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Abstract

This Dissertation aimed to cover the rising issue of Young-Adults not fully understanding what counts as stalking and harassment. With miss-beliefs and a lack of understanding of how wide the Protection against Harassment Act (PHA) 1997 actually is on the matter. Looking into several key aspects within academic literature, from the history of the PHA 1997 to the current issue with definitions within both Government Bodies and externally within Charities. How they give different perceptions of what constitutes stalking. Then in the end looking into how Technology has supported Stalkers and romanticised it to the populace. 
The Dissertation then goes onto collect Data from 63 Students / Young-Adults that was designed to gather information surrounding their beliefs and understanding of what Stalking and Harassment is, along with what they know about the PHA 1997. This allowed the dissertation to conclude that there is a need for more awareness and a more globalised definition of stalking to be introduced. 
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1.1 [bookmark: _Toc71184351]Introduction

Stalking, as dictated by the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) (2018) comes under several Criminal Acts from the PHA 1997 to Protection of Freedoms Act (PFA) 2012. That in both, there is no legal criterion of what stalking is and that both legislations only set out examples and what it is definitely not. Such as following a person, spying on them and/or forcing contact with a person. 
However, if you look at the Suzy Lamplugh Trust (SLT) (2019), which the Charity is in support of trying to reduce the risk of violence and have parts of their site that specifically focus on assisting those who have been stalked or are potentially being stalked. The SLT they define stalking as:
“A pattern of fixated and obsessive behaviour which is repeated, persistent, intrusive and causes fear of violence or engenders alarm and distress in the victim” (Suzy Lamplugh Trust, 2020)
The quote above covers a lot more than both legislations given by the CPS on their site. Which is a large difference in perceptions of what Stalking is and covers. Lambert et al (2013) backs this up with their study that there have been significant differences in the perceptions between what classes as stalking between Men and Women.
Lambert et al (2013) committed research in America amongst College Students of the differential opinions of Stalking between the two different genders by using a Survey at a large public university, therefore around the same ages as the aim/goal of my own dissertation. They had found that the findings of their survey had suggested strong differences between the genders and that those with prior experiences with a stalker, did not moderate the perceptions of stalking.
Whereas Weller et al (2020) have researched that the relationships that victims have been in with their stalker, influences the Police’s perception of the crime and that the perception is difficult to ascertain due to what stalking is. This is down to the broad nature of what is defined in the PHA 1997. That even with the difficulties due to advancements in technology, stalking due to the broadness under the PHA has been used for a variety of different incidents has been belittled in seriousness.

As Jagessar and Sheridan (2004) detail, that under the PHA 1997, it states that a person must not conduct themselves to the extent that they harass another person. That the PHA was brought in after Celebrities were getting stalked and the Media had highlighted it to quite a large amount, to the extent the behaviour was classed as a social problem for Britain. Jagessar and Sheridan’s research showed that loitering at the victim’s workplace for the British, appeared to be a factor of stalking. However, for Trinidad it was not perceived to be a stalking factor. 
As Boehnlein et al (2020) researched that stalking definitions varied within literature and legal policies. That most of them usually included a patterned subject, that was intrusive and showed intimidating behaviour and that they attempt to make the Victim fill with fear. Their research was centred on responding to the perceptions and barriers of stalking and its victims and had admitted that it can be difficult to identify, due to the number of behaviours associated with stalking are quite legal and that due to the different variations of both severity and definitions, it makes it difficult to pursue.
Overall, the literature written and research by others for the last two decades has usually touched upon the difficulty in the definitions and what is perceived to be stalking and what is not. However, they all tend to meet at the basic idea that the Victim is still harmed to some extent or degree on a mental level. 
My research aims to both further this and touch more so upon the core perception of how Students and Young Adults, who have grown up with technology available to them such as the internet which has Social Media and access to user-made profiles, perceive stalking and what they believe to count as stalking, especially in regards to internet activity and every-day life. That it may therefore, make a contribution to the topic of research that is the perception of stalking.

1.2 [bookmark: _Toc71184352]Aims & Objectives

The overall aim of this dissertation is to investigate, analyse and compare the perceptions of Students and Young-Adults have on Stalking, its definition and impact(s) against that of the Law, Policing Services and Government. 
In order to achieve the aim above, the following three objectives have been set out: 
1. Conduct an in-depth literature review on the topic of perceptions of stalking, its impacts, definitions and how offenders lead up to carrying out the act of stalking.

2. Identify how Charities, the Government, CPS and Policing Services attempt to help assist the Victims of Stalking, mitigate the impact and potential stalking from taking place.

3. Compare the perceptions of Students and Young-Adults to what the Government and Policing Services dictate and Research has found, on the topic of Stalking.

1.3 [bookmark: _Toc71184353]Dissertation Structure

In order to meet all 3 objectives, that should thus meet the aim of this dissertation. It will be split into 5 Sections.
Section One, has already introduced the topic at hand and declared the aim and objectives of this dissertation that all other chapters aim to fulfil. 
Section Two, is the Literature review that aims to look at, analyse and explore prior research and documentation on the subject area of Stalking. This will also include a relation to harassment, due to stalking in Britain coming under the act of Harassment. 
Section Three, is the Research Methodology. This declares how I intend to go about setting out my research and collecting Primary-Data. Covering the method I will use to sample, collect and how I will ensure validity and reliability.
Section Four, is the Data Analysis. This includes how I analysed data, the visible graphs and tables that show statistics that is all collected from my Primary-Research. 
Section Five, is the conclusion. This will discuss and review if the dissertation has met the objectives and thus met the aim. It will then also include recommendations, state the limitations that were met and a self-reflection.


1.4 [bookmark: _Toc71184354]Conclusion

Section One has successfully conveyed the intent of this dissertation, given a brief overview and declared what the Aim and Objectives are. Thus has achieved in laying the ground works and basis of the rest of this dissertation.





[bookmark: _Toc71184355]2. Main-Body

[bookmark: _Toc71184356]2.1 Introduction

Section 2 aims to assist in the achievement of the First and Second objective by reviewing and analysing prior research, alongside Government Statements, Acts, the Law and information from both Charities and Governmental Bodies. The first two objectives, being:
“Conduct an in-depth literature review on the topic of perceptions of stalking, its impacts, definitions and how offenders lead up to carrying out the act of stalking.”
and,
	“Identify how Charities, the Government, CPS and Policing Services attempt to help assist the Victims of Stalking, mitigate the impact and potential stalking from taking place.”

This will be split into three different areas, in order to provide a clear and distinctive categorisation of what each part aims to achieve in this section.

[bookmark: _Toc71184357]2.2 History of Stalking Legislation

As PHA (1997) neglects to mention any specific statement towards stalking, back when it was enacted in 1997. However, it did state that harassment is when a person knowingly commits harassment. The effects of the act of Harassment under the act is, defined as causing a person to be alarmed or distressed one at least two different occasions. This is all the act covers, in its first release and doesn’t actually define what Harassment is. But provides an explanation as to what the Victim is required to have felt, in order for it to amount to such. As Petch (2002) backs up that the PHA doesn’t properly define either harassment or stalking. But provides how it should affect the victim in order to amount to such. That as Petch deducts, provides the security of loopholes being harder to find and use. This is also backed up by Scott et al (2016) in that in the first instance of PHA 1997, the wording Stalking was not included due to the difficulties with the definition itself. 
Yet as Sheridan and Davies (2001) had stated, that the PHA 1997 was built in a way to provide a wider scope, therefore should and can be applied to a variety of different situations from Domestic, Neighbourhood, bullying, Harassment both Sexual and Racial, Demonstrations and intrusive reporters. However, it was noted that there was no clear criminal element under the act itself to govern stalking.
As Petch (2002) backs up and further details, that until PHA 1997 there had been no restrictions on stalking and that there was no ability from the Police to assist the victims of such behaviour. That was Gowland (2013) backs up, that the CPS before the introduction of a hard-line Stalking section of the PHA 1997. Had to try the Stalkers under a variation of different laws, from Telephone Communications Act 1984 that restricts the misuse of Phone-Calls, allowing the CPS to try them for obscene Calls. To the Offences against the Person Act 1861 when the Stalker and ended up with violent behaviour. That the specific case, had ended up with the Court of Appeal to decide that the act of Assault did not need to have physical action in it, in order to be counted as an Assault. Instead, loitering, silent calls and letters had amounted to the act of Assault, in the eyes of the Court. 
However, as Gowland (2013) states in counter, that the issue with dissecting stalking into individual incidents in order to provide Legal Action against them, that it doesn’t focus on what the Victim has gone through as an overall basis and instead makes it out as if it is one incident. Following on from that issue, Strickland (2018) states that before 2012 with the new additions, Campaigners had stated the act was ineffective in dealing with the issue of stalking, that victims had a lack of confidence in the system surrounding their ability to deter and stop stalking. 

As the Home Office (2012) introduced two new offences to the PHA 1997, that included Stalking and Stalking that involves the fear of violence, alarm or distress. The new Offence, outlaws the act of an individual being fixated with another and presents a pattern of persistent contact and ends up having committed harassment whilst doing so. That as the CPS (2018) states to be a benefit, that stalking is now a more specific behaviour, rather than being seen as part of the conduct that is defined as harassment. It also closed the gap, where the conduct of a person fell short of causing fear of violence, but did definitely cause serious distress to the victim and gives more protection to the victims of stalking. That, as Strickland (2017) backs up by informing on the act is now able both Civil and Criminal Repercussions to the offence of Harassment and Stalking, under PHA 1997. That the new offences, introduced in 2012 and therefore backs up the above, was introduced in order to solve the issue of the previous version not dealing adequately with the problem of stalking. 
This seems to go against what they had originally avoided including the word with, as Scott et al (2016) stated above, due to difficulties with the definition.
Even more recently, as Strickland (2018) details that in 2017, the maximum sentence was increased from 6 to 10 years. Whilst, during 2018 there were talks about the new Stalking Protection Orders (SPO). That would allow magistrate courts to prohibit and enforce requirements onto a perpetrator and that any breach of the SPO, would end up as a Criminal Offence. 
That as Atkins and the Home Office (2020) reported, that the SPOs will permit the courts to quickly restrict stalkers from contacting their victims and/or making them feel as if their freedom is being restricted by showing up at their home or work. They give regard to what the Crime Survey for England and Wales had found, that one in five Women over the age of 16 have experienced stalking, whilst one in ten Men have also experienced stalking. The SPOs have a minimum of a 2-year period and a breach can result up to 5 years in prison. Whilst the mainline SPOs will be enacted for at least a 2-year period, an interim SPO can be introduced in order to protect the Victim until a decision on the mainline SPOs comes to a conclusion.

[bookmark: _Toc71184358]2.3 Definition(s) of Stalking and what constitutes Stalking

As the CPS (2018) continues, that the two new offences under the PHA 1997 that were introduced in 2012, do not have a strict definition of what Stalking is, but they do associate specific actions and conduct that amounts to a breach of the two new offences. The Home Office (2012) clearly defines these actions into a clear list of what could be seen as stalking, this being the act of following, contacting or attempting to contact, publishing any context relating, loitering anywhere, interfering with a person’s possession, watching or monitoring a person via the internet or electronic communication. This is backed up by Petch (2002), as he details that most Authors prefer to use the term,
	“Obsessional Following” (Petch, 2002)
In order to provide a definition to stalking. However, backs up what the Original PHA (1997) had stated about the need for two or more occasions. Yet, the definition Petch (2002) stated Authors prefer, is open to interpretation as to how many and for how long the behaviour has been going. Due to the lack of a specific amount of time, incidents or occasions. This is further backed up by Reece (2011) that stated, in the United-States there had been emphasis on the Stalker having a Mental Disorder or to the very minimum, being an obsessional follower.
However, the Suzy Lamplugh Trust (SLT) (2020) states that stalking is a repeated, persistent and intrusive behaviour that causes a fear of violence or distresses a victim with a pattern of fixation. This essentially covers what the CPS (2018) and Home Office (2012) had stated in the new offences. Yet, the SLT (2020) doesn’t provide the discrepancy of Harassment or Stalking, as the definition is more so similar to Harassment in wording. 
Whist Victim Support (n.d.) states that stalking is the persistent and unwanted attention, that makes you feel harassed. When said behaviour happens more than once and causes you to feel distressed or to fear violence. Again, this is similar to what SLT, Home Office and the CPS stated, but clarifies that it has to happen more than once, but doesn’t clarify specific examples of it. But it does develop on that, what makes it a problem is the issue of coping with it for a long time and the constant anxiety that comes from the fear. This is backed up by the CPS (2018), where they state the effect of Stalking is to restrict the Victims freedom in that, the Stalker leaves them having a feeling that they need to be careful, constantly.
Going to the Ministry of Justice (MoJ) (n.d.), that covers both Stalking and Harassment in the same page. Clearly giving three different instances, from communication, including gifts that are unwanted. Making threats that are online or in person or even being bullied at work or school, is all counted as harassment. The MoJ the state that stalking is only a form of harassment and is when someone follows you, spies on you or turns up unannounced at your home. This definition differs from that of SLT (2020), Home Office (2012) and the Victim Support (n.d.) Charity, in that it doesn’t clearly detail what Stalking is nor how to classify something as it, other than when someone is following you or turns up unannounced. Yet, it does clearly define what harassment is and that it is the needed result of a repeated behaviour that distresses you.

However, the MoJ (n.d.) does detail one part that no one else has yet detailed, that it can also be bullying at work or school. Making it a clear distinction that there is no age limitation to who can be harassed and that bullying is a form of harassment. 
Whilst, the SLT (2020) does give a more comprehensive list, like the Home Office did above. Where behaviour like sending Flowers or Gifts, Unwanted Communication, Damaging Possessions and so long as this behaviour is persistent and unwanted, whilst causing the Victim to be distressed at a minimum. Then it is classified as stalking under their own definition and does follow the definition and list that the Home Office (2012) makes, but fails to mention the monitoring of Social Media, that the Home Office seemingly covers. 
Yet, Marcum et al (2017) stated that a major predictor of Cyber-Stalking is the attempted login to another person’s Social Media Accounts. Whilst, Victim Support (n.d.) does inform that the problem of stalking isn’t always a physical issue and can affect oneself psychologically. As the Internet is now an often-used source of stalking and harassment, falling under the term Cyber-Stalking. Even though, as the North Yorkshire Police (n.d.) states, Cyber-Stalking could also include Identify Theft, Fraudulent Profiles or having others to attack others, by attacking the Victim. Meaning it may not be directly at them, but directed towards them that is what Victim Support (n.d.) had stated in their definition. However, neither the Home Office (2012) or SLT (2020) seem to properly cover.
This is also backed up by Geach and Haralambous (2009) in that they state harassment online can be through the use of sending friend requests, poking others on social media, impersonating others via fraudulent profiles, spamming or even sending viruses via email. That with the increased use of the internet and Social Networking Sites, the number of ways a person could potentially suffer from harassment and stalking has risen. 

Going to the North Yorkshire Police (n.d.), they list that there are different types of stalkers. In that you have a Rejected Stalker, who has been in a relationship that has broken down and have tended to have been intimate with their partner. Whilst the Victim may not always be the other Partner and can be Close-Friends or Family Members. You also have the Resentful Stalker, that tends to be from a feeling of miss-treatment towards them and so the Stalker has begun to have paranoid beliefs about the victim, so the idea of stalking them is revenge. The Intimacy Seeking Stalker, that arises out of loneliness, they tend to be acquaintances or strangers and they stalk out of the desire for a relationship. Where they may end up with delusional beliefs about the Victim. The Incompetent Suitor, that is akin to the Intimacy Seeker but aren’t out for a romantic relationship, but are out to get a date or short-term relationship. The last of the lot, is Predatory Stalker where they have a sexual interest in the victim and aims to obtain gratification, that usually ends up in Sexual Assault. 
Whilst the North Yorkshire Police (n.d.) types lines up with the definitions stated above, they differ varyingly. Whilst, considering it is public information, gives Victims and Potential Victims a lot of support in identifying stalkers. 

[bookmark: _Toc71184359]2.4 Perception of Stalking in regards to Romance

The CPS (2018) states that in many cases, the conduct of stalking can be seen as innocent. That, as Becker (2018) details that in watching situations built up in movies, there have been false beliefs surrounding Stalking. In that, you have people who believe the Stalker Encourages the crime to be committed on themselves or that they should find it flirtatious and romantic to be stalked, rather than what the CPS (2018) had stated with feeling like their freedom had been restricted.
That as Parry (2018) describes, that a movie like Twilight, you see a Main-Character follow their love-interest without their knowledge. That as Parry describes, is better known as stalking them and that this has influenced how Girls have understood what love is and how it is shown. That this depiction of romance, that is actually stalking, can be rather dangerous due to the impact on their understanding of what to look out for within a relationship for signs of what could be leading to an abusive relation. Especially with such a controlling behaviour that goes alongside Stalking. That is also backed up by Smoker and March (2017) in that:
	“Unrelenting affectionate attention is an accepted and often desired approach in romantic courtship” (Smoker & March, 2017)
This quote, goes to prove that romantic relationships and attention is often borderline and desired, even if it is either borderline or even definitively stalking in and of itself, during the relation. Yet, stalking is when it is unwanted and due to the rise in technology as Smoker and March (2017) state has increased the opportunities for intimate partners to cyberstalk one another, that backs up what the North Yorkshire Police (n.d.) and Marcum et al (2017) had stated about Cyber-Stalking. 
But, as Reece (2011) details that during the talks preceding the PHA 1997, that the perception of stalking, was that situations tend to arise when the Stalker believes they are loved by or are in a relationship with the victim or in other cases, that the Stalker is out for revenge after a relation has been broken. However, while reading one case could suggest it was attached to a domestic issue, there may not be a clear relation between the two people concerned in a stalking situation. This is also backed up by Becker (2018) in that, they state that stalking from a former partner is more likely to be more dangerous than a Stranger Stalking oneself.  This is also backed up by Smoker and March (2017) in that the majority of reported stalking situations are against former or current partners of a relationship that has tended to be intimate. 
As Scott et al (2014) details that studies have found that behaviour tends to be more serious when the stalker is portrayed as a stranger rather than former partner and thus invokes more fear if a stranger were to stalk someone than a former partner stalking the victim. Although, it doesn’t go against what Becker (2018) had stated about the Stalker being a Former Partner being more dangerous, it adds introduces to the perception of fear and where it may end up end up being produced more so. That as Scott et al (2014) states that with a stranger the behaviour tends to be perceived as more alarming than with a Former Partner. 

Going to the South Wales Police (SWP) (n.d.), that Victims can be stalked for years, where the average case tends to last about 15 months. About 30% of cases have lasted longer, who have contacted the helpline and have tended to be over 2 years. About 15% have been stalked for more than 5 years at that. Whilst, more often than not, the victims tend to know their stalker and they have tended to be from former relationships. This backs up what Becker (2018) and Reece (2011) had stated above, that Stalkers tend to have been in a relationship with the person beforehand.
However, as Scott et al (2016) had found that Police are more likely to label behaviour as harassment when the perpetrator was portrayed as a stranger and not a former partner, this backs up what Scott et al (2014) had found with that the label of Stranger tends to be more alarming than that with a Former Partner, no matter the danger from what Becker (2018) had found.

[bookmark: _Toc71184360]2.5 Conclusion

This section has successfully achieved what it set out to do, to review and analyse prior research, government statements and acts, alongside information from charities and Governmental Bodies. 
This section has progressed the achievement of the First and Second Objective and has successfully completed the first to a minor degree, due to the lack of a formal conclusion.


[bookmark: _Toc71184361]3. Research Methodology

[bookmark: _Toc71184362]3.1 Introduction

This chapter intends to cover my intended Method of Primary-Research following Saunders et al (2015) design of the Research Onion as a structure, to provide a clear and concise understanding of my intended Research

[image: ]
				Figure 3.1: The Research Onion (Saunders, et al., 2015)

The above image, is of the Research Onion that was developed by Saunders et al (2016) in order to give a simplistic view of how to build a methodology for research. The onion provides a structured approach on how to conduct primary research. 
 
[bookmark: _Toc71184363]3.2 Research Philosophy

The first layer is Research Philosophy. This governs how you will collect data for your research, that as O’Gorman and Robert (2014) detail isn’t about philosophy, but allowing others to understand how you have drawn conclusions from the research. This area is split into 5 different concepts, such as Positivism that is as Saunders et al (2016) states, the idea of generating conclusions that end up being akin to rules in their stances. Then on the opposite side, Pragmatism that is the idea of fixing the issue at hand and thus generating conclusions based on the solution and/or improvement. 
Whilst, my primary research will be following the philosophy of Interpretivism due to the factor that I am focusing on gaining insight into what people, Humans, believe and their understanding of said belief. That is what Saunders et al (2015) states to follow the lines of, that Interpretivism focuses on people being able to create different perceptions, therefore the conclusions tend to be more of an understanding rather than hard fact or an improvement like Positivism or Pragmatism. 
However, it will slightly cross over into Positivism due to the fact that I aim to host a questionnaire that may allow me to gather some form of statistical numbers out of the research. That as O’Gorman and Robert (2014) describe that Questionnaires tend to be more of a positivist method than interpretivism, although the questionnaire is likely to hold open ended questions that make it more akin to an interview than hold easy to analyse numbers. 

[bookmark: _Toc71184364]3.3 Approach to Theory Development

In the second layer, as Saunders et al (2015) shows, is the approach to theory development. This layer, is designed to provide a method on how you should conduct your research and how it gets reasoned behind the actual research task itself. There are three different variations; Deductive, Abductive and Inductive. Each of the three provide a difference in approach, however abduction is an attempt at a middle ground. 
A Deductive approach is heavily scientific, in that you are developing a concept that is then tested and researched thoroughly. That in this approach, you tend to have an idea at the start that you then research via secondary means in order to build a primary means of research in order to confirm or expand from the already found idea(s). However, in its primary research it requires variables to be set in place in order to accurately gather statistics, thus usually being a questionnaire format or experimentation in Science, that Saunders et al (2015) relates it to. They also label it as,
“Theory to data.” (Saunders, et al., 2015)

An Inductive approach is, as Saunders et al (2015) details, is when you conduct your primary research, analyse it and then formulate a theory/concept from what you have found. This tends to be used in a more open issues, that you require informed observations from people. Thus, labelled as,
“Data to theory.” (Saunders, et al., 2015)

An Abductive approach, as Saunders et al (2015) states, attempts to combine both inductive and deductive approaches in that it flows back and forth from primary and secondary research and data. This tends to be used in order to work problems, where you observe and attempt to work out a potential theory as to what you had observed and then enter research stage. In the research stage you then end up flowing back and forth in order to come to a decisive conclusion as you change randomly throughout the project itself.
My research aims to follow a deductive approach as I have already built the foundation of my research and thus created a theory out of secondary research within my literature review and considering the variables in place, such as age range and location, it fits decently in line with what Saunders et al had said about the deductive approach.

[bookmark: _Toc71184365]3.4 Methodological Choice

This is the third layer, where it determines exactly how many variations of primary research and complexity of it. As per Figure 3.1, the image of the Research Onion. There are, according to Saunders et al (2015) three main variations within this layer; Mixed-Method, Qualitative and Quantitative. Whilst you tend to have two variations with each, Mono and Multi method. This changes for Mixed-Method where you have Simple and Complex instead. The first part relates to the type of research and the second to what type and if you are using more than one type of research that you intend to carry out.
Quantitative Research according to Naoum (2012) is where you test a theory with variables set that you can then measure in numbers and thus has no room for interpretation on the data, to the degree notes or a transcript of an interview might. Instead, this produces numbers that end up being statistical in their usage and provides an objective basis of research. As Saunders et al (2015) states, that this is usually related to the Positivist Philosophy as it tends to be regulated and structured.
Qualitative Research according to Naoum (2012) is where you use words, observations, text that all attempt to emphasis understanding, meanings and beliefs. Thus, making it open to interpretation as you end up with information and belief over true numbered-statistics. As Saunders et al (2015) expands on, this tends to be related to people’s opinions over data about how far a ball can drop. Whilst backing up Naoum, Saunders et al also state that it tends to be related towards the interpretivist philosophy. 
Mixed Methods according to Saunders et al (2015) is where you use a combination of both Qualitative and Quantitative methods of collecting data in order to provide a combination of both strict statistical data and the understanding of the audience. This methodological choice tends to be related to pragmatism due to the ability to change between both qualitative and quantitative choices.
In my primary research, I will be focusing more so on Qualitative Research in order to get an understanding of what other people believe and understand of stalking in order to meet my aims. However, there is potential that I am able to use a bit of Quantitative Research/Questions in my questionnaire to produce a few statistical numbers. There is also a chance that I can turn a Qualitative Question’s Answer into Quantitative due to the answer itself either being a confirmation or a declination, thus being solely dependent on the question itself. 


[bookmark: _Toc71184366]3.5 Strategy

Strategy according to Saunders et al (2015) is the plan of action on how we plan to achieve our aims. This links our Methodological Choice, Approach and Philosophy together in a clean and clear manner. As the strategy is what we plan to carry out as research, be it an interview, experiment or survey.
Whilst an Experiment tends to be in a controlled environment in a laboratory, that links directly to the positivist philosophy, Deductive approach and Quantitative Research Method, I don’t have the time nor equipment to carry such out that is described by Saunder et al (2015). Yet, as Naoum (2012) states that an interview is another major technique that seeks facts and opinions alike. However, due to the current situation with the COVID Virus, a Face-To-Face interview that Naoum (2012) suggests is risky and would contain a further risk, in this case it would be due to the Virus Pandemic. 
The plan that I seek to carry out for my primary research strategy is a questionnaire, that as Saunders et al (2015) allows me to collect quantitative data that I am able to both analyse in a quantitative and qualitative manner, interpreting what the answers could mean. However, due to my intent to include Open-Ended questions, would give me the ability to attain qualitative data as well that is highly subjective, but it allows me to quote it in my discussion and potentially gather more information towards my aims out of it than pure closed-ended questions that Naoum (2012) describes a Questionnaire being.

[bookmark: _Toc71184367]3.6 Time Horizon

The fifth and final layer of the research onion by Saunders et al (2015) looks at how long and when the research will take place, if it is all in one go or at different points/times across a larger range of time. 
My research aims to take place in a Longitudinal manner over Cross-Sectional, as Cross-Sectional directly related to a specific point of time that something occurs, as Saunders et al (2015) explains. Whilst Longitudinal allows me both control over the time-length, allowing it to be added as a variable in the study and doesn’t happen at a certain point in time, but happens when I decide it to happen. Thus, considering the amount of time I am limited to, Longitudinal seems to be more adequate and appropriate for my primary research.

[bookmark: _Toc71184368]3.7 Sampling

As Coyne (1997) states that sampling is a rather difficult issue within qualitative research due to the different methods of sampling given throughout research and textbooks. However, as Miller et al (2010) had described the idea of purposive sampling allows one to make sure the participants meet the criteria that the researcher is looking for and thus, for my sampling option I shall pick Non-Probability in order to ensure the Participants that volunteer, are Young-Adults and from South-Wales. 

[bookmark: _Toc71184369]3.8 Reliability & Validity

As Fischer and Etchegaray (2010) state, that Reliability is the idea of building a questionnaire with questions that are fit for purpose in order to have questions on it, that would answer the same point you are trying to ascertain and in doing so allows you to discard the questions that are not worthy whilst having a good chance at having at least one question that has ascertained the point and thus remained reliable. 
In order for my research to be reliable, I aim to carry out a Pilot study that as Fischer and Etchegaray (2010) suggests, will allow me to narrow down the questions to ask in order to meet the points that I am aiming to gather from said research. This will allow me to confirm potential issues within the questions themselves and fix it before giving it to a wider sample of people.

Whilst, Validity as Fischer and Etchegaray (2010) point out is if the questions on the questionnaire measure what we want to measure and thus in order to ensure the questions I ask are relevant, I shall ensure I get it peer assessed by a couple of others before handing out both the pilot and actual version, to double check. Attempting to narrow down the region of error that I might have in my questionnaire.


[bookmark: _Toc71184370]4. Data Analysis

[bookmark: _Toc71184371]4.1 Introduction

Whilst the previous chapter labelled what direction I would take research, this chapter aims to cover the Third Objective that required primary Data-Collection to understand:
	“Compare the perceptions of Students and Young-Adults to what the Government and Policing Services dictate and Research has found, on the topic of Stalking.”
This Chapter will present the Data alongside Analysis of said data that has been collected. A total of 63 people partook in the Questionnaire created for the purposes of achieving the Third Objective, which took a focus on Students or Young-Adults between the ages of 18 and 25, the ages were used by previous research in other fields and thus aiming to be reliable. The Primary Research took it into account with where to aim for sampling (Neilands et a., 2009, Rosenberg et al., 2016). 

[bookmark: _Toc71184372]4.2 Analysis and Overview

As Morten et al (2014) states, that there is a requirement for the effective analysis of data and, due to such, is recognised with many tools to support those analysing data. These systems allow those looking to analyse data, in a more visual manner than before. Be it data that is collected to scavenged from elsewhere, which then offers an easier and more manageable route to explore data than without the visual styling.
The Data Collected in this Research was placed into IBM SPSS for analysis using various different tests the software offers. Mainly using Cross-tabulations via the Chi-Square test to find out the Significance or (P-Value) of the data collected, to find out if they are significant to the Null and/or Actual Hypothesis and thus able to be used or not.  
15 Questions were asked during the Data-Collection, 2 of said 15 had open-ended answers that are not able to be analysed via descriptive statistical methods. Thus, they cannot be counted this excludes Question 15 and 12. None of these used a Likert scaling and all used Nominal Data, thus are all able to be statistically analysed via the Chi-Square Method. 	

[bookmark: _Toc71184373]4.3 Chi-Square Analysis

Chi-Square as per Pandis (2016), states that the test will only give evidence of an association or not of two different variables. Which is done via comparing the difference between observed and expected frequencies in the data-collected. Allowing us to find the P-Value, which can confirm if the data is significant or simply random. A P-Value of anything below .05 is significant and that of above .05 is not.

[bookmark: _Toc71184374]4.3.1 Demographics via Chi-Square Analysis

In order to provide a reasonable demographic of the questions, they Participants were asked for their Gender. As Age was a Controlled Variable, it was pointless to ask. 
The following tables link to the association between the questions and the Genders the participants had identified with, of questions 14, 13, 11, 8, 7, 5, and 4 for relevance to what is applicable to demographics. 
Questions 6 and 3 will be analysed against Question 2 which asked if they had ever looked into Stalking or Harassment. Whilst Question 9 will be analysed under a Mann-Whitney-U test due to using an Ordinal scaling of answers. In order to give a wider degree of significance of the collected data, however due to the type of question cannot be analysed with Chi-Square. Especially since Chi-Square is to see if the results match the population, whilst question 10 allowed Participants to select multiple and thus will require separation of the answers to be analysed under the Chi-Square method due to the fact that the Chi-Square test can only analyse answers that are directly proportionate to that of the Population and would in the end, add up to the same number as those who participated.

The following graphs show a significant association between gender and responses to Questions 14, 11. Questions 13, 8, 7, 5 and 4 shows insignificant association between gender and response and thus will be listed in a table below the two graphs.

Figure 4.1: Shows a significant association between gender and response to “Do you believe Movies/Shows romanticise Stalking?” (P=<.001) in Question 14.


Figure 4.2: Shows a significant association between Gender and response to “Do you believe “Romantic Courtship” / Affectionate Attention is harassment/stalking?” (P=.014) in Question 11.

	Question Number
	Question
	Significance
(P-Value)

	13
	Do you know what a “Stalking Protection Order” is?
	.619

	8
	How long do you believe a person can be sent to prison for Stalking/Harassment?
	.513

	7
	Do you believe Social Media Moderators do enough to restrict/punish Cyber-Stalkers?
	.317

	5
	Do you believe Social Media has helped stalkers?
	.076

	4
	Do you believe Technology has allowed Stalking and Harassment to go unnoticed?
	.645


Table 4.1: Shows Insignificant association between gender and questions 13, 8, 7, 5 and 4.

[bookmark: _Toc71184375]4.3.2 Chi-Square and Participants with Prior Research

This aims to compare Questions 11, 6, 4 and 3 against Question 2 via the Chi-Square format to see if there is a Significant association between said questions and if the person had previous looked into Stalking and/or Harassment. 

Figure 4.4, shows a significant association between researching into the subject matter and having seen awareness adverts for Cyber-Stalking and thus Stalking. Whilst Question 3, 4 and 11 had shown a Non-Significant Association.

Figure 4.4: Shows a significant association between previous research and having seen awareness campaigns/adverts to do with Cyber-Stalking (P=.027) for Question 6.


Table 4.2: Shows Insignificant Association between Previous Research and questions 3, 4 and 11.
	Question Number
	Question
	Significance
(P-Value)

	3
	When do you believe Stalking came in as a Criminal Offence, in Britain?
	.064

	4
	Do you believe Technology has allowed harassment to go unnoticed?
	.941

	11
	Do you believe “Romantic Courtship” / Affectionate Attention is Harassment/Stalking?  
	.848



[bookmark: _Toc71184376]4.3.3 Chi-Square for Question 10

Due to Question 10 allowing Participants to tick all that apply, the items had to be separated into different variables within SPSS to allow for it to analyse them via Chi-Square. Due to this, the following table will show that Gender Association with the specific answers of the question “What do you believe classifies as Harassment?” which I have labelled Question 10 are Non-Significant.


Table 4.3: Shows a Insignificant association between Genders and their answers to the question “What do you believe classifies as Harassment?” or Question 10.
	Answer Number
	Answer
	Significance
(P-Value)

	1
	Unwanted Interaction
	.054

	2
	Interaction that makes you feel uncomfortable
	.493

	3
	Interaction you find annoying
	.059

	4
	Failure to stop after being told
	.565

	5
	Threat of Immediate Violence
	.071

	6
	Threats of any kind, violent or not
	.329

	7
	Impersonation/Fraudulent Profiles
	.189

	8
	Spamming Chat
	.360

	9
	Sending Gifts
	.738







Table 4.4: Shows Insignificant association between those who have conducted Prior Research and their answers to the question “What do you believe classifies as Harassment?” or Question 10.
	Answer Number
	Answer
	Significance
(P-Value)

	1
	Unwanted Interaction
	.325

	2
	Interaction that makes you feel uncomfortable
	.133

	3
	Interaction you find annoying
	.981

	4
	Failure to stop after being told
	.458

	5
	Threat of Immediate Violence
	.156

	6
	Threats of any kind, violent or not
	.358

	7
	Impersonation/Fraudulent Profiles
	.416

	8
	Spamming Chat
	.524

	9
	Sending Gifts
	.282



[bookmark: _Toc71184377]4.4 Findings

It was found that out of 63 Participants only 8 of them had known when Stalking was introduced as a Criminal Offence. Only half of them had ever researched into Stalking & Harassment previously. This was asked in Question 3. 
It was also found that out of 63 Participants only 26 of them had selected the correct definition of what constitutes Stalking/Harassment under British Law. That is 41.27% of the sample who had a correct idea on what Stalking/Harassment is within Britain. Thus leaving 58.73% of the sample not knowing and having an incorrect idea of what Stalking/Harassment is. These answers were collected within Question 10.
Under Question 8, which asked How Long do you believe a person can be sent to prison for, only 6 Participants had given a correct answer. Leaving 57 Participants not knowing the potential consequences of Harassment/Stalking, under British Law. This works out to be about 10% (rounding up to the nearest whole) of the Sample asked, having answered in line with what the actual consequences are. The majority had given an answer to that of below 6 years in Prison.
Whilst under Question 14, as shown in Figure 4.1 the majority of people believe Movies/Shows romanticise stalking in them, thus giving false impressions. Thos that had recalled scenes in Movies/Shows had labelled Love-Scenes or Older-Movies as being specific for romanticising stalking in them.
Under Question 7, that asked if Participants believed that Social Media Moderators do enough to restrict or punish Cyber-Stalkers had showed the majority of them, 49 in specific had said that they don’t. Which is about 75% of the sample.
 

[bookmark: _Toc71184378]4.5 Discussion

Under the Chi-Square tests, it was found that barely any questions have any significant association with Gender or if a person had prior research or not. However, Question 6 had a significant association with if a person had Prior Research, this question having asked if the person had seen any advert raising awareness for Cyber-Stalking and/or Stalking. Most Participants who had not had prior research had said they had not seen any, whilst those who did had seen adverts raising awareness. Whilst, Question 14 and 11 had a Significant association with Gender. Question 14 having asked if participants believed movies/shows romanticise stalking and Question 11 having asked if participants believe “Romantic Courtship” or in other words, Affectionate Attention is a form of harassment/stalking. Whilst in Question 14, Females seemingly took up on Movies/Shows having romanticised Stalking more so than Males and in Question 11 Females had once again agreed more so to the idea that Romantic Courtship is Harassment/Stalking more so than Males.

The research in itself backs up what several prior studies had found (Smoker & March, 2017. Parry, 2018. Becker, (2018). Marcum et al, 2017). All of said studies or topics being based around how Movies/Shows romanticise and promote stalking or that Technology is assisting Stalkers in some way, highlighting Social-Media as an important part. Which as seen in Question 14, 11, 7, 6 and 4 carry on the line and support said prior research, studies and information. 
Whilst, said prior research gave the implication that it isn’t being handled. It seems aware via the Responses from participants in Question 6, that was asking if they had seen adverts trying to raise awareness. There was a significant association between those who had looked into Harassment/Stalking prior to the Questionnaire being undertaken and those who had not, to their answers. As highlighted above.

Going to the Government sites that explain their definitions of Harassment/Stalking and the Charities (Home Office, 2012. SLT, 2020. Victim Support, n.d. MoJ, n.d. CPS, 2018. Home Office, 2020. PHA, 1997. Gowland, 2013). Where all sources had been in relation to Government Acts, Information or Sites. It is evident that, at least the sample in this research carried out had not researched or seen many of them, as the majority like the CPS sites tend to give full-out details towards when Stalking came into being a law and what constitutes stalking/harassment. Whilst if you go back to look at the responses to Question 10 and 3, it is significantly different from what the Official-Sources give. 


[bookmark: _Toc71184379]4.6 Conclusion

In this Section, I believe I have successfully completed my Third Objective of the Dissertation by fulfilling the Primary-Research and collecting, what is to parts, significant data that can be potentially used in the future.
The Third Objective was:
	“Compare the perceptions of Students and Young-Adults to what the Government and Policing Services dictate and Research has found, on the topic of Stalking.”
Which, I have been able to compare such, with the statistics gathered out of my Questionnaire against prior Studies, Government and Policing Services have dictated. Thus, I believe I have competently met the objective of this Section.
[bookmark: _Toc71184380]

5. Concluding, Recommending and Reflecting

[bookmark: _Toc71184381]5.1 Introduction

Whilst the previous chapter has studied and analysed the data collected from this research. This chapter will attempt to conclude the first two objectives:

	“Conduct an in-depth literature review on the topic of perceptions of stalking, its impacts, definitions and how offenders lead up to carrying out the act of stalking.”
and,
	“Identify how Charities, the Government, CPS and Policing Services attempt to help assist the Victims of Stalking, mitigate the impact and potential stalking from taking place.”

There shall, at the end of this section also be an additional section focusing on Self-Reflection and Limitations during the Dissertation work.

[bookmark: _Toc71184382]5.2 Main Findings

This research can be perceived as having attempted to gain a full and critical understanding of what Stalking is, the Resources and Research surrounding Stalking given out by both Government and Charities and what Students alongside Young-Adults believe Stalking/Harassment is, due to the fact that Stalking falls under the PHA 1997 as per the CPS (2018) had stated, even if they are not stalking specific acts. 
Whilst, the research has concluded a few significant aspects in line with what prior research had found. That people believe Movies and Shows do romanticise and thus promote Stalking in a light that is acceptable within society if you are doing so in a romantic nature, to gain affection or favour with a person who you seek, which is backed up by Becker (2018) and has furthered the research there. This should be of critical importance to both the CPS and Police-Forces to understand how to combat stalking, as at the moment as seen by their websites and documentation (SWP, n.d., CPS, 2018., MoJ, n.d., North Yorkshire Police, n.d., Home Office, 2012.) that they give details on what might be perceived as stalking and to report it at your own discretion. Whilst, this isn’t teaching people or defining quite clearly what stalking and harassment is in specific and thus leaves it up to the person discretion to try and formulate their own assumptions and act on them. Which as Becker (2018), Parry (2018) and the research conducted above shows, that the majority of people have an inaccurate understanding of what Stalking and Harassment is, as only 41.27% of participants had understood what amounts to Harassment under the PHA (1997) and CPS (2018) guidelines.

[bookmark: _Toc71184383]5.3 Recommendations

With the above conclusion a couple of recommendations can be made. One is the need for the Government, CPS, Police Services and Charities to work on attaining a straight-line definition that everyone can both agree and understand, without any concern for variations that differ in such a way that changes understanding is recommended which can be seen throughout this study has having multiple different varied understandings of what constitutes both stalking and harassment, that Stalking comes under as an offence (PHA, 1997., CPS, 2018., Sheridan and Davies, 2001., Gowland, 2013., Home Office, 2020., SLT, 2020., Reece, 2011., Victim Support, n.d., MoJ, n.d.). 
Whilst, following on from the first recommendation. Another one, would be that it is obvious, as per found by this study that people are unaware of the what counts as an offence under the PHA, 1997. Whilst other studies have found similar or have had research the implied the same (Scott et al, 2016., Scott et al, 2014., Reece, 2011., Becker, 2018., Parry, 2018.), that people are unaware of what makes up stalking and harassment and thus the need to spread awareness in a more public manner as arose.

[bookmark: _Toc71184384]5.5 Limitations

As Sikali (2020) states, the Coronavirus (COVID-19) had taken the world by surprise, changing society and nations in both a radical and rapid manner. Whilst, the implementation of Social Distancing had made experiences disruptive during the ongoing pandemic. In specific, to this research, the study had to use an Online-System in order to collect answers and data from participants and thus unable to hard-line confirm if a person is as old or young as they say they are or even their biological gender. Which could have the potentiality to skew the results of the data collected and thus the analysis of said data.
Whilst, as Sikali (2020) also states that COVID-19 had also presented dangers of negatively effecting the need of social interaction and thus potentially harming the mental states of people during the Social Distancing measures that were enforced and lockdowns. With the creation of paranoia due to the fear of catching the virus or a family member catching it. Thus, potentially harming our mental wellness, due to the need to socialise that furthermore disrupts and has had the potentiality to affect this study and has further limited the ability to contact people and gain participants.

[bookmark: _Toc71184385]5.6 Self-Reflection

The researcher had aimed to explore the definitions, views and opinions on stalking in order to find out what Young-Adults and Students assumed counted as an act of stalking. The researcher was interested in trying to better understand what people view to be stalking and harassment due to the constant issue of people misunderstanding what actually counts as harassment and stalking, which this study had successfully met via the aims and objectives. 
The researcher had acquired new abilities to use different programs such as IBM SPSS, for the use of statistics and data analysation, and Microsoft Teams for the use of Online Lectures and Support Sessions. Whilst having shown the ability to work and learn independently. The Research has carried out research with the limitations listed above, during a pandemic of COVID-19 with no actual face to face interactions at University. However, COVID-19 had already started and the pandemic was in effect before the study was initiated, the researcher was thus able to plan around it from the beginning of the study, however it still presented a challenge to both Lectures and Data-Collection. 

[bookmark: _Toc71184386]5.7 Conclusion

This chapter has successfully achieved meeting the First and Second objective:
“Conduct an in-depth literature review on the topic of perceptions of stalking, its impacts, definitions and how offenders lead up to carrying out the act of stalking.”
and,
	“Identify how Charities, the Government, CPS and Policing Services attempt to help assist the Victims of Stalking, mitigate the impact and potential stalking from taking place.”

Whilst having also been able to give further connections to the third objective:
“Compare the perceptions of Students and Young-Adults to what the Government and Policing Services dictate and Research has found, on the topic of Stalking.”

The research overall had aimed to investigate and analyse the perceptions of Students and Young-adults had on Stalking. This was achieved by meeting the three objectives that were then lined up under it, and posted in order to meet said objectives with a form of a plan in order to do so. Chapter Two having worked towards meeting the first and second objectives. Chapter 3, outlining how I would meet the Third and Chapter 4 showing how the Third objective had been met and achieving it in its content. Whilst Chapter 5 added to the Third and finished what Chapter 2 had started with the first and second objectives.
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[bookmark: _Toc71184389]7.1 Appendix 1 – SPSS Gender Analyses (Bar Question 10)

[bookmark: _Toc71184390]7.1.1 Cross Tabulations


	Prior Research Crosstabulation

	Count  

	
	What Gender are you?
	Total

	
	Female
	Male
	

	Have you ever conducted research into any area that is related to Harassment and/or Stalking?
	No
	21
	31
	52

	
	Yes
	4
	7
	11

	Total
	25
	38
	63



Figure 7.1: Crosstabulation of Gender and Prior Research.


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	What Gender are you?
	Total

	
	Female
	Male
	

	When do you believe Stalking came in as a Criminal Offence, in Britain?
	1971 - 1980.
	3
	6
	9

	
	1981 - 1990.
	9
	6
	15

	
	1991 - 2000.
	8
	11
	19

	
	2001 - 2010.
	1
	9
	10

	
	2011 - 2020.
	4
	4
	8

	
	Pre-1970.
	0
	2
	2

	Total
	25
	38
	63



Figure 7.2: Crosstabulation of Gender and when they believed Stalking came into Law in Britain.





	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	What Gender are you?
	Total

	
	Female
	Male
	

	Do you believe Technology has allowed stalking and harassment to go unnoticed?
	No
	12
	16
	28

	
	Yes
	13
	22
	35

	Total
	25
	38
	63



Figure 7.3: Crosstabulation of Gender and if they believe Technology has allowed Stalking and Harassment to go unnoticed.


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	What Gender are you?
	Total

	
	Female
	Male
	

	Do you believe Social Media has helped Stalkers?
	No
	2
	0
	2

	
	Yes
	23
	38
	61

	Total
	25
	38
	63



Figure 7.4: Crosstabulation of Gender and if they believe Social Media has helped Stalkers.


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	What Gender are you?
	Total

	
	Female
	Male
	

	Have you ever seen an awareness advert/campaign for Cyber-Stalking of any kind?
	No
	14
	23
	37

	
	Only for Stalking, not Cyber.
	1
	6
	7

	
	Yes
	10
	9
	19

	Total
	25
	38
	63



Figure 7.5: Crosstabulation of Gender and if they had seen an Advert/Campaign for Cyber-Stalking (or just Stalking) of any kind.



	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	What Gender are you?
	Total

	
	Female
	Male
	

	Do you believe Social Media Moderators do enough to restrict/punish Cyber-Stalkers?
	No
	18
	31
	49

	
	Yes
	7
	7
	14

	Total
	25
	38
	63



Figure 7.6: Crosstabulation of Gender and if they believe Social Media Moderators do enough to punish Stalkers.


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	What Gender are you?
	Total

	
	Female
	Male
	

	How long do you believe a person can be sent to prison for Stalking/Harassment?
	1 - 2 Years.
	3
	5
	8

	
	10 - 11 Years.
	1
	0
	1

	
	11 Years and upwards.
	1
	0
	1

	
	2 - 3 Years.
	3
	11
	14

	
	3 - 4 Years.
	6
	5
	11

	
	5 - 6 Years.
	3
	4
	7

	
	6 - 7 Years.
	0
	1
	1

	
	6 -7 Years.
	4
	3
	7

	
	6 Months.
	0
	2
	2

	
	7 - 8 Years.
	3
	3
	6

	
	8 - 9 Years.
	0
	1
	1

	
	9 - 10 Years.
	1
	3
	4

	Total
	25
	38
	63



Figure 7.7: Crosstabulation of Gender and how long they believe a person can be sent to prison for stalking/harassment.





	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	What Gender are you?
	Total

	
	Female
	Male
	

	How long do you believe the Average Stalking Case lasts for?
	1 - 2
	1
	1
	2

	
	12 - 15
	4
	3
	7

	
	16 - 19
	1
	4
	5

	
	20 - 23
	1
	1
	2

	
	24 - 36
	1
	1
	2

	
	3 - 5
	3
	10
	13

	
	6 - 8
	7
	9
	16

	
	9 - 11
	7
	8
	15

	
	Less than 1
	0
	1
	1

	Total
	25
	38
	63



Figure 7.8: Crosstabulation of Gender and how long they believe the average stalking case lasts.

	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	What Gender are you?
	Total

	
	Female
	Male
	

	Do you believe "Romantic Courtship" / Affectionate Attention is harassment/stalking?
	No
	6
	21
	27

	
	Yes
	19
	17
	36

	Total
	25
	38
	63



Figure 7.9: Crosstabulation of Gender and if they believe Affectionate Attention is harassment/stalking.










	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	What Gender are you?
	Total

	
	Female
	Male
	

	Do you know what a "Stalking Protection Order" is?
	Heard of it, but don't know what it actually is.
	6
	7
	13

	
	No
	12
	23
	35

	
	Yes
	7
	8
	15

	Total
	25
	38
	63



Figure 7.10: Crosstabulation of Gender and if they know or heard of a Stalking Protection Order.


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	What Gender are you?
	Total

	
	Female
	Male
	

	Do you believe Movies/Shows romanticise stalking?
	No
	2
	19
	21

	
	Yes
	23
	19
	42

	Total
	25
	38
	63



Figure 7.11: Crosstabulation of Gender and if they believe Movies/Shows romanticise Stalking.


[bookmark: _Toc71184391]7.1.2 Chi-Square Tests


	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (1-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.061a
	1
	.804
	
	

	Continuity Correctionb
	.000
	1
	1.000
	
	

	Likelihood Ratio
	.062
	1
	.804
	
	

	Fisher's Exact Test
	
	
	
	1.000
	.542

	N of Valid Cases
	63
	
	
	
	

	a. 1 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4.37.

	b. Computed only for a 2x2 table



Figure 7.12: Chi-Square test of Gender and Prior Research.


	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	8.138a
	5
	.149

	Likelihood Ratio
	9.531
	5
	.090

	N of Valid Cases
	63
	
	

	a. 6 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .79.



Figure 7.13: Chi-Square test of Gender and when they believe Stalking came in as a Criminal Offence.








	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (1-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.212a
	1
	.645
	
	

	Continuity Correctionb
	.041
	1
	.840
	
	

	Likelihood Ratio
	.212
	1
	.645
	
	

	Fisher's Exact Test
	
	
	
	.796
	.420

	N of Valid Cases
	63
	
	
	
	

	a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 11.11.

	b. Computed only for a 2x2 table



Figure 7.14: Chi-Square test of Gender and if they believe Technology has allowed stalking and harassment to go unnoticed.


	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (1-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	3.140a
	1
	.076
	
	

	Continuity Correctionb
	1.076
	1
	.300
	
	

	Likelihood Ratio
	3.797
	1
	.051
	
	

	Fisher's Exact Test
	
	
	
	.154
	.154

	N of Valid Cases
	63
	
	
	
	

	a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .79.

	b. Computed only for a 2x2 table



Figure 7.15: Chi-Square test of Gender and if they believe Social Media helps stalkers.









	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	3.270a
	2
	.195

	Likelihood Ratio
	3.524
	2
	.172

	N of Valid Cases
	63
	
	

	a. 2 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.78.



Figure 7.16: Chi-Square test of Gender and if they have seen any advert/campaign for Cyber-Stalking (or stalking) of any kind.


	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (1-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.801a
	1
	.371
	
	

	Continuity Correctionb
	.342
	1
	.559
	
	

	Likelihood Ratio
	.789
	1
	.374
	
	

	Fisher's Exact Test
	
	
	
	.537
	.277

	N of Valid Cases
	63
	
	
	
	

	a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.56.

	b. Computed only for a 2x2 table



Figure 7.17: Chi-Square test of Gender and if they believe Social Media Moderators to enough to restrict stalking.









	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	10.200a
	11
	.513

	Likelihood Ratio
	12.405
	11
	.334

	N of Valid Cases
	63
	
	

	a. 21 cells (87.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .40.



Figure 7.18: Chi-Square test of Gender and how long a person can be sent to prison for stalking.


	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	4.540a
	8
	.805

	Likelihood Ratio
	5.049
	8
	.752

	N of Valid Cases
	63
	
	

	a. 12 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .40.



Figure 7.19: Chi-Square test of Gender and how long they believe an average stalking case lasts for.











	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (1-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	6.018a
	1
	.014
	
	

	Continuity Correctionb
	4.809
	1
	.028
	
	

	Likelihood Ratio
	6.235
	1
	.013
	
	

	Fisher's Exact Test
	
	
	
	.020
	.013

	N of Valid Cases
	63
	
	
	
	

	a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 10.71.

	b. Computed only for a 2x2 table



Figure 7.20: Chi-Square test of Gender and if they believe Affectionate Attention is harassment/stalking.


	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.959a
	2
	.619

	Likelihood Ratio
	.958
	2
	.619

	N of Valid Cases
	63
	
	

	a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.16.



Figure 7.21: Chi-Square test of Gender and if they know what a Stalking Protection Order is (or heard of it).










	Chi-Square Tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (1-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	11.970a
	1
	.001
	
	

	Continuity Correctionb
	10.155
	1
	.001
	
	

	Likelihood Ratio
	13.583
	1
	.000
	
	

	Fisher's Exact Test
	
	
	
	.001
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	63
	
	
	
	

	a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 8.33.

	b. Computed only for a 2x2 table



Figure 7.22: Chi-Square test of Gender and if they believe Movies/Shows romanticise Stalking.



[bookmark: _Toc71184392]7.2 Appendix 2 – Graphs & Other Data


Figure 7.23: Graph showing Male Versus Female on when they believe Stalking came in as a Criminal Offence in Britain.


Figure 7.24: Graph showing Male Versus Female answers to if they believe technology has allowed stalking to go unnoticed.







Figure 7.25: Graph Showing Male Versus Female answers to if they had seen any Advert or Campaign raising awareness for stalking/cyber-stalking.


Figure 7.26: Graph showing Male Versus Female answers to if they believe Social Media Moderators do enough to restrict/punish Stalkers.






Figure 7.27: Graph showing Male Versus Female answers to how long they believe a person can be sent to prison for Stalking/Harassment.


Figure 7.28: Graph Showing Male Versus Female answers to how long they believe the average stalking case lasts for.


Figure 7.29: Graph showing Male Versus Female answers to if they believe Affectionate Attention is harassment/stalking. 


Figure 7.30: Graph showing Male versus Female answers to if they know or heard of what a Stalking Protection Order is.


Figure 7.31: Graph showing Male Versus Female answers to if they believe Movies/Shows romanticise Stalking.



[bookmark: _Toc71184393]7.3 Appendix 3 – SPSS Gender Analyses of “What do you classify as stalking/harassment?”


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Unwanted Interaction
	Total

	
	Selected
	Not-Selected
	

	What Gender are you?
	Female
	14
	11
	25

	
	Male
	12
	26
	38

	Total
	26
	37
	63



Figure 7.32: Crosstabulation of Gender and those that selected “Unwanted Interaction”







	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Interaction makes you feel Uncomfortable
	Total

	
	Selected
	Not-Selected
	

	What Gender are you?
	Female
	10
	15
	25

	
	Male
	12
	26
	38

	Total
	22
	41
	63



Figure 7.33: Crosstabulation of Gender and those that selected “Interaction that makes you feel uncomfortable.”


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Interaction that you find annoying
	Total

	
	Selected
	Not-Selected
	

	What Gender are you?
	Female
	10
	15
	25

	
	Male
	7
	31
	38

	Total
	17
	46
	63



Figure 7.34: Crosstabulation of Gender and those that selected “Interaction that you find annoying/irritating.”

[image: ]
Figure 7.35: Crosstabulation of Gender and those that selected “Failure to stop after being told to stop.”




	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Threats of Immiediate Violence
	Total

	
	Selected
	Not-Selected
	

	What Gender are you?
	Female
	17
	8
	25

	
	Male
	33
	5
	38

	Total
	50
	13
	63



Figure 7.36: Crosstabulation of Gender and those that selected “Threats of immediate violence to myself or family.”


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Threats of any kind
	Total

	
	Selected
	Not-Selected
	

	What Gender are you?
	Female
	17
	8
	25

	
	Male
	30
	8
	38

	Total
	47
	16
	63



Figure 7.37: Crosstabulation of Gender and those that selected “Threats of any kind, violent or not.”


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Impersonation/Fraudulent Profiles
	Total

	
	Selected
	Not-Selected
	

	What Gender are you?
	Female
	12
	13
	25

	
	Male
	12
	26
	38

	Total
	24
	39
	63



Figure 7.38: Crosstabulation of Gender and those that selected “Impersonation/Fraudulent Profiles.”





	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Spamming Chat
	Total

	
	Selected
	Not-Selected
	

	What Gender are you?
	Female
	8
	17
	25

	
	Male
	8
	30
	38

	Total
	16
	47
	63



Figure 7.39: Crosstabulation of Gender and those that selected “Spamming Chat.”


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Sending Gifts
	Total

	
	Selected
	Not-Selected
	

	What Gender are you?
	Female
	2
	23
	25

	
	Male
	4
	34
	38

	Total
	6
	57
	63



Figure 7.40: Crosstabulation of Gender and those that selected “Sending gifts.”




[bookmark: _Toc71184394]7.4 Appendix 4 – SPSS Prior Research Analyses (Bar Question 10).



	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Have you ever conducted research into any area that is related to Harassment and/or Stalking?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	When do you believe Stalking came in as a Criminal Offence, in Britain?
	1971 - 1980.
	8
	1
	9

	
	1981 - 1990.
	12
	3
	15

	
	1991 - 2000.
	17
	2
	19

	
	2001 - 2010.
	10
	0
	10

	
	2011 - 2020.
	4
	4
	8

	
	Pre-1970.
	1
	1
	2

	Total
	52
	11
	63



Figure 7.41: Crosstabulation showing Prior Research and when they believe Stalking came in as a Criminal Offence in Britain.


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Have you ever conducted research into any area that is related to Harassment and/or Stalking?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	Do you believe Technology has allowed stalking and harassment to go unnoticed?
	No
	23
	5
	28

	
	Yes
	29
	6
	35

	Total
	52
	11
	63



Figure 7.42: Crosstabulation showing Prior Research and if they believe technology as allowed stalking/harassment to go unnoticed.




	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Have you ever conducted research into any area that is related to Harassment and/or Stalking?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	Have you ever seen an awareness advert/campaign for Cyber-Stalking of any kind?
	No
	34
	3
	37

	
	Only for Stalking, not Cyber.
	6
	1
	7

	
	Yes
	12
	7
	19

	Total
	52
	11
	63



Figure 7.43: Crosstabulation showing Prior Research and if they have seen any awareness campaign/advert for Cyber-Stalking or Stalking.


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Have you ever conducted research into any area that is related to Harassment and/or Stalking?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	Do you believe Social Media Moderators do enough to restrict/punish Cyber-Stalkers?
	No
	39
	10
	49

	
	Yes
	13
	1
	14

	Total
	52
	11
	63



Figure 7.44: Crosstabulation showing Prior Research and if they believe Social Media Moderators do enough to restrict Stalkers.








	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Have you ever conducted research into any area that is related to Harassment and/or Stalking?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	How long do you believe a person can be sent to prison for Stalking/Harassment?
	1 - 2 Years.
	7
	1
	8

	
	10 - 11 Years.
	0
	1
	1

	
	11 Years and upwards.
	1
	0
	1

	
	2 - 3 Years.
	11
	3
	14

	
	3 - 4 Years.
	10
	1
	11

	
	5 - 6 Years.
	7
	0
	7

	
	6 - 7 Years.
	1
	0
	1

	
	6 -7 Years.
	6
	1
	7

	
	6 Months.
	2
	0
	2

	
	7 - 8 Years.
	6
	0
	6

	
	8 - 9 Years.
	0
	1
	1

	
	9 - 10 Years.
	1
	3
	4

	Total
	52
	11
	63



Figure 7.45: Crosstabulation of Prior Research and how long they believe a person can be sent to prison.


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Have you ever conducted research into any area that is related to Harassment and/or Stalking?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	Do you believe "Romantic Courtship" / Affectionate Attention is harassment/stalking?
	No
	22
	5
	27

	
	Yes
	30
	6
	36

	Total
	52
	11
	63



Figure 7.46: Crosstabulation of Prior Research and if they believe Affectionate attention is Stalking/Harassment.


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Have you ever conducted research into any area that is related to Harassment and/or Stalking?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	Do you believe Movies/Shows romanticise stalking?
	No
	18
	3
	21

	
	Yes
	34
	8
	42

	Total
	52
	11
	63



Figure 7.47: Crosstabulation of Prior Research and if they believe Movies/Shows romanticise Stalking.



[bookmark: _Toc71184395]7.5 Appendix 5 – SPSS Prior Research analyses of “What do you classify as Stalking/Harassment?”


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Have you ever conducted research into any area that is related to Harassment and/or Stalking?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	Unwanted Interaction
	Selected
	20
	6
	26

	
	Not-Selected
	32
	5
	37

	Total
	52
	11
	63



Figure 7.48: Crosstabulation of Prior Research and if they selected “Unwanted Interaction.”


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Have you ever conducted research into any area that is related to Harassment and/or Stalking?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	Interaction makes you feel Uncomfortable
	Selected
	16
	6
	22

	
	Not-Selected
	36
	5
	41

	Total
	52
	11
	63



Figure 7.49: Crosstabulation of Prior Research and if they selected “Interaction makes you feel uncomfortable.”








	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Have you ever conducted research into any area that is related to Harassment and/or Stalking?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	Interaction that you find annoying
	Selected
	14
	3
	17

	
	Not-Selected
	38
	8
	46

	Total
	52
	11
	63



Figure 7.50: Crosstabulation of Prior Research and if they selected “Interaction that you find annoying.”


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Have you ever conducted research into any area that is related to Harassment and/or Stalking?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	Failure to stop after told.
	Selected
	30
	5
	35

	
	Not-Selected
	22
	6
	28

	Total
	52
	11
	63



Figure 7.51: Crosstabulation of Prior Research and if they selected “Failure to stop after being told to stop.”


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Have you ever conducted research into any area that is related to Harassment and/or Stalking?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	Threats of Immiediate Violence
	Selected
	43
	7
	50

	
	Not-Selected
	9
	4
	13

	Total
	52
	11
	63



Figure 7.52: Crosstabulation of Prior Research and if they selected “Threats of immediate violence to myself or family.”

	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Have you ever conducted research into any area that is related to Harassment and/or Stalking?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	Threats of any kind
	Selected
	40
	7
	47

	
	Not-Selected
	12
	4
	16

	Total
	52
	11
	63



Figure 7.53: Crosstabulation of Prior Research and if they selected “Threats of any kind, violent or not.”


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Have you ever conducted research into any area that is related to Harassment and/or Stalking?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	Impersonation/Fraudulent Profiles
	Selected
	21
	3
	24

	
	Not-Selected
	31
	8
	39

	Total
	52
	11
	63



Figure 7.54: Crosstabulation of Prior Research and if they selected “Impersonation/Fraudulent Profiles.”


	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Have you ever conducted research into any area that is related to Harassment and/or Stalking?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	Spamming Chat
	Selected
	14
	2
	16

	
	Not-Selected
	38
	9
	47

	Total
	52
	11
	63



Figure 7.55: Crosstabulation of Prior Research and if they selected “Spamming Chat.”

	Crosstab

	Count  

	
	Have you ever conducted research into any area that is related to Harassment and/or Stalking?
	Total

	
	No
	Yes
	

	Sending Gifts
	Selected
	4
	2
	6

	
	Not-Selected
	48
	9
	57

	Total
	52
	11
	63



Figure 7.56: Crosstabulation of Prior Research and if they selected “Sending gifts.”



Female	No	Yes	0.08	0.92	Male	No	Yes	0.5	0.5	



Female	No	Yes	0.24	0.76	Male	No	Yes	0.55259999999999998	0.44740000000000002	



No	No	Only for Stalking, not Cyber	Yes	0.65380000000000005	0.1154	0.23080000000000001	Yes	No	Only for Stalking, not Cyber	Yes	0.2727	9.0899999999999995E-2	0.63639999999999997	



Female	1971 - 1980.	1981 - 1990.	1991 - 2000.	2001 - 2010.	2011 - 2020.	Pre-1970.	3	9	8	1	4	0	Male	1971 - 1980.	1981 - 1990.	1991 - 2000.	2001 - 2010.	2011 - 2020.	Pre-1970.	6	6	11	9	4	2	Male	1971 - 1980.	1981 - 1990.	1991 - 2000.	2001 - 2010.	2011 - 2020.	Pre-1970.	



No	Female	Male	12	16	Yes	Female	Male	13	22	Yes	Female	Male	



Female	No	Only for Stalking, not Cyber.	Yes	14	1	10	Male	No	Only for Stalking, not Cyber.	Yes	23	6	9	



Female	No	Yes	18	7	Male	No	Yes	31	7	



Female	1 - 2 Years.	10 - 11 Years.	11 Years and upwards.	2 - 3 Years.	3 - 4 Years.	5 - 6 Years.	6 - 7 Years.	6 -7 Years.	6 Months.	7 - 8 Years.	8 - 9 Years.	9 - 10 Years.	3	1	1	3	6	3	0	4	0	3	0	1	Male	1 - 2 Years.	10 - 11 Years.	11 Years and upwards.	2 - 3 Years.	3 - 4 Years.	5 - 6 Years.	6 - 7 Years.	6 -7 Years.	6 Months.	7 - 8 Years.	8 - 9 Years.	9 - 10 Years.	5	0	0	11	5	4	1	3	2	3	1	3	



Female	1 - 2	12 - 15	16 - 19	20 - 23	24 - 36	3 - 5	6 - 8	9 - 11	Less than 1	1	4	1	1	1	3	7	7	0	Male	1 - 2	12 - 15	16 - 19	20 - 23	24 - 36	3 - 5	6 - 8	9 - 11	Less than 1	1	3	4	1	1	10	9	8	1	



Female	No	Yes	6	19	Male	No	Yes	21	17	



Female	Heard of it, but don't know what it actually is.	No	Yes	6	12	7	Male	Heard of it, but don't know what it actually is.	No	Yes	7	23	8	



Female	No	Yes	2	23	Male	No	Yes	19	19	
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