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Abstract
Intimate partner violence (IPV) myths draw the following conclusions: the victim is blamed, the perpetrator is exonerated, and the situation is minimized (Lonsway, Cortina, & Magley, 2008; Payne, Lonsway, & Fitzgerald, 1999; Peters, 2008). There is evidence that stalking myths mirror these conclusions (Lyndon, Sinclair, & Martin, 2012). This study investigates the affect that relationship phase has on perceptions of stalking situations, as well as the relationship between attitudes and actual judgments of stalking. A total of 299 participants considered stalking behaviors in the context of a randomly assigned relationship phase in an online survey, rating the victim and perpetrator’s responsibility for the action and the seriousness of the behavior. Participants also completed a questionnaire assessing their endorsement of stalking myths. The results revealed that the phase of the relationship did not affect judgments of perpetrator or victim responsibility, or the seriousness of the situation. However, participants’ judgments of the victim and perpetrator’s responsibility and stalking severity were related with their stereotypical attitudes about stalking. Further testing revealed sex differences: men were more likely than women to endorse stalking myths and act upon those attitudes by exonerating the perpetrator and minimizing the situation. The relationship between biased attitudes and judgments of stalking could translate to lack of helping behavior in college students, which is problematic considering the commonality of stalking on college campuses (Fisher, Cullen, & Turner, 2002). Students, especially males, should be the targets of education interventions because their endorsement of stalking myths can have a real effect on stalking victims, perpetrators, and judgments of severity of a stalking situation.
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	Stalking is a prevalent crime in the United States, with 8.2 million women and 2 million men reporting that they have been stalked at some point in their lifetime. Stalking behaviors include sending unwanted gifts, surveillance, unwanted phone communications, as well more violent behaviors such as physical threats or harm (Tjaden & Thoennes, 1998). Legally, stalking is “a course of conduct directed at a specific person that involves repeated visual or physical proximity, nonconsensual communication, or verbal, written, or implied threats, or a combination thereof, that would cause a reasonable person fear” (The National Criminal Justice project, 1993, p. 43-44). Intimate partner stalking is the most prevalent with 59% of female victims and 30% of male victims being stalked by intimate partners (Spitzberg, 2002; Tjaden & Thoennes, 1998). 
	Stalking victims may be similarly stigmatized as other intimate partner violence (IPV) victims. Stigma refers to the relationship between a discrediting attribute possessed by an individual and the stereotype that accompanies it (Goffman, 1963). Stalking is a continuum of behaviors that can sometimes be positive (Dunn, 1999; Emerson, Ferris, & Gardner, 1998), which can affect outside perceptions of a stalking situation. As people stigmatize and blame victims for returning to an abusive partner (e.g., domestic violence victims), people may also blame stalking victims for reinstating the relationship with their stalker (Dunn, 1999; Emerson et al., 1998; Yamawaki, Ochoa-Shipp, Pulsipher, Harlos, & Swindler, 2012). 
This study hopes to answer several questions about stigma and stalking, such as whether judgments of stalking depend on the victim/perpetrator relationship. Specifically, I am interested in the effect that relationship phase has on perceptions of the stalking situation. No research has addressed stigma over the various stages of an intimate partner stalking relationship. The current study will help us better understand how we stigmatize victims through common intimate partner violence (IPV) myths: blaming the victim, exonerating the perpetrator, and minimizing the stalking situation (Lonsway, Cortina, & Magley, 2008; Payne, Lonsway, & Fitzgerald, 1999; Peters, 2008). These stalking myths may be more evident and stigmatizing when victims return to or remain with the stalker, or if the perpetrator is trying to initiate a relationship with the victim. There is evidence that stalking myths also mirror these conclusions (Lyndon, Sinclair, & Martin, 2012).
	Stalking is another type of IPV because it is mostly perpetrated by intimate partners. Numerous studies have shown that ex-intimate partners are more likely to use violence and persist in stalking behaviors than their stranger counterparts (James & Farnham, 2003; Palarea, Zona, Lane & Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 1999; Sheridan & Davies, 2001). Stalking and domestic violence often overlap and domestic violence perpetrators commonly use stalking in pursuit of the victim (Coleman, 1997; Melton, 2007). Because intimate partners mostly perpetrate stalking and there are commonalities with other forms of IPV, parallels can be drawn between other types of IPV and stalking.
Minimizing the situation. When the stalking situation is minimized, the actions of the perpetrator and the implications to the victim are not seen as serious or harmful. Intimate partner rape is perceived as less severe and less damaging to the victim than stranger rape (Monson, Byrd, & Langhinrichsen-Rohling, 1996; Syzmanski, Devlin, Chrisler, & Vyse, 1993). Like other forms of IPV, intimate partner stalking is not as likely to be seen as stalking or a threat as other types of stalking. Behaviors perpetrated by a stranger are more likely to be perceived by participants as more frightening and alarming than those of a former intimate partner (Dunn, 1999; Scott & Sheridan, 2011). Intimate partner stalking is less likely to be seen as necessitating law enforcement intervention and criminal prosecution than stranger stalking (Scott & Sheridan, 2011). There is evidence that women perceive stalking interactions perpetrated by a former intimate more positively than when the behaviors are perpetrated by a non-intimate (Dunn, 1999).
Victim blame. In an analysis of an IPV online forum and interviews with police officers, domestic violence shelter staff, and shelter clients, researchers found that domestic violence victims were often blamed for the abuse. Non-victim participants believed that victims could exit the situation whenever they wanted to, regardless of the social, economic, or familial consequences (Westbrook, 2009). Similarly, stalking victims are more likely to be perceived as encouraging stalking behavior when the perpetrator is a former intimate rather than a stranger (Scott, Gavin, Sleath, & Sheridan, 2014; Scott & Sheridan, 2011). 
Perpetrator exoneration. In sexual harassment, attribution of blame can depend on the actions of the victim and others around them. If others around the victim are not uncomfortable with the perpetrator’s behavior, or the victim does not respond to the perpetrator consistently, the perpetrator is not likely to be blamed for his or her actions (Klein, Apple, & Kahn, 2011). Similarly, Scott, Nixon, and Sheridan, (2013) found that the general public and law enforcement officers not on family crisis or domestic violence task force units believe that intimate partner stalkers are not as dangerous and required less intervention than stranger and acquaintance stalkers. The authors also found that non-specialized law enforcement officers believe that intimate partner stalking perpetrators do not cause much damage to the victim compared to non-intimate partner stalkers. Former intimate partner perpetrators are less likely to be criminally prosecuted and convicted in stalking cases than non-intimates (Scott et al., 2014; Sheridan & Davies, 2001). If intimate partners are seen as less dangerous, then perhaps stalking to initiate a relationship will be seen as even less of a threat. The phase of the relationship may dictate whether or not the victim will be blamed, the perpetrator will be exonerated, and the situation will be minimized.
Courtship
            It is hard to draw the line between stalking and courtship because behaviors that can be considered stalking are often normal in the relationship initiation (Emerson et al., 1998). The same behaviors may be seen as normal or desirable during courtship, but as negative or even frightening after a relationship (Dunn, 1999; Sinclair & Frieze, 2000). These behaviors can sometimes be classified as “pre-stalking.” Pre-stalking practices include unwanted written or electronic contact, showing up uninvited, and obtaining personal information about the victim. These actions can lead to severe stalking but are perceived as normal friendship or courtship tactics. These behaviors may only be recognized as stalking tactics retrospectively (Emerson et al., 1998).
           Sinclair and Frieze (2000) examined unrequited love and when courtship ends and stalking begins. Stalking and normal relationship pursuit tactics are startlingly similar. Normal relationship pursuit often involves persistence, which can closely resemble stalking. Pursuit tactics become stalking when the behaviors are unwanted and legally becomes stalking when fear may be involved. The majority of pursuers stop courtship pursuit before intimidation is used and targets become afraid. However, Sinclair and Frieze show that it is difficult to draw a clear line between what constitutes as normal courtship and abnormal behavior, especially concerning non-violent behaviors. For example, Dunn (1999) found that even when a situation causes the victim fear or annoyance, romantic imagery and behaviors might complicate perceptions of it. Fifty-six percent of women felt that an ex-boyfriend showing up uninvited with flowers was at least moderately romantic while only 20% of women felt an ex-boyfriend showing up without flowers was romantic. When romance is mingled with unwanted interaction, cultural norms that dictate that women should be flattered by romantic gestures can cause them to label the situation as normal.
Returning
	Stalking victims may be similarly stigmatized for returning to their abusive relationship. A common instance of a victim returning to intimate partner violence occurs in domestic violence, in which victims often attempt to leave several times before successfully cutting ties with the abuser. Reasons for a victim returning to the abuser in domestic violence sometimes include economic instability, lack of shelter, and police inaction, among others, such as investment in the relationship; other victims return because the abuser promises to change or apologizes (Anderson et al., 2003; Strube & Barbour, 1983). Regardless, domestic violence victims who return to their abuser are blamed more than the abuser and are perceived as responsible for the abuse (Yamawaki et al., 2012). One third of participants in one study believed that victims remained in domestic violence situations because they enjoy the perpetrator’s attention (Policastro & Payne, 2013). Little research has been done concerning stalking victims returning to the perpetrator. However, Davis, Ace, and Andra (2000) found that individuals who were dumped in a relationship were more likely to use stalking behaviors as a tool to attempt to reestablish the relationship and communicate love to the victim. The same study found that in relationships with a “Velcro” history (a pattern of frequent breakups and reunions), the number of breakups and reunions were a contributing factor to the perpetration of stalking. Though no research has been done concerning perceptions of stalking and reestablished relationships, stalking as a method of relationship reunification does occur; parallels may be able to be drawn between domestic violence and returning to the abuser and perceptions of the victim.
	Hypotheses
	Based upon the research above, the following questions were posed: Do people stigmatize stalking targets for returning to their pursuer? What's the level of acceptability of courtship stalking behaviors? Does the phase of the relationship affect perceptions of perpetrator behaviors (exonerating perpetrator) and victim behavior (victim blame)?
	In response to the research questions, the following hypotheses are proposed: 1) the victim will be blamed more when she returns to the abuser than those who do not return, 2) the perpetrator will be exonerated more when trying to initiate or reestablish the relationship than when currently in a relationship or broken up, 3) the situations will be minimized as not stalking during courtship and after the relationship has been reestablished than when in a relationship or broken up, and 4) people who endorse stalking myths will blame the victim, exonerate the perpetrator, and minimize the situation more than those who do not endorse stalking myths.
		Method
Design
A 4 (phase of the relationship: courtship, a sour relationship, after a relationship has ended, and after a relationship has been reinstated) independent-groups design was used.
Participants
Participants were 299 (219 women, 80 men) students at a large university in the southeastern United States in the Psychology Department participant pool. Participants received partial class credit for participating in the online survey.
Of those who participated in the study, 67.2% were Caucasian, 17.1% were African American, 4.3% were Latino/Hispanic, 3% were Asian/Pacific Islander, 1% were Middle Eastern, 0.7% were Native American, 5.7% were of mixed race, and 0.3% identified as another race. Two participants declined to identify their race. Heterosexuals made up the majority of participants (94.6%), while bisexuals made up 2.3% of the sample and lesbians, gay men, and other sexualities each made up 1%. In terms of relationship status, 48.8% of participants were single, 9.4% were in a casual dating relationship, 40.8% were in a committed dating relationship, 0.3% were married, and 0.7% were separated. Participant ages ranged from age 18 to 26 or older. 51.2% of participants were eighteen, 30.4% were nineteen, 13.4% were twenty, 3% were twenty-one, 1% were twenty-two, and twenty-three year olds and 26 year olds and older each made up 0.3% of the sample. One participant declined to disclose age.
Procedure
Prior to the survey, the purpose and method of the study were explained to participants and all participants gave informed consent. Participants received the modified ORI survey, stalking myths scale, and the demographics survey online. Using electronic randomization, participants were randomly assigned to one of four relationship prompt groups and told to consider the listed behaviors on the modified ORI survey during one of the following relationship phases: trying to start a relationship, during a relationship that has gone sour, after a relationship ends, and after a relationship ends but the victim returns.  Afterwards, all four groups received the stalking myths survey and demographics survey.
Materials
Relationship phase prompts. The relationship phase was manipulated by giving participants a prompt that instructed them to consider the stalking behaviors in the context of a certain relationship phase. Participants rated stalking behaviors indicating the acceptability of the behavior in the context of the phase of the relationship. The prompts were as follows:
· Courtship: “Please imagine Steven and Emily, who met in class. Steven wants to date Emily. In the process of trying to get her to date him, Steven pursues her using some of the following behaviors, which Emily didn't welcome. In this context, please consider the following behaviors.”
· Sour Relationship: “Please imagine Steven and Emily, who met in class and are currently dating, but the relationship isn't going well.  In the process of trying to keep the relationship together, Steven pursues her some of the following behaviors, which Emily didn't welcome. In this context, please consider the following behaviors.”
· Broken Up: “Please imagine Steven and Emily, who met in class and recently broke up their relationship. In the process of trying to get back together, Steven pursues her some of the following behaviors, which Emily didn't welcome. In this context, please consider the following behaviors.”
· Back Together: “Please imagine Steven and Emily, who met in class, had in a romantic relationship and broke up, but got back together.  In this context, consider each question for each behavior below. In the process of trying to get back together, Steven pursued her some of the following behaviors, which Emily didn't welcome. In this context, please consider the following behaviors.”
Stalking behaviors. The study utilized a modified version of Spitzberg & Cupach’s (2014) Obsessive Relation Intrusion (ORI). The survey was originally intended to measure the actual perpetration of victimization, but it was modified to assess the acceptability of components of intimate partner violence myths. Participants were asked the extent to which the victim was responsible (victim blame), the extent to which the perpetrator was responsible (perpetrator exoneration), and the severity of the behavior (minimizing the situation) in the context of their relationship phase prompt. The survey consisted of 73 items. A sample item is, “Making appearances (e.g., showed up at her work, school, gym, place of worship, etc.)” Participants indicated their perception of victim responsibility, perpetrator responsibility, and situation severity on a four-point not at all to completely Likert scale. The mean of each of the subscales of the ORI responses were averaged for each question, creating three subscales of judgments of perpetrator exoneration, victim blame, and minimization. 
Stalking Myths Survey. Stalking myth endorsement was measured with the stalking myth survey (Lyndon, Sinclair, & Martin, 2012). The survey consisted of 37 questions from three subscales: minimization, victim blaming, and stalking as courtship (i.e., perpetrator exoneration). A sample item from the 17-item minimization subscale is “Stalking is not a joke.” The minimization subscale was highly reliable, (α = .89). A typical item from the nine-item victim blaming subscale is “Certain types of people are more likely to be stalked.” The victim-blaming subscale was also highly reliable, (α = .86). An example of an item from the 12-item perpetrator exoneration subscale is “People find it flattering to be persistently pursued.” Like the other subscales, the perpetrator exoneration subscale was highly reliable, (α = .85). All items used a six-point strongly disagree to strongly agree Likert scale. Some items were reverse coded. Subscales of minimization, victim blaming, and perpetrator exoneration were created using the mean of each subscale. Higher scores on each subscale equal more minimization, more victim blame, and less general responsibility for the perpetrator.
Results
[bookmark: _GoBack]	MANOVAs were used to test hypotheses 1-3. For Hypothesis 1, Prompt 4 was compared to Prompts 1, 2, and 3 in order to test if victim blame was higher if the victim returned to the stalker than during courtship, a sour relationship, or in a relationship that was broken up. A one-way MANOVA showed no significant differences in victim blame judgments in Prompt 4 versus Prompts 1, 2, and 3, (1,270) = 1.12, p = .34 (see table 1 for details). Participants did not blame the victim more when the victim returned to the perpetrator versus the other relationship phases; hypothesis 1 was not supported. Hypotheses 2 and 3 were also not supported. Prompts 1 and 4 were compared to Prompts 2 and 3 in order to test if the perpetrator was exonerated more or the situation was taken less seriously in courtship and relationship reestablishment than in a sour relationship or a relationship that has been broken up. A one-way MANOVA revealed no significant differences in participant judgments between Prompts 1 and 4 and Prompts 2 and 3 on perpetrator exoneration and situation seriousness, F(1, 270) = .52, p = .67 (see table 2).  Participants did not exonerate the perpetrator or minimize the situation more in the courtship and returning situations more than in a relationship that was sour or broken up.
	Supporting hypothesis 4, participants’ stalking myth attitudes are all correlated in the expected directions with their judgments about potential stalking victims (see table 3). Victim blame attitudes were correlated with blaming the victim in all of the stalking prompts. Endorsement of the myth of perpetrator exoneration was related to lower judgments of the perpetrators’ responsibility. Endorsement of the myth of minimization was related to reduced judgments of severity of the stalking situation. 
	After the initial analyses were performed, post hoc tests were conducted to assess sex differences in participants’ responses. Sex differences were seen in judgments on all prompts of the ORI, F (1, 287) = 5.00, p = .002 (see table 4 for details). Men did not think stalking behaviors are as serious as did women. Women were more likely to assign responsibility to the perpetrator for his behaviors than men. Sex differences were seen in participants’ scores on the SMS, F (1, 287) = 9.21, p = .001. Men are more likely than women to endorse the staking myths of victim blame, perpetrator exoneration, and minimization.
Discussion
	Based upon these tests, the phase of the relationship (i.e., relationship prompt) did not affect judgments of perpetrator responsibility, victim responsibility, or the seriousness of the situation. Hypothesis 4 was supported; participants’ stereotypical attitudes about stalking were all related with their judgments of the hypothetical victim and perpetrator’s responsibility and stalking severity. Participants who had attitudes consistent with stalking myths judged stalking situations according to those attitudes, regardless of relationship phase. Similar judgments are found in the only other study regarding stalking myths: general practitioner doctors and police officers in the European Union who endorsed stalking myths were less willing to get professionally involved in a stalking situation (Kamphuis et al., 2005). 
	The majority of stalking literature is not concerned about variations within intimate relationships; rather, most studies examine intimate partner, acquaintance, and stranger stalking (e.g., Scott & Sheridan, 2011). This gap makes comparing the current study to the stalking literature difficult. However, the current study seems consistent with some of the findings of courtship stalking literature. Courtship stalking tactics can be viewed as normal relationship pursuit, and are even encouraged and romanticized in our culture (Dunn, 1999; Sinclair & Frieze, 2000). Participants in the current study chose not to blame either the victim or the perpetrator for the perpetrator’s stalking behaviors. The lack of responsibility attributions could be due to the fact that using less severe unwanted pursuit behaviors to initiate or continue a relationship is too commonplace (Langhinrichsen-Rohling, Palarea, Cohen, & Rohling, 2000; Sinclair & Frieze, 2000) to warrant the attribution of blame. Concerning the more severe behaviors included in this study, it may be that people see high severe stalking behaviors like physical violence as wrong, no matter the phase of the relationship. The combination of the perceived normality of some behaviors and abnormality of others could have created the lack of overall blame attribution in the current study. In future research it may be wise to limit the behaviors examined to those that are non-violent and less severe. Removing the more severe behaviors may better reveal blame attributions.
	The results of the current study appear to be inconsistent with those of other findings of the courtship stalking literature, though. In the courtship stalking prompt, the behaviors were judged just as serious as those in other relationship phases. This result appears to contradict to the apparent minimization of seriousness by sorority women in Dunn’s (1999) research. In her research, Dunn did not include as many severe behaviors for participants to examine – she mainly focused on mid-level severity behaviors. Further, the most severe behavior in Dunn’s study was the perpetrator threatening suicide – an act not directly threatening to the victim. The current study included a wide variety of behaviors, with many that would be considered extremely severe (i.e., kidnapping, sexual coercion, etc.) to the victim, which could have prompted higher severity ratings. The differences in behavior severity could explain the lack of minimization in the current study versus in Dunn (1999). The refocusing of future research concerning stalking myths to only examine lower-level and mid-level stalking behaviors could also reveal clearer patterns of minimization.  
	The current study found no stigma associated with returning to the stalker. It is commonplace for ex-partners to engage in stalking behavior to reunite with their partners (Davis et al., 2000). It is plausible that participants viewed stalking behaviors as normal tools in relationship maintenance since neither the victim nor the perpetrator was blamed in the current study. However, the current research is inconsistent with that of domestic violence and victims returning to abusive relationships. Domestic violence victims are often blamed for returning to their abusers, which can equate to a lack of social support that sometimes drives them back into the violent relationship (Yamawaki et al., 2012). The current study did not find that stalking victims reestablishing a relationship with a former intimate partner were blamed any more than in other relationship phases. People may view stalking with less stigma than domestic violence, since stalking violence is not necessarily physical and many non-violent tactics are used. This perception could have caused participants to not attribute as much responsibility to the victim in the stalking situation. The current study is also inconsistent with the perceptions of stalking literature in that we used short prompts instead of detailed vignettes (e.g., Dennison & Thomson, 2000; Scott & Sheridan, 2011), which could shape participants’ responses.  In future research, it may be applicable to give a longer vignette with a clear pattern of breaking up and getting back together, which may be a more realistic portrayal of a reestablishment of a relationship due to stalking behaviors (Davis et al., 2000). Perhaps if the situation detailed with more instances of the victim returning to the perpetrator, participants will perceive the situation differently.
	Further testing revealed sex differences in the data. Men were more likely to hold attitudes consistent with all stalking myths – perpetrator exoneration, victim blame, and minimization – than were women. Men were also more likely to actually act upon those attitudes, as they were less likely to judge a stalking situation as serious and more likely to attribute less responsibility to the perpetrator than were women. Men and women were equally likely to not blame the victim. These results are consistent with previous research concerning college students’ perceptions of stalking (Lambert, Smith, Geistman, Cluse-Tolar, & Jiang, 2013).  The findings of the current study are also consistent with IPV literature: men are more likely to endorse IPV myths than are women (e.g., Basow & Minieri, 2011; Clarke & Stermac, 2011; Policastro & Payne, 2013). However, these results are not entirely consistent with all of the previous literature concerning IPV myth endorsement. For instance, Yamawaki et al. (2012) examined perceptions of domestic violence victims who returned to the abuser found that men were more likely to blame the victim and minimize the situation, but not more likely than women to make excuses for the perpetrator. Since domestic violence perpetrators’ behaviors involve physical violence, men may make fewer excuses for perpetrators than in a non-violent stalking situation. This viewpoint could also explain the differences in male participants’ not actually attributing responsibility the victim in the stalking situation while still holding attitudes consistent with the stalking myth of victim blame. 
Limitations 
One limitation of the current study is the length of the survey. Many participants did not complete the survey or did not take it correctly. Participants who took too short a time to complete the survey, who had clear answer patterns of error, and who missed the validity check question were eliminated, which reduced the number of participants included in the analysis. A greater number of participants may have revealed more in the data. Another limitation is the ratio of men to women who participated in the current study. Because 26% of the sample were men, it may be harder to compare women and men with such a gender imbalance. Future research should attempt to obtain a sample that is more gender balanced. A perceived limitation of the current research is the fact that all participants were college students, meaning that the results cannot be generalized outside of a college campus. However, this is actually a targeted sample - between 17.5% and 46% of female college students and 2.9% to 23.5% of male college students are pursued and stalked (Lyndon et al., 2012). This study’s findings are relevant to the studied population, and could be applied in future research on the college population. 
Conclusions/Implications 
It is important to consider how people view stalking: whether professionals and laypeople alike support victims, take them seriously, and hold perpetrators accountable for their actions. The current study reveals that people that have biased attitudes about stalking are more likely to make real world judgments according to those preconceptions. The judgments that the public makes can affect on the way victims and perpetrators are treated. Only half of all stalking charges taken to court result in convictions, and former intimate partner stalking cases are less likely to make it to court and result in convictions than other types of stalking (Scott et al., 2014; Tjaden & Thoennes, 1998).
	Given the conviction rates of stalkers in the criminal justice system, it is pertinent to examine the college students’ perceptions, since it is common phenomenon on college campuses (Fisher, Cullen, & Turner, 2002). Participants in the current study who had attitudes consistent with stalking myths actually judged the victim, perpetrator, and situation according to those attitudes. These judgments could translate into a lack of helping behavior directed to victims by their peers. The holding of biased attitudes of stalking, as well as the tendency to act upon those preconceptions, could be more problematic in students since some universities are less likely to label stalking as a crime and more likely to label it a violation of the honor code. Universities need to educate students on the seriousness of stalking and resources available to victims in order to improve perceptions of and responses to stalking situations on college campuses (Truman & Mustaine, 2009). Future research should continue to examine the perceptions that students hold regarding intimate partner stalking, as well as actual judgments that they make in response to a stalking situation. Further, future research should also include campus police officers, since stalking is so widespread on college campuses (Fisher, Cullen, & Turner, 2002) and police officers in other studies with attitudes consistent with stalking myths are less likely to participate in professional helping behaviors (Kamphuis et al., 2005).
	The sex differences revealed in the current study should also be taken seriously, especially since previous research has revealed similar attitudes in a college sample (Lambert et al., 2013). In a mock trial, male college students were less likely than women college students to convict an intimate partner stalker. When asked about their opinions of the defendant and victim, women were more likely than men to have a positive perception of the victim and negative perception of the perpetrator (Dunlap, Hodell, Golding, & Wasarhaley, 2011). Like in the current study, the results of the mock trial highlight the relationship between previous attitudes and actual judgments, as well as the sex differences in attitudes and judgments about stalking. Future research should consider why these sex differences exist, as well as what can be done to reduce them, especially on college campuses. The current study’s results could be applied in future research concerning college students, as well as in interventions on college campuses. Students should be the targets of education because of their endorsement of stalking myths can have a real effect on stalking victims, perpetrators, and judgments of severity of a stalking situation. Based on literature plus current study, men are of particular of interest because of their tendency to judge stalking perpetrators less severely than women. In any case, much is yet to be discovered about perceptions of the phenomenon of stalking – especially taking a more nuanced approach to intimate partner stalking. 
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Table 1 
Hypothesis 1: MANOVA comparing ORI judgments on Prompt 4 to Prompts 1, 2, & 3.
______________________________________________________________________________

	
	Back Together
	All other prompts
	
	
	

	Variables
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	F
	df
	p

	Perpetrator exoneration
	3.35
	.86
	3.36
	.90
	.19
	1, 270
	.89

	Victim blame
	1.72
	.73
	1.57
	.60
	2.86
	1, 270
	.09

	Seriousness
	3.46
	.58
	3.53
	.48
	.99
	1, 270
	.32



_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Note. Possible Ranges of variables:  ORI Perpetrator exoneration 1-4; ORI Victim blame 1-4; ORI Severity 1-4.


Table 2
Hypothesis 2: MANOVA comparing ORI judgments on Prompts 1 & 4 to Prompts 2 & 3
______________________________________________________________________________

	
	Courtship/Back Together 
	Sour relationship/Broken up
	
	
	

	Variables
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	F
	df
	p

	Perpetrator exoneration
	3.41
	.83
	3.32
	.92
	.65
	1, 270
	.42

	Victim blame
	1.57
	.60
	1.64
	.66
	.98
	1, 270
	.32

	Minimization
	3.54
	.42
	3.50
	.56
	.40
	1, 270
	.53



_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Note. Possible Ranges of variables:  ORI Perpetrator exoneration 1-4; ORI Victim blame 1-4; ORI Severity 1-4.



Table 3
Hypothesis 4: Correlations between ORI judgments and SMS attitudes
______________________________________________________________________________


	
	SMS Minimize
	SMS Victim blame
	SMS Perpetrator exoneration
	ORI Perpetrator exoneration
	ORI Victim blame
	ORI Serious

	SMS Minimize

	
	.51**
	.60**
	-.29**
	.35**
	-.44**

	SMS Victim blame

	
	
	.78**
	-.25**
	.22**
	-.26**

	SMS Perpetrator exoneration

	
	
	
	-.29**
	.27**
	-.33**

	ORI Perpetrator exoneration

	
	
	
	
	-.05
	.57**

	SMS Victim blame
	
	
	
	
	
	-.25**



______________________________________________________________________________
** p < .01
*** p < .001

Table 4
 Sex differences in judgments about stalking 
______________________________________________________________________________

	
	Men
	Women
	
	
	

	Variables
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	F
	df
	p

	SMS Perpetrator exoneration
	2.85
	.81
	2.58
	.86
	5.90
	1, 287
	.02

	SMS Victim blame
	3.25
	.81
	2.82
	1.03
	11.12
	1, 287
	.001

	SMS Minimization
	2.16
	.84
	1.71
	.65
	23.02
	1, 287
	.001

	ORI Perpetrator exoneration
	3.10
	.94
	3.47
	.87
	11.73
	1, 287
	.001

	ORI Victim blame
	1.69
	.64
	1.57
	.63
	1.99
	1, 287
	.16

	ORI Severity
	3.35
	.59
	3.47
	.82
	10.64
	1, 287
	.001



_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Note. Possible Ranges of variables:  ORI Perpetrator exoneration 1-4; ORI Victim blame 1-4; ORI Severity 1-4; SMS Perpetrator exoneration 1-6; SMS Victim blame 1-6; SMS Minimization 1-6.

