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Abstract 

Stalking is a form of targeted violence which most often results in psychological harm, 

but can also include acts of physical harm, and is associated with victims experiencing a 

wide range of psychological difficulties. This study examined the psychometric properties 

of the Guidelines for Stalking Assessment and Management (SAM; Kropp, Hart, & Lyon, 

2008), including the interrater reliability, predictive validity, and concurrent validity with 

the Screening Version of the Hare Psychopathy Checklist-Revised (PCL:SV; Hart, Cox, 

& Hare, 1995), and the Violence Risk Appraisal Guide (VRAG; Quinsey, Rice, Harris, & 

Cormier, 1998). Another objective of this study was to examine reoffending rates and 

patterns in time-to-reoffending among a sample of offenders originally convicted of 

stalking-related offences. The sample consisted of 106 offenders referred to a Canadian 

forensic psychiatric clinic or hospital for pre-trial or post-sentence assessment or 

treatment. Recidivism was coded over the follow-up period of approximately 10 years, 

and was categorized into four types of recidivism (i.e., any new stalking with physical 

harm, any new stalking, any new violence, & any new recidivism). Overall, the SAM 

performed well in terms of interrater reliability. The interrater reliability of numerical SAM 

total and domain scores was good to excellent (ICC2 range =  .73 to .75) while Summary 

Risk rating agreement was fair (ICC2 range = .50 to .57). When examining the concurrent 

validity of the SAM, the Nature of Stalking, Perpetrator Risk Factor, and SAM Total 

numerical scores displayed good concurrent validity with the with the PCL:SV and 

VRAG, as did the Case Prioritization and Risk of Physical Harm ratings, correlations all 

significant p < .05. The Risk of Continued Stalking rating was significantly correlated with 

the PCL:SV, p < .05, but not the VRAG. As would be expected, Victim Vulnerability 

Factors and Reasonableness of Fear Summary Risk rating were not significantly 

correlated with either measure.  In terms of predictive validity, none of the measures 

(SAM numerical total scores, VRAG scores, PCL:SV scores) were associated with 

stalking recidivism. The SAM Summary Risk rating, Risk for Continued Stalking, 

significantly predicted violent recidivism within the first year. 

Keywords:  Guidelines for Stalking Assessment and Management; risk assessment; 

predictive validity; Structured Professional Judgment; stalking; interrater 

reliability  
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INTRODUCTION 

Defining Stalking 

Stalking is considered a widespread problem with serious psychological, societal, 

and legal consequences. Stalking is a notoriously pervasive problem known for evoking 

fear in victims, frustration in the legal system, and prognostic pessimism in mental health 

providers. In Canada in 2009, over 20 thousand incidents of criminal harassment were 

reported by Canadian police services, which represented a 7% increase over the 

previous year (Milligan, 2011). Notably, in 2008-2009 Canada’s adult criminal courts 

completed over three thousand cases where criminal harassment was the most serious 

charge. Despite the pervasiveness of stalking, a lack of consensus exists both within 

legal definitions and within the psychological literature when it comes to defining what 

constitutes stalking (Owens, 2016; Tjaden, 2009). From an etymological point of view, 

the word stalking originates from the Old English term, bestaelcian, meaning to walk or 

approach stealthily (Barnhart, 1988). This definition later evolved to mean the stealthy 

pursuit of prey, referring to the predatory act between a hunter and its prey. It was not 

until the 1980s in the context of high profile cases involving celebrities pursued by 

obsessed fans, that the verb to stalk was used to describe human interactions, 

specifically repeated acts of following and other intrusive behaviours (Tjaden, 2009). In 

the early 1990s, as both Canada and the United States passed anti-stalking legislation, 

heterogeneous definitions arose (Tjaden, 2009), with the behavioural sciences field 

introducing broader but related constructs such as obsessional following (Meloy, 1998), 

obsessional harassment (Rosenfeld, 2004a), obsessional relational intrusion (Cupach & 

Spitzberg, 1998), unwanted pursuit behaviours (Laghinrichsen-Rohling, Palarea, Cohen, 

& Rohling, 2000), and intrusive contacts (Haugaard & Seri, 2003).  

From a legal and scientific standpoint, defining or operationalizing stalking brings 

several unique challenges. First, unlike most other criminal acts, stalking requires an act 

of repetition. A singular event would be insufficient to constitute stalking, rather it is the 

pattern of conduct that tends to be fear inducing.1 Therefore, the examination of 

                                                
1 However, there has been case law in Canada which has allowed for criminal harassment convictions 
based on single-event incidents if there is sufficient evidence to suggest that a  “single incident that carried 
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individual acts is necessary but insufficient to understand the context within which the 

behaviours are occurring. Second, stalking can include a diverse array of behaviours, 

some of which may be otherwise lawful. For example, receiving gifts, phone calls, even 

showing up unannounced are not illegal in and of themselves, and may be considered 

socially desirable in different contexts (e.g., within an intimate relationship) (Fox, Nobles, 

& Fisher, 2011). Other behaviours may be more sinister in nature and constitute unlawful 

conduct, such as trespassing, following, uttering threats, menacing, and assault. 

However, to examine these criminal acts in isolation would fail to capture the larger 

problematic context of stalking. Third, in order for these repeated behaviours to be 

considered stalking, most definitions require that the behaviour is unwanted and causes 

fear (Beatty, 2003). This third component of the stalking definition is somewhat 

controversial for what may be fear inducing for some may simply incite annoyance or 

anger in others. Conversely, some individuals’ threshold for fear may be unreasonably 

low. If the pattern of behaviour is not fear-inducing, is it considered stalking?  Tjaden 

(2009) and the National Criminal Justice Association (1993) argue that fear is what 

differentiates a lawful behaviour from a criminal one. Some jurisdictions, such as 

Arkansas and Colorado, have broadened the fear criteria to include emotional distress 

more generally to capture the variations in responses that victims may have. However, 

opponents have argued that other crimes do not require a fear component and the 

application of one to stalking is unnecessary (Dietz & Martin, 2007).  To combat the 

inherent subjectivity in definitions, some legal statutes have included the phrase, 

“reasonable person.” The reasonable person standard within a court of law necessitates 

the evaluation of whether another rational person would be similarly fearful if placed in 

the victim’s situation.   

Although stalking can generally be conceptualized as any unwanted behaviour 

and repeated course of conduct towards a specific individual which induces fear or 

concern for one’s safety (Cupach & Spitzburg, 1998), legal definitions are typically two-

pronged. The behaviour must include a pattern of conduct directed at a specific person, 

and the conduct is intended to, and, places that person in fear for his or her safety 

(Beatty, 2003, Owens, 2016). Within Canada, the Criminal Code, refers to stalking as 

criminal harassment (Section 264 of the Criminal Code of Canada). This legal definition 

includes engaging conduct (whether intentionally or recklessly) that causes another 
                                                                                                                                            
the real future prospect of the continuing tormenting” of the victim (R. v. Kosikar, 1999; see also R. v. 
Hawkins, 2006; R. v. O’Connor, 2008; & R. v. Ohenhen, 2005).  
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person to reasonably fear for their safety or the safety of anyone known to them. The 

legislation goes on to define specific conducts which fall under the umbrella of criminal 

harassment, such as repeatedly following, repeatedly communicating, besetting or 

watching a specific location, or engaging in threatening conduct directed at the person or 

any member of their family (Appendix A).  

Stalking Risk Assessment 

Risk assessment can be generally described as a method of identifying and 

studying hazards, with a goal of reducing the probability of their occurrence (Hart, 1998). 

Specifically, violence risk assessment both characterizes an individual’s risk to commit 

future acts of violence and aims to develop interventions to manage or reduce that risk 

(e.g., Hart, 1998; Hart, 2001; Heilbrun, 1997). Stalking is unique from other forms of 

violence risk assessment due to its nature. Specifically, stalking is targeted violence 

directed at specific individuals, rather than other forms of violence which may be 

targeted towards groups (e.g., intimate partners, children), or remain relatively 

untargeted (Kropp, Hart, & Lyon, 2002). Stalking is also distinct from other forms of 

violence as it may include acts that are intimidating only because of the context in which 

they occur (Kropp et al., 2002). For example, receiving flowers delivered to the victim’s 

home address from someone the victim only met on one occasion and rebuffed 

romantically. Further, stalking is somewhat dissimilar from other types of violence, as the 

pattern of harassment can persist for many years and may include a diversity of acts 

(Kropp et al., 2002; Kropp, Hart, Lyon, & Storey, 2011).  

The past two decades have yielded a proliferation of research related to 

assessing risk among those who have engaged in stalking-related offences. Due to the 

nascent literature in the area of stalking and the differentiating issues in violence risk 

assessment, the general approach to stalking risk assessment has not been actuarial, 

but rather more inline with the Structured Professional Judgment (SPJ) approach. 

Briefly, the use of SPJ instruments involves identifying the presence and relevance of 

empirically-derived risk factors, case formulation, and scenario planning. Professionals 

then use a set of structured guidelines to make Summary Risk ratings regarding different 

violence risk outcomes (e.g., physical harm, degree of harm) and the degree/type of 

management interventions that may be required (e.g. victim safety planning, reporting 

requirements, conditions). The SPJ approach integrates the advantages of the actuarial 
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method (by relying on empirically supported risk factors) with the flexibility of case-

specific clinical judgment, in determining how risk factors should be weighed and 

whether additional risk factors should be considered.  

Several risk assessment measures have been designed to specifically assess 

risk among stalking perpetrators. Some measures are more comprehensive and 

intended for use with those conducting in-depth risk assessment, while others are 

screening measures intended for law enforcement officers. A summary of the reliability 

and validity of available measures will be provided in the following sections. 

Stalking Risk Profile (SRP) 

The Stalking Risk Profile: Guidelines for the Assessment and Management of 

Stalkers (SRP) is an SPJ instrument developed by the Australian group, MacKenzie et 

al. (2009), that assesses risk in five risk domains and specifically looks at four different 

outcomes (i.e., physical violence, persistence, recurrence, psychosocial damage). 

Domains encapsulated within the SRP include: (1) the nature of the victim-perpetrator 

relationships; (2) the perpetrator’s motivation(s); (3) psychological, psychopathological, 

and social characteristics of the perpetrator; (4) the psychological and social 

vulnerabilities of the victim; and (5) the legal and mental health context in which the 

behaviour is occurring. The risk factors rated within the domains for each case is 

dependent on which category or motivational typology (Mullen et al., 1999; i.e., 

incompetent suitor, intimacy seeking, rejected, resentful, predatory) the individual being 

assessed is deemed to fit. In total, there are 81 risk factors, with each case being rated 

on 32 to 40 items depending on the category of stalking offender and domains of risk 

being assessed (McEwan, Shea, Daffern, MacKenzie, Ogloff, & Mullen, 2016). It is 

therefore necessary for the assessor to determine the typology of the perpetrator prior to 

engaging in the process of the risk assessment.  

To date, there is one published study examining the reliability and validity of the 

SRP by the authors of the instrument (McEwan et al., 2016). This study examined a 

sample of 241 predominantly male individuals who had committed stalking offences and 

were referred to a community-based forensic mental health service in Australia and 

whether they engaged in subsequent stalking or other violent recidivism. Stalking 

recidivism was operationalized as the presence of a stalking-specific charge or a 
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“pattern of charges or restraining orders against a single victim [which] indicated that 

subsequent stalking had occurred,” (McEwan et al., 2016, p. 6), whereas other violent 

recidivism was coded when a physically violent charge occurred against the same victim 

as in the index stalking offence. The median follow-up period was approximately 3 years 

(Mdn = 170.43 weeks). The SRP was found to have high interrater reliability for the 

classification of stalking typology (Kappa = .98), and moderate to substantial interrater 

reliability for overall risk judgments (ICC1 ranging from 0.70 for Recurrence against same 

victim to 0.90 for Persistence). In terms of predictive validity, McEwan et al. (2016) 

examined reoffences that occurred within the first six-month follow-up period and over 

the total follow-up period. During the six-month follow-up period, two of the SRP ratings 

(i.e., Persistence, Recurrence against the same victim) did not significantly differentiate 

between those that reoffended and those that did not. The authors found that those 

deemed to be high risk for stalking a different victim were significantly more likely to 

reoffend than those deemed low risk on this summary rating (Recurrence against a 

different victim). With regards to the long-term follow-up period, the authors found the 

low risk group were significantly less likely to commit a new stalking offence than the 

high risk group based on the Persistence and Recurrence against the same victim 

ratings.  Due to low base rates of physical harm, McEwan et al. (2016) were unable to 

determine the predictive validity of the SRP violence judgments. The authors also noted 

that their distinguishing feature between the Persistence and Recurrence categories 

(i.e., cessation of stalking behaviour for six months) was not based on empirical 

research (MacKenzie et al., 2009). Overall, McEwan et al. (2016) concluded that the 

SRP risk judgments discriminated more effectively over the longer follow-up period than 

in the short-term follow-up period, had relatively good interrater reliability, and good 

internal consistency.  

The Guidelines for Stalking Assessment and Management (SAM) 

The Guidelines for Stalking Assessment and Management (SAM) is another SPJ 

instrument developed by a Canadian group, Kropp, Hart, and Lyon (2008). The SAM 

includes 30 identified risk factors (or items), which have been divided into three domains, 

each of which contains 10 items (Table 1). The first domain, Nature of Stalking (N 

Factors), consists of items related to the pattern of the stalking behaviour and is 

designed to help characterize the seriousness of the stalking behaviour (Kropp et al., 
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2011). The second domain, Perpetrator Risk Factors (P Factors), reflects the 

psychosocial adjustment and background of the perpetrator and provides an indication 

of perpetrator characteristics which might be associated with the decision to engage in  

Table 1     SAM Risk Factors 

Domain Risk Factor 
Nature of Stalking N1. Communicates about victim  
 N2. Communicates with victim  
  N3. Approaches victim  
 N4. Direct contact with victim  
 N5. Intimidates victim  
 N6. Threatens victim  
 N7. Violent towards victim  
 N8. Stalking is persistent   
 N9. Stalking is escalating  
 N10. Stalking involves supervision violations   
Perpetrator Risk Factors P1. Angry  
 P2. Obsessed  
 P3. Irrational  
 P4. Unrepentant  
 P5. Antisocial lifestyle  
 P6. Intimate relationship problems  
 P7. Non-intimate relationship problems  
 P8. Distressed  
 P9. Substance use problems   
 P10. Employment and financial problems  
Victim Vulnerability Factors V1. Inconsistent behaviour toward perpetrator   
 V2. Inconsistent attitude toward perpetrator  
 V3. Inadequate access to resources  
 V4. Unsafe living situation  
 V5. Problems caring for dependents  
 V6. Intimate relationship problems  
 V7. Non-intimate relationship problems  
 V8. Distressed  
 V9. Substance use problems  
 V10. Employment and financial problems   
 

stalking (Kropp et al., 2011). The third domain, Victim Vulnerability Factors (V Factors), 

contains items assessing the psychosocial adjustment and background of the victim, 

which may influence the victim’s ability to engage in self-protective behaviour (Kropp et 

al., 2011). Evaluators make two sets of ratings based on different timeframes (Recent 
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and Past), with Recent ratings reflecting behaviour during the current stalking episode, 

and Past ratings reflecting any behaviour that occurred prior to the current episode of 

stalking. In terms of Summary Risk judgments, users are asked to evaluate the Risk for 

Continued Stalking (of the current victim), Risk for Serious Physical Harm, 

Reasonableness of the Victim’s Fear, whether Immediate Action is Required, and overall 

Case Prioritization. The Case Prioritization rating is intended to reflect “the degree of 

effort or intervention it will require to prevent the person from committing stalking” (Kropp 

et al., 2008, p.19).  

To date, there have been six empirical studies utilizing the SAM with stalking 

offenders (Belfrage & Strand, 2009; Foellmi, Rosenfeld, & Galietta, 2016; Kropp et al., 

2011; Shea, McEwan, Strand, & Ogloff, 2018; Storey & Hart, 2011; Storey, Hart, Meloy, 

& Reavis, 2009). In the initial validation of the SAM, Kropp et al. (2011) found that the 

interrater reliability between two raters in their sample (n  = 89) was fair to moderate in 

strength for the individual risk factors (ICC1 range .29 to 1.00), although some items 

displayed insufficient variability in the ratings to calculate interrater reliability (e.g., P5 

Antisocial Lifestyle, V3 Inadequate Access to Resources). Overall, the total SAM scores 

had good interrater reliability (ICC1 = .82), whereas the Summary Risk ratings had fair to 

good interrater reliability (ICC1 range .39 to .71). Similarly, studies have found moderate 

interrater reliability for the N Factors, P Factors, and V Factors (Foellmi, Rosenfeld, & 

Galietta, 2016; Storey, Hart, Meloy, & Reavis, 2009). Other studies have found a 

significant association between the number of risk factors rated as present and the 

Summary Risk judgments (Belfrage & Strand, 2008) as well as associations with specific 

traits of psychopathy (Storey et al., 2009). Using median corrected item-total 

correlations, Kropp et al. (2011) found modest correlations between the individual items 

and the total scores on the SAM domains (N, P, and V Factors), indicating that each risk 

factor was contributing independent and unique information to the assessment of risk, 

which has been consistent with other studies (Foellmi et al., 2016).  

However, an important caveat when examining the interrater reliability of the 

SAM is that studies have primarily examined whether risk factors were ever present 

(Foellmi et al., 2016; Storey et al., 2009), or have focused on the most recent stalking 

period (Kropp et al., 2011), rather than examining the Past and Recent ratings as the 

SAM Manual intends (Kropp et al., 2008). Shea et al. (2018) examined the interrater 

reliability of the SAM (n = 39) using both Past and Recent ratings. The authors initially 
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found poor reliability for both domain and item scores, which upon further examination 

appeared to stem from disagreement regarding what constituted the Recent timeframe. 

The authors opined that the definition used to define the Recent time period in the SAM 

was problematic. Specifically, the SAM manual indicates that the Recent timeframe 

commences “when the perpetrator first engaged in behaviour that ultimately caused the 

victim to experience concern or fear and that continued more or less uninterrupted to the 

present time,” (Kropp et al., 2008, p.12). Shea et al. (2018) offered the example of one 

participant in their study who had engaged in stalking behaviour unabated, albeit with 

changes in specific intrusions, for a period of twenty-years meaning that all of their 

behaviour fell under the Recent definition of the SAM. Shea et al. (2018) argue that the 

use of a fixed time period (e.g., past six months for Recent ratings), more in line with 

other SPJ instruments (e.g., SARA:V3, Kropp & Hart, 2015; RSVP, Hart et al., 2003), 

would be useful to better capture fluctuations in risk state. When redefining the Recent 

time period to mean within the last six months, Shea et al. (2018) found fair to moderate 

interrater reliability for the Summary Risk judgments (ICC1 = .50 - .77), with the lowest 

level of agreement found for the Summary Risk rating of Serious Physical Harm. 

However, it is important to note that although item-level changes occurred as a result of 

the new definition of Recent ratings, it did not significantly alter the Summary Risk 

judgments.  

With regards to concurrent validity, Kropp et al. (2011) examined the SAM’s 

concurrent validity with the Psychopathy Checklist: Screening Version (PCL:SV; Hart et 

al., 1995) and the Violence Risk Appraisal Guide (VRAG; Quinsey, Harris, Rice, & 

Cormier, 1998). Although the PCL:SV total score significantly correlated with all of the 

SAM numerical scores and conclusory opinions, the VRAG did not correlate strongly 

with the SAM, particularly when the psychopathy item was removed from the VRAG.  

In the first study to examine the predictive validity of the SAM, Foellmi et al. 

(2016) assessed 89 offenders convicted of stalking or harassment-related offences in 

New York City who had been referred to a university-based treatment program. 

Outcome data was obtained through several sources including: self-report at six-months 

post-program completion, regular monitoring of the public database of current charges in 

New York, official criminal record information, and information from treating clinicians. 

The average length of follow-up was 2.51 years (SD = 1.38). The authors found that the 

SAM total scores provided significant and unique contributes to predicting stalking 
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recidivism with higher scores being associated with more rapid reoffending using 

survival analysis techniques. When examining the contributions of the N Factor and P 

Factor domains, it was found that the former significantly contributed in a positive 

manner to predicting stalking reoffence, whereas the latter did not significantly 

contribute. Conversely, PCL:SV scores were negatively associated with stalking 

recidivism (i.e., with higher scores on the PCL:SV being associated with a lower 

likelihood of stalking reoffences). Additional Cox Proportional Hazard analyses were 

conducted which included two separate models using either the N Factor total score or P 

Factor total score, and PCL:SV total score. The model using the N Factor domain score 

and PCL:SV total score was significant, −2LL = 206.55, Model χ 2 (2) = 7.37, p = .025; 

higher N Factor domain scores and lower PCL:SV total scores were predictive of future 

stalking. Previous research examining psychopathic traits among stalking offenders has 

identified low prevalence rates (Storey et al., 2009), which was consistent with Foellmi et 

al.’s (2016) findings in their sample. It was hypothesized that a potential explanation for 

the negative association between PCL:SV total scores and stalking reoffending was that 

the presence of psychopathic traits may be indicative of a decreased likelihood to 

engage in stalking behaviour to begin with, due to deficient affective experiences, as well 

as being less likely to reoffend when compared with perpetrators who experience 

stronger feelings of attachment towards their victims. Finally, the authors conducted 

exploratory analyses to examine whether the effect of relationship (i.e., ex-intimate 

versus other) would have additive utility in their Cox Proportional Hazard Model, 

although they ultimately found that this variable did not contribute significantly to the 

prediction of stalking or other violent recidivism. 

With regards to physical harm recidivism, the SAM global risk ratings, total 

scores, and domain totals, were not associated with other types of violent reoffending. 

Foellmi et al. (2016) posited this finding may be due to either limitations of the SAM or 

methodological limitations of their study, namely the low base rates of those assessed to 

be at high risk for violent behaviour (n =1), and the infrequency of violent reoffending in 

their sample (11%). In addition to this limitation, the authors noted that their sample was 

comprised of predominantly low to moderate risk offenders who underwent an intensive 

treatment program specifically targeted to reducing the likelihood of future stalking 

offences, which may have (hopefully) reduced the predictive validity of the SAM. Overall, 

Foellmi et al. (2016) concluded that their study lent support to the use of the SAM when 
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assessing risk for stalking recidivism, although they noted that further research was 

needed to evaluate whether the SAM had utility in assessing risk for physical harm 

within the context of stalking.  

In the second study to examine the predictive validity of the SAM, Shea et al. 

(2018) coded the SAM on a sample of 131 individuals who had engaged in stalking 

behaviour and had been referred to a community-based forensic mental health service in 

Melbourne, Australia. The median length of time for follow-up was approximately six 

years, and recidivism was coded from official police records and included criminal 

charges and formal interventions (e.g., restraining orders). Stalking recidivism was 

defined by the presence of a new stalking charge or whether evidence of a pattern of 

charges against the same victim were present, with 29% of the sample was found to 

have reoffended in terms of stalking recidivism. The sample was considered 

predominantly low and moderate risk based on the Case Prioritization ratings on the 

SAM (low = 41.1%, moderate = 46.6%, high = 12.3%). Using Kaplan-Meier survival 

analysis, individuals rated as low on the Case Prioritization and Risk for Continued 

Stalking were found to reoffend against the same victim significantly less often and more 

slowly than those judged as moderate or high risk. Specifically, those rated as high on 

these Summary Risk ratings were found to be five to nine times more likely as those 

deemed low risk to reoffend against their index victims. Limitations of their study 

included the inability to examine V Factors, low base rates of physical harm (5.3%) 

which prevented predictive validity analyses on this outcome, and defining recidivism 

outcomes on the basis of legal charges. The authors concluded that their study 

supported the use of the SAM when assessing risk for future stalking. 

Screening Measures 

In addition to more comprehensive risk assessment measures such as the SAM 

and SRP, there are currently a number of screening measures in use for the evaluation 

of stalking risk. The Screening Assessment for Stalking and Harassment (SASH; 

McEwan, Strand, MacKenzie, & James, 2015; 2017) was developed to provide first 

responders with decision-making guidance who may be receiving initial reports of 

stalking and are therefore lacking in comprehensive case information. The authors 

specifically note that this measure is not designed to be a risk assessment tool per se, 
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but rather has been designed as a screening tool or case triage measure (McEwan et 

al., 2015). As this measure was intended for use with law enforcement, the instrument 

has been structured to assess risk factors which police personnel would readily have 

available (e.g., observable behaviours) and the rating of the risk factors does not require 

any specialist knowledge in the area of stalking (Hehemann, van Nobelan, Brandt, & 

McEwan, 2017). The SASH consists of 16 items covering three broad areas: (1) stalking 

behaviour, (2) perpetrator’s history, and  (3) the victim’s situation. Subsequent to the 

rating of the 16 items, the rater makes an overall judgment regarding the level of 

concern (low/moderate/high) based on the number and nature of the items marked as 

being present (Hehemann et al., 2017). It is recommended that cases rated as being 

high concern are followed-up with a more comprehensive risk assessment measure 

such as the SAM or the SRP.  

To date, there has been one study examining the reliability and validity of the 

SASH using ratings made by police officers in the Netherlands (Hehemann et al., 2017). 

On ten cases rated by five police officers, the authors found moderate agreement (ICC2 

= .62) for the overall level of concern rating with a 59% absolute agreement rate 

between raters. When examining individual item ratings, the authors found absolute 

agreement ranged between 60-100%. With regards to predictive validity, the study used 

a blind-retrospective design wherein recidivism was coded from the police-reporting 

database. Stalking recidivism was categorized into three levels of severity: low (i.e., 

unwanted communications such as calls, text messages, social media responses, etc.), 

moderate (i.e., approach behaviours such as following, loitering, accosting the victim), 

and high (i.e., behaviours that involved threats or violence). The types of behaviours 

were then combined with the frequency with which they occurred to determine an overall 

level of stalking severity. Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) analysis indicated 

that the SASH correctly classified 83% of individuals as having a moderate or high level 

of concern who then went on to have a moderate or high stalking severity rating and a 

46% correct classification for those in the low categories. However, the SASH 

underestimated subsequent severity of stalking in 10% of the cases. Overall, Hehemann 

et al. (2017) concluded that the SASH was effective in determining which cases were 

likely to require increased interventions and managements due to greater likelihood of 

moderate or severe stalking outcomes. However, one of the major limitations of the 

SASH is that it does not provide direction or recommendations of what might be suitable 
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management strategies. 

Other screening measures include the SRP-FAST (Fixated Assessment 

Screening Tool; Pathé, Phillips, & James, unpublished), the SRP-CLASS (Court Liaison 

Assessment Screen for Stalkers, Pathê, Phillips, MacKenzie, & McEwan, unpublished), 

and the DASH 2009 (Domestic Abuse, Stalking and Harassment, and Honour Based 

Violence, unpublished) which are being used and/or piloted in various police services.  

To date, there are no known studies examining the reliability or validity of these 

measures.  

The DASH2 was implemented as a part of a risk assessment, identification, and 

management model within the United Kingdom (UK)’s National Policing leads to better 

support and improve police response to cases of intimate partner violence in 2009. The 

DASH contains 27 questions posed to victims (e.g., Are you very frightened?) which aim 

to capture risk factors for intimate partner violence, which was developed by a “multi-

agency expert panel” (Robinson, Myhill, Wire, Roberts, & Tilley, 2014, p. 2). The scores 

are then summed and used to inform an overall risk rating (i.e., standard, medium, or 

high). One study has examined the implementation of the DASH and found that it was 

not being used consistently across police agencies and cases (Robinson et al., 2014). 

This study did not examine any psychometric properties of the DASH, including its 

reliability or predictive validity.  

Assessing risk in stalking presents additional challenges as outcomes in stalking 

cases can be diverse. For example, stalking behaviour may escalate from unwanted 

communications to physical harm or may desist with one victim but begin with a new 

victim. It therefore becomes important to distinguish between differing patterns of 

behaviour when examining stalking outcomes, as using the term recidivism may conflate 

different types of behaviour (McEwan et al., 2009). Persistence in stalking can be 

defined as continued stalking behaviour over long periods of time directed towards the 

same victim. Escalation in stalking includes an increase in the severity of stalking 

behaviour (e.g., increase in frequency of intrusions, increase in diversity of behaviours, 

targeting multiple victims) and may include escalation to physical harm towards the 

victim. Conversely, recidivistic stalking involves a period of time whereby the perpetrator 

desists from stalking behaviours before reinitiating harassment and can be further 
                                                
2 Retrievable from: https://www.dashriskchecklist.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/DASH-2009.pdf 
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subdivided into recurrent stalking versus serial stalking. The literature to date has 

differentiated recidivistic stalking on the basis of victim-type, with recurrent stalking being 

used to identify a pattern of stalking with the same victim versus serial stalking which 

refers to a perpetrator who engages in stalking behaviour with more than one victim. The 

following sections will provide a brief summary of the empirical literature across the 

different outcomes of stalking behaviour. 

 

Risk Factors for Persistence in Stalking 

Although stalking by definition is comprised of repeated behaviours, in some 

cases the behaviour is limited to a few incidents over a period of days while in other 

cases it may involve hundreds of incidents over a period of many years. Persistence in 

stalking is particularly problematic as it has been found to result in more severe 

consequences to the victim, such as leaving their employment and changing their 

residence (Purcell, Pathé, & Mullen, 2004), developing more severe psychological 

disorders (Purcell, Pathé, Baksheev, MacKinnon, & Mullen, 2012), and increasing the 

financial burden on legal and mental health systems due to more intensive management 

needs (McEwan et al., 2009; McEwan, Pathé, & Ogloff, 2011). Persistence has also 

been linked to more concerning behaviours within the context of stalking, such as 

surveillance, approaches, threats, and physical assaults (Dietz, Matthews, Martell, 

Stewart, Hrouda, & Warren, 1991; Purcell et al., 2004). Despite this, there are few 

studies examining factors which differentiate between those that persist in stalking 

behaviour and those that desist.  

Purcell et al. (2004) conducted a postal survey wherein they asked respondents 

(n = 432) whether they had had been the target of various behaviours (e.g., following, 

surveillance, unwanted approaches, receiving unwanted telephone calls, interference 

with their property) and to indicate the frequency with which the behaviour had occurred 

during a specific discrete event and the duration for which the intrusions lasted (i.e., 

approximate number of days). The authors determined that the period of two weeks was 

a critical threshold which had utility in differentiating brief episodes of harassment from 

more protracted stalking. Specifically, they found that 45% of victims experienced 

intrusions which ceased within a two-week period and that the median duration for this 
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group was two days. Conversely, the remaining 55% for whom the intrusions lasted 

longer than two weeks, evidenced a substantially longer median duration of six months, 

with the modal duration being 12 months. In addition, the authors noted that the nature 

of the relationship between perpetrator and victim differed significantly according to the 

duration of the stalking, with strangers being significantly more likely to desist within two 

weeks. Whereas those that experienced more protracted stalking behaviour were 

usually stalked by someone they knew such as acquaintances (30%), workplace 

contacts (22%), or former intimate partners (21%).  

McEwan and colleagues (2009) examined a sample of 200 individuals referred to 

an outpatient forensic mental health clinic after having been formally charged with a 

stalking offence or having evidenced multiple intrusive behaviours. The authors sought 

to examine whether they could identify specific risk factors associated with persistence 

in stalking. Persistence was operationalized by categorizing stalking behaviour 

according to duration, based on previous descriptions of stalking durations (Purcell, 

2001; Purcell, Pathé, & Mullen, 2004). However, it is important to note that their 

categories were not mutually exclusive in that moderate persistence also included those 

that fell in their high persistence category. In their sample, 87% persistent beyond two 

weeks and approximately one quarter of the overall sample engaged in stalking 

behaviour that lasted longer than one year.  Type of prior relationship, specifically 

acquaintances, were deemed to be a significant predictor in determining which 

individuals were likely to persist in stalking behaviour, which is consistent with other 

studies that have found stalking perpetrated by strangers to be of the shortest duration 

(Pathé & Mullen, 1997) with acquaintances and ex-intimates evidencing longer patterns 

of pursuit (Lyon, Hart, Kropp, & LePard, 1999). Intimacy seeking and resentful 

motivations were also associated with more prolonged durations of stalking, along with 

certain offence and offender characteristics (i.e., being older than 30 years, the presence 

of psychosis, sending unsolicited materials). Individuals who desisted in stalking 

behaviour prior to 2 weeks were more likely to have been strangers with their victim, 

being younger than 30 years, single, and engaged in following behaviour that did not 

include communication in writing. More recent research has identified delusional beliefs 

(McEwan, Daffern, MacKenzie, & Ogloff, 2017; James et al., 2009) as being a strong 

predictor of persistence in stalking.  

Johnson and Thompson (2016) examined 637 individuals (75.2% female) who 
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had been classified as having engaged in stalking behaviour towards an ex-intimate 

partner. Persistence was measured by perpetrator self-report and subsequently 

categorized into low (<1 month, 41%), moderate (1 to 12 months, 50%), and high 

persistence (>12 months, 9%). The authors found that when examining differences 

between these groups, those classified as being highly persistent in their stalking 

behaviour were more likely to have engaged in threats, severe violence, 

stealing/damaging property, and sending unwanted gifts. Similar to McEwan et al.  

(2009), the high persistence group was more likely to be aged over 30 years, to be 

seeking revenge, and report wanting to frighten and/or hurt the victim as a motive, when 

compared with the low and moderate persistence groups.  

Overall, a review of the few studies examining persistence in stalking suggests 

that individuals who choose to engage in continued stalking behaviours towards the 

same victim over long periods of time, may be at greater likelihood of suffering from 

major mental illness (i.e., delusional beliefs), may be more likely to target acquaintances 

rather than intimate partners or strangers, and may be motivated by attempts to initiate a 

relationship or conversely, anger/revenge. One study based on a predominantly female 

perpetrator sample’s self-report indicated that persistence in stalking may be associated 

with more severe stalking-related behaviours such as threats, physical harm, and 

property damage.  

Risk Factors for Escalation/Serious Physical Harm in 
Stalking 

Within violence risk assessment generally, escalation can be defined as an 

increase in the severity, diversity, or frequency of behaviours.  Stalking most commonly 

results in serious psychological harm—emotional distress, disruption of daily activities, 

and so forth. But some stalking also involves actual or attempted physical harm in 

addition to psychological harm. One of the challenges when attempting to understand 

what kind of stalking escalates to physical harm has been navigating the manner in 

which the legal system identifies and records stalking-related violence (Rosenfeld, 

2004b). According to Milligan (2011) actual physical harm to victims occurred in only 2% 

of Canadian stalking cases in 2009; however, this is likely a gross underestimate, as 

many offences involve physical harm are not officially recorded as stalking (i.e., criminal 

harassment) but as other violent offences (e.g., uttering threats, assault). For example, 
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between 1997 and 2009, at least 68 homicides in Canada occurred in the context of 

stalking (Perreault, 2011)—but these were all recorded as murder or manslaughter 

offences rather than as criminal harassment.  Rosenfeld’s (2004a) meta-analysis found 

approximately 30-50% of stalking cases involved actual or attempted physical harm, with 

serious physical harm reported in 6% of cases (Rosenfeld & Harmon, 2002). McFarlane, 

Campbell, and Watson (2002) in an examination of victims of actual or attempted 

femicide found that 68% reported partners having engaged in stalking behaviours in the 

12-months prior to the attempted or actual murder. Clearly, a small but substantial 

proportion of stalking cases involve very serious violence, and it is possible that these 

statistics underestimate the severity and prevalence of stalking-related physical violence. 

Studies on the phenomenon have generally found that between 30% and 40% of 

stalking cases involve physical harm (McEwan et al., 2009; Rosenfeld, 2004b; Spitzberg 

& Cupach, 2007). In Canada, the 2014 General Social Survey on Canadians’ Safety 

found that 18% of those reporting being victims of stalking violence indicated that they 

also experienced physical harm in the context of stalking (Statistics Canada, 2014). Risk 

factors associated with an increased likelihood of physical harm have included: uttering 

threats (Harmon, Rosner, & Owens, 1998; McEwan et al., 2009; Rosenfeld & Harmon, 

2002; Morrison, 2008; Brewster, 2002; Sheridan & Davies, 2001), being in a prior 

intimate relationship (Burczycka, 2016; Farnham, James, & Cantrell, 2000; Harmon et 

al., 1998; McEwan et al., 2009; Meloy, 1998; Meloy, 1999; Meloy, Davis, & Lovette, 

2001; Morrison, 2008; Mullen, Pathé, & Purcell, 2000; Mullen, Pathé, Purcell, & Stuart, 

1999; Palarea et al., 1999; Pathé & Mullen, 1997; Rosenfeld & Harmon, 2002; Schwartz-

Watts & Morgan, 1998; Sheridan & Davies, 2001; Zona, Palarea, & Lane, 1998; Zona, 

Sharma, & Lane, 1993), and history of assault more generally (Mullen et al., 1999; 

Palarea et al., 1999). There is also evidence to suggest that individuals who utter threats 

also pose a higher risk of making direct contact with victims (Bjerregaard, 2000) and 

engaging in intimidation against victims (Palarea et al., 1999), which may be indicators 

of increased diversity of behaviours. Some studies have found negative associations 

between the presence of psychotic disorders and violence among those who have 

engaged in stalking behaviour (Kienlen, Birmingham, Solberg, O’Regan, & Meloy, 1997; 

Meloy et al., 2001; Mullen et al., 1999), while one study found the opposite (Rosenfeld & 

Harmon, 2002). In a review of the literature on approach behaviours of celebrity stalking, 

Meloy et al. (2011) found that the prevalence of major mental illness was higher in those 
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that escalated from unwanted communications to approach behaviours than those that 

did not engage in approach behaviours. The operationalization of approach behaviours 

varied from study to study, but was typically described as attempts by the perpetrator to 

achieve closer physical proximity to the victim than had previously been experienced 

(e.g., by initiating in-person contact, visiting their home).  

Rosenfeld’s (2004a) meta-analysis found strong evidence to support that threats, 

prior intimate relationship, not having a psychotic disorder, and engaging in substance 

use (weighted effect sizes ranging from absolute values .18 to .32) were significantly 

associated with an escalation to physical harm in the context of stalking. There was 

moderate evidence that the presence of a violent history, a personality disorder, low 

education, young age, and having a revenge motive were also significant risk factors. 

Rosenfeld (2004a) highlighted findings which suggested that prior criminal history and a 

history of violence, while strong predictors of violence in offender and psychiatric 

populations, did not appear to be strong predictors of physical harm among cases of 

stalking and harassment.  

McEwan et al. (2009) examined risk factors associated with an escalation to 

physical harm among a sample of individuals (n = 211) who had engaged in stalking 

behaviour, conducting separate analyses by motivational typology. The authors found 

that rejected ex-intimate partners with history of violence and having made threats 

presented with the greatest likelihood for physical harm, whereas escalation to physical 

harm in other motivational typologies was associated with a history of violence, 

substance use, and being younger. Similarly, James and Farnham (2003) found in their 

sample of individuals referred to a forensic psychiatry service (n = 85) that having had a 

previous sexual relationship was significantly associated with serious physical harm (i.e., 

homicide, attempted murder, actual bodily harm, grievous bodily harm, and any assault 

causing a wound) among the 32% of their sample that escalated to such acts. However,  

when risk factors were examined in a multivariate context using logistic regression, the 

three factors predictive of serious violence were previously appearing at the victim’s 

home, absence of a criminal record, and shorter duration of stalking (James & Farnham, 

2003). The authors suggested, based on their findings, that early intervention in stalking 

cases may prevent potentially lethal outcomes and that increased approach behaviours, 

such as going to the victim’s home, should be cause for concern. 
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An examination of the literature related to escalation in stalking behaviour has 

focused on an escalation to physical harm and to a lesser extent an increase in 

behaviour diversity (e.g., moving from unwanted contacts to approach behaviours). 

There were no studies found examining risk factors related to an increase in frequency 

of unwanted contacts or other behaviours. Overall, the literature strongly suggests that 

former intimate partners are at increased risk of experiencing physical harm from 

stalking perpetrators, particularly if perpetrators have uttered threats within the context of 

their stalking behaviour. There is also some evidence to suggest a history of having 

engaged in previous physical harm may increase risk for escalation to physical violence 

in the context of stalking. Other risk factors for escalation to physical violence are 

consistent with the general literature on violence risk (e.g., substance use, younger age) 

and may be more predictive within non-intimate partner stalking typologies. Major mental 

illness or psychotic disorders have produced mixed findings, although at least one study 

suggested that they may be associated with increased diversity of behaviour, 

specifically, moving from unwanted contacts to approach behaviours (Meloy et al., 

2011).  

Risk Factors for Continued Stalking 

Although stalking is publically perceived as being an especially intractable 

behavior (Amar & Alexy, 2010; Logan & Walker, 2009; Weller, Hope, & Sheridan, 2013; 

Yanowitz, 2006) few studies have sought to examine whether recidivism rates are 

actually high among those convicted of stalking offenses. Among studies that have 

examined recidivism among stalking offenders, most have found that approximately half 

go on to commit another stalking-related offences (Eke, Hilton, Meloy, Mohandie & 

Williams, 2011; Mohandie, Meloy, Green-McGowan, & Williams, 2006; Rosenfeld, 

2003), although some studies have reported lower stalking recidivism rates (30%-35%, 

Foellmi et al., 2016; Malsch, de Keijser, & Debets, 2011; Shea et al., 2018). The vast 

majority of stalking reoffences occur within the first year following the index offence (Eke 

et al., 2011; Foellmi et al., 2016; Malsch et al., 2011; Rosenfeld, 2003), although longer 

follow-up studies of stalking offenders are lacking with only one of the aforementioned 

studies having an average follow-up period of greater than six years.  

In terms of predictors or risk factors for engaging in future stalking, studies have 

found the presence of a Cluster B Personality Disorder, particularly Borderline, 
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Antisocial, and Narcissistic Personality Disorders (Rosenfeld, 2003), history of 

substance use (Rosenfeld, 2003), presence of mental health diagnoses (Eke et al., 

2011), higher Cormier-Lang criminal history score (Eke et al., 2011), and prior intimate 

relationship (Mohandie et al., 2006; Rosenfeld, 2003) to be predictive of stalking 

recidivism. In particular, Rosenfeld (2003) found the interaction between a Cluster B 

Personality Disorder and history of substance abuse to be strongly associated with an 

increased risk of reoffending. Limitations on the few studies to examine recidivistic 

stalking have included a reliance on official police records for data, failure to distinguish 

between recurrent and serial stalking, and difficulties differentiating between general 

violent recidivism and stalking-based physical harm.  

It is also important to note that the majority of recidivism studies have not 

examined whether reoffences were perpetrated against the same victim as the index 

offence or whether reported reoffences represent a new pattern of stalking behaviour 

against a new victim.  Recidivistic stalking against the same victim, also termed 

recurrent stalking, can be differentiated from stalking persistence in that there should be 

clear evidence of a cooling down period, during which the perpetrator desisted their 

stalking behaviour. Whereas serial stalking can be defined as the sequential stalking of 

discrete victims at different times (Lloyd-Goldstein, 2000). Discrete victims implies that 

subsequent victims are not linked to the initial victim (e.g., a stalking perpetrator 

concurrently stalking the new boyfriend of a former partner would not be considered as 

having engaged in serial stalking). Lloyd-Goldstein (2000) also argues that perpetrators 

concurrently stalking multiple but unrelated victims should be distinguished from those 

engaging in serial stalking.  

There is very little research regarding the phenomenon of serial stalking. In the 

only known study to examine serial versus recurrent stalking, Shea et al. (2018) found 

that 17% of their sample engaged in recurrent stalking, while 13% engaged in serial 

stalking. Interestingly, the authors found that the SAM had better predictive validity when 

examining recurrent stalking as the outcome although SAM Past Total scores were 

predictive of serial stalking behaviour. The authors posited that stalking recidivism may 

be a very heterogeneous outcome, with certain risk factors being more predictive in 

recurrent versus serial stalking. Other studies have identified portions of their samples 

which have presented with a history of having engaged in previous stalking behaviour, 

suggestive of having engaged in serial stalking (Mullen & Pathé, 1994; Mullen et al., 
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1999; Meloy et al., 2000; Taylor, Mahendra, & Gunn, 1983, Zona, Sharma, & Lane, 

1993). Among these studies, prevalence rates have ranged from 8% (Zone et al., 1993) 

to 18% (Meloy et al., 2000) of their overall samples of stalking offenders. A recent case 

study by Storey, Lim, and Hart (2017) applied the SAM to a case of serial stalking of four 

different mental health professionals. In this case study, there appear to be qualitative 

similarities between the motivations and patterns of stalking behaviours that this 

particular perpetrator engaged in, and similar risk ratings on the SAM for each of the 

different patterns of stalking. However, there are no known studies to date to specifically 

examine risk factors or perpetrator characteristics associated with serial stalking. 

In sum, literature in the area of stalking recidivism generally suggests that 

approximately one third to one half of stalking offenders will go on to commit another 

stalking-based offence and that most reoffences occur within the first year of follow-up 

periods.  

Risk Factors for Recidivism 

As illustrated, the majority of studies conducted among stalking offenders to date 

have focused on stalking or escalation to physical harm as recidivism outcomes. Further, 

studies to date have often dichotomously coded (i.e., present/not present) physical harm 

as an outcome without examining whether physical harm occurred within the context of a 

pattern of stalking behaviour or whether it was unrelated to stalking. This problem 

extends to the relationship between stalking offenders and other types (i.e., non-violent, 

non-stalking) of reoffences, as an examination of type of charge or conviction as a 

means to determine the nature of the reoffending is insufficient. For example, should a 

perpetrator incur a break and enter charge during a recidivism follow-up period, it would 

be necessary to determine the nature and context of the break and enter to ensure that it 

did not occur within the context of stalking-based behaviour.  

In one of two known studies to examine other types of reoffences, Malsch et al. 

(2011) examined recidivism among a sample of 709 Dutch stalking offenders. Overall, 

the authors found that 53% of their sample had some contact (i.e., charges or 

convictions) with the criminal justice system during the follow-up period (M = 5 years, 1 

month). The authors indicated that 58% of those that recidivated did so with crimes that 

had “nothing to do with stalking”, which included but were not limited to driving under the 
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influence, speeding, theft, receiving/handling stolen goods, drug-related offences, and 

“economic crimes” (Malsh et al., 2011, p.8). The authors noted that 17% of their sample 

committed new violent crimes, but as the authors did not define this term, it is unclear as 

to whether this definition would include stalking-related physical harm or whether this 

outcome was subsumed under their definition of stalking recidivism. 

In the most comprehensive study to date examining other types of reoffences, 

Eke et al. (2011) defined recidivism among their sample of stalking offenders as any new 

offence which resulted in charges or other documented forensic consequence (e.g., 

peace bond, no contact order) and collected their data from the Canadian Police 

Information Centre (CPIC). Recidivism outcomes were coded dichotomously 

(present/not present), collected throughout the follow-up period (M = 8.83 years) and 

categorized into four types: stalking, violent, non-violent offences, and failure on 

conditional release. Stalking reoffences included charges such as criminal harassment, 

threatening phone calls, and breaches involving contact with the same victim, and 

violent offences included any offence/charge that involved physical contact or force. 

Non-violent offences involved all non-contact offences, such as uttering threats, 

mischief, theft, possession of child pornography, and voyeurism. Finally, failure on 

conditional release included any violations of release conditions (e.g., failure to appear, 

breach of probation, breach of conditional sentence). Within their sample of 78 stalking 

offenders, the authors found 77% of their sample committed a reported offence. Among 

the recidivism categories, the most common was non-violent recidivism (75% of total 

sample), followed by failure on conditional release (60% of total sample). However, it is 

important to note that failure on conditional release included stalking-related offences 

such as breach of no-contact orders. In terms of physical harm, 33% of the total sample 

reoffended and 17% of those that engaged in physical harm did so against the named 

victim in the stalking offence. The authors noted that consistent with the existing 

literature on predictors of reoffending, overall recidivism was associated with younger 

age at first conviction, prior failure on conditional release, having any prior criminal 

history, higher Cormier-Lang criminal history score and having had a history of a mental 

health diagnosis, whereas violent recidivism was associated with the three former risk 

factors (i.e., prior criminal history, higher Cormier-Lang criminal history scores, and a 

history of a mental health diagnosis) and substance use problems.  
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Similar to Malsch et al. (2011), Eke et al.’s (2011) coding the nature of non-

stalking recidivism on the basis of charge alone is problematic as it allows for the 

possibility of missed stalking recidivism. For example, the decision to group all failures 

on conditional release into one category incorrectly confounds stalking recidivism (i.e., 

renewed contact with the victim) with other failures that are unrelated to stalking (e.g., 

consuming alcohol). Further, based on their reported statistics regarding physical harm, 

there exists the possibility that stalking-based physical harm was conflated with other 

types of physical violence. Conflating stalking recidivism with other types of recidivism is 

problematic when attempting to understand the prevalence, nature, and predictors of 

stalking recidivism.  

Issues with Defining Recidivism in Stalking 

Within the risk assessment literature, recidivism can be broadly defined as 

reengaging in the act of criminal behaviour after having already received sanctions or 

intervention (Elderbroon & King, 2014). Typical outcomes used to operationalize 

recidivism have included arrest or charges and convictions, although some studies have 

also included self-report as an outcome measure (e.g., Foellmi et al., 2016). Error 

regarding recidivism rates will exist no matter the outcome chosen. Measures of 

recidivism that rely on official record data (e.g., criminal records) will inherently 

underestimate the “true” recidivism rate due to the reliance on the criminal justice system 

to detect and respond to the criminal behaviour (Blumstein & Larson, 1971). This can 

become particularly problematic when there is evidence to suggest problems related to 

victims reporting the crime to police and low rates of arrest and conviction when relying 

on criminal record data, as is the case with stalking statistics.  

For the criminal justice system to intervene, victims first need to label the event a 

crime and report it to police. According to Greenberg and Ruback’s (1992) model of 

victims’ decision to seek help from police, this process occurs over three-stages: (a) 

labeling the event as a crime, (b) determining the seriousness of the crime, and (c) 

deciding what action, if any, to take. In terms of how people label what constitutes a 

crime, severity has been consistently shown to be the best predictor (Greenberg & 

Ruback, 1992; Ménard & Cox, 2016; Skogan, 1984), which is consistent within the 

stalking literature as well (Bondurant, 2001; Campbell & Moore, 2011; Reyns & 

Englebrecht, 2010; Scott, Rajakaruna, & Sheridan, 2013). For example, studies have 
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found that victims are more likely to label an event as stalking when it involves a physical 

assault or breaking and entering (Englebrecht & Reyns, 2011), when it involves multiples 

incidents along with another form of victimization (Jordan, Wilcox, & Pritchard, 2007), or 

when it co-occurs with other crimes (Ménard & Cox, 2016). As previously discussed, 

stalking can involve a diversity of behaviours, some of which may be lawful in and of 

themselves. It is therefore possible that victims of stalking may not be labelling their 

experiences as criminal, thus decreasing the likelihood that they would consider 

reporting the events to police. Ménard and Cox’s (2016) findings indicate that when 

other crimes occur in conjunction with stalking, victims are more likely to label the 

behaviour as criminal and engage in help-seeking. The authors hypothesize that this 

may be attributable to the increased threat that arises from the severity of stalking, the 

perception that other behaviours (e.g., property damage, assault, illegal entry) may be 

perceived as a greater violation of moral or normative standards, and increased 

confidence that police will respond. Other victim demographic factors that have been 

found to influence decisions to label and report stalking behaviour have included being 

female, in that women are more likely to label and report stalking events (Ménard & Cox, 

2016, Ngo, 2011; Tjaden, Thoennes, & Allison, 2000), being non-Caucasian (Campbell 

& Moore, 2011; Englebrecht & Reyns, 2011; Ngo, 2011), while there have been mixed 

results regarding the effects of age (Campbell & Moore, 2011; Englebrecht & Reyns, 

2011; Ménard & Cox, 2016; Ngo, 2011) and victim-offender relationships (Englebrecht & 

Reyns, 2011; Jordan et al., 2007; Ménard & Cox, 2016,  Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000).  

In Canada, the 2014 General Social Survey, which polled 25 000 Canadians by 

phone, indicated that only 40% of stalking victims have reported their experiences to 

police (Burczycka, 2016). Main reasons for not reporting including that the crime was 

minor and not worth reporting (21%), they did not want others to find out (19%), they felt 

there was a lack of evidence/police would not be able to identify perpetrator (8%), they 

feared revenge (7%), and they had perceptions that police would not take the crime 

seriously (6%) (Burczycka, 2016). Although Burczycka (2016) indicated that more 

physically violent and threatening behaviour in the context of stalking led to increased 

reporting, it was noted that 47% of those who feared for their lives, 48% of those who 

were intimidated or threatened, and 52% of those that were grabbed or attacked did not 

report the incident to police. That being said, victims of stalking by former intimate 

partners were more likely to report stalking to police (47% of former intimate partners) 
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than those being stalked by strangers or other known persons (37% of strangers/other 

known persons) (Burczycka, 2016). Taken together, these results suggest that stalking 

remains an underreported phenomenon in Canada.  

Further, studies have identified other challenges from a legal perspective when it 

comes to investigating, charging, and prosecuting individuals with stalking-related 

offences. Specifically, studies have found police officers to have inadequate 

understanding of stalking statutes (Klein, Salomon, Huntington, Dubois, & Lang, 2009; 

Lynch & Logan, 2015), to perceive stalking as being less harmful for victims than 

empirical research suggests (Geistman, 2011; Lynch & Logan, 2015), and to perceive 

barriers (e.g., little to gain to apply stalking charges when other charges are present, 

stalking is too difficult to prove) when it comes to recommending stalking charges (Lynch 

& Logan, 2015).  

Despite high reported prevalence rates of stalking based on survey data (16% of 

women, 5% of men in the United States, Black et al., 2011), arrests, prosecutions, and 

convictions for stalking have been found to be low in the United States (Brewster, 2001; 

Jordan, Logan, Walker, & Nigoff, 2003; Logan, Walker, Faragher, & Hoyt, 2009). 

Although not necessarily an atypical finding within the criminal justice system, these 

findings illustrate problems with relying on charges and convictions as a metric for 

measuring recidivism among those convicted of stalking-related offences. For example, 

Storey and Hart (2011) found that within a sample of stalking perpetrators referred to the 

Domestic Violence and Criminal Harassment (DVACH) Unit of the Vancouver Police 

Department in British Columbia, Canada, 56% of perpetrators were arrested, 50% were 

formally charged, 19% were convicted and 6% were awaiting trial. The authors note that 

this conviction rate appears exceptionally low when considering that this unit handles the 

most serious stalking cases in Vancouver. In addition, there are a number of 

interventions that may be taken by police which do not include formal charging of the 

perpetrator, particularly when considering stalking behaviour (e.g., police cautions, 

criminal or civil peace bonds, restraining orders, protective orders). In Canada, police 

have the option of giving perpetrators formal warnings to cease their behaviour and sign 

such warnings as confirmation of their understanding of its contents (Storey & Hart, 

2011; see example in Appendix B). Peace bonds can be issued under Section 810 of the 

Criminal Code of Canada and may be entered into voluntarily by the perpetrator or 

involuntarily by means of a court order. Peace bonds may include conditions such no 
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contact with specified individuals, no weapons prohibitions, required abstention from 

substances, and no-go clauses to specified areas (e.g., victim’s residence or place of 

work). There are no current published statistics in Canada regarding the number of 

peace bonds issued on an annual basis or their relationship to formal criminal 

harassment charges. However, Storey and Hart (2011) found that police members in a 

specialized DVACH unit in Canada employed a variety of extra-legal or alternative 

management tactics as a means to mitigate risk of further stalking.  
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Current Study 

The objective of the current study was threefold. The first objective was to 

comprehensively estimate rates of overall reoffending (including stalking-based, violent, 

and general reoffending) among a sample of individuals initially convicted of stalking-

related offences during a 10-year follow-up period. The second objective was to estimate 

rates of reoffending that involve actual or attempted physical harm in the context of a 

stalking-based offence, as well as the risk factors that may be specifically associated 

with this form of reoffence. The third objective was to examine the interrater reliability, 

concurrent validity, and predictive validity of the SAM.3 This study provides the first 

comprehensive description of recidivism patterns in a sample of Canadian offenders 

convicted of stalking-related offences and is the longest known follow-up period of a 

cohort of stalking offenders to date. In order to address limitations associated with the 

reliance on charges and convictions as a metric for recidivism, this study examined any 

contacts with police in addition to charges and convictions. Recidivism outcomes 

therefore included investigations and arrests that did not result in formal charges or 

convictions. This study thus provides a better understanding of the level of risk 

associated with this type of offending. Further, this study contributed to findings related 

to the SAM by building on Foellmi et al.’s (2016) and Shea et al.’s (2018) findings.  

The research questions guiding this project were:  

1) What are the rates of recidivism in this sample of stalking offenders? Specifically, 

what are the rates of recidivism when recidivism is defined in terms of: 

a. Any new stalking crimes with physical harm 

b. Any new stalking crimes (includes (a)) 

c. Any new violent crimes (includes (a) & (b)) 

d. Any new crimes (includes (a), (b), & (c)) 

 

2) What is the interrater reliability of risk judgments made using the SAM? Specifically, 

what was the interrater reliability of: 

a. Presence ratings for SAM risk factors (individual, domain, and total) 

b. Summary Risk judgments 

                                                
3 Guidelines for Stalking Assessment and Management 
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3) What is the predictive validity of the SAM vis-à-vis stalking recidivism? Specifically, 

what is the predictive validity of: 

a. Presence ratings for SAM risk factors (individual, domain, total) 

b. Summary Risk judgments 

 

4) What is the incremental predictive validity of the SAM vis-à-vis stalking recidivism 

relative to that of the PCL:SV4 and VRAG5? Specifically, what is the incremental 

predictive validity of: 

a. Presence ratings for SAM risk factors (individual, domain, and total) 

b. Summary Risk judgments 

 

                                                
4 Psychopathy Checklist: Screening Version 
5 Violence Risk Appraisal Guide 
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METHOD 

Participants 

Participants6 in this follow-up study consisted of a sample of 106 adult offenders 

convicted of stalking-related offences and referred to the Forensic Psychiatric Services 

Commission (FPSC) in British Columbia, Canada, for pre-trial or post-sentence 

assessment or treatment during a three-year period. Stalking-related offences under the 

Criminal Code of Canada (R. S. C. 1985, c. C-46) included criminal harassment, 

trespass, loitering, uttering threats, or assaults that occurred in the context of a pattern of 

conduct that recklessly or deliberately caused intimidation to the victim. The offenders 

were identified as part of previous research on the characteristics of stalking-related 

offences and offenders at the forensic clinic and hospital, and was diverse with respect 

to the nature, severity, and frequency of the stalking behaviour as FPSC receives all 

court referrals, both in-custody (i.e., remand) and out of custody cases were included, 

and all referrals included in this study were consecutive, ensuring a representative 

sample (Kropp, Hart, Lyon, & Storey, 2011). As the original data was collected via an 

archival file review, informed consent was not obtained from the participants. To ensure 

the protection of participants’ personal information, a rigorous and thorough ethics 

approval process was undertaken, with reviews by Simon Fraser University, the 

Forensic Psychiatric Services Commission of British Columbia, and the Vancouver 

Police Department.  

Sample Characteristics  

The mean age of participants was 37.00 years (SD = 10.40, range = 19 to 73) at 

the time of assessment, and most were male (n = 94, 89%). The average age at the time 

of the index offence was 35.12 (SD = 10.37, range 16 to 70). In terms of ethnicity, 76% 

of participants were Caucasian (n = 79), 13% were Asian (n = 14), 4% were Aboriginal 

(n = 4), and 7% were of other ethnicities (n = 7).  
                                                
6 The term participants is used with the acknowledgement that the individuals comprising the 
sample did not actually “participate” in the study.  
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The majority of the cases involved targeting a former intimate partner or family 

member (n = 56, 53%), as the primary victim, while the remainder of cases involved 

acquaintances (including co-workers and professional relationships, n = 32, 30%), or 

strangers (n = 18, 17%). Most cases involved a female as the primary victim (n = 83, 

78%), although in three cases (3%) the perpetrator had targeted an organization (e.g., 

Canada Post). Of those that targeted individuals rather than organizations, 85% of 

perpetrators engaged in offences against the opposite gender (e.g. male perpetrator and 

female victim), and the remainder engaged in stalked a victim of the same gender.  

Procedure 

The study utilized a retrospective follow-up or quasi-prospective design. Various 

risk measures were coded retrospectively from FPSC files in about 2009 to 2011. The 

subsequent collection and coding of outcome data occurred in 2013. All of the risk 

measures were coded based on a thorough review of participants’ files as they existed 

at the end of the FPSC assessment, blind to any file information that may have been 

added if participants were referred back to FPSC after sentencing. The file information 

generally included criminal records, police reports for index and at times, past offences, 

pre-sentence reports, psychological and risk assessment reports, and a victim interview 

or statement. 

Each participant’s file was coded by two to three members from a team of six 

researchers. All six researchers were senior graduate students in forensic psychology 

who had extensive training or experience with the respective risk measures. All 

researchers coded files blind to the ratings by other researchers and blind to outcome 

data. All participants were assessed using a number of risk assessment measures, 

including the Screening Version of the Hare Psychopathy Checklist-Revised (PCL:SV; 

Hart et al., 1995), the Guidelines for Stalking Assessment and Management (SAM; 

Kropp et al., 2008a), and the Violence Risk Appraisal Guide (VRAG; Quinsey, Harris, 

Rice, & Cormier, 1998).  

After coding the files independently, researchers then met to discuss their 

findings and made a final set of consensus ratings that were used in subsequent 

analyses. A subset of the files (n = 17) underwent third-party consensus, whereby a 

researcher not involved in the original coding of the measures, resolved discrepancies 
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between the two sets of ratings on a item-by-item basis. These consensus ratings were 

intended to minimize the effects of interrater reliability issues, and therefore maximize 

statistical power in later analyses.  

Recidivism data was collected by a sworn member of the Vancouver Police 

Department’s Domestic Violence and Criminal Harassment (DVACH) unit by coding data 

from multiple electronic police and criminal record databases and was trained with 

regards to identifying the presence of stalking behaviour. The member was blind to the 

content of the FPSC files and ratings on the risk measures. The beginning of the follow-

up period for the recidivism data began from date of the index offence (range: June 1981 

to April 2008). Four participants died during the follow-up period. As the date of death 

was known for four of the participants, this date was used as the end of their follow-up 

period.  

Materials 

SAM 

The SAM is a structured professional judgment tool designed to assess and 

manage risk related to stalking. The instrument comprises three different domains of risk 

factors (i.e., nature of stalking behaviour, perpetrator risk factors, and victim vulnerability 

factors), with ten individual risk factors contained within each of the domains (Kropp et 

al., 2008a). Similar to the PCL:SV, the items are rated by an external rater through an 

evaluation of file records and over the course of a clinical interview. The rater evaluates 

the presence of each risk factor, both recently and in the past, by coding on a 3-point 

scale (Absent, Possibly or partially present, Present). For the purposes of this study, the 

ratings were made on the basis of a comprehensive file review. The raters’ presence 

codes were converted into numeric scores for individual factors (i.e., 0 = Absent, 1 = 

Possibly or partially present, 2 = Present), and domain scores were calculated by 

summing the 10 risk factors within each domain. SAM Total Scores consisted of the 

three domain totals summed together, while the SAM NP Total Scores represent the 

sum of the N and P Factor domains only. As previously detailed, the SAM has been 

found to have good inter-rater and structural reliability as well as good concurrent validity 

with the PCL:SV (Kropp et al., 2011).    
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VRAG 

The VRAG is an actuarial scale developed to assess risk for violent recidivism 

containing 12 empirically derived items (Table 2) which when summed, yield total scores 

which range from -25 to 38 and fall into one of nine categories. Each category or “bin” is 

associated with a certain likelihood of violent reoffending within a seven- and ten-year 

follow-up period (e.g., Bin 5 corresponds to a 35% predicted probability of recidivating 

within 7 years of release). It has been found to have good predictive validity for violent 

recidivism as well as general offending (Harris, Rice, & Quinsey, 2010; Rice, Harris, & 

Lang, 2013). The VRAG has been found to have moderately strong predictive validity for 

violent reoffending according to meta-analyses using AUC values (AUC values in the .68 

to .74 range; Singh, Grann, & Fazel, 2011; Yang, Wong, & Coid, 2010), and high 

interrater reliability (Harris et al., 2015). 

Table 2    VRAG Items 

Risk Factor 
1. Lived with both biological parents to age 16 (except for death of parent) 
2. Elementary school maladjustment  
3.  History of alcohol problems  
4. Marital status  
5. Convictions for nonviolent offences prior to index offence  
6. Failure on prior conditional release  
7. Age at index offence  
8. Victim injury  
9. Any female victim for index offence  
10. Meets diagnostic for any personality disorder  
11. Meets diagnostic criteria for schizophrenia   
12. Psychopathy Checklist score  

 

With respect to the categorical ratings on the VRAG, 31% of the sample fell into 

the Low risk group (n = 32), 65% fell into the Medium risk group (n = 66), and 4% fell into 

the High risk group (n = 4). The sample predominantly fell into Bins 3 (23%, n = 24), 4 

(35%, n = 36), and 5 (20%, n = 20). These Bins coincide with a 10-year recidivism rate 

of 24%, 31%, and 48%, respectively. Table 3 illustrates the sample’s distribution on the 

VRAG according to the bin categorization. 
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Table 3   Sample Distribution According to VRAG Bins 

Bin n 
1. 1% 
2. 7%  
3.  23%  
4. 35%  
5. 20%  
6. 10%  
7. 4%  
8. 0%  
9. 0%  
Note: N = 102   
 

Table 4  Interrater Reliability of VRAG Ratings, Individual Items and Total 

 Presence Rating 
Items ICC1 p 95% CI ICC2 p 95% CI 
Lived with both biological parents 
to age 16 

.77 <.001 .67, .84 .87 <.001 .80, .91 

Elementary school maladjustment .31 .002 .10, .49 .47 .002 .18, .66 
History of alcohol problems .58 <.001 .44, .70 .74 <.001 .61, .82 
Marital status .72 <.001 .61, .80 .84 <.001 .76, .89 
Convictions for nonviolent offences 
prior to index offence 

.62 <.001 .48, .73 .77 <.001 .65, .85 

Failure on prior conditional release .68 <.001 .57, .77 .81 <.001 .72, .87 
Age at index offence .77 <.001 .68, .84 .87 <.001 .81, .91 
Victim injury .58 <.001 .43, .69 .73 <.001 .61, .82 
Any female victim for index offence .80 <.001 .72, .86 .89 <.001 .84, .92 
Meets diagnostic criteria for any 
personality disorder 

. 71 <.001 .59, .79 .83 <.001 .75, .88 

Meets diagnostic criteria for 
schizophrenia 

.59 <.001 .45, .71 .75 <.001 .62, .83 

Psychopathy Checklist score . 66 <.001 .45, .79 .79 <.001 .64, .88 
Total .84 <.001 .77, .89 .91 <.001 .87, .94 
Note. N = 104.  

 

In this study, consensus VRAG Total scores ranged from -22 to 19 (M = -2.91, 

SD = 8.53), and were normally distributed with substantial variability. Intraclass 

Correlation Coefficients (ICCs) were interpreted according to Fleiss’ (1981) guidelines: < 

.39 = poor, .40 to .59 = fair, .60 to .74 = good, .75 and greater = excellent agreement. 
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The interrater reliability results for the VRAG are presented in Table 4. Interrater 

reliability ranged from fair to excellent (ICC2 ranged from .47 to .91, M = .79, Mdn = .80) 

for individual items, with total scores having excellent reliability (ICC1 = .84, ICC2 = .91).  

PCL:SV 

The PCL:SV (Hart et al., 1995) is a screening version of the PCL-R (Hare, 1991) 

and is designed to measure the construct of psychopathy or psychopathic personality 

disorder. The PCL:SV was chosen over the PCL-R, as it is particularly appropriate when 

making file-based ratings and may be used to estimate corresponding PCL-R scores 

(Cooke, Michie, Hart, & Hare, 1999; Hart et al., 1995).  

Table 5   PCL:SV Items 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The PCL:SV is a 12-item rating scale with each item designed to measure the 

different clinical features associated with psychopathy in adult populations (Table 5). The 

rater evaluates how well the 12 traits apply to the offender using a 3-point ordinal scale 

(0 = Absent, 1 = Possibly or partially present, 2 = Present). Item scores are summed to 

yield a total score, which can range from 0 to 24, with higher scores indicating greater 

psychopathic symptom severity. Total scores can be categorized into three groups to 

reflect overall severity of symptoms of psychopathy (0 to 12 = No/low, 13 to 17 = 

Possible/moderate, and ≥ 18 = Definite/high; Hart et al., 1995). Items on the PCL:SV 

also load onto a three-facet (Cooke & Michie, 2001) or four-facet model of psychopathy 

(Hare, 2003). Facet scores can range from 0 to 6, with higher scores indicating greater 

Items 
1. Superficial  
2. Grandiose  
3.  Deceitful  
4. Lacks Remorse  
5. Lacks Empathy  
6. Does Not Accept Responsibility  
7. Impulsive  
8. Poor Behavioural Controls  
9. Lacks Goals  
10. Irresponsible  
11. Adolescent Antisocial Behaviour  
12. Adult Antisocial Behaviour  
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symptom severity. Table 6 summarizes the four facets of the PCL:SV and how the 

individual items load onto the facets. A summary by Hart and Wilson (2008) describes 

that the psychometric properties of the PCL:SV have been well-established within the 

context of modern test theory. The PCL:SV has been found to have good construct 

validity (Guy & Douglas, 2006), as well as concurrent validity with the PCL-R (Cooke, 

Michie, Hart, & Hare, 1999). In addition, Guy and Douglas (2006) found good 

correlations between the PCL-R and PCL:SV when examining the three facet model 

according to Cooke and Michie’s (2001) model of psychopathy. 

Table 6   PCL:SV Items According to the 4-Facet Model of Psychopathy 

 

  

Missing items on the PCL:SV were prorated at the facet-level, where the mean of 

the two rated items within the facet were used to estimate the missing item (as described 

in the PCL:SV manual, Hart et al., 1995). Eight cases (8%) among the consensus 

ratings required prorated items. One participant was excluded from analyses due to 

more than four missing items on the PCL:SV. 

Facets PCL:SV Items 
Facet 1: Arrogant Interpersonal Style 1. Superficial 
 2. Grandiose 
  3. Deceitful 
Facet 2: Deficient Affective Experience 4. Lacks Remorse 
 5. Lacks Empathy 
 6. Does Not Accept Responsibility 
Facet 3: Impulsive Behavioural Style 7. Impulsive 
 9. Lacks Goals 
 10. Irresponsible 
Facet 4: Antisocial 8. Poor Behavioural Controls 
 11. Adolescent Antisocial Behaviour 
 12. Adult Antisocial Behaviour 
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Table 7  Distribution of PCL:SV Individual Items Ratings 

 Rating 

Item N P Y 

Superficial 80% 19% 1% 

Grandiose 49% 40% 11% 

Deceitful 71% 25% 4% 

Lacks Remorse 25% 48% 27% 

Lacks Empathy 39% 39% 22% 

Does Not Accept Responsibility 14% 49% 37% 

Impulsive 52% 39% 9% 

Poor Behavioural Controls 4% 52% 44% 

Lacks Goals 47% 43% 10% 

Irresponsible 40% 45% 15% 

Adolescent Antisocial Behaviour 73% 19% 8% 

Adult Antisocial Behaviour 20% 47% 33% 

Note. N = 105. N = Absent; P = Possibly/partially present; Y = Present 

 

The distribution of PCL:SV individual items ratings is presented in Table 7. Three 

factors (Does Not Accept Responsibility, Poor Behavioural Controls, and Adult Antisocial 

Behaviour) were coded present (score of 2) for a third or more of the participants. 

PCL:SV Total Scores and Facet Scores are summarized in Table 8. The scores all were 

distributed quite normally with moderate variability.  With respect to the categorical 

ratings of the PCL:SV Total Scores, 80% of the sample fell into the No/low group (n = 

84), 15% fell into the Possible/moderate group (n = 16), and 5% fell into the Definite/high 

group (n = 5). 
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Table 8  Distribution of PCL:SV Facet and Total Scores 

 Score 

Item M (SD) Min Max 

Facet 1 1.16 1.18 0 5 

Facet 2 3.06 1.73 0 6 

Facet 3 1.86 1.58 0 6 

Facet 4 2.84 1.40 0 6 

Total 9.00 4.29 1 20 

Note. N = 105.  

 

The interrater reliability (ICC1) of the PCL:SV total scores was .63, ICC2 = .77. 

Consensus total scores ranged from 1 to 20, M = 9.00, SD = 4.29. Interrater reliability 

scores for PCL:SV individual items are presented in Table 9 and Appendix D, Table 

D48, while interrater reliability scores for PCL:SV Facet and Total Scores are presented 

in Table 10. Interrater reliability (ICC2) for individual items ranged from .20 to.76, and on 

average had fair reliability (M = .54, Mdn = .54), whereas Facet and Total Scores 

evidenced good to excellent reliability (ICC2 ranged from .63 to .80, M = .71, Mdn = .70).   

Table 9  Interrater Reliability of PCL:SV Ratings, Individual Items 

 Presence Rating 
Items ICC1 ICC2 
Superficial .38 .55 
Grandiose .50 .66 
Deceitful .37 .54 
Lacks Remorse .42 .59 
Lacks Empathy .11 .20 
Does Not Accept Responsibility .34 .50 
Impulsive .48 .65 
Poor Behavioural Controls .34 .51 
Lacks Goals .32 .48 
Irresponsible .27 .43 
Adolescent Antisocial Behaviour .49 .66 
Adult Antisocial Behaviour .61 .76 
Note. N = 100.  
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Table 10  Interrater Reliability of PCL:SV Facet and Total Scores 

 Presence Rating 
Items M (SD) ICC1 p 95% CI ICC2 p 95% CI 
Facet 1 1.25 (.10) .51 <.001 .35, .64 .67 <.001 .51, .78 
Facet 2 3.17 (.19) .46 <.001 .29, .60 .63 <.001 .44, .75 
Facet 3 1.88 (.09) .53 <.001 .36, .66 .69 <.001 .53, .79 
Facet 4 2.77 (.00) .66 <.001 .54, .76 .80 <.001 .70, .86 
Total 9.16 (.41) .63 <.001 .49, .74 .77 <.001 .66, .85 
Note. N = 100.  
 

Recidivism Data  

Reoffences were coded from official police records through the Vancouver Police 

Department and involved a comprehensive search including the following federal, 

provincial, and municipal databases: Canadian Police Information Centre (CPIC), 

Criminal Number Index (CPI), and Police Records Information Management 

Environment (PRIME), as well as its predecessor, the Police Information Retrieval 

System (PIRS). The sworn officer was able to read police incident reports stemming 

from contacts with police and specifically examined the nature of the contact where the 

participant was named as a suspect, charged, suspect chargeable, subject of complaint, 

or emotionally disturbed person. Unfortunately, it was not possible to collect information 

regarding whether the victim was the same victim as the index offence or whether the 

offence occurred against another victim. 

Recidivism was coded according to three definitions: Any new conviction, Any new 

charge, and Any new police contact during the follow-up period. These definitions were 

further subdivided into different categories of recidivism: (1) physically harmful stalking 

offences, (2) stalking offences, (3) violent offences, and (4) any type of criminal 

offending. Physically harmful stalking offences included actual or attempted physical 

harm to a person or persons that occurred in the context of a pattern of conduct that 

recklessly or deliberately caused intimidation to the victim. Stalking offences included the 

above definition in addition to any events that occurred in the context of a pattern of 

conduct that recklessly or deliberately caused intimidation to the victim. Violent offences 

were defined as actual, attempted or threatened harm to a person or persons including 
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the above two categories. Finally, any type of criminal offending included all violent 

offences (both stalking and non-stalking based) as well as any other types of non-violent 

offences.  

 During the follow-up period, all participants were reviewed for recidivism until the 

time of first offence for each recidivism category and each case was coded according to 

the outcome definition threshold (i.e., whether it reached the contact, charges, or 

conviction levels). The rates of the different types of recidivism are presented in Table 

11.  

Of those that engaged in stalking that involved physical harm, one participant was 

charged with a sexual assault, while the other was involved in an investigation regarding 

an assault. In terms of the nature of stalking reoffences, approximately half of reoffences 

(45%) involved behaviour meeting criteria for criminal harassment or renewed attempts 

at contact (e.g., harassing phone calls), and approximately one third (34%) were for 

breach of probation (e.g., violating no-contact conditions). Although it was not possible to 

determine whether the participants offended against the same victim as the index 

offence, the victim-perpetrator relationship at the index offence did not significantly differ 

between those that reoffended and those that did not, Χ2 (2, N = 104) = .74, p = .69. 

Table 11   Rates of Recidivism 

 

Of those who engaged in any new stalking, 48% had stalked former intimate partners, 

37% had targeted acquaintances/coworkers/family members accounted, and 15% 

stalked strangers or celebrities. Similarly, there were no significant differences based on 

 Any New Police 
Contact 

Any New Charge Any New Conviction 

Any new stalking with 
physical harm (n = 2)  

50% 50% 0% 

Any new stalking (n = 
46) 

46% 41% 13% 

Any new violence (n = 
59) 

44% 46% 10% 

Any recidivism (n = 80) 49% 41% 10% 
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gender between those that reoffended in terms of stalking recidivism, Χ2 (1, N = 104) = 

.01, p = .93.  

To calculate maximum time at risk, the participant’s date of initial assessment 

was subtracted from the final date of police database searches (January 1, 2013) or the 

date of death. The average maximum time at risk was over 10 years (M = 12.69, SD = 

4.60, range = 1.05 to 20.71), with 80% of the sample having a follow-up period that was 

longer than 8 years. Time to failure was calculated by subtracting the date of 

assessment from the date of first offence occurrence or the date of death. Unfortunately, 

for those assessed in a custodial setting, it was not possible to determine the date 

wherein they were released to the community and it is therefore possible that for select 

participants their time at risk prior to reoffending may be overestimated.  

Data Analyses  

The data analyses for this research were conducted using the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), Version 24, and Stata SE, Version 14. Ratings 

were coded into number values for research purposes (2 = Yes, 1 = Possibly or partially, 

0 = No for risk factors and 2 = High/urgent, 1 = Moderate/elevated, 0 = Low/routine, for 

Summary Risk ratings). At times it was difficult to determine based on file information 

whether previous stalking behaviour had been present, particularly when examining 

cases of intimate partner stalking. Thirty-three cases were deemed to have some 

element of stalking behaviour occurring prior to the index offence. To reduce the number 

of analyses and facilitate direct comparison with other measures, the Past and Recent 

ratings on the SAM were combined into an Ever Present rating by taking the highest of 

the Past or Recent ratings for each individual risk factor. Supplementary analyses on the 

Past and Recent ratings are presented in the identified Appendices.  

Descriptive Results 

For each of the measures, the frequency of the risk individual factors were 

calculated. Pearson correlations (r) were calculated between the total score and risk 

categories for the VRAG, PCL:SV, and the Summary Risk ratings for the SAM.   
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Interrater Reliability 

The interrater reliability (IRR) of the instruments was indexed using ICC1, 

calculated for absolute agreement using a random effects model, as SAM ratings may 

be considered ordinal- or interval-level variables7. This methodology was selected as 

different sets of raters made ratings for each of the cases, and the raters were thought to 

be representative of all trained raters, rather than representative of a special group.  

In addition, the estimated reliability of the consensus ratings was indexed using 

ICC2. Given that all of the predictive analyses in the study were based on consensus 

ratings, ICC2 should be considered the most relevant index of IRR in this study.  

Predictive Validity  

Predictive validity was evaluated using a number of different types of analyses. 

First, the predictive validity of the SAM, VRAG, and PCL:SV was indexed using Area 

Under the Curve (AUC) with any type of reoffending as the outcome (Hanley & McNeil, 

1982). Based on this theory, an AUC value will represent the probability that a randomly 

selected reoffender will have a higher score on a particular measure than a nonrecidivist 

that was randomly selected. AUC values range from 0 to 1 with .5 representing a 

chance-level prediction, while a value of 1 indicates perfect prediction. Previous 

research has established AUC values of .64 to .70 as being equivalent to a medium 

effect size, and values of .71 and greater as being indicative of large effects (Rice & 

Harris, 2005).  

 To gain an in-depth understanding of specific patterns of reoffending among 

stalking perpetrators, predictive validity was subsequently evaluated using survival 

analysis. Survival analyses is preferable to AUC analysis as it takes into account time to 

failure and censored cases (e.g., due to death). To examine the predictive validity of 

Summary Risk ratings and categorical risk ratings, Kaplan-Meier survival analysis, a 

non-parametric method suitable for evaluating categorical independent variables was 

used. This method has been commonly used in recidivism research (e.g., Hart, Kropp, & 

Hare, 1988; Foellmi et al., 2016; Jackson, 2016; Rosenfeld, 2003; Stadtland et al., 

                                                
7 As previously detailed, ICCs were interpreted according to Fleiss’ (1981) guidelines: < .39 = 
poor, .40 to .59 = fair, .60 to .74 = good, .75 and greater = excellent agreement. 
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2013). For the remaining analyses, Cox regression survival analysis, a semi-parametric 

method appropriate for both categorical and continuous independent variables was 

used. Similarly, Cox regression survival analysis has also been used in previous 

recidivism research (e.g., Foellmi et al., 2016; Jackson, 2016).  
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RESULTS 

Distribution of SAM Ratings  

The distribution of consensus ratings for the SAM Recent and Past ratings for 

individual risk factors is presented in Table 8. When examining the presence of Past 

ratings among the thirty-three files that were deemed to have engaged in a previous 

pattern of stalking behaviour, 5 out of 10 Nature of Stalking risk factors were present 

(score of 2) for 50% or more of those participants, with the most common risk factors 

being N5 (Intimidates victim), N2 (Communicates with victim), N3 (Approaches victim), 

N4 (Direct contact with victim), and N6 (Threatens victim). With regards to the presence 

of Recent ratings, 7 of 10 Nature of Stalking risk factors were present (score of 2) for 

50% or more of those participants, and only one risk factor was present for more than 

80% of the participants (N2).  

When examining the Perpetrator Risk Factors, the presence of Past ratings 

indicated that 0 out of 10 risk factors were present (score of 2) for 50% of those 

participants, and the most common risk factor (P1) was present for 48% of the 

participants. Conversely, 5 out of 10 risk factors were rated as being recently present 

(score of 2) for 50% of participants. The most commonly endorsed Victim Vulnerability 

Factors across both Past and Recent ratings were V6 (Intimate relationship problems), 

V4 (Unsafe living situation), and V1 (Inconsistent behaviour towards perpetrator).  

 The distribution of SAM Past and Recent ratings for the total and domain scores 

is summarized in Table 12 and Table 13. The scores were all distributed quite normally, 

although the Past ratings tended to be more positively skewed due to the large 

proportion of participants that had not engaged in previous patterns of stalking 

behaviour. For the Recent ratings of the Nature of Stalking, Perpetrator Risk Factors, 

and SAM Total Scores, the mean was around the centre of the theoretical range and 

both domains showed substantial variability. The Victim Vulnerability Factors had lower 

mean scores and had a restricted range when compared with the other two domains.  
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Table 12   Distribution of SAM Past and Present Ratings, Individual Risk Factors 

 Past Recent 
SAM Risk Factors N P Y N P Y 
Nature of Stalking        
N1 (Communicates about victim) 85% 1% 14% 49% 12% 39% 
N2 (Communicates with victim) 72% 2% 26% 16% 2% 82% 
N3 (Approaches victim) 75% 3% 22% 24% 3% 73% 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) 77% 1% 22% 29% 6% 65% 
N5 (Intimidates victim) 69% 2% 29% 9% 14% 77% 
N6 (Threatens victim) 80% 2% 18% 45% 8% 47% 
N7 (Violent towards victim) 86% 2% 12% 74% 8% 18% 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) 74% 11% 15% 15% 29% 56% 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) 76% 9% 15% 21% 34% 45% 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision violations) 82% 3% 15% 38% 10% 52% 
Perpetrator Risk Factors       
P1 (Angry) 39% 13% 48% 14% 18% 68% 
P2 (Obsessed) 64% 10% 26% 14% 24% 62% 
P3 (Irrational) 73% 6% 21% 43% 19% 38% 
P4 (Unrepentant) 52% 8% 40% 8% 25% 67% 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) 49% 17% 34% 30% 29% 41% 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) 46% 13% 41% 13% 8% 79% 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships problems) 53% 20% 27% 26% 37% 37% 
P8 (Distressed) 56% 15% 29% 42% 32% 26% 
P9 (Substance use problems) 50% 6% 44% 53% 19% 28% 
P10 (Employment and financial problems) 45% 17% 38% 13% 19% 68% 
Victim Vulnerability Factors       
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward perpetrator) 69% 10% 21% 58% 20% 22% 
V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward perpetrator) 81% 8% 11% 74% 16% 10% 
V3 (Inadequate access to resources) 97% 3% 0% 88% 7% 5% 
V4 (Unsafe living situation) 74% 6% 20% 37% 36% 27% 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) 88% 1% 11% 65% 18% 17% 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) 79% 3% 19% 53% 14% 33% 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship problems) 92% 3% 5% 84% 8% 8% 
V8 (Distressed) 83% 7% 10% 54% 33% 13% 
V9 (Substance use problems) 95% 2% 3% 92% 7% 1% 
V10 Employment and financial problems) 96% 4% 0% 75% 21% 4% 
Note. N = 106. N = Not present; P = Possibly/partially present; Y = Present. 
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Table 13  Distribution of SAM Past and Recent Numerical Scores, Domain and Total Scores 

 Past Recent 

Scores M (SD) Min Max M (SD) Min Max 
Nature of Stalking 4.12 6.34 0 20 12.32 3.39 3 20 

Perpetrator Risk Factors 8.23 6.21 0 20 12.54 2.92 6 19 
Victim Vulnerability Factors 2.45 3.64 0 13 4.58 3.49 0 14 
SAM Total 14.80 13.44 0 43 29.45 6.68 13 47 

Note. N = 106.  

As subsequent analyses will focus on the use of the SAM Ever Present ratings, 

the distribution of consensus ratings for individual risk factors is presented in Table 14. 

With regards to the presence of Nature of Stalking ratings, 8 of 10 risk factors were 

present for 50% or more of those participants, and three risk factors were present for 

80% or more of the participants (N2, N3, and N5). When examining the Perpetrator Risk 

Factors, the ratings indicated that 6 out of 10 risk factors were present for 50% of those 

participants, and the most common risk factor (P6) was present for 79% of the 

participants. The most commonly endorsed Victim Vulnerability Factors were V4 (Unsafe 

living situation), V6 (Intimate relationship problems), and V1 (Inconsistent behaviour 

towards perpetrator).  

The distribution of SAM Ever Present ratings for the total and domain scores is 

summarized in Table 15. Similar to the Past and Recent ratings, the scores were all 

distributed quite normally. For the Recent ratings of the Nature of Stalking, Perpetrator 

Risk Factors, the mean was slightly higher than the centre of the theoretical range (0-30) 

and both domains showed substantial variability. The Victim Vulnerability Factors had 

lower mean scores and had a restricted range when compared with the other two 

domains. SAM Total scores were also normally distributed and had a mean around the 

centre of the theoretical range (0-60).  

The distribution of SAM Summary Risk ratings is summarized in Table 16. As the 

Reasonableness of Fear rating is intended to be used for legal or definitional purposes, 

rather than a determination of risk, it will be excluded from the remainder of the 

analyses. In terms of describing the sample based on the Risk ratings of the SAM, the 

sample can be characterized as being moderate to high risk in terms of the likelihood of 

future stalking, but low to moderate risk with regards to potential for physical harm.  
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Table 14  Distribution of SAM Ever Present Ratings, Individual Risk Factors 

 Ever Present Rating 
SAM Risk Factors N P Y 
Nature of Stalking     
N1 (Communicates about victim) 44% 11% 45% 
N2 (Communicates with victim) 14% 2% 84% 
N3 (Approaches victim) 17% 3% 80% 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) 23% 5% 72% 
N5 (Intimidates victim) 9% 9% 82% 
N6 (Threatens victim) 36% 8% 56% 
N7 (Violent towards victim) 65% 7% 28% 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) 14% 26% 60% 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) 19% 30% 51% 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision violations) 34% 11% 55% 
Perpetrator Risk Factors    
P1 (Angry) 10% 18% 72% 
P2 (Obsessed) 12% 22% 66% 
P3 (Irrational) 41% 19% 40% 
P4 (Unrepentant) 6% 24% 70% 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) 28% 26% 46% 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) 12% 9% 79% 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships problems) 25% 32% 43% 
P8 (Distressed) 31% 26% 43% 
P9 (Substance use problems) 40% 8% 52% 
P10 (Employment and financial problems) 12% 15% 73% 
Victim Vulnerability Factors    
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward perpetrator) 46% 23% 31% 
V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward perpetrator) 65% 18% 17% 
V3 (Inadequate access to resources) 88% 7% 5% 
V4 (Unsafe living situation) 33% 30% 37% 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) 65% 18% 17% 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) 53% 13% 34% 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship problems) 80% 10% 9% 
V8 (Distressed) 50% 30% 20% 
V9 (Substance use problems) 90% 7% 3% 
V10 Employment and financial problems) 74% 23% 3% 
Note. N = 106. N = Not present; P = Possibly/partially present; Y = Present. 
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Table 15  Distribution of SAM Ever Present Numerical Scores, Domain and Total Scores 

Scores M (SD) Min Max 
Nature of Stalking 13.40 3.65 4 20 

Perpetrator Risk Factors 13.65 3.28 6 20 
Victim Vulnerability Factors 5.30 4.08 0 14 
SAM NP Total 27.06 5.50 15 39 
SAM Total 32.30 7.73 15 51 

Note. N = 106.  

 

Table 16  Distribution of SAM Summary Risk Ratings 

 Rating 

Rating L M H 

Case Prioritization 9% 56% 35% 

Risk of Continued Stalking 12% 43% 45% 

Risk of Physical Harm 46% 43% 11% 

Reasonableness of Fear 0% 89% 11% 

Note. N = 106. L = Low/routine/too low; M = Moderate/elevated/appropriate; H = High/urgent/too high 

 Table 17 summarizes the Pearson correlations (r) between the SAM Ever 

Present numerical scores for the domain and total scores (additional analyses examining 

the Past and Recent ratings are available in Appendix C, Table C48). The correlations 

among the corresponding domain scores for the Ever Present ratings were small to large 

in magnitude (r ≈ .26 to r ≈ .86) and statistically significant (p < .001), with the exception 

of the Perpetrator Risk Factor risk factor domain and Victim Vulnerability domain (r = 

.04). 

Table 18 presents the correlations between the SAM Past and Recent ratings, 

SAM Ever Present ratings, and the Summary Risk ratings. The SAM Recent and Ever 

Present Total scores had correlations with the Summary Risk ratings that were small to 

moderate in magnitude and statistically significant, .20 ≤ r ≥ .48, all p < .05. SAM Past 

Total Scores, while significantly correlated with SAM Recent and Ever Present Total 
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Scores, were not significantly associated with any of the Summary Risk ratings, (all p > 

.05). The correlations between the Summary Risk ratings were similarly moderate in 

magnitude and all statistically significant, .28 ≤ r ≥ .59, all p < .01.  

Table 17  Correlations (r) Between SAM Ever Present Ratings, Domains and Total 

 N P V NPT 
P .26**    
V .40*** .04   
NPT .82*** .77*** .28**  
SAMT .79*** .57*** .73*** .86*** 

Note. N = 106. N = Nature of Stalking, P = Perpetrator Risk Factors, V = Victim Vulnerability Factors, NPT = NP 
Total Scores, SAMT = SAM Ever Present Total Scores 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

 

Table 18  Correlations (r) Between SAM Past and Recent Total Ratings, Ever Present Total 
Ratings, and Summary Risk Ratings 

 SAM Past 
Total 

SAM Recent 
Total 

SAM Ever 
Present 

Total 
 

Case 
Prioritization 

 

Risk of 
Continued 
Stalking 

Risk of 
Physical 

Harm 
 

SAM Recent 
Total 

.33***      

SAM Ever 
Present Total 

.69*** .87***     

Case 
Prioritization 

.08 .23* .24*    

Risk of Continued 
Stalking 

.08 .21* .20* .59***   

Risk of Physical 
Harm 

.18 .48*** .40*** .34*** .28**  

Note. N = 106.  
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Concurrent Validity  

The correlations between SAM Ever Present Total and Domain numerical scores 

and Summary Risk ratings with total scores and the three categories of the VRAG and 

the PCL:SV are presented in Table 19. The SAM Nature of Stalking and Perpetrator 

Risk Factor numerical scores were significantly correlated with both VRAG and PCL:SV 

Total and three categories with correlation magnitudes ranging from small to moderate, 

.20 ≤ r ≤ .57, all p < .05, with the exception of the Nature of Stalking domain and SAM 

Total which was not significantly correlated with the VRAG three categories. In terms of 

Summary Risk ratings, the Case Prioritization and Risk of Physical Harm ratings were 

significantly correlated with the VRAG total score, although the correlations were small in 

magnitude, .22 ≤ r ≤ .25, all p < .05.  The Case Prioritization, Risk of Continued Stalking, 

and Risk of Physical Harm ratings were all significantly correlated with the PCL:SV Total 

scores, and the magnitude of the correlation ranged from small to moderate, .20 ≤ r ≤ 

.31, all p < .05.  

Table 19  Correlations (r) Between SAM Ever Present Ratings, Summary Risk Ratings, and 
VRAG and PCL:SV Total and Three Categories 

 

 

 VRAG PCL:SV 
 Total Three Categories Total Three Categories 
Nature of Stalking .20* .11 .39*** .21* 
Perpetrator Risk Factors .33** .28** .51*** .34*** 
Victim Vulnerability 
Factors 

.05 .00 .13 .10 

NP Total .33** .24* .57*** .34*** 
Total .27** .17 .27** .30** 
Summary Risk      
Case Prioritization .25* .17 .31** .12 
Risk of Continued 
Stalking 

.06 -.07 .20* .08 

Risk of Physical Harm .22* .12 .24* .15 
Note. N = 106.  
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Interrater Reliability: Ratings of Presence and Summary Risk  

Agreement between Raters 

First, analyses examined individual SAM presence (Table 20) ratings conducted 

between two raters for all cases using the Ever Present ratings. A more detailed analysis 

examining the Recent and Past ratings are presented in Appendix D (Tables D49 

through D51).  

Overall, interrater reliability for the individual items on the SAM was highly 

variable. For ratings on the Nature of Stalking items, interrater reliability was fair to good 

with ICC1 ranging from .31 to .67 (M = .52, Mdn = .52), and ICC2 ranging from .47 to .81 

(M = .68, Mdn = .68). Similarly, the ratings on the Perpetrator Risk Factor items 

evidenced fair to good interrater reliability with ICC1 ranging from .12 to .72 (M = .50, 

Mdn = .56), and ICC2 ranging from .22 to .84 (M = .64, Mdn = .72). One risk factor, P6 

(Intimate relationship problems) evidenced poor interrater reliability. Victim Vulnerability 

Factors evidenced generally poorer interrater reliability than the other two domains, with 

presence ratings ranging from .14 to .64 (M = .34, Mdn = .33) for ICC1 and from .25 to 

.78 (M = .49, Mdn = .49) for ICC2. In particular, two items displayed particularly poor 

reliability V7 (Non-intimate relationship problems) and V10 (Employment and financial 

problems).  

The results for numerical SAM total and domain scores are presented in Table 

21. Interrater reliability was good to excellent for the Nature of Stalking (ICC1 = .58, ICC2 

= .74) and Perpetrator Risk Factors  (ICC1 = .62, ICC2 = .77), and fair to good for Victim 

Vulnerability Factors  (ICC1 = .58, ICC2 = .74) domain numerical scores. SAM NP Total 

scores (ICC1 = .57, ICC2 = .73), and SAM numerical Total scores (ICC1 = .60, ICC2 = 

.75), displayed good to excellent interrater reliability.  

Further, the interrater reliability for the SAM Summary Risk ratings ranged from 

poor to good: for Case Prioritization, ICC1 = .40 and ICC2 = .57; for Risk of Continued 

Stalking, ICC1 = .34 and ICC2 = .51; for Risk of Physical Harm, ICC1 = .35 and ICC2 = 

.52; and for Reasonableness of Fear, ICC1 = .34 and ICC2 = .50. These findings are 

presented in Tables 22, 23, 24, and 25. It is possible that the trichotomous response 

format these ratings have may have reduced the overall interrater reliability on these 

ratings.  
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Table 20  Interrater Reliability for SAM Ever Present Ratings, Individual Risk Factors 

 Ever Present Ratings  
SAM Risk Item ICC1 ICC2 
Nature of Stalking          
N1 (Communicates about victim) .52 .69 
N2 (Communicates with victim) .67 .81 
N3 (Approaches victim) .57 .72 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .59 .74 
N5 (Intimidates victim) .48 .65 
N6 (Threatens victim) .63 .77 
N7 (Violent towards victim) .51 .68 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) .41 .58 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .31 .47 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision violations) .50 .67 

Perpetrator Risk Factors 
P1 (Angry) .56 .72 
P2 (Obsessed) .62 .76 
P3 (Irrational) .72 .84 
P4 (Unrepentant) .33 .50 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) .69 .81 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) .12 .22 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships problems) .41 .58 
P8 (Distressed) .30   .46 
P9 (Substance use problems) .70 .82 
P10 (Employment and financial problems) .56 .72 

Victim Vulnerability Factors 
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward perpetrator) .45 .62 
V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward perpetrator) .45 .62 
V3 (Inadequate access to resources) .25 .39 
V4 (Unsafe living situation) .32 .48 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) .33 .49 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) .64 .78 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship problems) .24 .39 
V8 (Distressed) .38 .55 
V9 (Substance use problems) .14 .25 
V10 Employment and financial problems) .18 .30 
Note. N = 102.  
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Table 21  Interrater Reliability of SAM Ever Present Numerical Scores, Domain and Total 
Scores 

Scores M (SD) ICC1 p 95% CI ICC2 p 95% CI 
Nature of Stalking 12.78 (.57) .58 <.001 .44, .70 .74 <.001 .61, .82 
Perpetrator Risk 
Factors 

12.95 (1.06) .62 <.001 .36, .77 .77 <.001 .53, .87 

Victim Vulnerability 
Factors 

4.58 (1.09) .58 <.001 .42, .71 .74 <.001 .59, .83 

NP Total 25.87 (1.75) .57 <.001 .30, .74 .73 <.001 .47, .85 

SAM Total  30.57 (2.60) .60 <.001 .36, .75 .75 <.001 .52, .86 

Note. N = 102.  
 

Table 22  Interrater Reliability of SAM Case Prioritization Ratings 

 Rater 2 

Rater 1 L M H Total 

L 6% 6% 0% 12% 

M 9% 24% 3% 36% 

H 3% 32% 17% 52% 

Total 18% 62% 20% 100% 

Note. N = 102. L = Low/routine; M = Moderate/elevated; H = High/urgent. ICC1 = .40,  ICC2 = .57 

 

Table 23  Interrater Reliability of SAM Risk of Continued Stalking Ratings 

 Rater 2 

Rater 1 L M H Total 

L 5% 10% 4% 19% 

M 6% 22% 6% 34% 

H 1% 19% 27% 47% 

Total 12% 51% 37% 100% 

Note. N = 102. L = Low/routine; M = Moderate/elevated; H = High/urgent. ICC1 = .34,  ICC2 = .51 
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Table 24  Interrater Reliability of SAM Risk of Physical Harm Ratings 

 Rater 2 

Rater 1 L M H Total 

L 29% 11% 1% 41% 

M 12% 24% 8% 44% 

H 4% 7% 4% 15% 

Total 45% 42% 13% 100% 

Note. N = 102. L = Low/routine; M = Moderate/elevated; H= High/urgent. ICC1 = .35,  ICC2 = .52 

 

Table 25   Interrater Reliability of SAM Risk of Reasonableness of Fear Ratings 

 Rater 2 

Rater 1 L A H Total 

L 2% 2% 1% 5% 

A 4% 84% 1% 89% 

H 3% 3% 0% 6% 

Total 9% 89% 2% 100% 

Note. N = 102. L= Too low; A = Appropriate; H = Too high. ICC1 = .34,  ICC2 = .50  

To examine the effect of more than two raters, a subset of cases (n = 39) with 

three raters underwent additional interrater analyses (Appendix D, Tables D52 through 

D55). Generally, ICCs indicated greater reliability with three raters. Ratings on the 

Nature of Stalking items showed good to excellent agreement (ICC1  ranged from .34 to 

.79, M = .60, Mdn = .60, and ICC2 ranged from .61 to .92, M = .80, Mdn = .80) and 

similarly, Perpetrator Risk Factor items showed good to excellent agreement (ICC1  

ranged from .37 to .76, M = .60, Mdn = .61, and ICC2 ranged from .64 to .90, M = .81, 

Mdn = .82). Consistent with IRR analyses with two raters, agreement for Victim 

Vulnerability factors was variable and ranged from poor to excellent (ICC1  ranged from 

.01 to .71, M = .41, Mdn = .41, and ICC2 ranged from .02 to .88, M = .62, Mdn = .63), 

with two risk factors evidencing poor reliability (V3 and V7). Interrater reliability was 

excellent for all three domains scores (ICC1 ranged from .61 to .74, M = .67, and ICC2 
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ranged from .83 to .89, M = .86), as well as, NP Total (ICC1 = .73, ICC2 = .89) and Total 

scores (ICC1 = .72, ICC2 = .89) on the SAM. 

Further, the interrater reliability for the SAM Summary Risk ratings with three 

raters ranged from poor to good: for Case Prioritization, ICC1 = .41 and ICC2 = .68; for 

Risk of Continued Stalking, ICC1 = .37 and ICC2 = .64; for Risk of Physical Harm, ICC1 = 

.39 and ICC2 = .66; and was poor for Reasonableness of Fear, ICC1 = .09 and ICC2 = 

.23.  

Predictive Validity: Risk Categories 

For descriptive purposes, the stalking and violent recidivism rates for participants 

in each of the risk categories for various risk measures were calculated.  

Table 26 presents the proportion of stalking recidivists for the SAM Case 

Prioritization judgment. Using the Low group as a reference, the increased risk (odds) for 

recidivism – as indexed using the Odds Ration (OR) was 2.03 times greater in the 

Moderate group and 1.87 times higher in the High group, and the overall difference 

among the proportion of recidivists in three groups was not significant χ2 (2, N = 104) = 

.23, p = .633 

Table 26  Proportion of Stalking Recidivists in SAM Case Prioritization Categories 

 Total Number Proportion recidivists OR 

Low 10 .30 -- 

Moderate 58 .47 2.03 

High 36 .44 1.87 

Note. Overall χ2 (2, N = 104) = .23, p = .63 

 

Table 27 presents the proportion of violent recidivists for the SAM Case 

Prioritization judgment. Using the Low group as a reference, the increased risk for 

recidivism was 3.55 times greater in the Moderate group and 3.27 times higher in the 

High group, and the overall difference among the proportion of recidivists in three groups 

was not significant, χ2 (2, N = 104) = 1.08, p = .299.  



54 

Table 27  Proportion of Violent Recidivists in SAM Case Prioritization Categories 

 Total Number Proportion recidivists OR 

Low 10 .30 -- 

Moderate 58 .60 3.55 

High 36 .58 3.27 

Note. Overall χ2 (2, N = 104) = 1.08, p = .30 

 

Table 28 presents the proportion of stalking recidivists for the SAM Risk for 

Continued Stalking judgment. Using the Low group as a reference, the increased risk for 

recidivism was 1.80 times greater in the Moderate group and 2.06 times higher in the 

High group, and the overall difference among the proportion of recidivists in three groups 

was not significant, χ2 (2, N = 104) = .96, p = .327.  

Table 28  Proportion of Stalking Recidivists in SAM Risk for Continued Stalking Categories 

 Total Number Proportion recidivists OR 

Low 13 .31 -- 

Moderate 45 .44 1.80 

High 46 .48 2.06 

Note. Overall χ2 (2, N = 104) = .96, p = .33 

 

Table 29 presents the proportion of violent recidivists for the SAM Risk for 

Continued Stalking judgment. Using the Low group as a reference, the increased risk for 

recidivism was 2.40 times greater in the Moderate group and 2.27 times higher in the 

High group, and the overall difference among the proportion of recidivists in three groups 

was not significant, χ2 (2, N = 104) = .89, p = .344.  
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Table 29  Proportion of Violent Recidivists in SAM Risk of Continued Stalking Categories 

 Total Number Proportion recidivists OR 

Low 13 .38 -- 

Moderate 45 .60 2.40 

High 46 .59 2.27 

Note. Overall χ2 (2, N = 104) = .89, p = .34 

 

Table 30 presents the proportion of stalking recidivists for the SAM Risk of 

Physical Harm judgment. Using the Low group as a reference, the increased risk for 

recidivism was 1.14 times greater in the Moderate group and .93 times higher in the 

High group, and the overall difference among the proportion of recidivists in three groups 

was not significant, χ2 (2, N = 104) = .00, p = .957.  

Table 30  Proportion of Stalking Recidivists in SAM Risk of Physical Harm Categories 

 Total Number Proportion recidivists OR 

Low 46 .43 -- 

Moderate 45 .47 1.14 

High 12 .42 .93 

Note. Overall χ2 (2, N = 104) = .00, p = .96 

 

Table 31 presents the proportion of violent recidivists for the SAM Risk of 

Physical Harm judgment. Using the Low group as a reference, the increased risk for 

recidivism was 1.37 times greater in the Moderate group and 1.28 times higher in the 

High group, and the overall difference among the proportion of recidivists in three groups 

was not significant, χ2 (2, N = 104) = .40, p = .529.  
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Table 31  Proportion of Violent Recidivists in SAM Risk of Physical Harm Categories 

 Total Number Proportion recidivists OR 

Low 46 .52 -- 

Moderate 45 .60 1.37 

High 12 .58 1.28 

Note. Overall χ2 (2, N = 104) = .40, p = .53 

 

Tables E56 through E59 in Appendix E present the proportion of stalking 

recidivists and violent recidivists according to the VRAG total score and PCL:SV total 

score categorization. Using the VRAG Total Low group as a reference, the increased 

risk for recidivism was 1.53 times greater in the Moderate group and .53 times higher in 

the High group, and the overall difference among the proportion of stalking recidivists in 

three groups was not significant, χ2 (2, N = 100) =  .19, p = .662. In terms of the 

proportion of violent recidivists for the VRAG total scores categorization, using the Low 

group as a reference, the increased risk for recidivism was 1.71 times greater in the 

Moderate group and 3.20 times higher in the High group. The overall difference among 

the proportion of recidivists in three groups was not significant, χ2 (2, N = 100) = 1.96, p 

= .161.  

When examining the proportion of stalking recidivists for the PCL:SV total scores 

categorization, using the No/low group as a reference, the increased risk for recidivism 

was 1.04 times greater in the Possible/moderate group and 2.01 times higher in the 

Definite/high group. The overall difference among the proportion of recidivists in three 

groups was not significant, χ 2 (2, N = 103) =  .37, p = .544. Finally, when examining the 

proportion of violent recidivists for the PCL:SV total scores categorization, using the 

No/low group as a reference, the increased risk for recidivism was 2.85 times greater in 

the Possible/moderate group and 3.80 times higher in the Definite/high group. The 

overall difference among the proportion of recidivists in three groups was significant, χ2 

(2, N = 103) =  3.93, p = .047.  
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Overall, none of the Summary Risk judgments on the SAM, nor VRAG Total 

Score categorizations were able to distinguish between recidivists and non-recidivists 

with regards to stalking or violence recidivism outcomes, although PCL:SV categories 

did differentiate among those that went on to commit a violent offence among this 

sample of stalking offenders.  

Predictive Validity: AUCs  

Stalking Recidivism 

Next, ROC analyses were conducted, as AUCs are a commonly used method of 

indexing predictive validity. AUC values for stalking recidivism for SAM Ever Present 

ratings for the individual risk factors are presented in Table 33 (Refer to Appendix F, 

Tables F60 and F61 for analyses with Recent/Past ratings). When examining individual 

items, 1 out of the 30 items had significant predictive validity: N10 (Stalking involves 

supervision violations), AUC = .64, p < .05. The AUC values for SAM Ever Present 

numerical domain and total scores are presented in Table 32.  

For the sake of completeness, the AUC values for the individual risk factors or 

items of the VRAG and PCL:SV are presented in Appendix F, Tables F62 and F63. For 

the VRAG, only one item significantly predicted stalking recidivism: Prior failure on 

conditional release, AUC = .69, p < .01. No individual factors on the PCL:SV were 

predictive of stalking recidivism.  
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Table 32  AUC for Stalking Recidivism using SAM Ever Present Ratings, Individual Risk 
Factors 

 Ever Present Rating 
SAM Risk Factors AUC 95% CI p 
Nature of Stalking     
N1 (Communicates about victim) .55 [.43, .66] .42 
N2 (Communicates with victim) .51 [.40, .62] .85 
N3 (Approaches victim) .46 [.35, .57] .52 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .46 [.35, .57] .47 
N5 (Intimidates victim) .49 [.38, .61] .97 
N6 (Threatens victim) .54 [.43, .65] .48 
N7 (Violent towards victim) .53 [.42, .64] .63 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) .55 [.44, .66] .39 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .49 [.38, .60] .87 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision 
violations) 

.64 [.53, .74] .016 

Perpetrator Risk Factors    
P1 (Angry) .51 [.39, .62] .92 
P2 (Obsessed) .50 [.39, .61] .99 
P3 (Irrational) .52 [.40, 63] .77 
P4 (Unrepentant) .50 [.38, .61] .94 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) .58 [.47, .69] .17 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) .44 [.33, .55] .32 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships problems) .44 [.32, .55] .26 
P8 (Distressed) .47 [.36, .58] .58 
P9 (Substance use problems) .50 [.38, .61] .96 
P10 (Employment and financial problems) .57 [.46, .68] .20 
Victim Vulnerability Factors    
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward 
perpetrator) 

.51 [.40, .63] .79 

V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward perpetrator) .46 [.35, .57] .48 
V3 (Inadequate access to resources) .49 [.37, .60] .80 
V4 (Unsafe living situation) .51 [.40, .62] .87 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) .54 [.42, .65] .52 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) .43 [.32, .55] .26 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship problems) .49 [.38, .60] .91 
V8 (Distressed) .57 [.45, .68] .23 
V9 (Substance use problems) .44 [.33, .55] .32 
V10 Employment and financial problems) .45 [.34, .56] .39 
Note. N = 106. AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05. 
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Table 33  AUC for Stalking Recidivism using SAM Ever Present Numerical Scores, 
Domains and Total 

 Ever Present Ratings  
SAM Domain Totals AUC 95% CI p 

Nature of Stalking .56 [.45, .68] .26 
Perpetrator Risk Factors .50 [.39, .61] .98 
Victim Vulnerability Factors .49 [.37, .60] .82 
SAM NP Total Scores .54 [.43, .66] .46 
SAM Total Scores .54 [.43, .66] .46 
Note. N = 104.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  

  

The AUC values for the total scores and categories for all the risk measures are 

presented in Table 34. Only Facet 1 scores on the PCL:SV were predictive of stalking 

recidivism and the AUC was small in magnitude but statistically significant, AUC = . 62, p 

< .05. 

Table 34  AUC for Stalking Recidivism for all Risk Measures, Total and Risk 
Categories  

 AUC 95% CI p 
 

SAM    
Case Prioritization .52 [.41, .63] .73 
Risk of Continued Stalking .55 [.44, .66] .41 
Risk of Physical Harm .51 [.39, .62] .92 
VRAG    
Total .55 [.44, .68] .37 
Three Categories .53 [.41, .64] .65 
PCL:SV    
Total .58 [.47, .69] .16 
Facet 1 .62 [.51, .73] .03 
Facet 2 .57 [.46, .67] .20 
Facet 3 .52 [.41, .63] .71 
Facet 4 .52 [.41, .63] .68 
Three Categories .52 [.40, .63] .74 
Note. N = 104.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  
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Violent Recidivism 

The same ROC analyses were repeated but using violent recidivism as an 

outcome. For the sake of completeness, the AUC values for the individual risk factors or 

items of the SAM, VRAG, and PCL:SV are presented in Appendix G, Tables G64 

through G68. With regards to the SAM, 2 of the 30 items were predictive of future violent 

offending, N10 (Stalking involves supervision violations) and P5 (Antisocial lifestyle). 

AUCs were small in magnitude but statistically significant, AUCs =.63 and .62, 

respectively, both p < .05. For the VRAG, 2 of 12 items significantly predicted violent 

recidivism: Prior Failure on Conditional Release and Psychopathy Checklist score, AUC 

= .70 and .65, respectively, both p < .05. On the PCL:SV, one of 12 individual items had 

predictive validity, Lacks Remorse, AUC = .62, p < .05. 

The AUC values for SAM Ever Present numerical domain and total scores are 

presented in Table 35. None of the SAM Domain or Total numerical scores were 

predictive of future violent offending, all p > .05. 

Table 35  AUC for Violent Recidivism using SAM Ever Present Numerical Scores, 
Domains and Total 

 Ever Present Ratings  
SAM Domain Totals AUC 95% CI p 

Nature of Stalking .54 [.43, .65] .50 
Perpetrator Risk Factors .52 [.41, .64] .67 
Victim Vulnerability Factors .46 [.34, .57] .46 
SAM NP Total Scores .53 [.41, .64] .62 
SAM Total Scores .54 [.43, .66] .46 
Note. N = 104.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  

 

The AUC values for the total scores and categories for all the risk measures are 

presented in Table 37. AUC was small to moderate in magnitude for PCL:SV Total 

Scores (AUC = .65), Facet 1 (AUC = .63), and Facet 2 scores (AUC = .62), and were 

statistically significant, all p < .05. None of the SAM Summary Risk judgements, VRAG 

total scores, or VRAG risk categories were predictive of future violent offending, all, p > 

.05. 
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Table 36  AUC for Violent Recidivism for all Risk Measures, Total and Risk Categories  

 AUC 95% CI p 
 

SAM    
Case Prioritization .54 [.43, .66] .44 
Risk of Continued Stalking .54 [.43, .65] .47 
Risk of Physical Harm .54 [.42, .65] .53 
VRAG    
Total .61 [.49, .72] .07 
Three Categories .57 [.45, .68] .24 
PCL:SV    
Total .65 [.54, .76] .01 
Facet 1 .63 [.51, .73] .03 
Facet 2 .62 [.51, .73] .03 
Facet 3 .61 [.50, .72] .06 
Facet 4 .58 [.47, .70] .14 
Three Categories .58 [.47, .69] .15 
Note. N = 102.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  
 

Any Recidivism 

The same ROC analyses were repeated for a third time using any recidivism as 

an outcome. The AUC values for the individual risk factors or items of the SAM, VRAG, 

and PCL:SV are presented in Appendix H, Tables H69 through H73, Supplementary 

analyses are provided for Past and Recent ratings in Tables H74 and H75.  

With regards to the SAM, 1 of 30 items significantly predicted any recidivism, 

N10 (Stalking involves supervision violations), which had a moderate and statistically 

significant AUC value of .67, p < .05. For the VRAG, 2 of 12 items significantly predicted 

any recidivism: Prior Failure on Conditional Release and Psychopathy Checklist score, 

AUC = .65 and .64, respectively, both p < .05. On the PCL:SV, none of the 12 individual 

items had predictive validity, all p >.05. 

None of the SAM Domain or Total numerical scores were predictive of future 

recidivism, all p > .05. AUC was moderate in magnitude for PCL:SV Total Scores (AUC 

= .68), and Facet 1 (AUC = .66) scores, and were statistically significant, both p < .05. 

VRAG total scores evidenced a small but statistically significant association with 
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recidivism, AUC = .64, p < .05. None of the SAM Summary Risk judgments, or VRAG 

categories were predictive of recidivism, all p > .05. 

Predictive validity: Survival Analyses 

Survival analysis was first conducted using the Kaplan-Meier method to examine 

the overall survivor function for each of the four recidivism outcomes, which is illustrated 

in Figures 1, 2, 3, and 4. For stalking recidivism with physical harm, there were two 

participants who were recidivists, while general stalking recidivism occurred for 46 of the 

104 participants with recidivism outcome data. For violent recidivism, 59 participants 

reoffended, while overall 80 of 104 participants had some involvement with the criminal 

justice system during the follow-up period. The overall time at risk for the sample was 

16137.74 months. The median time at risk per participant was 161.32 months 

(approximately 13 years) and the average time at risk was 152.24 months 

(approximately 12 years, range 12.52 to 248.00 months). Q1 (25%ile) for survival time 

was 20.59 months for stalking, 11.21 months for violent recidivism, and 4.82 months for 

any recidivism. Due to the low base rate of those that recidivated in terms of stalking 

with physical harm, no additional analyses were conducted with these two cases.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1   Kaplan-Meier Survivor Function: Stalking with Physical Harm 
Survivor Function 
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Figure 2  Kaplan-Meier Survival Function: Stalking Survivor Function 

Figure 3  Kaplan-Meier Survival Function: Violence Survivor Function 
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Kaplan-Meier survival analysis was then conducted to evaluate the predictive 

validity of SAM Case Prioritization ratings over three different time periods (recidivism 

within the first year, first five years, first ten years) for the two primary outcomes (stalking 

and violence). These time periods were selected on the basis that stalking recidivism 

research to date suggests that most stalking recidivism occurs in the first year (Eke et 

al., 2011; Foellmi et al., 2016; Malsch et al., 2011; Rosenfeld, 2003), while also 

evaluating whether the SAM has predictive validity over longer follow-up periods. A 

summary of the overall log-rank test for the survivor functions are presented in Table 37. 

The log-rank test indicated that for both stalking and violent recidivism, the survivor 

functions were equivalent across the three time periods, all p > .05.  

Next, the predictive validity of the risk measures were evaluated using Cox 

regression survival analysis for two time periods representing a short-term (within the 

first year) and long-term follow-up period (within the first ten years). This method of 

survival analysis allows for the modelling of predictive validity using multiple independent 

variables simultaneously through the examination of an overall model fit (chi-squared 

test), and an examination of the predictive power of independent variables via Hazard 

Figure 4  Kaplan-Meier Survival Function: Overall Survivor Function (Any 
recidivism) 
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Ratios (HRs). One of the underlying assumptions of Cox regression survival analysis, is 

that HRs for groups are both proportional and constant over time, which is referred to as 

the proportional hazards assumption. In order to ensure that this assumption was met, 

the linear regression of the scaled Schoenfeld residuals on time was examined, for both 

independent variables and globally, to determine whether the slope of the Schoenfeld 

residuals deviated significantly from zero. For all analyses discussed below, the 

proportional hazards assumption was tested, and in each case the test was non-  

Table 37  Overall Log-rank Tests for Survivor Functions by Recidivism Outcome, Time 
Period, and Summary Risk Rating 

 Χ2 p 
Stalking Recidivism   
Case Prioritization   
Any Stalking in First Year .69 .71 
Any Stalking in First 5 Years .77 .68 
Any Stalking in First 10 years .22 .89 
Risk of Continued Stalking   
Any Stalking in First Year 1.52 .47 
Any Stalking in First 5 Years 2.25 .32 
Any Stalking in First 10 years 1.36 .51 
Risk of Physical Harm   
Any Stalking in First Year .43 .81 
Any Stalking in First 5 Years .69 .71 
Any Stalking in First 10 years .23 .89 
Violent Recidivism   
Case Prioritization   
Any Violence in First Year 1.05 .59 
Any Violence in First 5 Years 2.93 .23 
Any Violence in First 10 years 1.94 .38 
Risk of Continued Stalking   
Any Violence in First Year 3.26 .20 
Any Violence in First 5 Years 2.42 .30 
Any Violence in First 10 years 2.62 .27 
Risk of Physical Harm   
Any Violence in First Year 1.96 .37 
Any Violence in First 5 Years 1.91 .38 
Any Violence in First 10 years 1.00 .60 
Note. N = 104.  
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significant, all p > .05. Another underlying assumption of the Cox regression survival 

analysis is the assumption of independence between covariates, as the results may be 

adversely impacted by collinearity. Collinearity among independent variables was 

evaluated using the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF). VIF values were interpreted 

according to the following: values ranging from 1 to 4 as negligible or small collinearity; 

between 4 and 10 as reflecting substantial collinearity; and 10 or greater as reflecting 

very large and potentially problematic collinearity (e.g., O’Brien, 2007). Other types of 

collinearity were also examined which could cause major problems when attempting to 

fit a model, such as “failure to converge” errors, extremely large HRs, or HRs with 

missing SE estimates. Variables evincing these problems were removed from analyses, 

as detailed below. 

 For descriptive purposes, a series of Cox regressions were conducted examining 

the predictive power of the SAM Ever Present ratings for the individual risk factors for 

both stalking and violence recidivism for short- and long-term follow-up periods. 

Variables that evidenced high collinearity (VIF > 4, missing SE estimates) were removed 

from the analyses. These results are presented in Tables 38 through 41 (Refer to 

Appendix I for supplementary analyses with Past and Recent ratings, Tables I76 through 

I79). With regards to stalking recidivism during the short-term follow-up period, 13 out of 

29 SAM risk factors had HRs that were positive, and one was positive and statistically 

significant, P3 (Irrational; p < .05). The overall model did not significantly predict stalking 

recidivism within the first year of the follow-up period, -2LL = 79.07, Model χ 2 (28) = 

32.18, p = .31.  Looking next at the results for stalking recidivism during the long-term 

follow-up period, 16 out of 29 risk factors had HRs that were positive, although none 

were statistically significant (all p > .05). Similar to the previous model, the SAM 

individual items did not significantly predict stalking recidivism during the 10-year follow-

up period, -2LL = 153.52, Model χ 2 (28) = 35.50, p = .19.   

 When examining violent recidivism as an outcome, 13 out of 29 SAM Ratings 

had HRs that were positive for the short-term follow-up period, and three were 

significant: N7 (Violent towards victim), P3 (Irrational), V10 (Employment and financial 

problems; all p < .05). However, the overall model did not significantly predict violent 

recidivism within the first year, -2LL = 93.03, Model χ 2(28)  = 38.87, p = .10.   
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Table 38  Summary of Cox Regression Analyses of SAM Ever Present Ratings for Individual 
Risk Factors for Stalking Recidivism within First year 

 Ever Present Rating 
SAM Risk Factors HR 95% CI p 
Nature of Stalking     
N1 (Communicates about victim) .89 [.45, 1.76] .73 
N2 (Communicates with victim) .54 [.22, 1.31] .17 
N3 (Approaches victim) .79 [.34, 1.85] .59 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .55 [.24, 1.22] .14 
N5 (Intimidates victim) .59 [.11, 3.25] .55 
N6 (Threatens victim) 1.30 [.51, 3.30] .58 
N7 (Violent towards victim) 2.09 [.96, 4.59] .06 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) .75 [.25, 2.28] .61 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .61 [.27, 1.37] .24 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision 
violations) 

1.39 [.61, 3.16] .43 

Perpetrator Risk Factors    
P1 (Angry) .67 [.13, 3.45] .63 
P2 (Obsessed) .70 [.30, 1.63] .41 
P3 (Irrational) 3.88 [1.44, 10.47] .007 
P4 (Unrepentant) 3.15 [.67, 14.79] .14 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) 1.55 [.63, 3.82] .34 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) 2.27 [.58, 8.87] .24 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships problems) .64 [.26, 1.55] .32 
P8 (Distressed) .55 [.25, 1.20] .13 
P9 (Substance use problems) 1.08 [.53, 2.20] .84 
P10 (Employment and financial problems) .88 [.31, 2.54] .82 
Victim Vulnerability Factors    
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward 
perpetrator) 

1.34 [.54, 3.33] .53 

V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward perpetrator) .74 [.32, 1.71] .48 
V3 (Inadequate access to resources) .68 [.11, 4.07] .68 
V4 (Unsafe living situation) 1.55 [.52, 4.58] .43 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) .93 [.36, 2.43] .88 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) 2.08 [.69, 6.28] .19 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship problems)*    
V8 (Distressed) 1.21 [.47, 3.14] .69 
V9 (Substance use problems) .24 [.02, 3.15] .28 
V10 Employment and financial problems) 1.41 [.36, 5.52] .62 
Note. N = 106. HR = Hazard Ratio. HRs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  
*Variable removed from analyses due to problems with collinearity. 
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Table 39  Summary of Cox Regression Analyses of SAM Ever Present Ratings for Individual 
Risk Factors for Stalking Recidivism within Ten Years 

 Ever Present Rating 
SAM Risk Factors HR 95% CI p 
Nature of Stalking     
N1 (Communicates about victim) 1.25 [.80, 1.96] .33 
N2 (Communicates with victim) .84 [.44, 1.62] .61 
N3 (Approaches victim) 1.14 [.64, 2.04] .66 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .75 [.45, 1.27] .29 
N5 (Intimidates victim) .96 [.32, 2.87] .94 
N6 (Threatens victim) 1.43 [.73, 2.79] .29 
N7 (Violent towards victim) 1.09 [.69, 1.71] .71 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) 1.13 [.54, 2.39] .74 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .59 [.31, 1.11] .10 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision 
violations) 

1.57 [.90, 2.76] .11 

Perpetrator Risk Factors    
P1 (Angry) .79 [.31, 2.01] .62 
P2 (Obsessed) .89 [.48, 1.65] .71 
P3 (Irrational) 1.64 [.94, 2.86] .08 
P4 (Unrepentant) .83 [.34, 2.04] .67 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) 1.38 [.79, 2.42] .26 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) 1.03 [.50, 2.12] .94 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships problems) .77 [.41, 1.48] .44 
P8 (Distressed) .75 [.43, 1.30] .31 
P9 (Substance use problems) .93 [.60, 1.46] .76 
P10 (Employment and financial problems) 1.51 [.75, 3.07] .25 
Victim Vulnerability Factors    
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward 
perpetrator) 

1.17 [.63, 2.16] .61 

V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward perpetrator) .82 [.45, 1.49] .51 
V3 (Inadequate access to resources) 1.42 [.56, 3.56] .45 
V4 (Unsafe living situation) 1.13 [.51, 2.52] .76 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) 1.36 [.77, 2.39] .29 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) 1.18 [.64, 2.18] .59 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship problems)*    
V8 (Distressed) 1.68 [.82, 3.45] .15 
V9 (Substance use problems) .11 [.01, 1.00] .051 
V10 Employment and financial problems) .37 [.32, 2.00] .64 
Note. N = 106. HR = Hazard Ratio. HRs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  
*Variable removed from analyses due to problems with collinearity. 
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Table 40  Summary of Cox Regression Analyses of SAM Ever Present Ratings for 
Individual Risk Factors for Violent Recidivism within First Year 

 Ever Present Rating 
SAM Risk Factors HR 95% CI p 
Nature of Stalking     
N1 (Communicates about victim) .74 [.40, 1.37] .34 
N2 (Communicates with victim) .58 [.26, 1.31] .19 
N3 (Approaches victim) .81 [.37, 1.77] .60 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .49 [.24, 1.03] .06 
N5 (Intimidates victim) .34 [.06, 1.82] .21 
N6 (Threatens victim) 1.24 [.54, 2.85] .61 
N7 (Violent towards victim) 2.17 [1.06, 4.46] .034 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) .88 [.31, 2.45] .80 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .67 [.32, 1.39] .28 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision 
violations) 

1.51 [.72, 3.18] .28 

Perpetrator Risk Factors    
P1 (Angry) 1.33 [.08, 2.27] .72 
P2 (Obsessed) .74 [.15, 1.29] .46 
P3 (Irrational) 2.71 [.91, 4.75] .020 
P4 (Unrepentant) 3.46 [.25, 6.10] .09 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) 1.63 [.97, 9.20] .25 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) 3.29 [1.04, 16.55] .07 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships problems) .61 [.30, 1.72] .23 
P8 (Distressed) .62 [.19, 1.35] .21 
P9 (Substance use problems) 1.45 [.53, 2.08] .29 
P10 (Employment and financial problems) .66 [.26, 2.27] .38 
Victim Vulnerability Factors    
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward 
perpetrator) 

1.52 [.64, 3.61] .34 

V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward perpetrator) .71 [.32, 1.53] .38 
V3 (Inadequate access to resources) .32 [.06, 1.83] .20 
V4 (Unsafe living situation) 2.37 [.91, 6.20] .08 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) .87 [.38, 1.99] .74 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) 1.18 [.48, 2.91] .72 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship problems)*    
V8 (Distressed) .86 [.35, 2.10] .75 
V9 (Substance use problems) .18 [.01, 2.10] .17 
V10 Employment and financial problems) 5.07 [1.50, 17.17] .009 
Note. N = 106. HR = Hazard Ratio. HRs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  
*Variable removed from analyses due to problems with collinearity. 
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Table 41  Summary of Cox Regression Analyses of SAM Ever Present Ratings for 
Individual Risk Factors for Violent Recidivism within First Ten Years 

 Ever Present Rating 
SAM Risk Factors HR 95% CI p 
Nature of Stalking     
N1 (Communicates about victim) 1.08 [.75, 1.56] .66 
N2 (Communicates with victim) .65 [.38, 1.12] .12 
N3 (Approaches victim) .99 [.60, 1.63] .96 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .83 [.53, 1.29] .41 
N5 (Intimidates victim) .88 [.37, 2.08] .77 
N6 (Threatens victim) 1.06 [.65, 1.75] .80 
N7 (Violent towards victim) 1.39 [.93, 2.08] .11 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) 1.18 [.63, 2.26] .60 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .73 [.43, 1.22] .23 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision...) 1.65 [1.03, 2.64] .035 
Perpetrator Risk Factors    
P1 (Angry) 1.05 [.48, 2.27] .91 
P2 (Obsessed) .85 [.50, 1.45] .55 
P3 (Irrational) 1.24 [.78, 1.95] .36 
P4 (Unrepentant) 1.14 [.52, 2.46] .75 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) 1.47 [.89, 2.43] .13 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) 1.56 [.84, 2.89] .16 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships problems) .72 [.43, 1.22] .22 
P8 (Distressed) .68 [.42, 1.08] .10 
P9 (Substance use problems) 1.22 [.83, 1.79] .32 
P10 (Employment and financial problems) .93 [.54, 1.62] .80 
Victim Vulnerability Factors    
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward 
perpetrator) 

.78 [.45, 1.37] .40 

V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward perpetrator) .89 [.53, 1.49] .65 
V3 (Inadequate access to resources)    
V4 (Unsafe living situation) 1.33 [.70, 2.53] .39 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) 1.03 [.63, 1.68] .90 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) 1.12 [.66, 1.90] .67 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship problems)*    
V8 (Distressed) 1.33 [.73, 2.43] .35 
V9 (Substance use problems) .15 [.03, .72] .017 
V10 Employment and financial problems) 1.25 [.59, 2.67] .55 
Note. N = 106. HR = Hazard Ratio. HRs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  
*Variable removed from analyses due to problems with collinearity. 
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Finally, looking at the SAM risk factors’ predictive validity during the long-term 

follow up period found 16 out of 28 ratings with HRs that were positive, and one was 

positive and statistically significant, N10 (Stalking involves supervision violations; p < 

.05), and one HR was negative and statistically significant (p < .05), V9 (Substance use 

problems). Overall, the model did not significantly predict violent recidivism within the 10-

year follow-up period, -2LL = 205.72, Model χ 2 (27) = 36.30, p = .13.   

Next, the predictive validity of the SAM was compared with the other risk 

measures (VRAG and PCL:SV) to determine whether the SAM had incremental validity 

in predicting recidivism over other measures. In order to be able to directly compare the 

risk measures, it is necessary that the predictor variables have the same metric, as the 

magnitude of a HR reflects the increase in relative risk associated with a 1-unit increase 

in the value of the predictor variable.  For this reason, total scores on each risk measure 

were recoded into five (approximately) equal-sized groups. Table 42 presents the 

number of participants in each of the five groups for the various measures.  

 

Table 42  Distribution of Participants into Five Groups for SAM Total, PCL:SV, and 
VRAG Total Scores 

Group SAM Total PCL:SV VRAG 

1 20% 20% 20% 
2 21% 20% 19% 
3 23% 19% 19% 
4 17% 21% 22% 
5 19% 20% 20% 
Note. N = 102 to 106.   

 

Descriptive analyses were first conducted to examine the predictive accuracy of 

the various risk measures for both stalking-related and violent recidivism during the 

short-term and long-term follow-up, both total scores (recoded into five equal-sized 

groups) and the Risk for Continued Stalking and Case Priority Summary Risk ratings 

were entered into the Cox regression. As presented in Table 43, when examining 

stalking recidivism within the first year, the overall model did not significantly predict 
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Table 43  Summary of Cox Regression Analyses of Risk Measures for Stalking 
Recidivism in First Year 

Risk Measure HR 95% CI p 

SAM    
Numerical Total, Five Groups 1.19 [.81, 1.75] .36 
Case Priority .69 [.90, 4.12] .47 
Risk for Continued Stalking  1.98 [.80, 4.86] .14 
PCL:SV    
Five Groups 1.03 [.66, 1.60] .90 
VRAG    
Five Groups 1.08 [.72, 1.64] .70 
Note. N = 104. HR = Hazard Ratio. HRs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  

 

Table 44  Summary of Cox Regression Analyses of Risk Measures for Violent 
Recidivism in First Year 

Risk Measure HR 95% CI p 

SAM    
Numerical total, Five Groups 1.09 [.76, 1.57] .62 
Case Priority .59 [.22, 1.56] .29 
Risk for Continued Stalking  2.44 [1.00, 5.96] .049 
PCL:SV    
Five Groups 1.26 [.83, 1.91] .27 
VRAG    
Five Groups 1.14 [.78, 1.69] .49 
Note. N = 104. HR = Hazard Ratio. HRs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  

 

recidivism, -2LL = 87.65, Model χ 2 (4)  = 4.88, p = .43. It should be noted that for this 

analyses, the proportional hazard assumption was violated, χ 2 (4) = 12.43, p = .029, and 

SAM Total Score in five groups appeared to contribute significantly to this, p <.05. 

However, when examining violent recidivism during the first year of the follow-up period 

(refer to Table 44), the overall model did significantly predict recidivism, -2LL = 101.67, 

Model χ 2 (4) = 11.22, p = .047, with the Risk for Continued Stalking summary risk rating 

as contributing significantly to this prediction (p < .05). As presented in Tables 45 and 

46, when examining recidivism during the long-term follow-up period, the overall models 
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significantly predicted both stalking, -2LL = 159.87, Model χ 2 (4) = 11.58, p = .041, and 

violent recidivism, -2LL = 210.82, Model χ 2 (4) = 13.92, p = .016. However, an 

examination of individual predictors revealed that no individual predictors significantly 

predicted stalking recidivism, while the PCL:SV total scores significantly contributed to 

the prediction of violent recidivism (p < .05). 

Table 45  Summary of Cox Regression Analyses of Risk Measures for Stalking 
Recidivism in Ten Years 

Risk Measure HR 95% CI p 

SAM    
Numerical Total, Five Groups 1.33 [.99, 1.78] .055 
Case Priority .69 [.34, 1.38] .29 
Risk for Continued Stalking  1.44 [.81, 2.54] .21 
PCL:SV    
Five Groups 1.27 [.93, 1.74] .13 
VRAG    
Five Groups .84 [.63, 1.12] .24 
Note. N = 104. HR = Hazard Ratio. HRs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  

 

Table 46  Summary of Cox Regression Analyses of Risk Measures for Violent 
Recidivism in Ten Years 

Risk Measure HR 95% CI p 

SAM    
Numerical total, Five Groups 1.07 [.83, 1.38] .57 
Case Priority .83 [.45, 1.54] .56 
Risk for Continued Stalking  1.42 [.86, 2.38] .17 
PCL:SV    
Five Groups 1.41 [1.07, 1.85] .014 
VRAG    
Five Groups .94 [.74, 1.19] .59 
Note. N = 104. HR = Hazard Ratio. HRs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  
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Discussion 

Summary of Major Findings  

Overall, the results indicated that judgments of risk made using the SAM had 

good interrater reliability and good concurrent validity with the PCL:SV and VRAG. In 

terms of predictive validity, the SAM and other measures did not significantly predict 

stalking recidivism during either the short-term or long-term follow-up, but components of 

the SAM and PCL:SV predicted violent recidivism within this sample of stalking 

offenders.  

Rates of Recidivism and Distribution of Risk Factors 

The first question guiding this project was to determine the rates of recidivism 

among this sample of stalking offenders. Specifically, this project found that 

approximately half of the sample went on to commit another stalking-based offence 

(44%), although only two cases involved stalking reoffences which included physical 

harm to the victim. In terms of violent recidivism, 57% of the sample committed a new 

violent crime. Overall, over three quarters of the sample had contact with the criminal 

justice system during the follow-up period. However, when examining the legal threshold 

that these contacts reached, very few resulted in convictions. For example, when 

examining stalking recidivism only 13% of reoffences resulted in convictions and almost 

half of this type of recidivism was in the form of being the subject of a police 

investigation. When examining the presence of charges and convictions, the stalking 

recidivism rate was 24%, which is relatively low compared with what other studies have 

found when reporting on this outcome measure with other studies reporting between 

approximately one third and one half of perpetrators committing another stalking-based 

offence (Eke et al., 2011; Foellmi et al., 2016; Malsch et al., 2011; Mohandie et al., 2006; 

Rosenfeld, 2003; Shea et al., 2018).  

When examining ratings on the SAM, the highest proportion of presence ratings 

was found on the Nature of Stalking risk factor domain with 8 of 10 risk factors being 

rated as present for over half of the sample. Overall, the five most common risk factors 

rated as present on the SAM were N2 (Communicates with victim), N5 (Intimidates 

victim), N3 (Approaches victim), P6 (Intimate relationship problems), and P10 
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(Employment and financial problems). Based on the Case Prioritization ratings of the 

SAM, the sample could be generally characterized as moderate risk, although Summary 

Risk ratings on the Risk of Continued Stalking rating indicated that the sample was 

assessed to be of moderate to high risk to reoffend with regards to stalking, and low to 

moderate risk in terms of Risk of Physical Harm.  

Consistent with ratings on the SAM, when examining the VRAG, the sample fell 

predominantly in the Low and Medium risk categories. Similarly, the PCL:SV total scores 

indicated that over three quarters of the sample fell in the low probability of psychopathic 

personality disorder. 

Interrater reliability 

 The interrater reliability of the SAM was highly variable on the SAM’s individual 

items with agreement ranging from poor to excellent.  Agreement was generally good for 

Nature of Stalking and Perpetrator Risk Factor items and fair for Victim Vulnerability 

items. As Victim Vulnerability items were coded from victim impact statement and police 

interviews, in addition to any other available file information, it is possible that the quality 

and clarity of this information were lacking when it came to coding the individual items on 

the SAM. As police were typically the ones conducting interviews with the victim, it 

appeared as though they may have been more focused on gathering information about 

nature of the stalking behaviour and the emotional impact that the stalking was having 

on the victim, rather than posing questions which may have been helpful when coding 

the SAM. Unsurprisingly, the most reliable of the Victim Vulnerability items were V1 

(Inconsistent behaviour toward perpetrator), V2  (Inconsistent attitude toward 

perpetrator), and V6 (Intimate relationship problems), which all showed good to excellent 

reliability and were likely easiest to code based on the type of information contained in 

the files. Further, it appears as though some of the lower interrater reliability on 

individual items may be partly attributable to extreme base rates. For example, V3 

(Inadequate access to resources), and V9 (Substance use problems) both had a 

presence rating category that was greater than 85% and evidenced poor reliability. For 

the Nature of Stalking and Perpetrator Risk Factors, it is possible that the creation of the 

Ever Present rating reduced the variability across the items, as Past and Recent ratings 

appeared to have more variability.  
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Agreement for numerical SAM domain and total scores were good to excellent, 

and Summary Risk ratings ranged from poor to fair. Greater interrater reliability is 

expected with the SAM domain and total scores as they represent quasi-continuous 

variables, as opposed to trichotomous ordinal groups which are seen on both the 

individual items and Summary Risk ratings. Agreement was higher for the Case 

Prioritization and Reasonableness of Fear ratings than the Risk of Continued Stalking 

and Risk of Physical Harm. This finding may be related to the trichotomous nature of 

Summary Risk ratings and furthermore, despite being three ordered categories, the 

distribution erred towards being predominantly dichotomous coding for these ratings 

(e.g., 88% of the sample fell in the High and Moderate categories for Risk of Continued 

Stalking), which likely served to decrease the ICCs. Another potential explanation for the 

Risk of Physical Harm rating, lies in that as the SAM was designed to assess stalking 

risk. Assessors may have struggled when attempting to rate this Summary Risk rating, 

particularly when the individual had not engaged in previous acts of violence which may 

account for a higher degree of disagreement. A subset of cases that underwent 

additional interrater reliability analyses with three raters generally indicated that 

agreement increased with the presence of a third rater, as would be expected. 

When comparing the interrater reliability of the SAM with that of the PCL:SV and 

VRAG, the SAM was relatively equivalent. In this study, the PCL:SV had fair reliability for 

its individual items, and its Facet and Total Scores evidenced good reliability, while the 

VRAG had excellent agreement for both its individual items ratings and total scores. It is 

interesting to note that the interrater reliability on the PCL:SV is somewhat lower than 

what has been found in other studies. It is possible that this may, in part, be due to the 

reliance on file information to code the PCL:SV, rather than interview and file review. 

Concurrent Validity 

 In terms of concurrent validity, the SAM Nature of Stalking and Perpetrator Risk 

Factor numerical scores were generally correlated with both VRAG and PCL:SV Total 

scores, as well as the categorical ratings. Summary Risk ratings were significantly 

correlated with the PCL:SV but not the VRAG. As would be expected, the Victim 

Vulnerability Factors did not show any association with the VRAG or PCL:SV.  
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 Overall, these findings suggest that the interrater reliability for the SAM is 

comparable to that of the two other measures, suggesting that risk ratings based on this 

structured professional judgment tool can be reliably rated between different assessors. 

Further, the SAM evidences some concurrent validity with other measures used to 

assess psychopathy and violence risk suggesting that risk factors specific to stalking 

may also overlap with certain risk factors for violent offending. 

Predictive validity 

 The results indicated that overall, the SAM, VRAG, and PCL:SV did not generally 

display predictive validity for stalking recidivism among this sample of stalking offenders 

and the SAM did not have incremental validity over the other measures. The results 

were varied however, with some SAM individual risk factors (e.g., N10, Stalking involves 

supervision violations, and P3, Irrational), and PCL:SV Facet 1 scores having some 

predictive ability, but these findings were not consistent across different types of 

analyses (AUC and Cox regression). A Cox regression model examining SAM numerical 

total scores, Case Priority Risk rating, Risk for Continued Stalking Risk rating, PCL:SV 

total scores, and VRAG total scores as predictors for stalking recidivism was significant 

during the long-term follow-up period (i.e., the first ten years) but was not predictive 

during the short-term follow-up period (i.e., the first year), and indicated that there was 

no significant difference in contribution to the model between the measures.  

 When examining violent recidivism within this sample of stalking offenders, the 

SAM, VRAG, and PCL:SV all displayed some predictive validity although findings were 

not consistent across different types of analyses. Using the AUC method of indexing 

predictive validity, the PCL:SV Total, Facet 1, and Facet 2 scores were all predictive of 

violent recidivism, while N10 (Stalking involves supervision violations) on the SAM was 

identified as a significant predictor using Cox regression methods. Finally, the Cox 

regression model using the SAM numerical total scores, Case Priority Risk rating, Risk 

for Continued Stalking Risk rating, PCL:SV total scores, and VRAG total scores 

significantly predicted violent recidivism during both short-term and long-term follow-up 

periods. The Risk for Continued Stalking Summary Risk rating significantly contributed to 

the prediction of violent recidivism during the first year, while PCL:SV total scores were 

the significant contributor during the long-term follow-up period. The SAM Summary Risk 

rating Case Prioritization was not associated with predictive validity across the different 
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types of analyses (AUC, odds ratios, Kaplan-Meier survival analysis, and Cox 

regression).   

Limitations 

One factor which may have influenced these results stems from the reliance on a 

file review to code the risk assessment measures (i.e., SAM, PCL:SV, and VRAG). This 

may have led to potential bias regarding what type of information may have been 

included or omitted. For example, coding of the Nature of Stalking risk factors was reliant 

on police reporting and the assessing psychologist/psychiatrist obtaining a 

comprehensive description of the offence. Further, coding both Perpetrator Risk Factors 

on the SAM (e.g., P1, Angry; P2, Obsessed) and PCL:SV items (e.g., Superficial) was 

based on a written description of the participant rather than being based on interview 

and file information. It is possible that more accurate coding would have resulted had the 

risk assessors in this study been able to interact with and interview participants directly 

as recommended by American Psychological Association’s forensic assessment 

guidelines (APA, 2013). It may also partly explain why the interrater reliability was lower 

for the PCL:SV than has been reported in other studies. Lastly and as previously 

mentioned, coding the Victim Vulnerability Factors on the SAM was particularly 

challenging as certain files had a dearth of information regarding the victim. That being 

said, most files did include a victim impact statement or transcription from an interview 

with police. It is possible that this method of coding information have led to an 

underestimation of these vulnerability factors.  

Another potential limitation was the time period in which the index stalking 

offences originally occurred. Although the files were coded retrospectively in 2009 to 

2011, some of the files dated to the mid-1990s. As stalking/criminal harassment had only 

recently been codified as becoming a criminal offence in August 1993 under Section 264 

of the Criminal Code of Canada, it is possible that the psychologists/psychiatrists may 

have been unsure of pertinent questions to ask relevant to risk when conducting their 

assessments. If this was the case, it may have led to an underestimation of certain risk 

factors. 

The results of this study may have also been limited by the experience of the 

raters. Although the raters were graduate students who had been trained in the use of 
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the SAM, not all of the raters had real world clinical experience doing risk assessments 

or had limited experience in this regard. Previous research has found that the level of 

raters’ expertise tends to be positively correlated with the interrater reliability of risk 

ratings (Hanson, Harris, Helmus, & Thornton, 2014; Sutherland et al., 2012), and it is 

therefore possible that had the items achieved higher interrater reliability there may have 

been improved predictive validity. Further, this study did not take into consideration the 

Relevance ratings on the SAM. It is possible that this added step may have contributed 

significantly to the decision-making process with regards to the Summary Risk ratings 

and may have led to improved predictive validity.  

Implication for Theory 

In terms of defining recidivism outcomes, this study has the potential to highlight 

several important issues within recidivism research. Specifically, it raises the question of 

what the field hopes to capture when conducting risk assessment. To date, the majority 

of risk assessment measure development and recidivism research has focused on the 

presence of charges and convictions as the definitional outcome. From an evidentiary 

perspective, this makes intuitive sense as in order for an individual to be convicted (and 

to a lesser extent, charged) there is a certain degree of proof which needs to be met. 

From a research standpoint, this provides clear and objective outcomes upon which to 

conduct risk assessment research. However, this methodology may also lead to a failure 

to capture important risk factors. As detailed, stalking offences often fail to reach the 

threshold of charges or convictions, as evidenced in this study, and may be dropped in 

pursuit of charges that may be more easily proven in court (e.g., assault). In order to 

better understand stalking recidivism, more sensitive outcome measures need to be 

developed as relying on charges and convictions will fail to capture information that 

victims fail to report to police and situations where police determine to lay alternate 

charges. The development of such measures (e.g., by following-up with victims) may 

lead to the refinement of risk factors and provide better guidance when conducting 

stalking risk assessment.  

Implication for Policy and Practice 

Based on the results of this study, the SAM appears to perform fairly well in 

terms of interrater reliability and concurrent validity. With regards to predictive validity, 
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the findings of this study were largely inconsistent with what other studies have found 

when evaluating the predictive validity of the SAM. Specifically, other studies have found 

predictive validity for the Summary Risk ratings (Shea et al., 2018) and for the numerical 

domain scores (Foellmi et al., 2016). However, it raises the question of whether this is 

adequate interrater reliability for to base clinical decisions upon or whether the field 

should be striving for higher agreement between raters.  

One of the observed problems with the interrater reliability of the SAM stemmed 

from the timeframes recommended for coding the SAM (i.e., the Past versus Recent 

ratings). Shea et al. (2018) was the first group to highlight problems regarding the SAM’s 

timeframes. Although not the focus of this present study, supplementary analyses 

examining the Past and Recent ratings illustrated increased problems with agreement 

between raters particularly for the Past ratings, then when the Ever Present ratings were 

used in analyses. Although the separation the risk factors into two distinct time periods 

by the authors likely reflects an attempt to capture the dynamic and varied nature of 

stalking behaviours, it may present a barrier to consistent scoring that is without 

empirical basis. Moving forwards, it may be beneficial for clinicians to consider whether 

items on the SAM were ever present and take into consideration the recency with which 

these risk factors were present when considering relevance ratings.  

Based on the results of this study, in order for the SAM to be properly used and 

the Victim Vulnerability Factors to be reliably coded, it would require access to the victim 

of the index stalking event. This could be particularly challenging for clinicians working 

primarily with the perpetrators (e.g., in a forensic mental health setting), as gaining 

access to this type of information may not always be possible. If and when possible, 

clinicians should endeavour to conduct interviews with the victims of stalking 

perpetration as these factors inform victim safety planning strategies and may provide 

more reliable and comprehensive coding of the Nature of Stalking and Perpetrator Risk 

Factors. Further, a reliance on victim impact statements and police interviewing as 

sources of information may lead to inadequate case formulations of violence risk. 

One risk factor on the SAM that appeared to have some predictive validity for 

both stalking-based and violent-recidivism, was N10 (Stalking involves supervision 

violations). From a practice perspective, paying special attention to both supervision 

violations that occur within the context of stalking and violations that occur in other 
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contexts may be particularly relevant to understanding and managing risk with stalking 

offenders. Clinicians may wish to make recommendations surrounding the degree of 

response and necessary intervention to ensure compliance with conditions, monitoring 

strategies (e.g., probation officer periodically following-up with the victim), coaching 

victim response should breaches occur (e.g., not answering the phone after the 10th call) 

and the consequences for the perpetrator should they fail to abide by conditions. These 

types of recommendations may be particularly helpful for the court system when it 

comes to conceptualizing what has reinforced the present pattern of stalking behaviour 

and how the legal system may help to shape the behaviour towards desistence moving 

forward.  

Finally, although the findings of this study do not offer strong support for the 

SAM’s predictive validity, it remains the most widely researched and tested measure 

within stalking risk assessment followed by the SRP, which has had one empirical study 

examining its reliability and validity (McEwan et al., 2016). It is particularly concerning 

that many police agencies and risk assessors regularly use measures (e.g., DASH, 

SRP-FAST, SRP-CLASS) which have never been empirically tested for reliability or 

validity and have potentially questionable theoretical bases to make determinations 

regarding police resource allocation and risk management approaches. From a legal 

perspective, professionals using measures which have no empirical support leave 

themselves open to professional liability concerns, poor clinical decision-making, and 

ultimately may place the public at risk by failing to appropriate manage those at highest 

risk to reoffend. 

Implications for Future Research  

Although the findings of this study are relatively simplistic, the lack of expected 

findings highlights substantial gaps and raises pertinent questions in regards to 

understanding stalking recidivism.  

First, given the heterogeneity within samples of stalking offenders (e.g., offence 

characteristics, perpetrator risk factors, setting from which sample is drawn), the present 

distribution of risk factors on the SAM, VRAG, and PCL:SV is unlikely to generalize to 

other samples. This sample was collected from a forensic outpatient clinic where 

participants had been referred for assessment. It is highly likely that a sampling bias 
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occurred, whereby individuals who appeared to have mental health problems (e.g., 

exhibiting bizarre behaviour, stalking strangers) may have been more likely to be 

referred for a psychological evaluation. The distributions presented here and in other 

studies using the SAM, should not be interpreted as normative, as samples of stalking 

offenders are likely to vary dramatically on risk factors based on the setting in which the 

sample was recruited. For example, a forensic mental health sample, although perhaps 

containing more seemingly bizarre behaviour, may not represent the most severe form 

of stalking as previous research has generally found that the presence of psychotic 

disorders to be negatively associated with future physical violence (Kienlen et al., 1997; 

Meloy et al., 2001; Mullen et al., 1999). This may have impacted the SAM’s predictive 

ability in this study and likely also decreases the likelihood of these findings generalizing 

to non-forensic mental health samples and potentially even to other forensic mental 

health samples (e.g., more inpatient settings).  To date, approximately half of stalking 

recidivism studies, such as this one, have been conducted using samples recruited from 

forensic mental health outpatient settings. It is crucial that future studies are conducted 

using higher risk (i.e., correctional) and more varied samples with regards to risk ratings 

to allow for evaluations of generalizability regarding findings. 

Presently, the variability of interrater reliability of the SAM’s individual items is 

problematic for clinical purposes. This study selected Fleiss’ (1981) guidelines for 

interpreting ICCs, however, it is worthy to note that some may argue that interpreting an 

ICC of .75 as “excellent” may in fact be representative of inadequate interrater reliability 

and that researchers should be striving for measurements to obtain higher ICCs (Koo & 

Li, 2016). No study to date has attempted to determine the underlying cause of the 

SAM’s variable interrater reliability. Therefore, in order to improve the interrater reliability 

of the SAM and to gain a better understanding of the presence and distribution of risk 

factors within stalking offenders, a large sample of stalking perpetrators is needed to 

conduct a Generalizability (G) theory study. G theory studies will address questions 

related to whether the differences in interrater reliability findings across SAM studies and 

on agreement for individual items stem from the measurement error across different 

types or groups of stalking perpetrators, error from the raters themselves, or 

measurement error from the way in which risk factors are defined on the SAM. Further, 

G theory studies will allow for the evaluation of whether the ratings on the SAM are 

adequately reliable in order to make clinical decisions using the risk ratings. It would be 
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beneficial for this large sample to include higher risk perpetrators from correctional 

samples and a sufficient proportion of those found Not Criminally Responsible by reason 

of Mental Disorder (NCRMD) in order to permit analyses where one may stratify the 

sample by mental health diagnosis, sample setting, or motivational typology.  

Second, although this study examined the concurrent validity of the SAM with 

two other commonly used measures in risk assessment (the PCL:SV and VRAG), it 

would be important to conduct studies examining the concurrent and convergent validity 

of the SAM with other risk assessment measures. For example, research comparing the 

predictive validity of the SAM and SRP would be particularly valuable given that they are 

two similarly comprehensive stalking risk assessment measures which have empirical 

support. Studies should examine whether the SRP’s decision to group risk factors on the 

basis of motivational typology adds incremental validity, how definitional differences in 

risk factors’ content between the SAM and SRP impact predictive validity, whether 

defining different outcomes in summary risk ratings adds to the stalking case formulation 

and risk management aspect, and whether risk factors differ on the basis of the variety 

of potential outcomes of stalking behaviour (e.g., persistence, escalation, physical harm, 

serial stalking). In addition to the comparison of stalking-specific risk assessment 

measures, it would be valuable to conduct additional concurrent validity studies using 

other violence risk assessment measures. For example, comparing the SAM’s 

performance with the SARA:V3 (Kropp & Hart, 2015) and other risk assessment 

measures of intimate partner violence, such as the Brief Spousal Assault Form for the 

Evaluation of Risk (B-SAFER; Kropp, Hart & Belfrage, 2010) would be valuable given 

the prevalence rates of stalking occurring between current and former intimate partners. 

It is possible that the level of risk within this subtype of stalking offenders may be more 

accurately characterized by risk assessment measures designed to assess likelihood of 

intimate partner violence rather than stalking-specific measures. It may also inform the 

intimate partner violence literature regarding whether stalking in that context 

necessitates the evaluation of additional types of risk factors that may be stalking-

specific. For example, stalking within the context of intimate partner violence may 

represent an red-flag risk factor for potentially lethal violence and has been identified in 

previous studies as being a factor in escalation to attempted or completed femicide 

(McFarlane et al., 2002). In addition to examining risk assessment measures designed 

to assess other forms of specialized violence, it would valuable to compare the SAM’s 
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performance with general violence risk measures such as the Historical Clinical Risk 

Management – 20, Version 3 (HCR-20:V3; Douglas, Hart, Webster, & Belfrage, 2013) 

for concurrent validity purposes.  

Third, future studies examining stalking recidivism should aim to develop more 

refined and sensitive outcome measures. The results of this study may have been 

impacted by the outcome definition. Namely, the decision to include a lower legal 

threshold of what constituted recidivism (i.e., including police investigations), may have 

reduced the predictive validity of the SAM and other risk measures, but perhaps in 

favour of capturing a broader definition of problematic and criminal behaviour. In 

addition, future studies should differentiate between different forms of recidivism in 

stalking (e.g., serial stalking versus recurrent stalking). It is possible that some of the 

variability in predictive validity for stalking risk assessment measures may stem from 

fundamentally different outcomes being conflated. This study likely capture elements of 

stalking persistence, recurrence, and serial stalking in the outcome definition of stalking 

recidivism as it was not possible to obtain information regarding the victim in the 

reoffence. Consistent with this hypothesis, studies to date have suggested that important 

differences may exist when examining risk factors between serial and recurrent stalking 

(e.g., Shea et al., 2018), which suggests that risk factor differences may exist between 

other outcomes of stalking behaviour as well (e.g., escalation to physical harm, 

persistence). More sensitive outcome measures could include obtaining follow-up with 

victims, in addition to more traditional police records where the victim of the offence can 

be identified, in order to capture reoffences which victims may be reluctant to report to 

police (e.g., breaches of no-contact orders) and to disentangle serial stalking from 

recurrence or persistence in stalking. Due to the low base rate of stalking recidivism with 

physical harm within this study, it was not possible to examine the predictive validity of 

risk factors in regards to this outcome. Future studies comprising of larger sample sizes 

and higher risk perpetrators may be better equipped to examine this relationship. 

Fourth, as this sample was collected from a forensic outpatient/inpatient setting, 

it is not uncommon for the court system to re-refer individuals who have been 

recommended to receive treatment once they are at the post-adjudication phase. The 

FPSC clinic and hospital employ a multidisciplinary approach to managing forensic 

clients, including psychological and psychopharmacological interventions. The nature of 

this sample is such that it was a moderate risk sample that likely had dynamic risk 
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factors which were being managed reasonably well, as the purpose of treatment through 

the forensic clinic is to reduce the likelihood of further involvement with the criminal 

justice system. This may have led to decreased predictive validity with regards to the risk 

assessment measures as interventions may have (thankfully) been effective at mitigating 

reoffending as evidenced by this study’s relatively low “formal” stalking recidivism rate. 

Consistent with this hypothesis, the one risk factor on the SAM which appeared to have 

predictive validity was N10 (Stalking involves supervision violations), suggesting that 

those who failed to engage in interventions or abide by conditions were most at risk to 

go on and commit another offence. Although speculative as information was not 

collected past the initial assessment, those that had violated conditions in the past may 

have been at an increased likelihood to breach conditions requiring them to attend the 

forensic clinic for treatment. If this was the case and their dynamic risk factors were not 

being managed, it may explain why this variable was salient in predicting reoffending. 

Ideally, future research would examine the predictive validity of the SAM using a 

prospective, longitudinal design with multiple time-points in order to capture fluctuations 

in risk state, changes in dynamic risk factors, and potential factors mediating the 

relationship between risk and recidivism. One of the underlying tenants of the Structured 

Professional Judgement approach is that risk is inherently dynamic and subject to 

change. In order for risk assessments to be accurate, risk factors need to be reassessed 

periodically. Predictive validity will therefore be impacted by out-dated risk assessments 

that fail to capture fluctuations in risk state, and may lead to an underestimation of the 

predictive validity of SPJ ratings (Rettenberger & Hucker, 2011), which may partially 

explain why few risk factors were predictive during the long-term follow-up period.  

In addition, there is very little research regarding the effectiveness of risk 

management strategies when dealing with stalking behaviour, which may represent 

critical mediators in the relationship between risk and recidivism. It would be helpful from 

a theoretical and clinical standpoint for the field to have a better understanding of 

whether certain risk management strategies may be more or less effective in this 

population and whether management strategies depend on the motivational typology of 

the stalking perpetrator. For example, stalking is a form of targeted violence towards a 

specific individual, thus strategies aimed at decreasing ability to access the intended 

victim may be particularly effective within this population and may lead to dramatic 

fluctuations in risk state if victim safety planning is effective. Research has found that the 
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use of restraining orders seem to be effective deterrents for preventing intimate partner 

violence among those deemed to be low or moderate risk for reoffence, but less 

effective for those rated as high risk (Strand, 2012), although no known studies have 

examined whether this finding holds true among stalking perpetrators. It is also possible 

that certain motivational typologies may be more responsive to specific types of 

management strategies. One could hypothesize that offenders with major mental illness 

may require psychopharmacological treatment to prevent reoffending, while those with 

poor insight into the effects of their behaviour may more responsive to firm police 

intervention. Consistent with the larger field of violence risk assessment, studies should 

move towards examining whether measures such as the SAM aids in case formulation, 

and in developing appropriate and effective risk management strategies.  

In sum, despite the proliferation in empirical research over the last two decades, 

assessing risk for stalking recidivism remains poorly understood. The heterogeneity, 

diversity, and complexity of stalking behaviour, its perpetrators, and its recidivism 

combined with pragmatic barriers such as low victim reporting, definitional 

disagreements, and the legal system’s pursuit of more easily-proven charges have 

presented substantial challenges in attempting to develop comprehensive and precise 

risk assessment measures. Moving forwards, resolving and clarifying the above issues 

would contribute substantially to the violence risk assessment field’s understanding of 

stalking behaviour.  
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Appendix A. Section 264 of the Criminal Code of 
Canada. 

Criminal harassment 

264 (1) No person shall, without lawful authority and knowing that another person is 
harassed or recklessly as to whether the other person is harassed, engage in conduct 
referred to in subsection (2) that causes that other person reasonably, in all the 
circumstances, to fear for their safety or the safety of anyone known to them. 

Prohibited conduct 

(2) The conduct mentioned in subsection (1) consists of 

(a) repeatedly following from place to place the other person or anyone known to 
them; 

(b) repeatedly communicating with, either directly or indirectly, the other person 
or anyone known to them; 

(c) besetting or watching the dwelling-house, or place where the other person, or 
anyone known to them, resides, works, carries on business or happens to be; or 

(d) engaging in threatening conduct directed at the other person or any member 
of their family. 

Punishment 

(3) Every person who contravenes this section is guilty of 

(a) an indictable offence and is liable to imprisonment for a term not exceeding 
ten years; or 

(b) an offence punishable on summary conviction. 

Factors to be considered 

(4) Where a person is convicted of an offence under this section, the court imposing the 
sentence on the person shall consider as an aggravating factor that, at the time the 
offence was committed, the person contravened 

(a) the terms or conditions of an order made pursuant to section 161 or a 
recognizance entered into pursuant to section 810, 810.1 or 810.2; or 

(b) the terms or conditions of any other order or recognizance made or entered 
into under the common law or a provision of this or any other Act of Parliament or 
of a province that is similar in effect to an order or recognizance referred to in 
paragraph (a). 

Reasons 
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(5) Where the court is satisfied of the existence of an aggravating factor referred to in 
subsection (4), but decides not to give effect to it for sentencing purposes, the court shall 
give reasons for its decision. 

 

R.S., 1985, c. C-46, s. 264; R.S., 1985, c. 27 (1st Supp.), s. 37; 1993, c. 45, s. 2; 1997, c. 16, s. 
4, c. 17, s. 9; 2002, c. 13, s. 10. 
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Appendix B. Sample Caution Letter from RCMP. 

Dear PERPETRATOR,  

Unwanted direct or indirect communication to VICTIM 

I am Constable XX with the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP). I am currently 
investigating a complaint that you are harassing and causing VICTIM to fear for their 
safety. This complaint alleges that you have been making unwanted contact with VICTIM 
via text messages, emails, classified/personal ads, and postal service.  

This letter is to advise you that VICTIM finds these communications annoying and 
frightening; accordingly, I am directing you to immediately stop all attempts to 
communicate with her either directly or indirectly. Nor should you contact anyone known 
to VICTIM for the purposes of conveying messages to her.  

Under Canadian law, such unwanted communication is Criminal Harassment, contrary to 
section 264 of the Criminal Code of Canada. If convicted, the maximum penalty is five 
years in prison. I have included section 264 of the Criminal Code for you to read.  

This letter is to formally caution you that the above described actions are prohibited 
under Canadian law. If you do communicate, in any way, with VICTIM, I may be required 
to arrest you for Criminal Harassment. If you have any questions or if any concerns arise 
in the future, please do not hesitate to contact me.   

 

 

Constable XX  
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Appendix C. Distribution of SAM Ratings.  

Table C47 summarizes the Pearson correlations (r) between the SAM Past and 

Recent ratings and the domain and total scores. The correlations among the 

corresponding domain scores for Past and Recent ratings were moderate to large in 

magnitude (r ≈ .30 to r ≈ .60) and statistically significant (p < .001), with the exception of 

the Nature of Stalking risk factor domain (r = -.05). 

Table C47   Correlations (r) Between SAM Past and Recent Ratings, Domains and Total 

 Past Recent 

 NAT PER VIC TOT NAT PER VIC 

 (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) 
B .68***       
C .35*** .42***      
D .88*** .90*** .63***     
E -.05 -.09 .11 -.03    
F .30** .45*** .03 .36*** .14   
G .16 .27** .65*** .37*** .39*** .02  
H .19 .29** .41*** .33*** .77*** .52*** .73*** 

Note. N = 106. NAT = Nature of Stalking, PER = Perpetrator Risk Factors, VIC = Victim Vulnerability Factors, TOT = 
Total Scores, H = Recent Total Scores 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Appendix D. Additional Interrater Reliability Analyses 

Table D48 Interrater Reliability of PCL:SV Ratings, Individual Items 

 Rating 
Items M (SD) ICC2 p 95% CI 
Superficial .28 (.09) .54 <.001 .33, .69 
Grandiose .61 (.00) .66 <.001 .50, .77 
Deceitful .38 (.03) .54 <.001 .32, .69 
Lacks Remorse 1.10 (.18) .59 <.001 .38, .73 
Lacks Empathy .78 (.00) .20 .143 -.20, .46 
Does Not Accept 
Responsibility 

1.35 (.09) .50 <.001 .27, .67 

Impulsive .56 (.08) .65 <.001 .47, .76 
Poor Behavioural Controls 1.33 (.07) .51 <.001 .27, .67 
Lacks Goals .64 (.03) .48 .001 .22, .66 
Irresponsible .77 (.08) .43 .004 .14, .62 
Adolescent Antisocial 
Behaviour 

.44 (.12) .66 <.001 .50, .77 

Adult Antisocial Behaviour 1.13 (.06) .76 <.001 .64, .84 
Note. N = 100.  
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Table D49 Mean, Standard Deviation, and Intraclass Correlation Coefficients (ICCs) for SAM 
Past and Recent Ratings, Individual Risk Factors for All Cases 

 Past Ratings  Recent Ratings 
SAM Risk Item M (SD) ICC2 p 95% CI M (SD) ICC2 p 95% CI 
Nature of Stalking         
N1  .22 (.04) .49 <.001 .24, .65 .89 (.09) .71 <.001 .57, .80 
N2  .50 (.10) .81 <.001 .72, .87 1.72 (.05) .76 <.001 .65, .84 
N3  .36 (.00) .71 <.001 .57, .80 1.41 (.06) .71 <.001 .58, .81 
N4 .34 (.09) .66 <.001 .50, .77 1.27 (.13) .70 <.001 .55, .79 
N5 .48 (.04) .55 <.001 .33, .70 1.57 (.00) .69 <.001 .54, .79 
N6 .28 (.15) .59 <.001 .40, .73 1.07 (.00) .76 <.001 .65, .84 
N7 ..22 (.15) .54 <.001 .32, .69 .68 (.03) .68 <.001 .53, .78 
N8 .38 (.04) .66 <.001 .50, .77 1.34 (.18) .52 <.001 .29, .67 
N9 .31 (.12) .65 <.001 .49, .77 1.09 (.2) .33 .017 .03, .54 
N10 .28 (.00) .69 <.001 .55, .79 1.13 (.07) .71 <.001 .57, .80 
Perpetrator Risk 
Factors 

 

P1 .73 (.37) .40 .001 .10, .60 1.42 (.12) .73 <.001 .60, .82 
P2 .54 (.18) .58 <.001 .38, .72 1.46 (.08) .76 <.001 .65, .84 
P3 .39 (.09) .69 <.001 .54, .79 .92 (.09) .84 <.001 .77, .89 
P4 .64 (.03) .46 <.001 .19, .63 1.54 (.04) .46 .001 .20, .64 
P5 .48 (.12) .59 <.001 .40, .72 .83 (.00) .82 <.001 .74, .88 
P6 .74 (.31) .39 .003 .10, .58 1.76 (.00) .54 <.001 .32, .69 
P7 .55 (.21) .47 <.001 .22, .64 1.03 (.09) .60 <.001 .41, .73 
P8 .53 (.24) .16 .180 -.21, .42 .74 (.23) .50 <.001 .26, .66 
P9 .72 (.23) .61 <.001 .41, .74 .87 (.03) .82 <.001 .74, .88 
P10 .77 (.22) .37 .007 .09, .57 1.51 (.06) .77 <.001 .65, .84 
Victim Vulnerability Factors  
V1 .31 (.32) .10 .118 -.14, .41 .51 (.09) .66 <.001 .50, .77 
V2 .19 (.21) .15 .180 -.20, .40 .35 (.05) .77 <.001 .67, .85 
V3*     .13 (.00) .46 .001 .20, .64 
V4 .26 (.26) .17 .137 -.16, .42 .72 (.26) .41 .002 .13, .59 
V5 .14 (.09) -.13 .737 -.66, .23 .38 (.09) .62 <.001 .44, .74 
V6 .31 (.16) .13 .230 -.26, .40 .74 (.10) .81 <.001 .72, 87 
V7 .07 (.08) -.04 .580 -.51, .29 .14 (.06) .48 <.001 .24, .65 
V8 .16 (.14) .38 .005 .10, .58 .57 (.00) .57 <.001 .36, .71 
V9 .02 (.00) -.02 .546 -.51, .31 .07 (.03) .12 .258 -.30, .40 
V10 .04 (.04) -.02 .548 -.50, .30 .25 (.07) .34 .017 .03, .56 
Note. N = 104.  *Unable to calculate ICC due to lack of variance.  
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Across all individual risk factors in the three domain areas, Recent ratings were 

generally more reliable than Past presence ratings. As presented in Table D49 and D50, 

for Past ratings on the Nature of Stalking and Perpetrator Risk Factors items, ICC1  

ranged from .08 to .68 (M = .40, Mdn = .41), and ICC2 ranged from .16 to .81 (M = .55, 

Mdn = .58). For Recent Presence ratings on the Nature of Stalking and Perpetrator Risk 

Factors items, ICC1 ranged from .20 to .73 (M = .52, Mdn = .55), and ICC2 ranged from 

.33 to .84 (M = .67, Mdn = .71). Victim Vulnerability Factors evidenced poorer interrater 

reliability, with Past presence ratings ranging from -.06 to .24 (M = .05, Mdn = .06) for 

ICC1 and from -.13 to .38 (M = .09, Mdn = .11) for ICC2, and Recent presence ratings 

ranging from .06 to .68 (M = .38, Mdn = .38) for ICC1 and from .12 to .81 (M = .52, Mdn = 

.52) for ICC2. 

The results for Past and Recent total and domain scores are presented in Table 

D51. Interrater reliability was good for the Recent Nature of Stalking (ICC1 = .51, ICC2 = 

.67), and Victim Vulnerability Factors  (ICC1 = .57, ICC2 = .73) domain scores and 

Recent SAM Total score  (ICC1 = .52, ICC2 = .68). Interrater reliability was excellent for 

the Past Nature of Stalking domain (ICC1 = .61, ICC2 = .76) and Recent Perpetrator Risk 

Factors  (ICC1 = .62, ICC2 = .77), but only fair for the Past Perpetrator Risk Factors  

(ICC1 = .32, ICC2 = .49) and Past SAM Total  (ICC1 = .42, ICC2 = .59). Past Victim 

Vulnerability Factors were considered to have poor interrater reliability (ICC1 = .05, ICC2 

= .09). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



107 

 

Table D50 Interrater Reliability for SAM Past and Recent Ratings, Individual Risk Factors 

 Past Ratings  Recent Ratings 
SAM Risk Item ICC1 ICC2 ICC1 ICC2 
Nature of Stalking         
N1 (Communicates about victim) .32 .49 .55 .71 
N2 (Communicates with victim) .68 .81 .61 .76 
N3 (Approaches victim) .55 .71 .55 .71 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .50 .66 .53 .70 
N5 (Intimidates victim) .38 .55 .53 .69 
N6 (Threatens victim) .42 .59 .62 .76 
N7 (Violent towards victim) .37 .54 .52 .68 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) .49 .66 .35 .52 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .49 .65 .20 .33 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision...) .53 .69 .55 .71 
Perpetrator Risk Factors  
P1 (Angry) .25 .40 .58 .73 
P2 (Obsessed) .41 .58 .62 .76 
P3 (Irrational) .52 .69 .73 .84 
P4 (Unrepentant) .30 .46 .30 .46 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) .42 .59 .70 .82 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) .24 .39 .37 .54 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships...) .31 .47 .43 .60 
P8 (Distressed) .08 .16 .33 .50 
P9 (Substance use problems) .44 .61 .70 .82 
P10 (Employment and financial...) .23 .37 .62 .77 
Victim Vulnerability Factors  
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward...) .10 .17 .49 .66 
V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward...) .08 .15 .63 .77 
V3 (Inadequate access to resources)   .30 .46 
V4 (Unsafe living situation) .09 .17 .25 .41 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) -.06 -.13 .45 .62 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) .07 .13 .68 .81 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship...) -.02 -.04 .32 .48 
V8 (Distressed) .24 .38 .39 .57 
V9 (Substance use problems) -.01 -.02 .06 .12 
V10 Employment and financial...) -.01 -.02 .21 .34 
Note. N = 102.  
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Table D51  Interrater Reliability of SAM Past and Recent Ratings, Domain and Total Scores 

 Past Ratings  Recent Ratings 
Scores M (SD) ICC2 p 95% CI M (SD) ICC2 p 95% CI 
Nature of Stalking 3.38 (.77) .76 <.001 .65, .84 11.90 (.48) .67 <.001 .52, .78 
Perpetrator Risk 
Factors 

6.10 (2.29) .49 <.001 .21, .66 12.09 (.73) .77 <.001 .63, .85 

Victim Vulnerability 
Factors 

1.52 (1.34) .09 .279 -.24, .35 3.88 (.39) .73 <.001 .60, .81 

SAM Total  11.01 (4.39) .59 <.001 .34, .74 27.87 
(1.61) 

.68 <.001 .52, .79 

Note. N = 102.  
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Table D52  Interrater Reliability with Three Raters for SAM Past and Recent Ratings, Individual 
Risk Factors 

 Past Ratings  Recent Ratings 
SAM Risk Item ICC1 ICC2 ICC1 ICC2 
Nature of Stalking         
N1 (Communicates about victim) .45 .71 .46 .71 
N2 (Communicates with victim) .66 .85 .69 .87 
N3 (Approaches victim) .60 .82 .52 .76 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .60 .82 .54 .78 
N5 (Intimidates victim) .53 .77 .55 .78 
N6 (Threatens victim) .38 .65 .64 .84 
N7 (Violent towards victim) .46 .72 .55 .79 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) .59 .81 .40 .66 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .51 .76 .04 .12 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision...) .55 .78 .38 .64 
Perpetrator Risk Factors  
P1 (Angry) .21 .44 .49 .74 
P2 (Obsessed) .54 .78 .67 .86 
P3 (Irrational) .50 .75 .72 .88 
P4 (Unrepentant) .33 .59 .30 .56 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) .39 .65 .45 .71 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) .27 .52 .57 .80 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships...) .21 .44 .29 .55 
P8 (Distressed) .07 .18 .09 .22 
P9 (Substance use problems) .36 .63 .42 .68 
P10 (Employment and financial...) .27 .53 .51 .76 
Victim Vulnerability Factors  
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward...) .15 .34 .58 .81 
V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward...) .01 .04 .58 .80 
V3 (Inadequate access to resources)*   .05 .10 
V4 (Unsafe living situation) .11 .27 .00 .01 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) .04 .07 .43 .69 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) .06 .20 .39 .65 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship...) .04 .07 .07 .25 
V8 (Distressed) .16 .36 .08 .20 
V9 (Substance use problems) .80 .89 .07 .19 
V10 Employment and financial...) .02 .04 

 
.06 .17 

Note. N = 39.  *Unable to calculate ICC due to lack of variance.  
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Table D53 Interrater Reliability with Three Raters of SAM Past and Recent Ratings, Domain 
and Total Scores 

 Past Ratings  Recent Ratings 
Scores ICC1 ICC2 ICC1 ICC2 
Nature of Stalking .66 .86 .49 .74 
Perpetrator Risk 
Factors 

.42 .69 
 

.72 .88 

Victim Vulnerability 
Factors 

.02 .06 .45 71 

SAM Total  .51 .76 .54 .78 

Note. N = 39.  
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Table D54 Interrater Reliability with Three Raters for SAM Ever Present Ratings, Individual 
Risk Factors 

 Ever Present Ratings  
SAM Risk Item ICC1 ICC2 
Nature of Stalking         
N1 (Communicates about victim) .61 .82 
N2 (Communicates with victim) .79 .92 
N3 (Approaches victim) .49 .74 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .74 .89 
N5 (Intimidates victim) .58 .80 
N6 (Threatens victim) .76 .90 
N7 (Violent towards victim) .70 .87 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) .47 .72 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .34 .61 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision...) .50 .75 
Perpetrator Risk Factors  
P1 (Angry) .61 .82 
P2 (Obsessed) .76 .90 
P3 (Irrational) .75 .90 
P4 (Unrepentant) .52 .77 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) .74 .90 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) .47 .73 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships...) .52 .76 
P8 (Distressed) .37 .64 

.86 P9 (Substance use problems) .67 
P10 (Employment and financial...) .62 .83 
Victim Vulnerability Factors  
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward...) .71 .88 
V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward...) .61 .82 
V3 (Inadequate access to resources) .01 .02 
V4 (Unsafe living situation) .36 .63 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) .56 .79 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) .55 .79 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship...) .25 .40 
V8 (Distressed) .31 .58 
V9 (Substance use problems) .47 .72 
V10 Employment and financial...) .27 .53 
Note. N = 39.  
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Table D55  Interrater Reliability with Three Raters of SAM Ever Present Ratings, Domain and 
Total Scores 

Scores M (SD) ICC1 p 95% CI ICC2 p 95% CI 
Nature of Stalking 12.91 (.49) .61 <.001 .45, .76 .83 <.001 .71, .91 
Perpetrator Risk 
Factors 

12.68 (.97) .74 <.001 .54, .86 .89 <.001 .78, .95 

Victim Vulnerability 
Factors 

3.81 (.56) .68 <.001 .51, .81 .86 <.001 .76, .93 

 NP Total 25.69 (1.52) .73 <.001 .54, .78 .89 <.001 .78, .94 

SAM Total  29.80 (1.06) .72 <.001 .57, .84 .89 <.001 .80, .94 

Note. N = 39. 
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Appendix E. Predictive Validity, Risk Categories. 

Table E56  Proportion of Stalking Recidivists in VRAG Total Categories 

 Total Number Proportion recidivists OR 

Low 31 .38 -- 

Moderate 65 .49 1.53 

High 4 .25 .53 

Note. Overall χ2 (2, N = 100) =  .19, p = .66 

 

Table E57  Proportion of Violent Recidivists in VRAG Total Categories 

 Total Number Proportion recidivists OR 

Low 31 .48 -- 

Moderate 65 .69 1.71 

High 4 .75 3.20 

Note. Overall χ2 (2, N = 100) =  1.96, p = .16 

 

Table E58  Proportion of Stalking Recidivists in PCL:SV Total Categories 

 Total Number Proportion recidivists OR 

No/Low 82 .36 -- 

Possible/Moderate 16 .44 1.04 

Definite/High 5 .45 2.01 

Note. Overall χ2 (2, N = 103) =  .37, p = .54 
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Table E59  Proportion of Violent Recidivists in PCL:SV Total Categories 

 Total Number Proportion recidivists OR 

No/Low 82 .51 -- 

Possible/Moderate 16 .75 2.85 

Definite/High 5 .80 3.80 

Note. Overall χ2 (2, N = 103) =  3.93, p = .047 
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Appendix F. Predictive Validity – AUCs Stalking 
Recidivism 

AUC values for stalking recidivism for SAM Past and Recent ratings for the 

individual risk factors are presented in Table F60. Looking first at Past ratings, 1 out of 

the 30 items had significant predictive validity: N2. Communicates with victim, AUC = 

.62, p < .05. Looking next at Recent ratings, none of the 30 individual items had 

significant predictive validity for future stalking reoffending.  

The AUC values for SAM Past and Recent domain scores are presented in Table 

F61. AUC was small in magnitude but statistically significant for the Past N Factor 

domain, AUC = .63 and SAM Past Total Scores, AUC = .62, both p < .05. All other 

domains and totals were not statistically significant, all p > .05. 
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Table F60  AUC for Stalking Recidivism using SAM Past and Recent Ratings, 
Individual Risk Factors 

 Past Ratings  Recent Ratings 
SAM Risk Item AUC 95% CI p AUC 95% CI p 
Nature of Stalking  
N1 (Communicates about victim) .58 [.47, .69] .17 .51 [.40, .62] .84 
N2 (Communicates with victim) .62 [.51, .73] .03 .51 [.40, .62] .88 
N3 (Approaches victim) .53 [.41, .64] .64 .41 [.30, .52] .12 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .54 [.44, .66] .39 .37 [.26, .48] .03 
N5 (Intimidates victim) .60 [.49, .71] .08 .48 [.37, .59] .74 
N6 (Threatens victim) .59 [.48, .70] .10 .51 [.40, .62] .82 
N7 (Violent towards victim) .55 [.43, .66] .41 .49 [.38, .61] .91 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) .55 [.44, .67] .35 .50 [.39, .62] .93 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .54 [.42, .65] .53 .44 [.33, .55] .31 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision...) .60 [.49, .71] .07 .60 [.49, .71] .07 
Perpetrator Risk Factors  
P1 (Angry) .56 [.45, .67] .28 .54 [.43, .65] .50 
P2 (Obsessed) .58 [.47, .69] .16 .48 [.37, .60] .81 
P3 (Irrational) .52 [.41, .63] .73 .50 [.39, .61] .96 
P4 (Unrepentant) .54 [.43, .66] .44 .51 [.40, .62] .85 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) .59 [.48, .70] .10 .55 [.44, .66] .35 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) .56 [.44, .67] .32 .43 [.32, .55] .26 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships...) .45 [.34, .56] .38 .45 [.34, .56] .37 
P8 (Distressed) .51 [.39, .62] .91 .43 [.32, .55] .26 
P9 (Substance use problems) .53 [.42, .64] .62  .45 [.34, .56] .35 
P10 (Employment and financial...) .58 [.46, .69] .19 .58 [.47, .69] .17 
Victim Vulnerability Factors  
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward...) .57 [.46, .68] .20 .47 [.35, .58] .59 
V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward...) .53 [.42, .64] .60 .44 [.33, .56] .35 
V3 (Inadequate access to resources) .49 [.38, .61] .91 .47 [.36, .59] .67 
V4 (Unsafe living situation) .56 [.45, .67] .28 .46 [.35, .57] .51 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) .53 [.42, .64] .58 .54 [.42, .65] .52 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) .55 [.43, .66] .41 .42 [.32, .54] .22 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship...) .55 [.43, .66] .41 .47 [.36, .58] .61 
V8 (Distressed) .58 [.46, .69] .18 .54 [.42, .65] .50 
V9 (Substance use problems) .46 [.35, .57] .45 .47 [.36, .58] .60 
V10 Employment and financial...) .50 [.39, .62] .94 .45 [.34, .56] .38 
Note. N = 104.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  
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Table F61  AUC for Stalking Recidivism using SAM Past and Recent Ratings, Domains 
and Total 

 Past Ratings  Recent Ratings 
SAM Domain Totals AUC 95% CI p AUC 95% CI p 
Nature of Stalking .63 [.52, .74] .02 .44 [.32, .55] .28 
Perpetrator Risk Factors .58 [.47, .69] .15 .46 [.36, .58] .56 
Victim Vulnerability Factors .58 [.47, .69] .17 .45 [.34, .56] .39 
SAM Total Scores .62 [.51, .73] .04 .44 [.33, .55] .35 
Note. N = 104.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  

  

 

Table F62  AUCs for Stalking Recidivism for VRAG Risk Factors  

 AUC 95% CI p 
 

Lived with both biological parents to age 16 
(except for death of parent) 

.46 [.35, .58] .55 

Elementary school maladjustment .53 [.41, .65] .60 
History of alcohol problems .43 [.32, .54] .23 
Marital status .47 [.36, .59] .65 
Convictions for nonviolent offences prior to 
index offence 

.50 [.38, .61] .95 

Failure on prior conditional release .69 [.59, .79] .001 
Age at index offence .44 [.32, .55] .27 
Victim injury .45 [.34, .56] .16 
Any female victim for index offence .55 [.44, .67] .35 
Meets diagnostic for any personality disorder .50 [.39, .62] .95 
Meets diagnostic criteria for schizophrenia .47 [.36, .58] .60 
Psychopathy Checklist score .56 [.45, .68] .27 
Note. N = 102.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  
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Table F63  AUCs for Stalking Recidivism for PCL:SV Items 

 AUC 95% CI p 
 

Superficial .60 [.49, .72] .07 
Grandiose .58 [.48, .70] .13 
Deceitful .49 [.38, .60] .84 
Lacks remorse .56 [.45, .67] .29 
Lacks empathy .54 [.42, .65] .49 
Does not accept responsibility .57 [.46, .68] .23 
Impulsive .54 [.42, .65] .53 
Poor behavioural controls .45 [.34, .56] .39 
Lacks goals .49 [.38, .61] .90 
Irresponsible .51 [.40, .62] .85 
Adolescent antisocial behaviour .52 [.41, .63] .71 
Adult antisocial behaviour .56 [.45, .67] .30 
Note. N = 104.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  
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Appendix G. Predictive Validity – AUCs Violent 
Recidivism 

With regards to the SAM Past and Recent ratings, none of the individual items 

were predictive of future violent offending. The AUC values for SAM Past and Recent 

domain scores are presented in Table G64. None of the SAM Domain or Total scores 

were predictive of future violent offending, all p > .05. For the VRAG, 2 of 12 items 

significantly predicted violent recidivism: Prior Failure on Conditional Release and 

Psychopathy Checklist score, AUC = .70 and .65, respectively, both p < .05. On the 

PCL:SV, one of 12 individual items had predictive validity, Lacks Remorse, AUC = .62, p 

< .05. 

The AUC values for SAM Past and Recent domain scores are presented in Table 

G66. None of the SAM Domain or Total scores were predictive of future violent 

offending, all p > .05. 
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Table G64  AUC for Violent Recidivism using SAM Past and Recent Ratings, Individual 
Risk Factors 

 Past Ratings  Recent Ratings 
SAM Risk Item AUC 95% CI p AUC 95% CI p 
Nature of Stalking  
N1 (Communicates about victim) .54 [.43, .65] .49 .42 [.31, .53] .18 
N2 (Communicates with victim) .61 [.50, .71] .06 .48 [.37, .59] .71 
N3 (Approaches victim) .52 [.41, .64] .68 .46 [.35, .57] .47 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .55 [.44, .66] .39 .42 [.31, .53] .17 
N5 (Intimidates victim) .58 [.47, .69] .16 .50 [.39, .61] .98 
N6 (Threatens victim) .59 [.49, .71] .09 .50 [.38, .61] .96 
N7 (Violent towards victim) .55 [.44, .66] .38 .51 [.40, .62] .83 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) .54 [.43, .65] .45 .49 [.37, .60] .81 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .53 [.41, .64] .64 .43 [.32, .54] .21 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision...) .58 [.47, .69] .17 .60 [.49, .71] .08 
Perpetrator Risk Factors  
P1 (Angry) .56 [.45, .67] .30 .55 [.43, .66] .42 
P2 (Obsessed) .57 [.46, .68] .22 .46 [.35, .57] .45 
P3 (Irrational) .50 [.38, .61] .94 .47 [.35, .58] .55 
P4 (Unrepentant) .59 [.48, .70] .11 .52 [.41, .63] .71 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) .60 [.50, .71] .07 .61 [.50, .72] .05 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) .56 [.45, .67] .27 .47 [.36, .58] .62 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships...) .46 [.35, .57] .49 .46 [.34, .57] .45 
P8 (Distressed) .51 [.40, .62] .83 .40 [.29, .51] .09 
P9 (Substance use problems) .56 [.45, .68] .26 .48 [.37, .59] .72 
P10 (Employment and financial...) .55 [.44, .66] .36 .58 [.47, .69] .16 
Victim Vulnerability Factors  
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward...) .51 [.40, .62] .86 .42 [.31, .53] .15 
V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward...) .48 [.37, .60] .77 .42 [.31, .53] .15 
V3 (Inadequate access to resources) .49 [.37, .60] .81 .46 [.35, .58] .53 
V4 (Unsafe living situation) .53 [.41, .64] .64 .46 [.35, .57] .52 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) .52 [.41, .63] .69 .50 [.39, .62] .93 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) .55 [.44, .66] .35 .44 [.33, .55] .28 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship...) .53 [.42, .64] .63 .52 [.41, .63] .69 
V8 (Distressed) .55 [.44, .66] .36 .51 [.40, .63] .80 
V9 (Substance use problems) .46 [.35, .57] .52 .49 [.38, .60] .84 
V10 Employment and financial...) .51 [.40, .63] .80 .46 [.35, .57] .49 
Note. N = 104.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  
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Table G65  AUC for Violent Recidivism using SAM Ever Present Ratings, Individual Risk  

 Ever Present Rating 
SAM Risk Factors AUC 95% CI p 
Nature of Stalking     
N1 (Communicates about victim) .44 [.33, .55] .32 
N2 (Communicates with victim) .47 [.36, .59] .67 
N3 (Approaches victim) .49 [.38, .60] .88 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .49 [.37, .60] .81 
N5 (Intimidates victim) .52 [.41, .64] .68 
N6 (Threatens victim) .52 [.41, .63] .74 
N7 (Violent towards victim) .53 [.42, .64] .64 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) .56 [.45, .67] .27 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .46 [.35, .58] .54 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision...) .63 [.52, .74] .024 
Perpetrator Risk Factors    
P1 (Angry) .52 [.41, .64] .68 
P2 (Obsessed) .46 [.35, .57] .51 
P3 (Irrational) .47 [.36, .58] .62 
P4 (Unrepentant) .53 [.42, .65] .57 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) .62 [.51, .73] .032 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) .48 [.36, .59] .68 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships...) .45 [.33, .56] .34 
P8 (Distressed) .44 [.33, .55] .31 
P9 (Substance use problems) .56 [.45, .67] .27 
P10 (Employment and financial...) .57 [.45, .68] .25 
Victim Vulnerability Factors    
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward...) .44 [.33, .55] .31 
V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward...) .41 [.30, .52] .12 
V3 (Inadequate access to resources) .47 [.36, .58] .63 
V4 (Unsafe living situation) .49 [.38, .60] .84 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) .50 [.39, .62] .93 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) .44 [.33, .55] .32 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship...) .53 [.42, .65] .55 
V8 (Distressed) .55 [.44, .66] .41 
V9 (Substance use problems) .45 [.34, .57] .42 
V10 Employment and financial...) .48 [.36, .59] .48 
Note. N = 106.  

 

 

 

 



122 

 

Table G66  AUC for Violent Recidivism using SAM Past and Recent Ratings, Domains 
and Total 

 Past Ratings  Recent Ratings 
SAM Domain Totals AUC 95% CI p AUC 95% CI p 
Nature of Stalking .60 [.49, .71] .08 .43 [.32, .54] .20 
Perpetrator Risk Factors .58 [.47, .69] .15 .49 [.38, .61] .92 
Victim Vulnerability Factors .55 [.43, .66] .42 .43 [.32, .54] .24 
SAM Total Scores .59 [.48, .70] .10 .44 [.33, .55] .33 
Note. N = 104.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  

  

 

Table G67  AUC for Violent Recidivism for VRAG Risk Factors  

 AUC 95% CI p 
 

Lived with both biological parents to age 16 
(except for death of parent) 

.54 [.42, .64] .54 

Elementary school maladjustment .53 [.41, .65] .63 
History of alcohol problems .44 [.33, .56] .33 
Marital status .36 [.33, .56] .36 
Convictions for nonviolent offences prior to 
index offence 

.55 [.43, .66] .43 

Failure on prior conditional release .70 [.59, .80] .001 
Age at index offence .46 [.35, .58] .55 
Victim injury .43 [.32, .54] .23 
Any female victim for index offence .52 [.41, .64] .68 
Meets diagnostic for any personality disorder .52 [.41, .64] .71 
Meets diagnostic criteria for schizophrenia .51 [.40, .63] .84 
Psychopathy Checklist score .65 [.54, .76] .01 
Note. N = 102.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  
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Table G68  AUC for Violent Recidivism for PCL:SV Items 

 AUC 95% CI p 
 

Superficial .59 [.48, .70] .10 
Grandiose .60 [.49, .70] .09 
Deceitful .51 [.40, .62] .84 
Lacks remorse .62 [.51, .72] .04 
Lacks empathy .57 [.46, .68] .21 
Does not accept responsibility .59 [.48, .70] .10 
Impulsive .57 [.46, .68] .20 
Poor behavioural controls .50 [.39, .61] .97 
Lacks goals .57 [.46, .68] .20 
Irresponsible .59 [.47, .70] .14 
Adolescent antisocial behaviour .57 [.46, .68] .23 
Adult antisocial behaviour .58 [.47, .69] .14 
Note. N = 104.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  

 

 

  



124 

Appendix H. Predictive Validity – AUCs Any 
Recidivism 

Supplementary analyses regarding the SAM Past and Recent ratings are 

presented in Table H74. With regards to the SAM Past ratings, none of the individual 

items were predictive of future recidivism. In terms of Recent ratings, 1 of 30 items, N10: 

Stalking involves supervision violations, was significantly associated with future 

recidivism, and the association was moderate in magnitude, AUC = .65, p < .05. The 

AUC values for SAM Past and Recent domain scores are presented in Table H75. None 

of the SAM Domain or Total scores were predictive of future violent offending, all p > .05. 

For the VRAG, 2 of 12 items significantly predicted violent recidivism: Prior Failure on 

Conditional Release and Psychopathy Checklist score, AUC = .70 and .65, respectively, 

both p < .05. On the PCL:SV, one of 12 individual items had predictive validity, Lacks 

Remorse, AUC = .62, p < .05. 
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Table H69  AUC for Any Recidivism using SAM Ever Present Ratings, Individual Risk  

 Ever Present Rating 
SAM Risk Factors AUC 95% CI p 
Nature of Stalking     
N1 (Communicates about victim) .42 [.29, .55] .25 
N2 (Communicates with victim) .47 [.35, .61] .73 
N3 (Approaches victim) .46 [.33, .59] .54 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .49 [.36, .63] .93 
N5 (Intimidates victim) .52 [.39, .66] .75 
N6 (Threatens victim) .58 [.44, .71] .25 
N7 (Violent towards victim) .56 [.43, .69] .39 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) .51 [.38, .65] .85 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .45 [.33, .58] .50 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision...) .67 [.54, .79] .013 
Perpetrator Risk Factors    
P1 (Angry) .50 [.37, .64] .94 
P2 (Obsessed) .39 [.26, .51] .10 
P3 (Irrational) .43 [.30, .56] .32 
P4 (Unrepentant) .54 [.40, .68] .55 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) .63 [.51, .75] .06 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) .50 [.37, .63] .99 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships...) .45 [.31, .58] .43 
P8 (Distressed) .47 [.34, .60] .66 
P9 (Substance use problems) .59 [.46, .72] .19 
P10 (Employment and financial...) .57 [.43, .71] .30 
Victim Vulnerability Factors    
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward...) .54 [.41, .67] .55 
V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward...) .47 [.34, .60] .69 
V3 (Inadequate access to resources) .47 [.33, .60] .63 
V4 (Unsafe living situation) .48 [.35, .62] .82 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) .57 [.44, .69] .30 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) .49 [.36, .62] .86 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship...) .52 [.38, .65] .80 
V8 (Distressed) .55 [.42, .68] .46 
V9 (Substance use problems) .46 [.32, .60] .56 
V10 Employment and financial...) .45 [.32, .59] .48 
Note. N = 106.  
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Table H70  AUC for Any Recidivism using SAM Ever Present Numerical Scores, 
Domains and Total 

 Ever Present Ratings  
SAM Domain Totals AUC 95% CI p 

Nature of Stalking .53 [.41, .66] .60 
Perpetrator Risk Factors .51 [.38, .64] .86 
Victim Vulnerability Factors .50 [.37, .64] .95 
SAM NP Total Scores .54 [.41, .67] .54 
SAM Total Scores .54 [.41, .67] .55 
Note. N = 104.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  

 

Table H71  AUC for Any Recidivism for VRAG Risk Factors  

 AUC 95% CI p 
 

Lived with both biological parents to age 16 
(except for death of parent) 

.51 [.38, .64] .86 

Elementary school maladjustment .53 [.40, .67] .62 
History of alcohol problems .47 [.34, .60] .66 
Marital status .44 [.30, .57] .34 
Convictions for nonviolent offences prior to 
index offence 

.60 [.47, .73] .13 

Failure on prior conditional release .65 [.52, .77] .03 
Age at index offence .54 [.40, .67] .58 
Victim injury .46 [.33, .59] .55 
Any female victim for index offence .49 [.36, .63] .94 
Meets diagnostic for any personality disorder .51 [.38, .65] .85 
Meets diagnostic criteria for schizophrenia .51 [.37, .65] .83 
Psychopathy Checklist score .64 [.51, .77] .04 
Note. N = 102.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  
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Table H72  AUC for Any Recidivism for PCL:SV Items 

 AUC 95% CI p 
 

Superficial .60 [.48, .72] .14 
Grandiose .59 [.46, .71] .19 
Deceitful .58 [.46, .70] .24 
Lacks remorse .63 [.51, .75] .05 
Lacks empathy .52 [.39, .66] .73 
Does not accept responsibility .59 [.46, .72] .18 
Impulsive .57 [.44, .71] .27 
Poor behavioural controls .48 [.35, .61] .75 
Lacks goals .57 [.44, .70] .30 
Irresponsible .63 [.50, .75] .06 
Adolescent antisocial behaviour .60 [.48, .72] .14 
Adult antisocial behaviour .63 [.50, .76] .05 
Note. N = 104.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  

 

Table H73  AUC for Any Recidivism for all Risk Measures, Total and Risk Categories  

 AUC 95% CI p 
 

SAM    
Case Prioritization .58 [.44, .72] .24 
Risk of Continued Stalking .61 [.47, .74] .11 
Risk of Physical Harm .59 [.46, .72] .18 
VRAG    
Total .64 [.50, .77] .047 
Three Categories .58 [.44, .71] .27 
PCL:SV    
Total .68 [.55, .81] .009 
Facet 1 .66 [.54, .78] .017 
Facet 2 .59 [.47, .73] .14 
Facet 3 .63 [.50, .76] .05 
Facet 4 .61 [.48, .74] .11 
Three Categories .55 [.42, .68] .46 
Note. N = 102.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  
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Table H74  AUC for Any Recidivism using SAM Past and Recent Ratings, Individual Risk 
Factors 

 Past Ratings  Recent Ratings 
SAM Risk Item AUC 95% CI p AUC 95% CI p 
Nature of Stalking  
N1 (Communicates about victim) .49 [.36, .62] .89 .44 [.30, .57] .37 
N2 (Communicates with victim) .57 [.44, .70] .29 .46 [.33, .59] .59 
N3 (Approaches victim) .49 [.36, .63] .94 .46 [.33, .58] .52 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .54 [.41, .67] .55 .44 [.31, .58] .42 
N5 (Intimidates victim) .54 [.41, .67] .55 .52 [.38, .65] .80 
N6 (Threatens victim) .58 [.45, .70] .26 .54 [.41, .67] .53 
N7 (Violent towards victim) .51 [.48, .64] .87 .55 [.42, .68] .44 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) .52 [.39, .65] .80 .48 [.35, .62] .82 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .51 [.38, .64] .87 .41 [.29, .54] .20 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision...) .56 [.47, .69] .36 .65 [.52, .77] .03 
Perpetrator Risk Factors  
P1 (Angry) .58 [.46, .71] .21 .54 [.40, .67] .56 
P2 (Obsessed) .53 [.40, .66] .62 .39 [.26, .51] .09 
P3 (Irrational) .49 [.36, .62] .87 .43 [.29, .56] .28 
P4 (Unrepentant) .62 [.50, .74] .08 .52 [.38, .66] .73 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) .61 [.49, .74] .09 .60 [.47, .72] .14 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) .56 [.43, .68] .40 .50 [.37, .63] .98 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships...) .50 [.38, .62] .98 .45 [.32, .59] .47 
P8 (Distressed) .52 [.39, .65] .73 .46 [.32, .59] .53 
P9 (Substance use problems) .56 [.43, .69] .38 .55 [.42, .69] .40 
P10 (Employment and financial...) .58 [.45, .72] .21 .57 [.43, .70] .33 
Victim Vulnerability Factors  
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward...) .52 [.39, .65] .80 .51 [.38, .64] .85 
V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward...) .51 [.38, .64] .85 .47 [.34, .60] .70 
V3 (Inadequate access to resources) .49 [.36, .62] .90 .46 [.33, .60] .58 
V4 (Unsafe living situation) .53 [.40, .66] .63 .48 [.35, .62] .79 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) .57 [.45, .70] .27 .57 [.44, .69] .30 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) .56 [.43, .68] .38 .48 [.35, .62] .83 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship...) .55 [.42, .67] .46 .49 [.36, .63] .92 
V8 (Distressed) .61 [.49, .72] .12 .52 [.38, .65] .82 
V9 (Substance use problems) .50 [.37, .64] .96 .44 [.30, .58] .38 
V10 Employment and financial...) .52 [.40, .65] .71 .44 [.30, .58] .38 
Note. N = 104.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  
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Table H75  AUC for Any Recidivism using SAM Past and Recent Ratings, Domains and 
Total 

 Past Ratings  Recent Ratings 
SAM Domain Totals AUC 95% CI p AUC 95% CI p 
Nature of Stalking .54 [.41, .67] .51 .46 [.33, .58] .53 
Perpetrator Risk Factors .60 [.47, .73] .14 .50 [.36, .64] .98 
Victim Vulnerability Factors .58 [.46, .71] .21 .48 [.34, .61] .73 
SAM Total Scores .60 [.47, .73] .13 .49 [.36, .62] .91 
Note. N = 104.   AUCs in boldface type were statistically significant, p < .05.  
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Appendix I. Predictive Validity – Survival Analysis. 

For descriptive purposes, a series of Cox regressions were conducted examining 

the predictive power of the SAM Past and Recent ratings for the individual risk factors for 

both stalking and violence recidivism for short- and long-term follow-up periods. To avoid 

problems with collinearity, two separate Cox regressions were run for Past and Recent 

ratings for each of the time periods. Variables that evidenced high collinearity (VIF > 4, 

missing SE estimates) were removed from the analyses. These results are presented in 

Tables I76 through I79. Given the purpose of this analysis, these tables only present the 

HRs along with their 95%CI and p level, rather than also including information regarding 

the overall model fit. With regards to the Past ratings for stalking recidivism during the 

short-term follow-up period, 12 out of 26 SAM Past risk factors had HRs that were 

positive, and one was positive and statistically significant (p < .05) whereas 11 out of 26 

SAM Recent risk factors had HRs that were positive, and three were statistically 

significant (p < .05). Looking next at the results for stalking recidivism during the long-

term follow-up period, 14 out of 29 risk factors had HRs that were positive, while 1 out of 

29 HR was positive and statistically significant, while 1 out of 26 HR was negative and 

statistically significant (p < .05). With regards to Recent ratings, 14 out of 26 risk factors 

were positive, although none were statistically significant. 
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Table I76  Summary of Cox Regression Analyses of SAM Past and Recent Ratings for 
Individual Risk Factors for Stalking Recidivism within First Year 

 Past Ratings  Recent Ratings 
SAM Risk Item HR 95% CI p HR 95% CI p 
Nature of Stalking  
N1 (Communicates about victim) .91 [.24, 3.45] .90 1.01 [.52, 1.94] .98 
N2 (Communicates with victim)* 2.81 [.20, 38.81] .44 .59 [.25, 1.37] .22 
N3 (Approaches victim) .41 [.10, 1.60] .20 .67 [.34, 1.31] .24 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .75 [.19, 3.02] .69 .85 [.44, 1.64] .63 
N5 (Intimidates victim)* .59 [.04, 8.04] .60    
N6 (Threatens victim) 3.77 [.44, 32.63] .23 1.18 [.63, 2.19] .61 
N7 (Violent towards victim) .86 [.36, 2.07] .74 2.42 [1.01, 5.80] .048 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) 5.28 [.43, 64.94] .19 .46 [.16, 1.34] .16 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .18 [.01, 2.72] .18 .68 [.35, 1.32] .25 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision...) .77 [.15, 2.45] .68 .78 [.37, 1.62] .50 
Perpetrator Risk Factors  
P1 (Angry)* .60 [.14, 2.45] .48    
P2 (Obsessed) .64 [.19, 2.14] .47 .78 [.30, 2.02] .62 
P3 (Irrational) 1.52 [.59, 3.95] .38 2.62 [1.14, 2.02] .023 
P4 (Unrepentant)*    3.83 [.96, 15.29] .06 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) 1.29 [.56, 2.97] .55 1.02 [.53, 1.96] .96 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) 1.37 [.56, 3.31] .49 1.75 [.59, 5.23] .31 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships...) .57 [.19, 1.70] .32 .77 [.38, 1.58] .47 
P8 (Distressed) 1.78 [.72, 4.37] .21 .60 [.25, 1.46] .26 
P9 (Substance use problems) 1.09 [.50, 2.35] .83  .88 [.42, 1.86] .75 
P10 (Employment and financial...) 1.07 [.46, .2.48] .87 1.45 [.53, 3.98] .47 
Victim Vulnerability Factors  
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward...) 2.33 [.87, 6.25] .20 .84 [.39, 1.81] .65 
V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward...) .78 [.30, 2.03] .60 1.46 [.55, 3.86] .45 
V3 (Inadequate access to...)*    .36 [.06, 2.18] .29 
V4 (Unsafe living situation) 1.44 [.43, 4.79] .55 .54 [.21, 1.42] .21 
V5 (Problems caring for...)* .38 [.09, 1.54] .17    
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) .77 [.29, 2.07] .60 1.70 [.69, 4.20] .25 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship...) 11.02 [2.45, 49.68] .002 3.60 [1.25, 10.37] .017 
V8 (Distressed)* 1.23 [.28, 5.39] .78    
V9 (Substance use problems)*    .24 [.02, 3.01] .27 
V10 Employment and financial...) .67 [.01, 29.15] .83 .77 [.19, 2.98] .70 
Note. N = 104.  *Variable removed due to problems with collinearity. HR = Hazard Ratio. HRs in boldface type were 
statistically significant, p < .05.  
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Table I77  Summary of Cox Regression Analyses of SAM Past and Recent Ratings for 
Individual Risk Factors for Stalking Recidivism within Ten Years  

 Past Ratings  Recent Ratings 
SAM Risk Item HR 95% CI p HR 95% CI p 
Nature of Stalking  
N1 (Communicates about victim) 1.18 [.48, .2.93] .71 1.06 [.71, 1.60] .76 
N2 (Communicates with victim) 2.01 [.31, 12.91] .46 .94 [.49, 1.80] .85 
N3 (Approaches victim) .32 [.11, .94] .04 .87 [.53, 1.43] .60 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .70 [.26, 1.90] .49 .74 [.47, 1.13] .16 
N5 (Intimidates victim)* .64 [.14, 2.95] .57    
N6 (Threatens victim) 2.96 [.87, 10.09] .08 1.21 [.76, 1.93] .43 
N7 (Violent towards victim)* 1.19 [.61,14.78] .17    
N8 (Stalking is persistent) 3.01 [.44, .67] .35 .84 [.44, 1.58] .58 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .63 [.13, 3.13] .57 .86 [.50, 1.49] .59 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision...) 1.32 [.53, 3.33] .55 1.25 [.79, 1.98] .35 
Perpetrator Risk Factors  
P1 (Angry) .84 [.33, 2.15] .71 1.25 [.55, 2.28] .79 
P2 (Obsessed) .84 [.38, 1.83] .65 1.13 [.58, 2.12] .74 
P3 (Irrational) .89 [.38, 1.83] .66 1.12 [.76, 2.07] .38 
P4 (Unrepentant) 1.31 [.60, 2.88] .49 1.25 [.62, 2.46] .53 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) 1.30 [.75, 2.24] .35 1.08 [.64, 1.80] .78 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) .97 [.48,1.95] .94 .90 [.48, 1.69] .75 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships...) .56 [.29, 1.08] .08 .79 [.47, 1.34] .38 
P8 (Distressed) 1.23 [.68, 2.25] .50 .72 [.39, 1.32] .29 
P9 (Substance use problems) 1.18 [.68, 2.02] .55  .93 [.58, 1.50] .78 
P10 (Employment and financial...) 1.42 [.83, 2.42] .20 1.92 [.94, 3.92] .07 
Victim Vulnerability Factors  
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward...) 1.92 [.91, 4.06] .09 .96 [.53, 1.72] .89 
V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward...) .76 [.39, 1.45] .40 1.25 [.60, 2.65] .54 
V3 (Inadequate access to...)* .29 [.10, 8.35] .47    
V4 (Unsafe living situation) 1.22 [.52, 2.87] .64 .83 [.43, 1.60] .59 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) .72 [.30, 1.69] .45 1.19 [.69, 2.05] .53 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) .76 [.34, 1.67] .50 1.07 [.56, 2.06] .83 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship...) 5.56 [.34, 1.67] .001 1.56 [.72, 3.36] .26 
V8 (Distressed) .93 [.33, 2.59] .89 1.71 [.94, 3.11] .08 
V9 (Substance use problems)*    .17 [.02, 1.50] .11 
V10 Employment and financial...) .70 [.05, 9.37] .79 .74 [.27, 2.02] .56 
Note. N = 104.   *Variable removed due to problems with collinearity. HR = Hazard Ratio. HRs in boldface type were 
statistically significant, p < .05.  
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Table I78  Summary of Cox Regression Analyses of SAM Past and Recent Ratings for 
Individual Risk Factors for Violent Recidivism within First Year 

 Past Ratings  Recent Ratings 
SAM Risk Item HR 95% CI p HR 95% CI p 
Nature of Stalking   
N1 (Communicates about victim) 1.28 [.45, 3.62] .64 .99 [.57, 1.72 .96 
N2 (Communicates with victim)*    .67 [.31, 1.45] .31 
N3 (Approaches victim) .50 [.16, 1.60] .24 .65 [.33, 1.27] .21 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .63 [.20, 1.97] .42 .93 [.51, 1.72] .83 
N5 (Intimidates victim)* .87 [.19, 3.98] .86    
N6 (Threatens victim) 3.80 [.94, 15.43] .06 1.22 [.67, 2.23] .51 
N7 (Violent towards victim) .88 [.39, 1.95] .75 2.14 [1.01, 4.50] .045 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) 3.27 [.83, 12.93] .09 .67 [.25, 1.74] .41 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .29 [.05, 1.64] .16 .79 [.40, 1.54] .48 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision...) .84 [.31, 2.25] .73 .87 [.45, 1.65] .66 
Perpetrator Risk Factors  
P1 (Angry) .89 [.32, 2.41] .81 .85 [.35, 2.05] .71 
P2 (Obsessed)*    1.12 [.49, 2.54] .78 
P3 (Irrational) 1.44 [.65, 3.20] .37 1.87 [.97, 3.63] .06 
P4 (Unrepentant) 2.32 [1.02, 5.26] .043 4.07 [1.11, 14.94] .034 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) 1.12 [.57, 2.21] .75 1.53 [.78, 3.00] .22 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) 1.01 [.41, 2.49] .98 1.59 [.61, 4.12] .34 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships...) .55 [.26, 1.18] .13 .78 [.39, 1.53] .47 
P8 (Distressed) 1.63 [.83, 3.18] .15 .61 [.28, 1.35] .22 
P9 (Substance use problems) 1.05 [.57, 1.94] .87  1.06 [.58, 1.95] .84 
P10 (Employment and financial...) .67 [.30, 1.47] .31 1.40 [.56, 3.52] .47 
Victim Vulnerability Factors  
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward...) 1.45 [.67, 3.15] .35 .67 [.31, 1.44] .31 
V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward...)*    1.23 [.51, 2.98] .65 
V3 (Inadequate access to 
resources)* 

   .16 [.02, 1.08] .06 

V4 (Unsafe living situation) .50 [.18, 1.36] .17    
V5 (Problems caring for 
dependents)* 

      

V6 (Intimate relationship problems) 1.07 [.46, 2.48] .88 1.32 [.58, 3.02] .50 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship...) 2.34 [.88, 6.17] .09 4.29 [1.70, 10.80] .002 
V8 (Distressed) 1.38 [.49, 3.86] .54 1.34 [.66, 2.69] .41 
V9 (Substance use problems)*    .22 [.02, 1.92] .17 
V10 Employment and financial...) 5.36 [.69, 41.63] .11 1.18 [.35, 4.04] .79 
Note. N = 104.   *Variable removed due to problems with collinearity. HR = Hazard Ratio. HRs in boldface type were 
statistically significant, p < .05.  
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Table I79  Summary of Cox Regression Analyses of SAM Past and Recent Ratings for 
Individual Risk Factors for Violent Recidivism within First Ten Years 

 Past Ratings  Recent Ratings 
SAM Risk Item HR 95% CI p HR 95% CI p 
Nature of Stalking   
N1 (Communicates about victim) 1.64 [.74, 3.50] .20 .96 [.68, 1.35] .81 
N2 (Communicates with victim) .90 [.25, 3.20] .87 .72 [.43, 1.20] .20 
N3 (Approaches victim) .53 [.20, 1.33] .18 .92 [.59, 1.44] .73 
N4 (Direct contact with victim) .83 [.34, 2.03] .69 .81 [.54, 1.20] .29 
N5 (Intimidates victim) .66 [.21, 2.01] .46    
N6 (Threatens victim) 2.50 [.92, 6.75] .07 1.19 [.79, 1.77] .40 
N7 (Violent towards victim) 1.63 [.96, 2.79] .07 1.35 [.81, 2.27] .25 
N8 (Stalking is persistent) 5.05 [1.22, 20.81] .025 .95 [.56, 1.61] .85 
N9 (Stalking is escalating) .28 [.07, 1.09] .07 .96 [.61, 1.51] .85 
N10 (Stalking involves supervision...) 1.31 [.59, 2.87] .51 1.29 [.86, 1.92] .21 
Perpetrator Risk Factors  
P1 (Angry) .92 [.47, 1.81] .82 1.04 [.57, 1.89] .88 
P2 (Obsessed) .84 [.42, 1.69] .63 1.17 [.67, 2.04] .58 
P3 (Irrational) .70 [.42, 1.69] .27 1.05 [.67, 1.63] .84 
P4 (Unrepentant) 2.44 [1.23, 4.80] .010 1.21 [.64, 2.28] .56 
P5 (Antisocial lifestyle) 1.06 [.67, 1.67] .80 1.43 [.90, 2.25] .13 
P6 (Intimate relationship problems) .94 [.50, 1.76] .85 1.39 [.79, 2.45] .25 
P7 (Non-intimate relationships...) .59 [.33, 1.06] .08 .74 [.46, 1.19] .21 
P8 (Distressed) 1.38 [.85, 2.26] .19 .61 [.37, 1.00] .05 
P9 (Substance use problems) 1.28 [.84, 1.95] .25 1.23 [.83, 1.82] .30 
P10 (Employment and financial...) .94 [.57, 1.53] .80 1.20 [.68, 2.15] .52 
Victim Vulnerability Factors  
V1 (Inconsistent behaviour toward...) 1.21 [.64, 2.27] .56 .71 [.42, 1.19] .20 
V2 (Inconsistent attitude toward...) .64 [.34, 1.18] .15 1.11 [.58, 2.12] .75 
V3 (Inadequate access to...)* .17 [.01, 3.40] .24    
V4 (Unsafe living situation) .97 [.46, 2.05] .94 .81 [.48, 1.39] .46 
V5 (Problems caring for dependents) .68 [.32, 1.45] .32 1.04 [.64, 1.69] .85 
V6 (Intimate relationship problems) .93 [.46, 1.91] .85 .99 [.58, 1.69] .96 
V7 (Non-intimate relationship...) 2.69 [1.12, 6.45] .026 2.01 [1.05, 3.84] .034 
V8 (Distressed) 1.15 [.46, 2.89] .76 1.52 [.88, 2.59] .13 
V9 (Substance use problems) .10 [.01, 73] .023 .17 [.03, .80] .026 
V10 Employment and financial...) 1.99 [.27, 14.54] .94 .71 [.30, 1.67] .43 
Note. N = 104.  *Variable removed due to problems with collinearity. HR = Hazard Ratio. HRs in boldface type were 
statistically significant, p < .05.  
 




