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Stalking and Serious Violence

David V. James, MA, MB, BS, and Frank R. Farnham, MB, BS

Studies of violence in stalking have treated interpersonal violence as a homogeneous phenomenon. This study was
conducted to ascertain whether the associations of serious violence in stalking are the same as those of general
violence in stalking. Of 85 stalkers referred to a forensic service, those who had committed acts of serious violence
(homicide and serious assaults) were compared with those who had not on preselected clinical, demographic, and
criminological variables. Associations of serious violence were found to differ from those reported for general
violence. In particular, serious violence was significantly associated with an absence of criminal convictions and the
presence of employment. There was no association with substance abuse, previous convictions for violence, or
personality disorder. Different degrees of violence have different associations. This has implications for the
development of violence prediction instruments and for violence prevention in stalking.
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Stalking, sometimes known as “obsessional follow-
ing,”1 describes behavior characterized by the re-
peated unwanted intrusion of one person into the life
of another, by either direct contact or communica-
tion.2 A characteristic of the behavior is that it occa-
sions fear or apprehension in the victim. Dramatic
incidents of stalker violence brought stalking to pub-
lic prominence and were the impetus to the intro-
duction of antistalking legislation that, in most juris-
dictions, is framed in terms of a behavior that places
a person in fear of physical harm.2,3

However, most stalkers are not violent; rates for
violent behavior range between 30 and 40 percent in
most reported series.2 Violence infrequently results
in serious physical injury, with most victims being
grabbed, punched, slapped, or fondled by the stalk-
er.4,5 Serious violence is rare. It has been suggested
that the homicide rate in stalking is probably less
than two percent,4–6 but an analysis of prevalence
rates of stalking and homicide illustrates that this
percentage is a gross overestimation.2

The purpose of studying violence in stalking is to
assist in its prevention. Such study is at an early stage.
To work toward a predictive algorithm, it is neces-
sary to establish risk factors by identifying statistically

significant associations between violence and charac-
teristics of stalkers and stalking behavior. Few studies
have involved sufficiently large samples or sufficient
incidence of violence within the sample to allow sta-
tistically significant associations to emerge.

Several studies have suggested possible risk factors
for violence, without demonstrating significant sta-
tistical association. These include some of the pio-
neering early investigations of stalking. Suggested
risk factors have included closer level of contact prox-
imity,7,8 regular use of physical approach as a means
of contact,9 psychiatric history,1,7,8 depressive symp-
toms and suicidal threats,6 absence of psychosis,10

presence of a personality disorder,1,11 and previous
intimacy between stalker and victim.7,10,12 A statis-
tically significant association between violence and
former intimacy has been confirmed in other sam-
ples9,13–17 and is the most robust finding in studies to
date.

Two major studies, based on the psychiatric exam-
ination of series of stalkers, involved large enough
samples to provide statistically significant associa-
tions between stalking and violence.14,15 Harmon et
al.14 examined the records of 175 stalkers, collected
over a 10-year period. Eighty-one exhibited violent
behavior. Significant associations with such behavior
were previous relationship to victim, threats of vio-
lence, and substance abuse. Mullen et al.15 examined
145 stalkers, of whom 52 (36%) were assaultive. Sig-
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nificant associations were found between assault and
previous threats, previous convictions, substance
abuse, and the authors’ stalking typology. Only pre-
vious convictions remained significant when all vari-
ables were considered in a regression analysis. Stalk-
ers of different motivational types evidenced
different frequencies of assault.

Two further important studies found significant
associations with violence.9,18 These studies were
based primarily on victim reports of stalking vio-
lence, rather than examination of stalkers. The study
of 223 cases from the Los Angeles Police Depart-
ment’s Threat Management Unit (TMU) found a
significant relationship between violence and former
intimacy and between a history of general violence
and violence committed during the stalking cam-
paign.9 The association with former intimacy was
positively influenced by the suspect’s level of prox-
imity to the victim and by threats to the victim and
property. A study based on the interview of 187
former intimate victims of stalking18 found a signif-
icant correlation between verbal threats and subse-
quent violence. There were also significant relation-
ships between drug and alcohol use and the
occurrence of violence resulting in physical injury.

Mullen et al.,2 in their review of the literature,
summarized the personal characteristics of stalkers
likely to be associated with a higher risk of assault.
Principal among these were substance abuse; a his-
tory of criminal offenses, particularly violent or sex-
ual offenses; male gender; threatening the victim;
presence of a personality disorder; pursuit of an ex-
intimate; unemployment; and social isolation. Less
easy to measure were the presence of high levels of
anger at the victim, an intense sense of entitlement,
and fantasies about assaulting the victim. There is an
assumption that risk factors for violence in stalking
samples are likely to have much in common with risk
factors in nonstalking samples. Meloy19 concludes
along similar lines that the “very limited predictive
research to date” has produced three variables “which
significantly and strongly predict personal and/or
property violence among stalkers: prior criminal con-
victions, substance abuse and prior sexual intimacy
with the victim” (Ref. 19, p 119). It is assumed that
all violence, to persons or property, is a homogeneous
entity, with one set of predictive factors.

The violence in the major studies of stalkers ap-
pears to have been general violence, which was pre-
dominantly minor in nature. Harmon et al.14 de-

fined a stalker as violent if the stalker “physically
assaulted” the target or an associate, or “attacked or
damaged” the property of the target, “including any
physical contact—i.e. the defendant banging on the
door repeatedly”; or “making physical contact with
the target, someone close to the target, or a surrogate
for the target” (Ref. 14, p 240). This definition fails
to differentiate between repeatedly banging on a
door and homicide, of which there were two in-
stances in their study. Mullen et al.15 restricted their
definition to physical assault on the person. Among
the incidents involving 52 assaultive stalkers, there
was one fractured jaw, one stab wound, six indecent
assaults, and eight attempted or accomplished rapes.
However, overall, “physical injuries were largely con-
fined to bruises or abrasions.” In studies based largely
on victims’ reports, Brewster’s18 definition of re-
ported violence ranged from “pushing, slapping,
kicking and biting, to rape, assault with a weapon
etc.” Physical injury ranged from “small cuts and
bruises” to “broken bones” (Ref. 18, p 45). Palarea et
al.9 separated violence against the person from vio-
lence against property, but did not offer definitions
of these categories.

Violent behavior is not homogeneous,20 and the pre-
dictors of one form of violence may be quite different
from the predictors of other types.21,22 There is no rea-
son to assume that the associations of minor assault in
stalking should, for instance, be the same as those of
homicide. Yet, there are no results in the stalking studies
just cited to indicate whether different degrees of vio-
lence in stalking may have different associations.

Our study examined the hypothesis that the risk
factors for serious violence in stalking are the same as
those reported for general violence. We examined a
series of stalkers in which there was a high incidence
of serious, as opposed to minor, violence.

Methods

Cases were collected of stalkers subject to psychiatric
evaluation by a forensic service in north London. Cases
were identified both retrospectively from case files and
prospectively from referrals to the service. Stalking was
defined as repetitive unwanted intrusions or communi-
cations that occurred at least 10 times over a period of at
least four weeks and occasioned fear or alarm in the
victim. The definition closely followed that used by
Mullen et al.2,15 The project was approved by the En-
field Research Ethics Committee (the appropriate insti-
tutional review board).
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Demographic data and psychiatric histories were
taken from the assessment file. Diagnoses at assess-
ment were recorded using DSM-IV. Records of con-
victions were obtained from criminal records print-
outs, supplemented by information from the Police
National Computer. Cases were classified according
to two stalking typologies: those of the TMU7,23 and
of Mullen et al.2,15

Details of stalking activities were gathered from
witness statements and police records, when stalking
had led to criminal prosecution, and from other
sources available in the clinical file on all cases, in-
cluding those in which no criminal charges had been
filed. Cases in which no charges were filed were in-
cluded only when admission or convincing evidence
of stalking behavior (e.g., detailed witness statements
or physical evidence, such as letters or recordings of
telephone conversations) was available. In those cases
in which arrest had occurred, the most serious charge
against the stalker was recorded as the index charge.
A subgroup of cases was identified in which serious
violence had occurred. Serious violence was defined
as that which caused serious physical harm. For the
purposes of the study, this subgroup comprised ho-
micide, attempted murder, wounding, assault occa-
sioning grievous bodily harm (GBH), and assault
occasioning actual bodily harm (ABH). To permit
some comparison with previous studies, the stalking
cases were also classified in terms of the definitions of
violence used by Harmon et al.14 and Mullen et al.2,15

The results were analyzed with the SPSS (version
11.0.1) and StatCalc (version 4.1) computer pro-
grams. Associations between serious violence and
preselected factors, suggested by the literature, were
examined using the chi-square test and t test (two-
tailed). Where appropriate, relative risks (RR) are
given with 95 percent confidence intervals (CI). A
multivariate analysis of variables proving significant
in univariate analysis was conducted by logistic re-
gression (forced-entry method). Possible associations
between factors in the multiple-regression model
were explored with analysis of variance. Associations
with homicide were analyzed with Fisher’s exact test
(two-tailed).

Results

Characteristics of the Sample

The sample comprised 85 stalkers, of whom 67
(79%) were identified prospectively and 18 by exam-

ination of 600 case files. Stalking cases represented
three percent of referrals to the service. Seventy-two
(85%) stalkers in the sample were male. Ages ranged
from 18 to 67 years (mean, 34.3 � 10.6 [SD]). For-
ty-two (49%) had no educational qualifications of
any sort, 8 (9.4%) had university degrees, and the
remainder had basic high-school or trade qualifica-
tions. Twenty-four cases (28%) involved immigrants
to the United Kingdom and 21 (25%) spoke a first
language other than English. Fourteen percent were
of Afro-Caribbean origin, eight percent of Indian
origin, and the remainder of white European origin.
Immigrants and minority ethnic groups were over-
represented compared with local population norms.

Seventy-four percent (63) were unemployed, and
76.5 percent were single, 6 percent married, and 17.5
percent divorced or separated. Fifty-two percent (44)
had a history of previous contact with psychiatric
services, and 43 percent (36) remained, at least nom-
inally, under the care of psychiatric services in the
community, such care having continued for a me-
dian of four years (range, 1–30).

Offending History

Fifty-two percent (44) had a criminal record. Of
those, 17.6 percent (15) had convictions for violence
against the person, and 21 percent (18) for violence
to property. Twenty-eight percent (24) had engaged
in previous stalking behavior, whether or not it re-
sulted in a conviction.

Relationship to Victim

There were 17 cases of same-gender stalking
(20%), 13 being male-on-male and 4 female-on-
female. In 33 cases (39%), the victim was a former
sexual intimate, in 37 (43%) an acquaintance, and in
the remainder (15 cases), a stranger. Seventy-four
percent (63) of cases involved a female victim. One
male victim was a 12-year old child. Stranger-victims
included a film director, an actor, and two members
of the Royal Family. No other victims had public
profiles. Acquaintances included neighbors, former
classmates, social contacts, work mates, employers,
and health care professionals. Fourteen victims
(17%) were health care professionals.

Types of Stalking Behavior

Only 12 percent (10 cases) limited themselves to
one form of harassment; mean and median per
stalker was three forms. Ninety-five percent (81
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cases) made unwanted intrusions into their victims’
lives by following them, approaching them, and/or
visiting them at home or work. Only one person used
equipment to intrude (cameras). Unwanted commu-
nications (letters, notes, telephone calls, gifts,
e-mails) were made in 68 (80%) cases. Written forms
of contact were used in 43 (51%) cases. In only two
cases were e-mail messages, in two, faxes; and in two,
text-messages used. Unwanted telephone calls were
made in 56 percent (48) of the cases. In 37 percent
(31), there was damage to property during the stalk-
ing, which preceded and was separate from the events
that triggered psychiatric assessment.

Unwanted gifts were features in 15 (18%) cases.
These included predictable items, such as chocolates,
flowers, underwear, perfume, ornaments, and jew-
elry (including a wedding ring). There were also
threatening items, the meaning of which was in some
cases later specified by the stalker at interview: a skel-
eton (“you’re as good as dead”); a used sanitary nap-
kin; a child’s potty filled with ping-pong balls
(“you’re a pervert”); dog biscuits (“you’re a bitch”); a
mug with voodoo motif; and a wreath.

Threats

Verbal or written threats were made to the victim
in 60 (71%) cases.

Use of Weapons

Twenty (24%) of the persons were known to have
carried weapons at some point during the stalking,
and 30 (35%) used weapons in the incident that
brought them to the attention of the police. In all, 24
(28%) stalkers had carried or used knives and 2
(2.5%) firearms. Other weapons included an iron
bar, broken bottle, axe, brick, screwdriver, and scis-
sors. Three cases involved the carrying or use of fire
accelerants.

Violence and Index Charges

Twenty-seven (32%) cases fulfilled the criteria for
serious violence. These comprised seven cases of ho-
micide, five of attempted murder, seven of GBH,
and eight of ABH. The ABH cases were all toward
the serious end of the category. Of the homicide
cases, six involved knives, one a hammer and a knife,
and one a victim who was beaten to death by smash-
ing her head repeatedly against the sidewalk. One
victim (and stalking target) was a child, stabbed mul-
tiple times. Two cases involved multiple homicides.

In one case the parents of the stalking target and the
family dog were killed, one parent with a knife, the
other with a hammer, and the family dog with both.
In the second case, the stalker stabbed to death his
estranged wife, his 18-month-old child, and both his
parents-in-law, probably in a single incident.

Of the cases that did not involve serious violence,
20 were of harassment, 6 threats to kill, 1 common
assault, 4 carrying offensive weapons, 5 criminal
damage, 3 breaches of injunctions, 2 theft, 2 breaches
of the peace, 1 contempt of court, 1 bomb hoax, and
1 attempted arson. Of the 85 cases, 12 (14%) did not
result in formal charges.

According to the definition of violence used by
Mullen et al.,2,15 only one case not in the serious
violence group would have been included (the com-
mon assault). In terms of the broad definition used
by Harmon et al.,14 which included any physical
contact and repeated banging on doors, only 12
(14%) cases of the 85 in the series would not have
qualified as violent.

Psychiatric Diagnosis

Axis I diagnoses were present in 56 cases (66%).
Twenty cases (24%) had a primary diagnosis of per-
sonality disorder and two of mental impairment.
Axis I disorders comprised schizophrenia (27 cases),
delusional disorder (13 cases), bipolar disorder
(manic episode; 2 cases), major depression (8 cases),
substance-related disorders (3 cases), and organic
brain disorder/dementia due to head trauma (3
cases). In seven cases, no mental disorder was
identified.

Motivation/Typology

According to the TMU classification,7 3 (3.5%)
cases fell into the erotomanic category, 32 (37.5%)
involved love obsessionals, and 50 (59%) simple ob-
sessionals. According to the classification of Mullen
et al.,2,15 38 (45%) stalkers were intimacy seekers, 30
(35%) were rejected, 15 (18%) were resentful, and 2
(2.5%) were incompetent. There were no predatory
stalkers.

Associations with Serious Violence

These are summarized in Table 1.

Characteristics of Stalkers

In contrast to previous studies of violence in stalk-
ing, serious violence was significantly associated with
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the absence of previous convictions (�2 � 8.631,
df � 1, p � .003, RR � 0.46 [0.25–0.86]) and of
unemployment (�2 � 7.107, df � 1, p � .008,
RR � 0.39 [0.19–0.78]). There was no significant
association between serious violence and previous
convictions for violence against others (�2 � 1.234,
df � 1, p � .267); history of substance abuse (�2 �
0.033, df � 1, p � .856); substance use around the
time of the offense (�2 � 0.168, df � 1, p � .682); or
the presence of a personality disorder (�2 � 1.513,
df � 1, p � .219). There were significant, though
weaker, associations with male gender (�2 � 4.103,
df � 1, p � .043) and previous verbal or written
threats (�2 � 4.061, df � 1, p � .044).

The presence of major depression was associated
with serious violence (Fisher’s 2-tailed, p � .001,
RR � 3.37 [1.62– 4.02]). The most significant
association was with a previous sexual relationship
between victim and stalker (�2 � 12.916, df � 1,
p � .000, RR � 3.15 [1.55– 6.63]). This was re-
flected in associations with groups within the two
stalking typologies examined. The group in the
Mullen et al.2,15 typology that was significantly
associated with serious violence was the rejected
stalkers (�2 � 12.157, df � 1, p � .000). In the
TMU classification, simple obsessionals were
more likely to commit serious violence (�2 �
5.869, df � 1, p � .015), this being the grouping
in which former intimates are classified.

Characteristics of Stalking

Significant associations were found between seri-
ous violence and going to and/or attempting to gain
entry to the victim’s home earlier in the stalking (�2

� 11.870, df � 1, p � .001, RR � 4.48 [1.45–
13.81]); violence against people (stalking victim or
proxy) or property earlier in the stalking (�2 �
5.486, df � 1, p � .019, RR � 2.21 [1.05–5.04]);
more types of stalking behavior used (mean differ-
ence � .71, t � 2.537, df � 45.66, p � .015); and
shorter duration of stalking pursuit (mean differ-
ence � �11.55, t � �2.23, df � 63.12, p � .030).

Associations between former sexual intimacy and
other factors under study were examined. There were
significant associations between pursuit of a former
sexual intimate and previous attempts to gain entry
to the victim’s home (�2 � 8.707, df � 1, p � .003),
previous violence against persons or property during
the stalking (�2 � 6.947, df � 1, p � .008), and the
making of verbal or written threats (�2 � 10.729,
df � 1, p � .001). There was no association with the
duration of stalking (t � �1.535, df � 83, p �
.129).

Multivariate Analysis

A multivariate analysis was conducted to establish
which of these factors were the most powerful pre-
dictors of serious violence (Table 2). The final model
comprised three factors: previously appearing at vic-

Table 1 Associations With Serious Violence in Stalking

Chi-Square (1 df) p �
Relative Risk†

(95% CI)

Characteristics of stalker
Previous convictions 8.631 .003* 0.46 (0.25–0.86)
Previous convictions for violence against others 1.234 .267 —
History of substance abuse 0.033 .856 —
Substance abuse at time of index episode 0.168 .682 —
Being unemployed 7.107 .008* 0.39 (0.19–0.78)
Diagnosis of personality disorder 1.513 .219 —
Diagnosis of depression Fisher’s exact (2-tailed) .001 3.37 (1.62–4.02)
Male gender 4.103 .043 1.21 (1.05–1.41)
An ex-intimate of victim 12.916 .000 3.15 (1.55–6.63)

Characteristics of stalking
Verbal or written threats during stalking 4.061 .044 1.34 (1.04–1.71)
Earlier violence in stalking (toward people or property) 5.486 .019 2.21 (1.05–5.04)
Going to victim’s home earlier in stalking 11.870 .001 4.48 (1.45–13.81)

Mean Difference t, df, p

Number of types of stalking behavior 0.71 2.537, 45.66, .015
Length of pursuit (months) �11.55 �2.23, 63.12, .030*

* Significant negative association.
† Relative risk is given only for significant results.
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tim’s home during the stalking, absence of a criminal
record, and shorter duration of stalking. The expo-
nent of the regression coefficient (exp � in Table 1) is
an odds ratio that describes the relationship of the
dependent to the independent variable. Previously
appearing at the victim’s home during the period of
stalking increases the odds of serious violence by a
factor of 52.6, whereas the presence of previous con-
victions decreases the odds of serious violence by a
factor of 0.18. For continuous variables, the expo-
nential of the regression coefficient describes the ef-
fect of increasing by one unit the dependent variable.
Each additional month of stalking behavior decreases
the risk of serious violence by a factor of 0.85.

The model correctly classified 84 percent of cases
and was robust, in that it was consistent between
forward and backward methods. A three-way analysis
of variance was conducted to investigate possible in-
ter-relationships between the predictor variables.
There was evidence of a relation between previously
appearing at the victim’s home and longer duration
of stalking (F � 5.538, p � .022): this relation was
the inverse to that in the model, which it therefore
strengthens.

Associations with Homicide

Results of Fisher’s exact test showed significant
associations between homicide and absence of sub-
stance abuse (p � .044), absence of psychosis (p �
.045), being employed (p � .011), and going to the
victim’s home earlier in the stalking (p � .042). Per-
petrators of homicide were more likely to be classi-
fied in the Mullen et al.2,15 rejected category (p �
.045).

Discussion

The main finding of this study of stalkers referred
to a forensic psychiatry service was that the associa-
tions of serious violence were different from those
reported for general or minor violence. Specifically,
there was no association between serious violence
and substance abuse, previous convictions for vio-
lence against the person, or the presence of a person-
ality disorder. Whereas a history of previous convic-
tion and unemployment are significantly associated
with general violence in stalking, they were signifi-
cantly associated with the absence of serious violence
in this study.

It might be postulated from these findings that
those who commit the most serious assaults in stalk-
ing have a different profile from the perpetrators of
minor assaults. Serious assaults appear likely to be
catastrophic events, involving those with no history
of convictions or of violence predating the stalking
and who are outwardly socially integrated in terms of
factors such as employment. This contrasts with the
perpetrators of less serious assaults, for whom vio-
lence is more likely to be a habitual style of social
interaction and who tend to have criminal records
and to be socially marginalized and prone to disinhi-
bition by substance abuse or psychosis. It is notable
that there was a significant association between seri-
ous violence and depressive illness in the stalker at the
material time.

Associations common to both general and serious
violence were a previous intimate relationship be-
tween stalker and victim and greater number of dif-
ferent types of stalking behavior. There were weaker
associations between serious violence and both male
gender of the stalker and the making of threats. Both
are also presumed to be correlates of general violence
in stalking.

In addition, this study found that serious violence
was associated with previous visits to the victim’s
home and previous violence against people (stalking
victim or proxy) or property during the stalking pe-
riod. Previous visits to the victim’s home and previ-
ous violence during stalking were both significantly
associated with former intimacy, which may be re-
flected in terms of knowledge of address and oppor-
tunity for personal contact. Previous visits to the vic-
tim’s home may represent a factor similar to those
noted by other authors—close level of contact prox-
imity7,8 and regular use of physical approach as a

Table 2 Logistic Regression: Model for the Prediction of Serious
Violence

Criterion

Logistic Regression—
Forced Entry

Univariate
Analysis

Wald
p

exp �
(95% CI)

Odds ratio
(95% CI)

Previously appearing
at victim’s home

14.618
.000

52.6
(7–500)

8.9
(2–44)

Criminal record 5.405
.020

0.18
(0.04–0.76)

0.3
(0.1–0.9)

Duration of stalking
(months)

7.827
.005

0.85
(0.75–0.95)

Difference in means
(95% CI)

�11.55
(�1.18–�21.91)
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means of contact.9 There is some evidence in the
literature that posing a threat, of which visiting the
victim’s home would be an example, is a more im-
portant predictor of violence than making a threat by
verbal or written means.24 The association with pre-
vious violence during the stalking may indicate a pro-
pensity toward violence that had not previously re-
sulted in a conviction, an opportunistic action, or
simply a propensity specific to the stalking situation.
The role of situational factors is under-researched in
violence studies.25,26

Serious violence was also significantly associated
with shorter duration of stalking. Shorter duration of
pursuit does not appear to be related to former inti-
macy. It may be linked with other factors, such as
anger, that are more difficult to measure but may be
associated with a more rapid escalation to serious
violence.27

The strengths of the study lay in its use of a stalk-
ing sample in which the incidence of serious violence
was sufficiently large to permit meaningful analysis.
It is the first study to examine the associations of
serious violence in stalking. The level of serious vio-
lence available for consideration is unusual among
studies of predictive factors for violence in the psy-
chiatric literature. One of the study’s limitations con-
cerns its modest sample size, which is reflected in
relatively wide confidence intervals. The sample was
not random but was taken from persons referred for
psychiatric evaluation. Factors for study were prese-
lected and limited in number to avoid the pitfalls of
multiple testing, but no correction for multiple test-
ing has been applied to the significance values. These
problems also affect other published studies of
stalking.

Threat management is a central problem in stalk-
ing,6 and serious violence creates the most concern.
On the evidence of this study, it cannot be assumed
that the associations of serious violence in stalking are
the same as those of general or minor violence. In
other words, the associations of banging on the door
repeatedly14 are probably different from those of, for
instance, cutting someone’s throat (the final event in
two cases in the current study). The absence of the
usual markers of general violence cannot be taken as
reassuring in predicting serious violence in stalkers.
That duration of stalking was significantly shorter in
cases of serious violence indicates that early interven-
tion may be of particular importance in prevention.

Our study indicates that actuarial approaches to
violence may be limited in application, if different
levels of violence are not treated separately. The pre-
dictors of one form of violence may be quite different
from the predictors of another.21 Although the im-
portance of this in the construction of predictive in-
struments has been emphasized,22 even the most so-
phisticated studies28,29 have nonetheless tended to
use relatively wide definitions of violence, incorpo-
rating types of threat as well as a range of injury,26

possibly because of the low prevalence of serious vi-
olence in the study samples.

Much of the recent work on prediction of violence
concerns the evaluation of risk in the mentally disor-
dered. Although the main predictors of criminal re-
cidivism are the same in those without mental disor-
der as in those with such a disorder,30 it may be
unwise to consider predictive factors in stalkers in
terms of such factors in populations with a history of
psychiatric admission. In addition, studies on predic-
tion tend to examine the risk of repeated violence or
offending in those who have already exhibited vio-
lent or offending behavior. This may be inappropri-
ate for groups with no offending history, in that the
associations of initial violence are probably different
from those of repeated violence,31 and prediction
instruments based on populations who have already
offended may be inapplicable to those who have yet
to offend.22

Neither stalking nor violence is a homogeneous
behavior. Different motivational types of stalking
have been shown to have different risks of vio-
lence,2,15 and the current study suggests that differ-
ent degrees of violence in stalkers have different as-
sociations. Further study of violence in stalking
should take account both of stalking type and degree
of violence. Such analyses are likely to require large
samples, necessitating the pooling of data. It is diffi-
cult to see how this will be possible, unless researchers
adopt compatible definitions of the matters under
study. It is toward this end that in the current study
we adopted a previously published definition of
stalking, defined our cases in terms of two published
typologies, and related our definitions of violence to
those of other authors.
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