                              Very Much       
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
35(a). At which time was your privacy invaded the most? Place the number 1 beside this 
time. 
__ Early morning                   __ Late morning  __ Afternoon                        __ 
Evening      
 
35(b). To what extent was your privacy invaded? Please circle a number on the scale.  

Not At All                                                              Very Much       
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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36(a). What behaviours did the person engage in? Please tick all that apply. 
  __1.   Following, hanging around, watching or approaching you 
  __2.   Telephoning you 
  __3.   Sending you letters  
  __4.   Sending you emails  
  __5.   Sending you faxes          
  __6.   Hanging around, watching or approaching a place where you lived               
  __7.   Entering a place where you lived 
  __8.   Hanging around, watching or approaching a place where you worked               
  __9.   Entering a place where you worked 
  __10. Hanging around, watching or approaching a place where you visited               
  __11. Entering a place where you visited 
  __12. Giving you offensive material or leaving it in a place where it will be given to you or 
found by you  
  __13. Performing an action that intimidated, harassed or threatened you 
  __14. Threatened or was violent towards you or your property               
  __15. Threatened or was violent towards themselves and their property 
  __16. Other ________________________________________                      

 

36(b). What were the unwanted behaviours most often engaged in at the location where 
you were most frequently contacted? Please refer to Question 36(a) for the appropriate 
numbers. 

 The most frequent unwanted behaviour was number ______ 

        The second most frequent unwanted behaviour was number ______        

 
37(a). Which of the unwanted behaviours made you the most afraid?  

The unwanted behaviour that made me the most afraid was number ______ 

 

37(b). To what extent were you afraid due to this behaviour? 

 Not At All Afraid                                        Very Afraid 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
38. For the behaviour that made you the most afraid, to what extent was your personal space 

invaded? 

Not At All                                                              Very Much       
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

39. For the unwanted behaviour that made you the most afraid, to what extent was your 

privacy invaded? 

Not At All                                                              Very Much       
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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Section 6: Research Credit and Further Participation 
 

 

Would you like to receive research credit for your participation?  

    

Yes   No 

 

 

If yes, please provide your name, address and phone number. This information 

will be kept separate from your questionnaire responses. 

Name:_______________________________________________________________ 

Address:_____________________________________________________________ 

Ph No._______________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Would you like to participate in an interview to further discuss your experiences of 

unwanted behaviours? (You may enter a prize draw for $100 cash upon 

completion of the interview).  

  

Yes, I would like to participate in an interview  
No, I do not wish to be interviewed 

viours towards me  

 

The interview would take approximately 15 to 30 minutes to complete. 

 

 

 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THIS 

QUESTIONNAIRE 
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