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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: Purpose: Multi-agency initiatives as a response to complex crimes, such as stalking, pose conceptual and oper-
Mu“"agency partnership ational challenges for practitioners and evaluators. This study addresses these challenges, by combining a theory
Evaluation of change driven approach with the realist-inspired EMMIE evaluation framework to present findings from a pilot
Stalking . PR . o

multi agency stalking intervention partnership in England and Wales.
Theory of change . . . . .
EMMIE Methods: The study uses a mixed methods approach based on analysis of police data and semi-structured in-

terviews with stakeholders to present a process and effect evaluation of a complex social intervention.

Results: Findings based on a small sample and limited follow up period show nonsignificant results in terms of
reducing the harmful effects of stalking, but which are encouragingly in the right direction. The case study
demonstrates the importance of a theory driven approach to multi-agency evaluation and identifies essential
factors necessary for ensuring implementation success.

Conclusions: A theory of change driven approach and an EMMIE-inspired evaluation can help identify whether
interventions work, how they work, for whom they work, and under what conditions. It demonstrates the
importance of data collection and provision for long term evaluation plans, especially for complex social in-
terventions. The paper makes a significant methodological and empirical contribution to evaluation literature.

1. Introduction

Despite growing public interest in multi-agency partnerships and
their potential to address complex problems, such as crime-related ones
(Cox, 2019; Vander Laenen & Persac, 2014), evaluation efforts to sup-
port the seemingly universal belief in the effectiveness of multi-agency
approaches are underdeveloped (Chapman, Higgins, & Hales, 2017;
Mazerolle, Cherney, Eggins, Hine, & Higginson, 2021). Most initiatives
in this area assume that a multi-agency approach is a more effective,
holistic, response to crime, as opposed to reliance solely on law
enforcement agencies. However, such assumptions are rarely tested.
Instead, findings from cogent fields indicate that the effectiveness of
interagency collaboration is mixed (Morgan, Pullon, Garrett, & McKin-
lay, 2019). Further, Gray (2014) suggests that whilst multi-agency
partnerships might have good intentions, they are often beset by chal-
lenges, internal tensions, and lack quality assessment of services pro-
vided, to be as successful as expected.

Some studies suggest that multi-agency work is no more effective
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than stand-alone individual agencies (Atkinson, Jones, & Lamont, 2007;
Cleaver, Maras, Oram, & McCallum, 2019; Herbert & Bromfield, 2019).
However, they caution that the diversity in definitions, approaches, and
contexts, as well as the different levels of multi-agency collaboration
(Horwath & Morrison, 2007), must be explored further to identify
mechanisms associated with effective implementation. This study fills a
gap in the evaluation literature on the effectiveness of multi-agency
partnerships by presenting a theory-driven evaluation based on the
EMMIE framework (Johnson, Tilley, & Bowers, 2015) of one police force
area involved in a pilot project titled ‘Multi-agency Stalking Intervention
Programme’ (MASIP) in England and Wales (E&W) conducted between
2018 and 2020.

2. Stalking: A complex social problem
Stalking is a complex and high-harm crime, with heterogenous ae-

tiologies (MacKenzie & James, 2011; Nijdam-Jones, Rosenfeld, Ger-
brandij, Quick, & Galietta, 2018). Estimates of prevalence rates of

E-mail addresses: j.belur@ucl.ac.uk (J. Belur), ltompson@waikato.ac.nz (L. Tompson), Kritika.Jerath@nottingham.ac.uk (K. Jerath).

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2024.102195

Received 13 February 2024; Received in revised form 13 May 2024; Accepted 13 May 2024

Available online 24 May 2024

0047-2352/Crown Copyright © 2024 Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).


mailto:j.belur@ucl.ac.uk
mailto:ltompson@waikato.ac.nz
mailto:Kritika.Jerath@nottingham.ac.uk
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00472352
https://www.elsevier.com/locate/jcrimjus
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2024.102195
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2024.102195
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2024.102195
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2024.102195&domain=pdf
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

J. Belur et al.

offline and online stalking victimization vary but are generally held to
be widespread (Bjorklund, Hakkanen-Nyholm, Sheridan, & Roberts,
2010; McNamara & Marsil, 2012; Owens, 2016). Whilst no universal
definition of stalking yet exists, it is commonly conceptualized as
‘repeated, unwanted, contact that causes the recipient distress and/or
fear’ (Korkodeilou, 2016; McEwan, Harder, Brandt, & de Vogel, 2020).
Thus, it is victim-defined, context specific, and consequently, difficult to
identify.

Stalking manifests in varied and complex ways, making it a difficult
crime to respond to (Storey & Hart, 2011). Much of it is hidden from
official statistics, as a large proportion of stalking incidents go unre-
ported (Jerath, Tompson & Belur, 2022, 2023). Victims who do report
often have negative experiences because the police lack a nuanced un-
derstanding of stalking behaviour (Holt, Lee, Liggett, Holt, & Bossler,
2019). The severity of stalking harms is similarly underappreciated by
wider society (McKeon, McEwan, & Luebbers, 2015).

Although legal sanctions might intuitively seem the most effective
way to deal with stalking behaviour, clinicians who treat perpetrators
claim that these alone do not address their fixation and obsession
(Mullen, Pathé, & Purcell, 2000). Other research has indicated that the
unwanted contact can escalate, rather than be diminished, after legal
sanctions (Ostermeyer, Friedman, Sorrentino, & Booth, 2016). Indeed,
guidance in E&W' no longer advises police cautions to be used as a
sanction in stalking cases; instead, the UK Stalking Protection Act (2019)
introduced protection orders as an early intervention mechanism for the
police to put protective measures in place for victims who report stalking
incidents (Kelly, 2020).

It is well documented that people who stalk have complex needs
(HMICFRS and HMCPSI, 2017; McEwan, Shea, Nazarewicz, & Senkans,
2017) and clinical interventions form the nascent evidence base into
preventing stalking recidivism to date (Wheatley, 2019). However, even
after clinical interventions have been delivered, reoffending rates
remain stubbornly high at 33-50% (MacKenzie et al., 2009; McEwan
et al., 2017). Measurement of stalking reoffending poses greater chal-
lenges than other types of offending (Walby, 2005) due to its protracted
nature and because subsequent reporting depends on victim satisfaction
with the criminal justice response following their initial reporting. Since
stalking is a highly nuanced social problem which poses reoffending
risks, multi-agency partnerships (hereafter partnerships) appear to be a
viable way of bringing together requisite expertise to effectively manage
the risks and harms of stalking (Pathé et al., 2018; Rosenbaum, 2002).

3. Conceptual underpinnings of multi-agency working

Several assumptions underlie conventional wisdom across social and
health policy areas that multi-agency working is superior to single
agency working. Partnerships are believed to create efficiency gains
across the public sector by avoiding duplication of efforts across
different agencies (Sloper, 2004). In addition, and crucially, they are also
believed to work more effectively in enhancing service provision than
agencies operating alone (Hester, Eisenstadt, Jones, & Morgan, 2017).
Reasons given are expedited information sharing, improved referral
processes, integration of working practices across organisational
boundaries, access to professional expertise, and the ability to present a
unified response to service users (Berry, Briggs, Erol, & van Staden,
2011; Burnett & Appleton, 2004; Robinson, 2004; Sloper, 2004). Part-
nerships that focus on managing high risk people can potentially provide
a better quality of response to service users — due to the synthesis of
diverse perspectives on how to respond with the potential to target
multiple causal mechanisms driving the problem - and/or a better

! The UK Crown Prosecution Service’s advice has, since 2009, increasingly
erred towards encouraging cautions to be used sparingly. Cautioning stalkers is
inappropriate for several reasons, least not that they deny the victim recourse to
a restraining order.
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quantity (i.e., dosage) of response to service users (Hester et al., 2017;
Robinson & Clancy, 2021; Rosenbaum, 2002). For partnerships
responsible for managing high-risk offenders or situations, the gains in
effectiveness can be the difference between a calamitous outcome and a
less harmful one. Echoing others in the risk management field, Reeves
(2013: 41) asserts that there has been a “growing realization that indi-
vidual risks cannot be managed by focused work undertaken by single
agencies working independently to their own aims”.

4. Role of multi-agency partnerships in managing risk and
reducing crime

There are several putative benefits of crime reduction partnerships,
and practitioners value them highly (Berry et al., 2011). Furthermore,
there are many claims in the literature that multi-agency working de-
livers greater support and benefits for victims (Lea and Callaghan,
2016), which is a laudable outcome. However, these benefits do not
inevitably translate to crime reduction (Chapman et al., 2017). Crime
reduction partnerships do not exist in a vacuum. They are embedded
within the intricate and interrelated social systems that they are
attempting to change. Evaluations of partnerships are consequently
thwarted by the complexity of the social initiatives they seek to
investigate.

It is difficult to evaluate crime reduction partnerships because their
operations are dynamic and responsive. Different intervention decisions
are taken based on dynamic risk assessments, as risk varies. Partnerships
can tailor bespoke combinations of interventions to individual cases or
problems, depending on the nature of said case. Consequently, it be-
comes challenging to isolate individual treatment effects and to divorce
them from the multifaceted social contexts in which they exist. This lack
of optimal conditions for traditional experiments is likely the reason for
the lack of rigorously designed evaluations of multi-agency partnerships
(Rosenbaum, 2002). We contend that an alternate evaluation approach
would be instrumental in advancing this evidence base, particularly one
that has a theory of change at its core.

5. Theory of change and programme success

A theory of change (ToC) is ‘a theory of how and why an initiative
works” (Weiss, 1997) which ‘can be empirically tested by measuring
indicators for every expected step on the hypothesized causal pathway
to impact’ (De Silva et al., 2014: 4). The term has emerged from eval-
uation settings characterised by ‘uncertainty and emergence’ (Van
Tulder & Keen, 2018). Scholars developed Weiss (1997) initial defini-
tion further to suggest that it needs to provide a framework that expli-
cates the links between activities, outcomes, and the context of the
initiative (Connell & Kubisch, 1998), along with the assumptions and
risks which may affect the activities (Barnes, Matka, & Sullivan, 2003).

For a ToC to be considered sufficient, it must be plausible, feasible,
and testable (Connell & Kubisch, 1998). The plausibility of a ToC is
concerned with the logical sense which ties a chain of events leading to
an outcome. Feasibility is most important when considering resources,
and support, against a political/institutional backdrop which will make
an initiative possible to carry out. A ToC driven approach to evaluation
provides a promising framework for evaluating complex social in-
terventions, as it helps clarify what should be evaluated, and strengthens
the credibility of its conclusions (Connell & Kubisch, 1998).

A ToC is typically developed by evaluators, in collaboration with
stakeholders, and adjusted throughout the implementation of an
initiative and evaluation via an ongoing awareness of and reflection on
exploring change and explaining how it happens (Connell & Kubisch,
1998). ToC models are usually characterised as a logic model which
links activities to outcomes and tries to capture causation of change.
Without acknowledging the causal mechanisms involved in complex
change processes, it is difficult to identify the contributors to a successful
outcome (Dyson & Todd, 2010) and therefore different aspects affecting
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change must be analysed. Blamey and Mackenzie (2007) further note
that a ToC should inform an evaluation’s purpose, key questions, and
consequently, the selection of research methods.

A ToC approach fits neatly within the realist evaluation movement
(Pawson & Tilley, 1997). This approach argues that context-mechanism-
outcome patterns are observable, and that these generate insight about
the conditions under which initiatives might be effective. Whilst realist
evaluation has become common in health and social policy evaluation
spheres, it has yet to be applied to studying the impacts of multi-agency
partnerships. However, it dovetails with Rosenbaum (2002) suggestion
for an optimal evaluation of a crime reduction partnership.

The present study attempts to address some of the shortcomings
identified in the evaluation literature of previous multi-agency part-
nerships by adopting a ToC driven approach (Connell & Kubisch, 1998)
and using the EMMIE evaluation framework (Johnson et al., 2015),
which is inspired by ‘realist evaluation’ principles. The EMMIE frame-
work is concerned with drawing out not just whether an initiative
‘works’ but how, for whom, and under what conditions. This framework
was designed to capture information (and interactions between) the
Effect of an initiative, the Mechanisms causing the effect, the Moder-
ating (i.e., contextual) conditions that activate the mechanisms, crucial
information on Implementation and, finally, data on the Economic cost
and benefits of delivering the initiative.

We applied this evaluation framework to the Multi-agency Stalking
Intervention Programme (MASIP), a well-resourced pilot project set up
in 2018 to reduce the risks and harms associated with stalking across
three police areas. In this paper we focus on presenting findings from
one pilot site that collected data robust enough to enable an attempt at
assessing whether the intervention had reduced reoffending.” This pilot
site operated over a subset of the geographical area covered by Cheshire
Police, UK and was called the Integrated Anti-Stalking Unit (IASU). We
seek to answer the following research questions:

1. What was the IASU’s ToC and through what mechanisms were the
interventions intended to work?

2. Was the IASU effective at reducing reoffending?

3. What implementation factors were essential for IASU’s ToC?

Consequently, in this paper we mainly report on three aspects of the
EMMIE framework — Effect, Mechanisms, and Implementation.*

6. Methods
6.1. The study setting

The MASIP was a proof-of-concept initiative which aimed to reduce
the impact of stalking on victims by developing a partnership inter-
vention model. The initiative sought to draw expertise and knowledge
across the multi-agency spectrum to inform the risk management pro-
cess associated with managing stalking cases. Key partners included
police, probation, health, and victim advocates.

Risk management plans were devised for both victims and perpe-
trators, with victims receiving support from victim advocates
throughout the entire case management process. A subset of

2 The other two pilot sites struggled with the data recording and sharing
systems across partner agencies in their respective areas and are therefore not
being presented in this paper (see Tompson, Belur, & Jerath, 2020). This means
that the unit represented in this paper is not necessarily representative of other
multi-agency groups set up to address stalking. Indeed, this police area had
working processes that had matured over time prior to MASIP beginning. The
results presented herein should therefore not be taken as generalisable to other
multi-agency groups.

3 There was scant data to test some of the moderators and findings on costs
are presented elsewhere (Tompson, Belur, & Jerath, 2021)
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perpetrators was offered therapeutic interventions to address their
obsessive and fixated behaviours when, a) they were not already
engaged with other agencies (e.g., health), and b) treatment was deemed
to be clinically indicated by health professionals. A ToC approach to
evaluation using the EMMIE evaluation framework demanded a mixed
methods approach as it combined a process evaluation (understanding
how the intervention was set up, developed, changed, and what activ-
ities were undertaken), with an outcome evaluation (exploring whether
the intervention works). Hence, we employed a variety of data collection
methods and analytic strategies.

6.2. Qualitative analysis

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with six of the core IASU
partnership staff and two members of the central project management
team at the beginning and end of the initiative. The first wave of in-
terviews explored the aims, barriers, and facilitators for the project, and
identified the conceptual elements of the ToC model. The second wave
of interviews conducted months later, probed the experiential learning
from stakeholders on the benefits and challenges multi-agency working
brought to the case management.

Interviews lasted between 10 and 75 minutes and were recorded
with the participant’s permission. The interviews were anonymized,
professionally transcribed, and were coded and thematically analysed
using qualitative software NVIVO. Thematic analysis focused on pre-
identified themes that answered the research questions and emerging
themes were incorporated as the analysis progressed. The data was
coded by one member and checked by another member of the evaluation
team and analysed jointly. Conclusions were drawn from discussion
between the evaluation team members and were refined by feedback
from the project stakeholders.

The evaluation team also observed meetings, clinics, and triage
processes in the pilot site and held informal discussions with stake-
holders to clarify understanding of the processes involved. Documen-
tation of the operating model, provided by the unit, was reviewed. Data
collected through various methods were triangulated to deepen reli-
ability - for example, interview data was supported or qualified through
our observations and analysis of documents.

The combination of qualitative methods used over the fieldwork
informed the generation of a priori hypotheses (see Jamal et al., 2015).
Hypotheses related to the mechanisms (the way in which IASU exerted its
effects), the moderators (the pre-existing contextual conditions) and the
implementation (conditions introduced by IASU and the evaluation).
Hypotheses were generated before quantitative data were collected, to
protect against subjectivity.

6.3. Quantitative analysis

Comprehensive quantitative partnership data was provided by IASU.
This contained information on the perpetrator and victim, details of the
case, details of what interventions were used during the case manage-
ment, and a field that stated whether further stalking behaviour had
been reported at three-monthly intervals. The stalking behaviour could
be reported by victims to the police or to their victim advocate, by
probation, or could come to the unit’s attention via other means.
Consequently, it is the most comprehensive measure of stalking reof-
fending of which we are aware in the literature, made possible by the
cohesive multi-agency partnership.

In line with clinical guidance, we defined reoffending as additional
stalking behaviour within six months of the original offence coming to
the attention of the IASU (McEwan, Mullen, & MacKenzie, 2009).
However, due to the severely restricted evaluation timescales (17-
months with no follow-up period funded) we deviate from research that
uses the conclusion of a health intervention as the starting point for
measurement. This means that we are liable to overestimate reoffending
since we start measuring at a much earlier point (the antecedent
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offence), regardless of what stage the intervention was at the time the
analysis was conducted. Secondary criminal justice outcome data on
stalking offences was secured from a Police force judged to be most like
Cheshire.” Due to the timing of the data request, this was for the period
of August 2016-December 2019, inclusive, and hence does not include
the full study period.

Descriptive analysis was undertaken of partnership data and the
secondary criminal justice outcome data, including chi-square and
Fisher’s exact tests. Logistic regression was run with the reoffending
outcome as the dependent variable and intervention types by the IASU
as independent variables. Due to the modest sample size (n = 71), we ran
two versions of the logistic regression model; one standard and one with
Firth (1993) method, that acts in a similar way to penalized likelihood to
correct for biases associated with small samples. Prior to running the
models, we first dichotomized the independent variables so that they
were mutually exclusive.

7. Findings

Cases were referred into the IASU by a range of agencies and were
initially screened and triaged. Regular internal meetings to discuss cases
were facilitated by the co-location of core staff, and these supported the
functioning of the fortnightly partnership meeting. The partnership
meeting was where wider partners (e.g., Probation, Health, Social Ser-
vices) were invited to risk assess specific cases, and bespoke advice was
dispensed to referring agencies (e.g., investigative advice to the police).
These partnership meetings were described by one interviewee as,

“In the multi-agency meeting to assess the risk, decisions are made.
We share information first and then we go through our clinic assessment
form methodically, so we look at the risk and then we assess that
together, so the partners all put their opinion in of whether they think, is
it a consensus, is it stalking, what the risks are, what the typology is? We
all input. The partners don’t just share information, they also input on
our decision-making regarding risk and that we share that risk.” (CSs03,
Social Services).

Complementary tasks undertaken at these meetings included sign-
posting to appropriate agencies and the creation of safeguarding plans
for victims and perpetrators. The IASU sought to identify the most
appropriate interventions to manage the risk in a case, which often in-
tegrated legal sanctions with inputs from mental health services. Victims
and perpetrators were hence supported directly and indirectly within
this partnership model.

We present our findings in response to the three questions guiding
this research.

7.1. What were IASU’s ToC and mechanisms for change?

Unusually for a multi-agency initiative (Rosenbaum, 2002), stake-
holders were encouraged during the project set-up phase to develop
their individual ToC by the project managers. IASU stakeholders pre-
sented their initial ToC and we used this to populate our input-output-
outcome-impact model for IASU. However, based on our observations

4 Comparator police agencies were collectively chosen by the project man-
aging agency (Suzy Lamplugh Trust) and the evaluation team based on their
similarity to the pilot agency. This similarity was judged via three criteria: 1)
the comparator was in the ‘most similar group’ of police agencies, as statisti-
cally matched on demographic, social and economic characteristics, by His
Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire and Rescue Services, see: http
s://hmicfrs.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/police-forces/data/. 2) Stalking of-
fences time-series trend trajectory, from data reported to the UK Home Office
for collation. 3) If the comparator had a Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC)
funded services (i.e., where stalking was mentioned as a priority in the PCC’s
strategy). In compliance with the data sharing agreements signed, we are
obliged to anonymise the comparator police agency.
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and following interviews with stakeholders, we refined their ToC to
depict how the MASIP model was intended to work to achieve articu-
lated outcomes (see Fig. 1). Our experience indicated that the partner-
ship found it difficult to succinctly articulate the input-output-outcome-
and-impact model we supplied. This is because practitioners tend to
think only in terms of what actions they undertake and the results they
hope to achieve. Thus, boundaries between what Rogers (2014) would
traditionally call inputs, outputs, outcomes, and impact dimensions are
often ambiguous. To elaborate, when asked what would be considered
successful outcomes, interviewees made a clear distinction between
what they considered to be successful outcomes for the unit, as well as
what they would consider successes for their own agency, but did not
distinguish outputs (raising awareness), instrumental outcomes (deliv-
ering training), interim outcomes (appropriate classification and
charging, and increased convictions) and intended outcomes (reduced
reoffending) in counting their successes. For instance, perceptions of
success ranged from “generating masses of data for the public good”
(CPo2, Police), to leading the perpetrator towards self-regulating their
behaviour, as one interviewee said,

“For them to have worked, with our guidance, to a place where
they’re in employment and they haven’t been in two years, they’re not
drinking alcohol anymore, using more appropriate coping strategies to
manage emotions, being aware of their emotions and recognising when
they’'re experiencing different things and being aware of their own
triggers or what might cause them to reoffend, I think that might be
considered a success”. (CH14, Health/Outreach).

The notion of successful outcomes included correct classification of
stalking by the police - instead of just harassment - as well as supporting
and empowering victims (CVal6, Victim advocate); upskilling and
raising awareness in other relevant agencies (CPo2, Police); and taking a
holistic approach to risk management,

“We had a blank page to start with. Then that expertise that those
individuals can bring in that multidisciplinary setting. We have got very
senior practitioners across all of those disciplines who are able to bring a
really expert perspective to address the problem” (SLT003, Central
project management).

Based on our understanding of the IASU’s workflow processes from
the stakeholder interviews (see Fig. 2) and the literature on multi-
agency partnerships dealing with high-risk cases (Robinson, 2004), we
hypothesised that three possible causal mechanisms could bring about
the first aim of MASIP, i.e. reduction in reoffending. The first of these
was: improved classification of stalking cases and better investigation,
aided by informed case review, would lead to appropriate charging
decisions and higher convictions, thus ensuring the offender is restricted
in reoffending for the time they are in custody or under court mandated
restrictions. Steps on the path to increased convictions were identified
by our interviewees as desirable interim outcomes, with knowledge and
information sharing being one of the most important. As this inter-
viewee said, “a lot of what we wanted to do as a unit was around
spreading knowledge, sharing expertise, education”. (CPol, Police).

Stakeholders indicated their awareness of the fact that conviction is
unlikely to address the obsessive fixation underlying stalking behaviour,
however, stakeholders representing different agencies highlighted the
importance of improved conviction for different reasons: police -
because increased convictions would improve public confidence in the
criminal justice system and because it restricts opportunity to commit
offences while incarcerated; probation - because it provides them the
opportunity to supervise and work closely with perpetrators; health -
because it allows for the opportunity for health professionals to assess
whether the perpetrator would benefit from health interventions and/or
for the court to mandate conditions or treatment that might address the
fixated behaviour, provided the perpetrator is willing to engage with
treatment. Finally, victim advocates — because it reassures victims their
complaint has been taken seriously and because it possibly restricts the
offender from offending whilst incarcerated.

The second mechanism proposed was that bespoke health and other
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interventions designed to address the perpetrator’s needs would lead to behaviour for that individual at that time, rather than thinking, ‘Oh well,
change in offender behaviour, ultimately leading to a reduction in they’re this type of stalker, so therefore this is the motivation.” That’s
reoffending. One of the biggest ‘successes’ of the project was the delivery not the case. And also, therapeutically, we’ve had to adapt and modify
of bespoke treatments designed for individual stalkers. As one stake- how we’ve worked with individuals, because of their competencies and
holder concluded, lack of competencies, and skills and lack of skills, and underlying in-

“But even within types of stalkers, there is variance and differenti- telligence levels; we’ve had to adapt and accommodate and modify
ation and diversity... you need to understand what’s driving the because of their learning styles, which is right.” (CH3, Health).
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Finally, the third mechanism suggested was that multi-agency
working, by its very nature of collaborative information sharing will
lead to a more effective and informed risk management plan and its
execution, thus leading to reduction in opportunities to reoffend by
being able to see both sides of the interaction. As one interviewee said,

“So, working in the unit where we have had information being
shared from both the perpetrator and victim allows professionals to
understand the whole story, or a lot of the story compared to what both
individuals are saying. It just keeps adding pieces to that jigsaw, and
you're starting to be able to see what’s happening and being curious to
find out what those missing pieces are” (CH15, Health/Outreach).

Knowledge sharing and multi-agency working also helped individual
stakeholders change their perspective from being focused on their in-
dividual agency outcomes to a wider understanding, as this interviewee
said, “I've gone from being very victim focused to being holistically
focused”. (CVal6, Victim Advocate). Furthermore, as one interviewee
from the central project management team explained the advantages of
multi-agency working was,

“I think there is also something about having an awareness of our
differences and letting go of that preciousness about it, really. Being able
to recognise that there is more than one way of resolving all of these
issues and that nobody is necessarily right or wrong.” (SLT001, Project
Team).

It was thus clear that some of the articulated aims of the project were
but essential steps in achieving the two ultimate goals of reducing
reoffending and improving victim satisfaction.”

7.2. Was the IASU effective at reducing reoffending?

Over the data period September 2018 — December 2019 the part-
nership classified 103 stalking cases as those that they believed that they
could add value to. This referred to whether the unit would provide
some actual support to either the investigation or the risk management
process as well as cases where the team had the capacity and capability
to provide support, therapy, or services inhouse (when the perpetrator
was not already in treatment and preliminary work had established that
treatment was clinically indicated®). Given that each case produced a
large amount of casework, this is, as is the norm in crime prevention
evaluations, a modest sample (Eck, 2006).

The first mechanism proposed to reduce reoffending was higher
convictions of perpetrators, which was tested by comparing the charge
and caution rates for Cheshire with a comparator police force in the
period August 2016-December 2019. Charges and cautions are not
convictions but were believed to be an indicator of whether the mech-
anism was tracking in the right direction (e.g., more appropriate crim-
inal justice outcomes). Detailed results are published elsewhere
(Tompson, Belur, & Jerath, 2020) but, in brief, this revealed that
Cheshire (IASU) brought charges in 17.7% of stalking cases, compared
to 14.6% in the comparator force. Yet, Cheshire were more likely to
charge for less serious forms of stalking, as defined by sentencing pol-
icies (known as 2 A offences, with the Home Office code of 195/12)
more often, and more serious forms of stalking (4 A offences, with codes
008/65 and 008/66) less often than their comparator force. At face
value, this does not seem like a success. However, Cheshire were far less
likely to encounter evidential difficulties than the comparator force,
suggesting that the investigations themselves were more successful.
Overall, this provides a mixed picture of whether this first mechanism

5 The latter goal - victim satisfaction - is not the focus of this study, but
interested readers can find two further mechanisms related to this objective in
Jerath et al., 2022.

© The sample of cases that IASU worked on was not known to differ from the
wider population of cases in terms of stalker ‘type’ (e.g., using stalking typol-
ogies) or assessed risk level but may have differed in offender ‘readiness’ to
engage in treatment.
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was operating as intended. But it should be noted that charges take a
considerable amount of time to eventuate, and the data period only
captured the beginning phase of MASIP. Hence, this premature evalu-
ation of IASU (necessitated by the funders, the UK Home Office) may
underestimate the true effects of IASU’s long-term goal to increase
convictions of perpetrators. The impact of continuing austerity in E&W
and uncertain funding streams has led to funders being unable to
commit to longer term evaluations. A development that might be self-
defeating in the long run in terms of producing any substantial or
conclusive evidence.

To test the second mechanism, whereby reoffending is hypothesised
to be reduced by the bespoke health and other interventions delivered
by IASU we turned to the partnership data.” Of the 71 cases where six
months or more had elapsed since the unit began monitoring the case,
there was evidence that 30 stalkers, not all of whom received a health
intervention, continued their stalking behaviour (known as persistence
in the clinical literature).® This equated to 42.3% of the sample reof-
fending. As mentioned previously, this is likely an inflation of the true
reoffending rate because this is optimally calculated from when the
health intervention concludes, and this date was not captured by IASU in
the tight project timescales. The reoffending rate presented is lower than
the 60% persistence rate found by Mohandie et al. (2006) which was the
most comparable study based on sample type (community based),
intervention type (threat assessment and legal) and included ex-intimate
partners in the sample (see Appendix). Although with a small sample
such as the one here it is naturally prudent to advise caution on the
reliability of these results. The full breakdown of reoffending can be seen
in Table 1. Visual inspection of this shows that 20.4% of stalkers had
reoffended by three months; 42.3% by six months; 47.7% by nine
months and 58.3% by twelve months. Of the 44 cases where more than
six and less than nine months had elapsed since the IASU had been
monitoring the case, there was evidence that stalking behaviour had
recurred (i.e., after a break of 6 months) to the same victim in 4.5% of
cases (n = 2). This is lower than the range that is reported in research
that has studied recurrence following a psychological intervention
(9.5% - 40%, see Appendix), and in these two cases perpetrators had not
received a health (psychological) intervention from the IASU.

To consider the impact of the third mechanism — that multi-agency
working would lead to more effective risk management — we conduct-
ed separate analysis on the reoffending outcome data. Table 2 provides a
breakdown of the 71 cases where enough time had elapsed to judge

Table 1
Quarterly breakdown of reoffending

< 3 months < 6 months < 9 months <12
months
Reoffended n % n % n % n %
Not reached time
threshold 10 32 59 79
No 74 79.6 41 57.7 23 52.3 10 41.7
Yes 19 204 30 423 21 47.7 14 58.3
Total 103 103 103 103

7 As police agencies outside of the pilot sites were not devoting additional
resources to the accurate recording of stalking, we could not use these data to
test research questions associated with reoffending.

8 Despite our original intention to measure both stalking behaviour frequency
and severity in the evaluation, the practitioners who collected the reoffending
data preferred just to capture frequency. Hence, we cannot speak to the point
that there can be decreases (and, indeed, increases) in harm even when fre-
quency of stalking is unchanged.

9 Re-offending was counted once only in Table 1. Put otherwise, if reof-
fending had (say) been recorded within the first and third quarters it would
only count as one instance in Table 1 at the earliest occurrence.
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Table 2

Intervention type by whether there was any evidence of reoffending
Intervention type Yes No Total
Comprehensive risk assessment 4 6 10
Perpetrator direct intervention 3 14 17
Perpetrator health signposting 4 1 5
Perpetrator 3rd party consultation 21 26 47
Victim direct intervention 10 11 21
Victim target hardening 2 5 7
Victim 3rd party consultation 24 29 53

recidivism at six months post-IASU involvement, by the intervention
type that was used in the case. These are not mutually exclusive cate-
gories. All victims received safeguarding, so this is not considered an
intervention per se. Of those perpetrators who received a direct health
intervention, 17.6% reoffended. This is at the low end of the range when
compared to reoffending rates in studies where the perpetrators have
received a health intervention with the measurement caveat expressed
previously (0-52.9%, see Appendix), and suggests that the health in-
terventions delivered in the pilot site were modestly successful.'’

We present the results of the logistic regression in Table 3, with the
coefficients converted into odds ratios to assist interpretation along with
95% confidence intervals. Visual inspection of Table 3 reveals that none
of the independent variables, which represent various intensities of
multi-agency working with perpetrators and victims, are statistically
significant. Applying the Firth method confirmed these results.'' Whilst
disappointing, these results are unsurprising in the context of the sample
being severely underpowered.

7.3. What implementation features were crucial to the theory of change?

From our qualitative fieldwork we identified factors necessary for
the effective and efficient working of multi-agency partnerships and the
successful achievement of intended outcomes. These are intended to
guide models of partnership working like the one reported herein. Some
of these, such as the importance of data sharing agreements, are specific
to the E&W context and may not be applicable to partnerships
elsewhere.

Facilitating factors are grouped into those considered essential pre-
conditions and those regarded as essential for continued operational
support for the IASU’s ToC. Most factors are within the control of
partnership agencies, but some are dependent on external factors,
outside the remit of partnerships.

The first of three essential preconditions is full organisation and in-
dividual stakeholder commitment to the partnership work. Stakeholders

Table 3
Logistic regression; reoffending at 6 months as the dependent variable (n
= 71), AIC: 102.53

OR s.e. CI p-value
Intercept 0.8 077 018 3.97 0.85
Perpetrator direct intervention 0.74 0.85 0.12 4.51 0.74
Perpetrator indirect intervention 0.96 0.81 0.20 5.01 0.96
Perpetrator combination intervention 1.94 0.91 0.37 10.98 0.44
Victim direct intervention 048 075 0.09 222 0.36
Victim indirect intervention 0.41 0.80 0.11 1.38 0.16
Victim combination intervention 2.20 0.63 0.52 10.46 0.30

10 It is important to note that there were myriad reasons why direct health
interventions were not always delivered. A perpetrator could be unreceptive to
treatment, could be assessed and found not to be suitable for treatment, or
could move out of the pilot area or become deceased.

1 Results available on request from the corresponding author.
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interviewed insisted that all key players involved in the partnership
ought to be motivated and willing to work as a team to be effective. As
this interviewee said,

“It’s the right people being involved. Not somebody being sent to a
meeting because that’s your job to go to meetings. We want people who
are interested, passionate, willing to learn and engage and actually they
see the benefit in what this does for them...They come along, galvanise
the catalyst for change. These are the people that drive the cultural at-
titudes, the peers...” (CPol, Police).

The willingness to work together is also predicated on support from
senior leaders in the partner organisations. The setting up of the MASIP
project augmented funding and resources to the already existing unit in
Cheshire, thus gaining the backing of senior leaders in the respective
organisations. However, stakeholders made it clear that substantial
impetus and the leadership required for joint working came initially
from individuals within relevant agencies. Furthermore, there was
acceptance that without the support of the senior leadership team,
partnership working would be very difficult.

Secondly, our observations indicated the importance of having in-
formation sharing agreements in place prior to or at the start of the
partnership. These often take longer than expected and can act as an
impediment to integrated working. Fortunately, IASU had these in place
due to the pre-existing unit. This helped pave the way for smoother and
more efficient partnership meetings and setting up databases to monitor
the progress and outcome of cases over the course of the pilot.

Thirdly, the interview data indicated that joint training on stalking
and how to work in partnerships would be useful. Partnership members
require a shared language and shared understanding of the problem to
conduct joint risk assessments. Stakeholders rated the two-day Stalking
Risk Profile (SRP) training they received early in the project as crucial.
As this interviewee said, “I think MASIP has also given us the opportu-
nity to go on training we would never have gone on before.” (CSs3,
Social Service). When asked, stakeholders said they had never received
training on partnership working, despite some of them working in
partnerships for over 20 years. They reflected that they would have
valued such training, including understanding each other’s databases,
key performance indicators, and chain of command.

At its core, adequate resourcing and time are essential for the project
set up and operational phases. Stakeholders mentioned that recruiting
and training suitable personnel took a considerable amount of time.
Furthermore, individual stakeholders were often overworked, or needed
more support in terms of resources. For example, petty cash needed to be
made available so that the IASU victim advocate did not use personal
funds for refreshments when meeting with victims in safe public spaces
to gain their confidence. Sustained drain on specific agency or individual
resources, financial or otherwise, can prove detrimental to the success of
the partnership work. This is another area where inadequate funding
might have a substantial impact on whether all the necessary conditions
required for the intervention to work could be satisfied.

Secondly, co-location and a shared working space were highly
valued by the IASU stakeholders so that partners could easily access
relevant expertise from partner agencies and take joint decisions.

“There are definitely processes that developed along the way that
we’ve all had to learn and actually being located in the same office space
I think has been invaluable in making sure that everyone’s roles are
contributing to the same overall vision.” (CH14, Health/Outreach).

Furthermore, the importance of building relations of trust between
partners cannot be overstated. This invariably takes time. IASU had
mature working processes whereby close working interpersonal re-
lationships had been nurtured over time and appropriate governance
structures and mechanisms were in place to resolve disagreements. As
one stakeholder, external to the core IASU, but part of the wider multi-
agency consultation said about the IASU,

“I think the partnership works quite well because you have no hi-
erarchy in the meeting which I think is really good, there’s no fear to
speak or contradict, which I think is a really positive... I think there is
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the freedom to disagree, there’s the freedom to talk something through
and I think by doing that you can come to a much better conclusion of
what the risks are, how we can try and manage the risk.” (CSs3, Social
Service).

Another interviewee commented on the result of trusting relations
built over time on the working of the IASU,

“We are integrated, we sit side by side, we share competency. When
we sit around the table, we don’t talk as psychologist, outreach practi-
tioner, support office, and ISAC, we speak as a collective.” (CPo4,
Police).

And finally, the willingness of perpetrators and victims to work with
the partnership is vital. In the absence of engagement from perpetrators
and victims the partnership has little chance of effecting behavioural
change. Trust and confidence from victims, especially, is not a given
(Robinson, 2004). Similarly, stakeholders acknowledged that reducing
the obsessive compulsive thought patterns that impelled stalking
behaviour through therapeutic interventions was dependent on perpe-
trators wanting to engage with the process, as the team did not have any
authority to compel them to engage with therapy.

8. Discussion

In this study we report a theory-driven evaluation of an English
multi-agency partnership to prevent the harm associated with stalking.
A ToC approach has several purposes from contributing to resourcing
and planning, describing the process, aiding with monitoring and eval-
uation, and identifying feed-back loops (Stein & Valters, 2012). In our
evaluation we found the ToC approach useful for three reasons: first, it
helped guide practitioners to establish how programme activities, sup-
ported by appropriate resources, could be aligned with intended out-
comes via clearly articulated mechanisms. Second, it supported a richer
contribution to the evidence base as it enabled us to generate and test a
priori hypotheses to better understand how or why interventions may
work (or not). Last, and perhaps most importantly, it permitted an
assessment of interim outcomes when long-term outcomes could not be
observed within the circumscribed timelines of the multi-agency
initiative. It is important to note that lack of funding for assessing the
medium- and long-term impact of interventions is a de facto feature of
evaluations in the public sector, which depend on supplemental gov-
ernment funding that is decided upon each financial year. We can only
add our voice to the general plea to evaluation commissioners to ensure
that the goal of evidence-based practice is supported by adequate
funding for appropriate follow-up periods for evaluations.

The ToC elicited from stakeholders in the first phase of the process
evaluation enabled the generation of research questions and hypotheses
that were subsequently tested with qualitative and quantitative data.
The evaluation’s mixed methods approach adopted the EMMIE frame-
work (Johnson et al., 2015) which prompts that we not only ask ‘what
works?’, but also ‘how it works, for whom, and in what circumstances?’.
This requires attention to the mechanisms and the circumstances in
which those mechanisms are activated, neutralised, or deactivated. We
set out to answer three research questions: how was the IASU envisaged
to work? Did it reduce reoffending)? And what implementation features
were crucial to the operation of the ToC? The sample was too modest to
be able to effectively examine for whom (stalker type, based on the
relationship between the stalker and victim (McEwan et al., 2020)) it
worked.

Clear visual depiction of a ToC can be a powerful “tool for describing
the key components of an intervention and how it impacts on outcomes”
(De Silva et al., 2014: 10), and it can help other researchers and policy
makers understand how a complex intervention works. However, visu-
ally depicting complex multi-agency initiatives where several parts
occur simultaneously or sequentially can be ‘a mess of criss-crossing
boxes and arrows’ (Funnell & Rogers, 2011). The evaluation team
worked with the stakeholders in presenting a simplified and linear
process diagramme (Wilkinson, Hills, Penn, & Barbrook-Johnson, 2021)
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which linked different activities to outcomes (Fig. 2).

The ToC enabled the identification of several mechanisms to achieve
the intended outcomes of reducing reoffending. We subsequently used
the insight provided by the ToC to test hypotheses with quantitative
data. This would have enabled us to evaluate both outcomes and causal
mechanisms (Breuer, Lee, De Silva, & Lund, 2015), had the requisite
data been collected. We specified the data trends we expected to see if
the mechanisms were working as intended in advance of the quantita-
tive data analysis. (Belur, Tompson, & Jerath, 2019). This guarded
against loss of independence (i.e., working closely with the stake-
holders) and subjectively selecting results that biased the findings of the
evaluation. The fact that we were unable to test all the hypotheses due to
either insufficient data being collected or the short duration of the
evaluation in no way reduces the value of a ToC approach to evaluating
such a multi-strategy initiative.

Overall, the hypotheses regarding whether the IASU partnership
reduced reoffending are not strongly supported. We found only partial
support for the hypothesis that improved investigation would lead to
higher charges (as an interim outcome for convictions) in stalking cases.
However, given that demonstrating evidence of effect would have been
extremely challenging in the short evaluation period, the reoffending
rates emanating from the IASU indicate that there is cause for optimism.
For example, 17.6% of all perpetrators receiving a psychological inter-
vention reoffended by six months, which compares favourably to
commensurate rates reported in studies of other psychological in-
terventions, albeit with usually forensic samples (see Appendix). The
broader reoffending rate (for all perpetrators) was 42.3% at six months,
which again falls within the range reported in other studies (see Ap-
pendix). Given that measurement of reoffending began at the point the
case came to the attention of the IASU - rather than at the completion of
treatment as used in other studies - it is likely that the IASU reoffending
rates are inflated in relation to comparators. This is further compounded
by the measure of stalking reoffending being more comprehensive than
other studies, due to the excellent communication between the victim
advocate and the victims. Furthermore, we accept that reoffending ex-
ists along a continuum of severity, but the reoffending data collected
was not reflective of that continuum, in that, it did not distinguish be-
tween high risk and high harm reoffending from less serious reoffending,
making it difficult to make a nuanced assessment of whether the in-
terventions had an impact on the level of risk to victims. Overall, it
would not be inaccurate to claim that the effects of IASU in reducing
reoffending are likely underestimated here given that the reporting rate
was perhaps better than in comparable studies.

It would be worth flagging up that there were several aspects to the
intervention, including raising awareness, helping with better investi-
gation, providing bespoke victim support for risk management and
throughout the criminal justice process, and better offender manage-
ment, apart from providing bespoke therapy where clinically indicated.
The IASU looked at all stalking related cases and provided some inputs
throughout the investigation and supported the prosecution of these
cases if they were charged. Thus, some parts of the intervention were
applicable to all perpetrators and all stalking cases. As far as bespoke
therapy was concerned - some perpetrators were selected for therapy
where it was either clinically indicated, or where the team made a
judgement about whether the perpetrator would benefit from the
bespoke therapy provided and focused on those cases where, in their
opinion they could “add value”. In the absence of further details about
how they made that decision, our conclusion would be that the pro-
gramme is suitable for all cases in achieving the various outcomes
(better registration, investigation, successful prosecutions, reduction in
victim fear of crime, as well as reduced reoffending). However, bespoke
therapy might be useful in cases where it is clinically indicated and
where the perpetrator is willing to engage.

Crime reduction interventions often fail to have the intended effect,
but it is not always clear whether this is attributable to theory or
implementation failure. Implementation failure is a potent threat in
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social programmes that depend on a protracted and complicated chain
of events to occur before an intervention can be considered completed
(Bowers et al., 2018). Our evaluation helped identify implementation
issues relevant to the ToC which included serious commitment and
willingness from senior leadership in organisations and stakeholders to
work together; information sharing agreements in place; and joint
training to facilitate partnership work. Conditions to support smooth
partnership working included adequate resourcing, co-location where
possible, adequate time to build trust between partners and, finally,
willingness of perpetrators and victims to engage with the partnership.
None of these factors are new with respect to multi-agency working
(Cleaver et al., 2019; Davies, 2021; Davies, Barlow, & Fish, 2023; Sol-
omon, 2019).

8.1. The pros and cons of a ToC driven evaluation

The literature reports several key challenges with taking a ToC
evaluation approach. Here, we discuss some of these challenges and how
they were addressed in our evaluation. The foremost challenge arises
from the fact that complex initiatives often have vague designs.
Consensus of long-term outcomes can be straightforward; however,
stakeholders can struggle to specify interim outcomes and activities and
how they fit in a causal process (Connell & Kubisch, 1998). Despite the
IASU having a good operational grasp of how their partnership intended
to achieve its aims, we experienced this challenge in articulating causal
processes.

Compounding this, it is not unusual for partner stakeholders to have
conflicting ideas of what outputs might best lead to desirable outcomes.
For example, if the overall goal of an initiative is to reduce reoffending,
the police may approach this through more detection and incarceration,
while probation and health may think that receiving appropriate treat-
ment would lead to desistance. Agreeing on a ToC, with shared out-
comes and impact can be difficult in partnerships with multiple
stakeholders. However, given the fact that the IASU already had built
trust between partners, partnership working was made easier because of
shared goals within the team.

The process of designing the ToC to the satisfaction of all partners
was iterative and intensive, and involved a workshop with stakeholders
and myriad other fieldwork activities (e.g., observations, interviews).
Hence, it was not merely a ‘box ticking exercise’ as De Silva et al. (2014)
caution against and as Dyson and Todd (2010) note, it was labour and
resource intensive. This was true for both the evaluation team and the
stakeholders, which some might feel diminishes resources for the
implementation of the initiative (Cole, 2003). Yet, the benefits of
adopting a ToC approach manifest when stakeholders are intensively
consulted in its design and have a deeper level of engagement with the
intervention itself (De Silva et al., 2014). We contend it also helped the
construction of a shared professional identity, resolving what has pre-
viously been identified as a crisis of professional identity experienced by
stakeholders in multi-agency working (Souhami, 2019). We suggest that
the co-construction of a ToC was critical to evidencing the budding
success of the IASU.

One drawback of the close collaboration needed for this evaluation
might be that the evaluation team influenced the delivery of the ToC
itself. Hence, it could be argued that we became participants in the
evaluation through our dialogue with stakeholders and the interim
findings we reported. Whilst this negates controlling for externalities in
the evaluation, as might be preferred by an experimental approach, it
allowed us to document contextual conditions and to collect data that
best suited the purposes of the evaluation, rather than retrofitting this at
the end of the programme. Furthermore, the ‘collaborative consensus
building approach’ helped create a ‘synergistic ToC’ where the focus was
not so much on judging only whether the intervention worked, but on
the ‘shared learning journey’ as part of a less traditional evaluation
approach (Laing, 2022).

Conceptualising ToCs visually as two-dimensional figures means that
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they are necessarily simplified. On the one hand, this can mean they are
easier to understand but, on the other, the complexities and interactions
between the different moving parts of a complex social intervention are
not captured and ‘may conceal some of the explanatory power of the
causal pathways’ (Breuer et al., 2015). The latter can lead to some in-
terdependencies and interactions being overlooked. Alternatively, a
complex ToC with many nested components and feedback loops can
make the measurement of interim outcomes within the model and
subsequent evaluation problematic (De Silva et al., 2014). Accordingly,
we chose to include top level strategic interim outcomes for the quan-
titative analysis of the hypotheses and used qualitative evidence to
support other outcomes.

In sum, adopting a ToC driven approach to evaluating the MASIP and
IASU proved to be advantageous on grounds identified by Breuer et al.
(2015). First, because this approach is compatible with any evaluation
framework, including the realist inspired EMMIE framework used
herein. Second, for complex social interventions it is an alternative to
randomised control trials, where such trials are difficult to implement.
Finally, describing the process by which the ToC was framed, how the
evaluation was designed, and pathways to change measured, allows for
the judgement of validity of the findings (Dyson & Todd, 2010) and
provides a roadmap for practitioners and policy makers to set up future
partnerships.

9. Conclusion

This evaluation of IASU to reduce the harmful effects of stalking
indicated good reason to believe that the multi-agency effort was
promising with regards to preventing reoffending. We say only prom-
ising, because the evaluation ran parallel to the initiative and had no
follow up period. Hence, we were unable to ascertain whether the
ambitious long-term outcomes were achieved. Instead, the ToC
approach helped to identify where causal processes were functional and
leading in the desired direction. We believe a longer follow up period
and a larger sample size are essential to demonstrate with some confi-
dence the impact of complex interventions delivered by partnerships
like the IASU. Although our attempt to test these theoretically generated
hypotheses was limited by the availability of data, we believe that a ToC
driven approach not only helps identify potential mechanisms and
provides guidance on identifying interim and final outcomes and how to
measure them, but it also helps practitioners identify how or why there
are different strands of the intervention and how various outputs (ac-
tivities undertaken by stakeholders) should complement each other.
Furthermore, a ToC driven approach combined with an EMMIE inspired
evaluation is valuable as it can contribute towards specifically identi-
fying whether interventions work, how they work, for whom they work,
and under what conditions. At the very least, our attempt (through its
limitations) demonstrates the importance of data collection and provi-
sion for long term evaluation plans, especially for complex social
interventions.
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Appendix A. Appendix

Table X

Summary of re-offending statistics from academic research, with type of re-offending measure. N.B. recidivism means re-offending over a non-specified period,
persistence refers to an ongoing offence to the same victim within 6 months and persistence refers to a break in stalking behaviour at least six months before resuming
(to the same or a different victim). These definitions are taken from McEwan et al. (2009)

Study Study country ~ Sample How measured Re-offending Re-offending type
size rate
North b- le of Mohandie et al., 2006). Poli fter th:
Eke et al,, 2011 ort] . 78 (Sul sample of Mohandie et al., ). Police contacts after threat assessment and 569 (n=44)  Recidivism
America legal intervention.
Foellmi et al., North' 89 Fvidence.of post-assessment stalking‘belhaviour or harassment after psychological 35% (n=31) Recidivism
2016 America intervention from self-reports and criminal records.
Hehemann The
. . s . o (n — .
et al., 2017 Netherlands 115 Report of stalking made to police within six months of index offence. 40% (n = 46) Persistence
1% =
England 222 44.1% (n Persistence
. . - . . 98)
When a subject re-contacted their target (no ex-intimates in sample). No timeframe .
James et al., X . R K . R Persistence over 12
2010 in English sample who received a legal warning. Australian sample received a 50% (n = 70) weeks
Australi 140 hological int tion. .
ustralia psychological intervention. 27.1% (n = Persistence over 52
38) weeks
11%
% (1 Recidivism (stalking)
Malsch et al., The 709 New convictions for people already convicted of stalking, over 4 years or more missing)
2011 Netherlands peop y 8 M : 24% (n Recidivism (stalking
missing) related)
0/ = idivi
McEwan et al., . Prior stalking, to the same or other victim, disclosed during assessment with mental 33% (n=65)  Recidivism
Australia 200 I . L. . 9.5% (n =
2009 health clinician during a psychological intervention. 19) Recurrence
10% (n = 16) Persistence/ Recurrence
McEwan et al., Australia 157 Stalking prior to index offence was taken from criminal records and clinician pat= (same victim)
2017 reports. 27% (n = 43) R.ec%urence (different
victim)
14.9% (n = Recurrence - same
35 icti
Stalking charge or restraining order (or similar), to the same or other victim, after ) vietm
McEwan et al., . . . 13.6% (n = L
2018 Australia 235 psychological treatment. Over an average follow up time of 4 years. 8 offenders 32) Recurrence - new victim
lked both.
stalked bot 26.4% (n = Recidivism
62)
40% (n = 28) R'ect.lrrence — same
victim
McEwan et al., The 70 Police reports by the same or other victim, over an average follow up time of 2.63  21.4% (n = Recurrence — new
2020 Netherlands years from referral to psychological intervention. 6 offenders stalked both. 15) victim
52.9% (n = s
37) Recidivism
Mohandie et al.,  North When a subject re-contacted their target, subsequent to threat assessment and legal ~ 60% (n = .
. 730 . . Persistence
2006 America intervention. 434)
Rosenfeld, 2003 North. 189 Evidence o‘f a .second‘ arr(?st- or ?e-con.tact of target (based on victim or Probation 49% (n = 93) Recidivism in whole
America reports or indicated in clinical interview). sample
0% (n =0/ Recidivism for treated
Rosenfeld et al. North 1 1ki
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