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Abstract 

 

Few studies exploring the prevalence of cyberstalking and the subsequent coping 

strategies utilised have been published; in the minority of studies published 

concerning this phenomenon resides a focus on an adolescent population. The current 

research attempts to address this gap by exploring the prevalence of cyberstalking 

victimisation of young people aged 16-25, and the subsequent coping strategies this 

population utilise to cope with victimisation. Social media engagement levels are also 

considered to explore how young people are engaging with social media, and how this 

effects victimisation and subsequent coping strategies used. A self-report online 

survey was utilised to collect data from 62 participants. The findings revealed that 

19.35% of participants experienced cyberstalking victimisation within their lifetime. 

Victims under the age of 18 reported a higher prevalence rate of cyberstalking 

(23.1%) than victims aged 18 years or older (16.7%). Unwanted contact, harassment, 

inappropriate advances, and identity fraud were the most commonly experienced 

cyberstalking behaviours reported by all victims. There were no correlations found 

between victimisation and key sociodemographic variables, however, a positive 

correlation was found between SME scores and victimisation. Humour, instrumental 

support and distraction were reported to be the most frequently used coping strategies 

by victims experiencing cyberstalking behaviours. Planning was the only coping 

strategy to have a significant difference of reporting frequency between under 18-

year-olds and over 18-year-olds, with a mean reporting age of 22 years. Results found 

in the present study were limited due to a small sample size, therefore, they should be 

interpreted with caution and limited relevance. The limitations of the study should be 

considered prior to reporting these results.  
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Introduction 
 

 The growth and popularity of internet-based media and communication 

platforms, such as Instagram, Facebook, and Snapchat, has enabled instant contact 

between people across the globe. This has created a new arena for victimisation, with 

electronic means providing perpetrators a new and novel way to pursue individuals. 

Although there are vast positive assets of the increased use of the internet and social 

media, the negative implications cannot be ignored; among which cyberstalking has 

been identified (Baccarella et al, 2018). Current literature defines cyberstalking as 

repetitive and unwanted communication or contact that is directed toward an 

individual through electronic means (Maple et al, 2012; Nobles et al, 2014; Strawhun 

et al, 2013; Spitzberg et al, 2002). Spitzberg and Hoobler’s (2002) stalking taxonomy 

identifies the various behaviours perpetrated by cyberstalkers such as hyperintimacy, 

threat, sabotage, and invasion. Hyperintimacy is regarded as the most commonly 

reported and least threatening type of cyberstalking behaviour, compared to invasion 

which is regarded as the least common but most threatening (Spitzberg & Hoobler., 

2002). 

 Cyberstalking is an illegal act in the United Kingdom. The legal criteria within 

the UK to prosecute a series of incidents as stalking are outlined within the Protection 

from Harassment Act 1997 and the Protection of Freedom Act 2012. Cyberstalking 

behaviours labelled within these acts include contacting, or attempting to contact, a 

person by any means, publishing any statement or other material relating to the 

individual, monitoring the individual online, loitering in a public or private place, 

interfering with property, or spying on a person (Protection from Harassment Act, 

1997; Protection of Freedom Act, 2012). The Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) does 

not offer one definition of stalking, rather, a non-exhaustive list of behaviours 

associated with stalking that should be taken into consideration. The CPS have stated 

that in 2010 33% of overall stalking cases occurred over email, 32% over text 

messages, and 8.4% on social networking sites. Since the start of the COVID-19 

pandemic, the Suzie Lamplugh Trust (2021) has identified an increase in 

cyberstalking behaviour in the UK. Research conducted in March 2021 depicted a rise 

in cyberstalking cases, compared to previous rates of victimisation. Cyberstalking 

utilising social networking sites has increased by 35%, preceding a rise in 
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cyberstalking behaviours through text messages or direct messages (15%) and third-

party contact online (13%).  

 Although there has been increased research within the area of cyberstalking in 

recent years, there is little consensus from an academic perspective toward a 

standardised definition of the term. The criteria to define cyberstalking victimisation 

differs across research, for example, the inclusion of victim fear is debated as a 

necessary requirement. Victim fear has been suggested to differentiate between trivial 

or brief experiences of unwanted contact and more serious cases of cyberstalking 

(Reyns et al., 2019; Dreßing et al., 2014). Conversely, many cyberstalking behaviours 

may occur without communication of threat or may occur without victim knowledge 

(Pereira & Matos, 2016). The academic debate extends to whether cyberstalking 

should be considered an extension of traditional offline stalking, or whether it stands 

as a separate criminal phenomenon (Nobles et al, 2014; Worsley et al, 2017; Sheridan 

et al, 2007). This disparity is even more prevalent across international research, with 

laws and definitions of stalking varying across countries (Hosani et al., 2019).  

 The distinct lack of clarity concerning the term cyberstalking is a considerable 

underlying limitation, leading to inconsistencies across research aiming to establish 

prevalence rates within the general population (Wilson et al, 2020). Prevalence rates 

have been shown to differ between research papers, for example, Reyns et al (2018) 

found a prevalence rating of 3.4%; Dreßing and colleagues (2014) found 6.9% of their 

respondents to be victims of cyberstalking; Berry and Bainbridge (2017) found a 

prevalence rate of 20-34%, and Maran and Begotti (2019) found 46.7% of their 

respondents to be victims of cyberstalking. Prevalence ratings as high as 85.2% have 

also been reported (Strawhun et al., 2013). Wilson and Colleagues (2020) highlight 

the disparities found between studies, suggesting the operationalization of the term 

differs between research which in turn reduces the comparability and generalizability 

of results. Wilson et al (2020) examined the most common behaviours and criteria 

used to operationalise cyberstalking, from which they have made several 

recommendations that should be considered within the quantitative field of research 

when defining cyberstalking victimisation. The recommendations include the 

following: behaviours the victim experiences should be unwanted; the victim should 

experience a repetition of behaviours ten times or more; the duration of the 



 9 

behaviours should span over two weeks or more. Wilson et al (2020) also 

recommended certain behaviours that should be identified within cyberstalking 

measurement tools, including repeated and unwanted contact online, repeated and 

unwanted harassment online, repeated and unwanted sexual images and messages, 

repeated and unwanted threatening messages, identity theft online, GPS tracking, 

obtaining private information about the victim and/or their close family/friends, and 

hacking personal devices.  

 With the aim to progress toward a standardised definition of the term, the 

current research project has taken Wilson and colleagues’ (2020) suggestions into 

account. The recommendations made by the authors have been noted of importance 

when identifying cyberstalking measurement tools to be utilised.  

 

Cyberstalking Victimisation  

 Despite the clear disparities within the operationalisation of the term, previous 

researchers identified several negative and severe consequences for victims of 

cyberstalking. The negative mental health consequences reported by victims include 

anxiety, depression, PTSD, and sleep disturbances (Dreißing et al., 2014; Short et al., 

2015; Maple et al., 2011; Wright., 2018). Worsley et al (2017) reported victims 

experiencing negative psychological, social, interpersonal, and economic 

consequences. Young adult victims have also reported stress, hurt, paranoia, 

insomnia, betrayal, anger, fear, and depression (van Rensburg., 2017). Experiencing 

negative consequences appears to be a high probability, with three in four 

cyberstalking victims reporting negative outcomes as a result of their victimisation 

(Fissel & Reyns., 2020).  

 The detrimental effects cyberstalking victimisation have on education has also 

been documented, indicating a dampening effect on collaborative online working and 

student performance (Al-Rahmi et al., 2019; 2020). Fissel and Reyns (2020) 

examined cyberstalking victimisation within the age range of 18-25. Those who 

experienced cyberstalking for 1 week to less than 1 month were 1.5 times more likely 

to experience negative consequences on their education than those who were 

cyberstalked for less than a week. In addition, victimisation for 1 month to less than a 

year was 3.5 times more likely to have negative school consequences. This effect also 

transpired into negative consequences within work and health contexts for victims.  
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Adolescent Cyberstalking Victimisation  

 The majority of the literature surrounding cyberstalking victimisation has 

focussed on an adult and young adult population, confirming that young adults are at 

a high risk of being cyberstalked (Dreßing et al., 2014; Short et al., 2015; Lochbeck et 

al., 2018). Limited research, however, has focussed on cyberstalking victimisation, 

and subsequent coping strategies, among adolescents under 18 years. International 

research has estimated prevalence rates of cyber victimisation among primary and 

secondary school-aged children. Prevalence rates of 11.5% have been found among 

adolescents aged 9-18 in Australia (Sakellariou et al., 2012), and rates of 5% (aged 

14-18) (Marcum et al., 2014); 11% (aged 10-17) (Jones et al., 2012); and 19% (aged 

10-17) (Ybarra et al., 2004) have been found in the US. In Sweden, cyber harassment 

victimisation rates among adolescents have been seen with 14% among boys and 20% 

among girls aged 14-15yrs (Fridh et al., 2015).  

 

 The Youth Internet Safety Service (YISS) survey highlighted one-third of 

adolescents have experienced clinically significant emotional consequences as a result 

of cyber victimisation (Ybarra et al., 2006). Pereira et al (2016) found adolescents 

were likely to feel fear as a result of persistent cyber harassment victimisation, in 

addition to encountering an unknown and/or male perpetrator. In addition to the 

psychological impact cyberstalking has on victims, their physical health may also be 

impacted. Adolescents who already drink alcohol reported more frequent drinking 

when they experience cyber victimisation (Sherilynn et al., 2019). Fridh and 

colleagues (2015) identified an association between cyber harassment victimisation 

and subjective health complaints experienced by the victim, which included a variety 

of common health complaints such as headaches, stomach aches, and nervousness.  

 

 Although these research findings are important to consider during a literature 

review, these results cannot be generalised to the population used in the current 

research due to geographical and time of research differences. It should be regarded as 

high importance to understand the prevalence of cyberstalking victimisation among 

the adolescent population within Hampshire to understand the needs required by this 

victim group.  
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 The negative impact cyberstalking victimisation has on both adolescents and 

young adults have been well documented, as well as the mediating effect of 

sociodemographic variables.  

 
Sociodemographic Variables and Cyberstalking 

Gender 

Research has suggested that there is a higher probability of females experiencing 

cyberstalking victimisation (Begotti et al., 2020; Paullet et al., 2009; Reyns et al., 

2011, White and Carmody, 2018) and also suffer more consistently from this 

victimisation (Dreßing et al., 2014; Pereira et al., 2016; Reyns et al., 2012). Female 

victims are likely to experience negative effects due to victimisation in other areas in 

their lives, including work and social consequences (Fissel and Reyns, 2019). Female 

victims have also been shown to perceive cyberstalking as more harmful than their 

male counterparts (Gan, 2017), with adolescent females experiencing more fear than 

adolescent males (Pereira et al, 2016).  

 Males have been shown to experience less cyberstalking victimisation 

(Fansher & Randa., 2019; White & Carmody., 2018). When males are victimised, 

they are less likely to report the victimisation than their female counterparts (Berry & 

Bainbridge., 2017). An exception to the wider research, men who experience 

cyberstalking victimisation perpetrated by female ex-intimate partners suffer more 

adverse consequences (Fissel & Reyns., 2019). The majority female victimisation has 

been contested, however, suggesting an equal probability of either gender being 

victimised online (Berry & Bainbridge., 2017). Age has been shown to have a 

levelling effect on gender differences in victimisation, with younger populations 

having a more balanced probability (Strawhun et al., 2013).  

Education 

 Education has been suggested to influence the probability of cyberstalking 

victimisation (Nobles et al., 2014). Nobles and colleagues (2014) reported victims of 

cyberstalking had significantly higher education levels and household income. The 

authors discussed the relevance of the digital divide, a term used to characterise the 

social inequality in access to technologies. This theory posits that individuals who are 
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more affluent and more educated have increased access to various technologies 

compared to those with lower levels of education and lower household incomes. The 

authors of this research also noted that as this digital divide narrows cyberstalking 

prevalence will become more likely, with more younger people having increased 

access to the online world.  

 Social Media Engagement and Cyberstalking 

 An ever-increasing number of individual’s lives are becoming dependent upon 

social media, both for professional and personal aspects. Research conducted by the 

Hampshire and Isle of Wight OPCC has illustrated individual’s dependence on the 

internet, with 80% of females and 71% males, aged 18-24, agreeing that they would 

not be able to cope without the internet, and 91% of females and 88% of males aged 

18-24 agreeing that the internet is their main source of information (You Gov, 2017).  

 Barak (2005) identified five features of the online environment that may 

promote stalking behaviours: access, affordability, anonymity, acceptability, and 

aloneness. Ease of access online as well as the affordability of having a social media 

account will increase the number of perpetrators of cyberstalking, in turn increasing 

the amount of victimisation. The ease of creating an anonymous profile online may be 

attractive to potential perpetrators hoping to avoid consequences to their actions. 

Barak (2005) noted that due to the extensive nature of the online community, there 

will always be a group of people who are accepting of misbehaviour, regardless of 

how offensive or negative the behaviour is. Finally, aloneness refers to the different 

norms and social cues between face-to-face interaction and online interaction. 

 Research indicates that technology-enabled communication platforms, 

including social media and smart devices, are prevalent in facilitating rising 

cyberstalking victimisation (Fansher & Randa., 2019; Nobles et al., 2014; Reyns et 

al., 2012). Frequent and prolonged periods of time using the internet may increase an 

individual’s likelihood of being a victim of cyberstalking perpetrated by a stranger 

(Berry & Bainbridge., 2017; Gan., 2017). In addition, increased disclosure of personal 

information online has been shown to have similar effects (Fansher & Randa., 2019). 

Social media sites are said to offer a blanket of relative anonymity to potential or 

current perpetrators of cyberstalking. Perpetrators may view their victim’s profiles 
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without their knowledge, dependent on their chosen privacy settings. Chaulk & Jones 

(2011) suggest this allows stalkers to behave in such ways that often precede 

cyberstalking including establishing primary contact, secondary contact, and virtual 

expression of affection. The nature of social media sites allows cyberstalking to occur 

within the public domain, as well as privately between the perpetrator and the victim 

(Roberts, 2008). Nobles and colleagues (2014) illuminated a potentially very 

damaging aspect of being publicly cyberstalked on social media. Any inappropriate or 

humiliating content that is posted by the perpetrator on public sites may be visible to 

the victim’s social connections, including family, friends, and colleagues. This has the 

potential to disrupt or destroy the victim’s reputation and have a significant impact on 

their psychological well-being.  

 Coping Strategies  

 In order to cope with the phenomenon of cyberstalking, victims adopt 

strategies or behaviours in an attempt to stop the perpetrator or lessen the impact of 

the stalking behaviours. A recent literature review has suggested three distinct forms 

of coping strategies victims of cyberstalking use: avoidance or ignorance strategies, 

confrontation strategies, and support seeking strategies (Kaur et al., 2021). Victims 

may avoid the use of social media and/or technology to distance themselves from the 

stalking behaviours, in turn making it increasingly difficult for the perpetrator to 

persist (Begotti & Maran, 2019). Victims may use confrontation to cope with 

victimisation, for example, by using verbal aggression or pleading (Tokunaga & 

Aune, 2017). Lastly, victims may seek support from their social circle including 

family, friends, spouses, or partners; or may seek support from professionals and 

clinical practitioners (Kraft & Wang, 2010). Victims may also seek support and 

protection from legal authorities, including the police (Begotti & Maran., 2019; 

Worsely et al., 2017). Worsley and colleagues (2017) identified several common 

coping strategies victims used to adapt, including avoidant coping, ignoring the 

perpetrator, confrontational coping, support seeking, and cognitive reframing. 

 Tokunaga et al (2015) reported seven general management tactics victims 

utilise to cope with cyberstalking victimisation: ignore/avoidance, active 

technological disassociation, help seeking, negotiation/threat, compliance/excuses, 

technological privacy management, and derogation. Victims’ most commonly 
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reported coping strategies were ignore/avoidance, active technological disassociation, 

and help seeking strategies. Tokunaga et al (2015) suggested that the type of coping 

strategies victims use is dependent on the type of stalking behaviours they endure, 

referring to Spitzberg and Hoobler’s (2002) stalking taxonomy. Supporting Tokunaga 

et al’s (2015) findings, Begotti et al (2020) have also reported differing coping 

strategies dependent on the stalking behaviours the victims’ experience. Victims aged 

between 18-30 years reported the use of proactivity behaviours when experiencing 

online contact and online identity fraud, in comparison to the use of passivity 

behaviours when experiencing online threats. Overall, Begotti et al (2020) reported 

the use of avoidance tactics more often than proactivity behaviour and passivity 

strategies. In addition, victims of cyberstalking who have endured more than one type 

of cyberstalking have been shown to utilise more varied coping strategies than those 

who experience only one type of stalking (Begotti et al, 2019).  

 Not all coping strategies used by victims are effective or incur positive 

outcomes. Qualitative research conducted by Worsley and colleagues (2017) has 

highlighted the negative impact avoidance coping strategies can have on victims of 

cyberstalking, suggesting that by limiting their use of social media they are also 

limiting any positive social connections online. Worsley et al (2017) detailed that the 

internet has become increasingly important for social communication and interaction. 

By limiting these positive social interactions, victims risk experiencing decreased 

social support and increased feelings of isolation. Nobles et al (2018) has found 

similar results for participants aged 15-60 within the UK, with victimisation reporting 

to healthcare and legal professionals majorly underreported. Victims often changed 

their daily activities and restricted their use of social media which, although 

successfully limited their visibility to the perpetrator, had detrimental effects on their 

social support connections.   

 The literature surrounding cybervictimisation, of which cyberstalking is 

regarded inclusive (Willard., 2007; Kowalski et al., 2012; Lohbeck et al., 2018), 

offers additional insight into the consequences of victimisation and coping strategies 

that are used by adolescents. Armstrong and colleagues (2019) have suggested that 

adolescents who are victim to cybervictimisation utilise problem-solving, social 

support from family and friends, and distraction more frequently than distancing and 
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retaliation coping strategies. Armstrong et al (2019) also detailed that when problem-

solving coping strategies were used, adolescents felt more positive about the outcome.  

 Adolescents coping strategies, however, appear to be moderated by external 

circumstances, including perceived social support from parents (Wright, 2018), peer 

support, and school climate (Holfeld & Baitz, 2020). Lohbeck & Petermann (2018) 

highlighted the relationship between self-esteem and social relationships with 

cybervictimisation of German secondary school students aged between 10 and 18, 

suggesting that teacher-student relationships were negatively predictive of 

cyberstalking. Bradbury et al (2018) posit that adolescents learn strategies to cope 

with cyber victimisation through both parents and peers modelling successful coping 

behaviours. Positive strategies, including problem-solving and seeking support, were 

used most frequently by adolescents who also reported the same behaviours used by 

parents and peers. Holfeld and Baitz (2020) highlighted this moderation effect, 

suggesting that students were likely to internalise their symptoms if they were 

victimised online when they also reported lower levels of peer support. Research 

conducted in Australia suggested adolescents who are more socially connected are 

more likely to cope actively and seek help in response to frequent cyber victimisation, 

with positive mental health as a consequence (McLoughlin et al, 2018).  

 Although prior research highlights an array of coping strategies used by both 

adolescents and young adults, which may or may not be effective in ending the 

victimisation, many victims choose not to report cyberstalking incidents (Berry & 

Bainbridge, 2017) or seek professional or legal help (Fissel, 2018; White & Carmody, 

2018). This suggests that victims are not receiving the help or support that is 

necessary and available in order to effectively cope with the harm caused by the 

stalking behaviours they are experiencing online. Research exploring adolescents and 

young adult’s victimisation and subsequent coping strategies will enable education 

and support for positive and successful coping strategies.  

Current Research 

 The limited research surrounding adolescent cyberstalking victimisation 

warrants further investigation into the area, including if and how adolescents coping 

strategies differ to that of young adults, who are extensively represented within the 
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available research. The age range 16-25 will be explored enabling comparisons and 

correlations to be made. In addition, the populations social media engagement (SME) 

levels will be measured to explore how young people are engaging with social media 

and how this may affect cyberstalking victimisation and subsequent coping strategies 

used. Furthermore, correlational analyses will explore the relationship between 

reported victimisation, and key sociodemographic variables including age, gender 

identification, education level, and employment status. Insight into the prevalence of 

the phenomenon, as well as coping strategies that young people use when 

experiencing cyberstalking behaviours, will allow further education and support for 

successful coping strategies and support systems, in turn avoiding the widely 

damaging negative effects of experiencing such behaviours.  

 For the purpose of this research project, cyberstalking has been defined as 

unwanted, persistent, and directed behaviours online that are repeated ten times or 

more and persist for two weeks or more. The research questions that will be explored 

are as follows:  

1. What is the prevalence of cyberstalking victimisation in a sample of young 

people resident in Hampshire and the Isle of Wight, UK? 

2. What is the relationship between cyberstalking victimisation and key 

demographic variables, including age, gender, ethnicity, and education? 

3. What types of coping strategies do those young people self-reporting 

cyberstalking victimisation utilise?  

4. What is the relationship between coping strategies endorsed and key 

demographic variables, including age, gender, ethnicity, and education?  

5. What is the relationship between cyberstalking victimisation and social media 

usage variables?  

6. What is the relationship between coping strategies endorsed and social media 

usage variables?  
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Method 

Design 

 A cross-sectional correlational research design was conducted to address the 

research questions. Quantitative primary data was collected through an online survey. 

The survey consisted of a series of questionnaires (see Appendix A), each devised of 

multiple-choice questions. The questionnaires examined participants socio-

demographic information, SME scores, cyberstalking victimisation, and their 

subsequent coping strategies. The questionnaire was designed to split once the 

cyberstalking victimisation section was complete. Participants who had experienced 

cyberstalking behaviours for two weeks or more, and a repetition of the same 

behaviours ten times or more, were coded as victims of cyberstalking. Only victims of 

cyberstalking were presented with the Brief Coping Orientation to Problems 

Experienced Inventory (COPE) Scale (Carver, 1997) to measure their subsequent 

coping strategies.  

 The term ‘cyberstalking’ was not used in any content provided to participants. 

Instead, the description “unwanted, persistent and directed behaviours online” was 

utilised. The term cyberstalking can be regarded as highly provocative in nature and 

largely not well defined in research. The nature of cyberstalking online may result in 

individuals experiencing certain behaviours online which may qualify as 

cyberstalking, although the individual may not recognise it as such. In addition, the 

use of the term ‘cyberstalking’ in materials presented to participants may influence 

demand characteristics and/or social desirability assumptions from participants.  

 

Participants 

 The target participant demographic for this research was both males and 

females aged 16-25 (M=21), of this age bracket 22.6% of participants were 18 years 

or younger. All participants resided in Hampshire or the Isle of Wight at the time of 

completing the survey. The survey was distributed to 62 participants. Respondents 

were unevenly distributed among females (77.4%) and males, one participant 

identified their gender as Other. All respondents participated on a voluntary basis and 

did not receive any compensation or credit for their participation.  
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 Materials 

 Data was collected using the online survey platform Qualtrics. The survey 

comprised four sections: demographics, social media site engagement, cyberstalking 

victimisation, and the Brief-COPE scale (Carver, 1997).  

 

Media and Technology Usage Attitudes Scale 

 Participants first selected from a provided list which social media sites they 

most commonly used. An ‘other’ box was also provided allowing participants to enter 

social media sites they commonly used that were not provided within the list.  

 A set of sub-scales from the Media and Technology Usage Attitudes Scale 

(MTUAS), developed by Rosen et al (2013), was utilised to explore participants level 

of engagement with social media sites. The original scale has shown acceptable to 

excellent reliabilities (Rosen et al, 2013). Three of the original fifteen subscales 

within this measurement tool focus on social networking sites (SNS), namely, general 

social media usage (9 items), online friendships (2 items) and Facebook friendships (2 

items). Rosen et al (2013) noted that subscales within the tool can be used separately 

due to acceptable internal reliability and external validity. Sigerson and Cheng (2018) 

also noted the application of these three SNS subscales as an independent SNS 

engagement scale, reporting acceptable validity and reliability for use with both 

adolescents and adult populations.  

 As the current research is exploring general SME scores across a variety of 

social media sites, the subscale labelled ‘Facebook friendships’ was adapted 

accordingly. Rosen et al (2013) advise within the original report the term Facebook 

may be omitted and replaced with any social media site/s. The first question within 

the original Facebook friendships subscale asked, “how many friends do you have on 

Facebook?”. The measurement tool used within the current research asks, “how many 

friends/mutual followers do you have on your most used social media site?”. The term 

‘mutual following’ is inclusive of other social media sites and mirrors the joint 

following of ‘friends’ on Facebook.  

 Scoring of this scale includes a ten-point Likert scale rating participants 

general social media usage (1 = never, 2 = once a month, 3 = several times a month, 4 

= once a week, 5 = several times a week, 6 = once a day, 7 = several times a day, 8 = 

once an hour, 9 = several times an hour, 10 = all the time). A nine-point Likert scale is 
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used to rate the number of participants online friendships (0 = 1, 1-50 = 2, 51-100 = 3, 

101-175 = 4, 176-250 = 5, 251-375 = 6, 376-500 = 7, 501-750 = 8, 751 or more = 9. 

Sum scores are calculated to measure participants SME score.  

 

Cyberstalking Victimisation Measure 

 Cyberstalking victimisation was assessed using an adapted version of the 

Cyberstalking Victimisation Measure developed by Reyns and colleagues (2012). 

This scale has been previously utilised within research exploring cyberstalking 

victimisation and coping strategies utilised by victims (Acquadro et al., 2019; Begotti 

et al., 2020). This scale was identified as the most appropriate sale to use as the 

content was consistent with recommendations made by a recent literature review of 

cyberstalking measurement scales (Wilson et al., 2020). The review made extensive 

recommendations for future measurement of cyberstalking victimisation based on 

previous scales and results, with the aim to inform a standardised approach for 

measurement.  

 

 The Cyberstalking Victimisation Measure used in the current research 

focusses on behaviours which characterise cyberstalking: contact (Has anyone ever 

contacted you or attempted to contact you on more than one occasion after you 

asked/told them to stop? Possible answer: Yes/No), Harassment (Has anyone ever 

repeatedly harassed or annoyed you on more than one occasion online? Possible 

answer: Yes/No), unwanted sexual advances (Has anyone ever made unwanted 

inappropriate advances toward you on more than one occasion online? Possible 

answer: Yes/No), threats of violence (Has anyone ever spoken to you in a violent 

manner or threatened to physically harm you on more than one occasion? Possible 

answer: Yes/No), identity fraud (Has anyone ever pretended to be you online, either 

by using your social media accounts without permission, or by setting up a social 

media account using your name without permission? Possible answer: Yes/No).  

 Following recommendations made by Wilson and colleagues (2020), additions 

to the original scale include three questions concerning identity fraud of others in 

order to repeatedly contact the victim (Has anyone ever pretended to be someone else 

to repeatedly contact you online, either through a fake account or using somebody 

else’s name? Possible answers: Yes/No), GPS tracking of the victim (Has anyone 
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ever repeatedly used GPS tracking to track your location without your permission? 

Possible answers: Yes/No), and obtaining private information about the victim online 

(Has anyone ever obtained private information about you online without your 

permission? Possible answers: Yes/No). After each behaviour, participants were 

asked to identify the nature of the victim-perpetrator relationship (possible answers: 

anonymous/no identity, stranger, acquaintance/peer, friend, current partner, ex-

partner). 

 One omission was made to the original scale in order to meet the requirements 

set by Wilson and colleagues (2020). The original measure asked how many different 

individuals carried out each behaviour. Wilson and colleagues recommend only one 

episode of cyberstalking behaviours should be reported on. Adaptations also included 

requirements for the minimum the length of time an episode lasted. Participants were 

coded as victims of cyberstalking if they had experienced the behaviours for two 

weeks or more (“Did the behaviours you experienced last for two weeks or more?”) 

and a minimum repetition of ten behaviours (“Were the behaviours you experienced 

repeated ten times or more?”) in order to qualify as an episode of cyberstalking. 

 

Brief Coping Orientation to Problems Experienced Inventory Scale 

 The Brief Coping Orientation to Problems Experienced Inventory (Brief-

COPE) scale (Carver, 1997) was utilised to measure participants coping strategies 

when experiencing cyberstalking victimisation. Carver and colleagues (1989) 

proposed an instrument which assesses thirteen distinct coping styles made up of sixty 

items (the Coping Orientation to Problems Experienced Inventory). Based on theory 

and evidence, Carver and colleagues purposed this instrument based on the extent of 

coping strategies being adaptive or maladaptive.  

 The Brief-COPE was developed for ease of survey research (Carver, 1997), 

covering 14 categories with 2 items in each. Each item is rated using a four-point 

Likert scale indicating the likelihood to cope in certain ways, ranging from 1 (I 

haven’t been doing this at all / I didn’t do this at all) to 4 (I have been doing this a lot / 

I did this a lot). The 14 categories were as follows:  

 

1. Self-distraction 

2. Active coping 
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3. Denial 

4. Substance misuse 

5. Use of emotional support 

6. Use of instrumental support 

7. Behavioural disengagement 

8. Venting of emotions 

9. Positive reframing 

10. Planning 

11. Humour 

12. Acceptance 

13. Religion 

14. Self-blame 

 

 McLoughlin (2019) has illustrated the validity and reliability of the Brief-

COPE scale used in in a cyberbullying context, suggesting a 7-factor model of coping 

accounting for 67.57% of variance (active coping, emotion-focused coping, coping 

through humour, coping through religion, denial, substance use, and distraction).   

 

Procedure 

 This research was approved by the University of Portsmouth Science Faculty 

Ethics Committee. All participants were provided with a participant information sheet 

and an informed consent form prior to starting the survey. The self-administered 

questionnaire was distributed online via the survey website Qualtrics.  

 The research was completed in support of the Office of the Police and Crime 

Commissioner (OPCC) for Hampshire. This partnership provided access to 

gatekeepers of populations under 18 years of age who attended colleges within 

Hampshire or the Isle of White and were signed up to the Cyber Ambassador scheme 

and Youth Commission scheme (in partnership with the OPCC). Recruitment for the 

current research reflected the peer-led snow-ball approach both schemes already use, 

therefore, avoiding any recruitment via individuals who may be in a position of 

power.  
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 Participants aged 18-25 were accessed through the same channels as 

previously discussed. In addition, participants aged 18-25 were recruited through 

advertisements posted on social media by the researcher.  

 

Data Analysis 

 Multiple correlational analysis was utilised to explore the relationship between 

cyberstalking victimisation and coping strategies that victims utilise, in addition to the 

relationship between demographic variables and SME scores with victimisation and 

coping strategies. Due to a small sample size analyses were limited, therefore, not all 

research questions could be fully explored. Descriptive statistics showed a limited 

insight into victim demographics.  

 A binominal regression analyses was completed to ascertain the effects of age, 

gender, ethnicity, education and employment status on the likelihood of victimisation. 

Further correlational analyses were completed to determine if there was a significant 

difference in SME scores between those who had reported victimisation and those 

who had not.  

 A series of independent sample T-tests were run to determine if the mean age 

of victims significantly different between those who used or did not use each type of 

coping strategy. In addition, a series of one-way ANOVA’s were conducted to test if 

SME scores differed between victims who had utilised different coping strategies.  
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Results 

 
 Sixty-two volunteers completed the online survey. 48 Participants identified as 

female (77.4%), 13 as male, and 1 as other. 52 Participants were English, Welsh, 

Scottish, Northern Irish or British (83.9%), 1.6% Irish, 1.6% White and Black 

Caribbean, 1.6% White and Black African, 4.8% White and Asian, 1.6% Bangladeshi, 

1.6% African and 3.2% Arab. 40.3% of participants were in full time employment at 

the time of completing the survey, 1.6% were in part-time employment, 32.3% were 

students and employed 16.1% were students and unemployed, 9.7% were 

unemployed. 45% of participants had achieved a bachelor’s degree or higher, 9.7% 

had achieved a foundation degree, 22.6% had achieved A-level, 19.4% had achieved 

GCSE’s and 3.2% had no qualifications.  

 

Prevalence of cyberstalking 

 For the purpose of this study this is defined as experiencing unwanted, 

persistent and directed behaviours online, with a repetition of behaviours ten times or 

more, and experienced over two weeks or more. Overall, 19.35% of participants (N = 

12) were classified as having been a victim of cyberstalking through online contact 

(see table 1).  

 Table 1 presents the extent of cyberstalking victimisation and victim 

demographics across the types of cyberstalking behaviours. Unwanted contact online 

was reported by 100% of victims; alongside high victimisation percentages for 

harassment (91.7%), inappropriate advances (83.3%), identity fraud (83.3%) and 

identity fraud of another to make contact with the victim (83.3%). All participants 

who were victim to cyberstalking behaviours reported experiencing more than one 

type of cyberstalking behaviour. In a majority of cases the victim was female (91.7%). 

The pursuit behaviour of gaining access to private information was not experienced 

by any victims, therefore, has been removed from further analyses.  
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Table 1.         

Prevalence of Cyberstalking Victimisation and Victim Characteristics by Type of 
Cyberstalking Behaviour. 

 
Unwanted 
Contact Harassment 

Inappropriate 
Advances 

Threat of 
Violence 

Victim 
Characteristics N % N % N % N % 
Female 11 100 10 90.9 10 90.9 4 36.4 
Male 1 100 1 100 0 0 1 100 
Under 18 3 100 3 100 3 100 0 0 
18 and over 9 100 8 88.9 7 77.8 5 55.6 
Student 7 100 6 85.7 5 71.4 1 14.3 
Non-Student 5 100 5 100 5 100 4 80 
Total 12 100 11 91.7 10 83.3 5 41.7 

         

 Identity Fraud 
Identity Fraud 

of Another GPS   

Victim 
Characteristics N % N % N %   
Female 9 81.8 9 81.8 2 18.2   
Male 1 100 1 100 1 100   
Under 18 1 33.3 3 100 0 0   
18 and over 9 100 7 77.8 3 33.3   
Student 5 71.4 6 85.7 1 14.3   
Non-Student 5 100 4 80 2 40   
Total 10 83.3 10 83.3 3 25   

Note. Table displays the number of participants that experienced each cyberstalking 
behaviour according to demographic variables. Percentages show the percentage of 
each demographic variable that experienced each cyberstalking behaviour.  
 

 

Victim Demographics 

 91.7% of victims were female. Victims mean age was 20.58, ranging from 16 

to 25 years. 16.7% of victims were aged under 18 years. 23.1% of participants aged 

under 18 years reported experiencing cyberstalking victimisation. 18.4% of 

participants aged 18 or older reported experiencing cyberstalking behaviours (see 

Figure 1).  
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Figure 1. 

Bar Graph Showing Victimisation Frequency of Participants in Two Age Groups 

 
 

 As shown in Figure 2, 66.7% of victims were English / Welsh / Scottish / 

Northern Irish / British, 8.33% Irish, 8.33% White and Black African, 8.33% White 

and Asian and 8.33% African. All participants were employed at the time of 

completing the survey, 41% were working full time, and 58.3% were students and 

employed.  
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Figure 2. 

Bar Graph Showing Victim Ethnicity

 
 25% of victims had achieved GCSE level qualification or equivalent at the 

time of completing the survey, 33.3% had achieved A-levels or equivalent, 8.3% had 

achieved Foundation degree or equivalent, and 33.3% had achieved a bachelor’s 

degree or equivalent (Figure 3).  
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Figure 3. 

Bar Graph Showing Victims Achieved Level of Education 

 
 A binominal logistic regression was performed to ascertain the effects of age, 

gender identification, ethnicity, education and employment status on the likelihood 

that participants are victims of cyberstalking. None of the predictor variables were 

statistically significant, suggesting no effect of participant demographic variables on 

cyberstalking victimisation (see Appendix B for a table presenting the logistic 

regression results). Linearity of the continuous variable (age) with respect to the logit 

of the dependent variable was assessed via the Box-Tidwell (1962) procedure. Based 

on this assessment, this continuous variable was found to be linearly related to the 

logit of the dependent variable. The logistic regression model was not statistically 

significant X2(20) = 29.410, p = .095. The model explained 60.4% (Nagelkerke R2) of 

the variance in cyberstalking victimisation and correctly classified 80.6% of cases.   

 

Coping strategies  

 Fourteen coping strategies were measured using a 28-point measurement tool, 

including two subscales per coping behaviour. Participants utilised a 4-point Likert 

scale to rate the extent to which they utilised a type of behaviour when coping with 

online victimisation (1 = I never used this behaviour, 4 = I often used this behaviour). 
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SUM scores were calculated for each coping behaviour. Scores were then recoded to 

mirror the original Likert scale labels (2 = never used, 3-4 = rarely used, 5-6 = 

sometimes used, 7-8 = frequently used). As seen in Table 4, no victims reported the 

use of religion as a coping strategy. Humour (50%), instrumental support (50%) and 

distraction (66.6%) were reported to be the most frequently used coping strategies by 

victims experiencing cyberstalking behaviours.  

 

Table 2.       
Coping Strategies Descriptive Statistics         

  Never Rarely  Sometimes Frequently M 
Std. 

Deviation 
Active Coping 4 3 4 1 2.17 1.03 
Planning 4 1 7 0 2.25 .97 
Positive Reframing 8 2 2 0 1.50 .79 
Acceptance 0 6 4 2 2.67 .78 
Humour 1 3 2 6 3.08 1.08 
Religion 0 0 0 0 1.00 .00 
Emotional Support 3 2 3 4 2.67 1.23 
Instrumental Support 2 2 2 6 3.00 1.21 
Distraction 2 0 2 8 3.33 1.15 
Denial 8 4 0 0 1.33 .49 
Venting 5 2 4 1 2.08 1.08 
Substance Use 9 0 2 1 1.58 1.08 
Disengagement 5 6 1 0 1.67 .65 
Self-Blame 6 1 4 1 2.00 1.13 
Note. Table shows the frequency of each cyberstalking behaviour experienced as rated 
by victims, including the mean score and standard deviation. 

 

 A binominal regression was performed to ascertain the effect of the type of 

stalking behaviour experienced on the coping strategy that is utilised. None of the 

predictor variables (unwanted contact, harassed, inappropriate advances, threat of 

violence, identity fraud, identity fraud of another, GPS) were shown to be statistically 

significant when analysed against each of the coping strategies.  

 

 Figure 4 displays victims total use of each coping strategy when experiencing 

cyberstalking behaviours. All victims reported to have used acceptance (N = 12) when 

experiencing cyberstalking behaviours online, whether it was rarely, sometimes, or 



 29 

frequently used. Only one victim reported that they did not use humour to cope with 

experiencing cyberstalking behaviours.  

 

Figure 4. 

Histogram Showing Total Reports of Each Coping Strategy Used  

 
Note. Figure shows the total frequency of use of each coping strategy, including rarely 

used, sometimes used, and frequently used reports.    

 

Coping strategies and demographics 

 Table 5 illustrates the distribution of the use of each coping strategy by age 

groups under 18, or 18 and above. Due to limited sample size comparisons between 

gender and coping strategies, and comparisons between participant ethnicity and 

coping strategies could not be completed.   
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Table 3.         
Coping Strategies by Victim Age.      

  Active Coping Planning  
Positive 

Reframing Acceptance 
  < 18 ≥ 18 <18 ≥18 < 18 ≥18 < 18 ≥ 18 
Never 3 1 3 1 3 5 0 0 
Rarely 0 3 0 1 0 2 0 6 
Sometimes 0 4 0 7 0 2 3 1 
Frequently 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 

         

 Humour  Religion 
Emotional 
Support 

Instrumental 
Support 

  < 18 ≥ 18 < 18 ≥	18 < 18 ≥	18 < 18 ≥	18 
Never 0 1 3 9 2 1 1 1 
Rarely 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 2 
Sometimes 0 2 0 0 1 2 1 1 
Frequently 3 3 0 0 0 4 1 5 

         
 Distraction Denial Venting Substance Use  

 < 18 ≥	18 < 18 ≥	18 < 18 ≥18 <18 ≥ 18 
Never 0 2 3 5 0 5 3 6 
Rarely 0 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 
Sometimes 0 3 0 0 2 2 0 2 
Frequently 3 4 0 0 1 0 0 1 

         
 Disengagement Self-Blame     
 < 18 ≥ 18 < 18 ≥ 18     
Never 1 4 3 3     
Rarely 1 5 0 1     
Sometimes 1 0 0 4     
Frequently 0 0 0 1     

 

 A series of independent-samples t-tests were run to determine if the mean age 

of victims was significantly different between those who used, or did not use, each 

coping strategy. Data for each coping strategy variable was recoded to reflect whether 

it had been used to any extent (2.00) or had not been used (1.00) by each participant. 

No outliers were detected within the data set, with one possible outlier remaining 

within 3 standard deviations from within the mean. Participant age was normally 

distributed for use of each coping strategy (p > .05), with the exception of substance 

misuse and self-blame. Although analysis has been conducted, it offers limited 

relevance due to the low number of participants and the limited data set. 
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 Eight Participants reported that they had used planning as a coping strategy 

when experiencing cyberstalking behaviours. The mean age of participants who had 

used this coping strategy were older (M = 22.00, SD = 2.14), than those who had not 

used this strategy (M = 17.75, SD = 2.22), with a mean difference of -4.25, 95% CI [-

7.2, -1.3] (see Figure 5). The assumption of homogeneity of variances was met, as 

assessed by Levene’s test of equality (p = .854). This mean difference was statistically 

significant t(10) = -3.210, p = .009.  

 

Figure 5. 

Bar Graph Showing Participant Mean Age by Use of Planning Coping. 

 
 Seven participants with an average age of 18.71 (SD = 2.06) reported using 

venting as a coping strategy while experiencing cyberstalking, compared to five 

participants with an average age of 23.2 (SD = 1.64) who did not use this coping 

strategy. Homogeneity of variances was assumed, as assessed for by Levene’s test of 

equality (p = .381). A mean difference in age of 4.49, 95% CI[2.002, 6.97] was 

calculated to be statistically significant t(10) = 4.03, p = .002 (see Figure 6).  
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Figure 6. 

Bar Graph Showing Participant Mean Age by Use of Venting Coping. 

 
 Due to participant ages not being normally distributed for substance misuse 

and self-blame coping strategies, non-parametric tests were carried out. Mann-

Whitney U tests were run for both coping strategies to determine if there were 

differences in participant age between the use of each strategy. Distributions of 

participants age within substance use coping, and self-blame coping, were not similar, 

as assessed by visual inspection. There was a statistically significant difference in 

participant age between those who used substance use as a coping strategy (mean age 

= 24) and those who did not (mean age = 20), U = 27, p = .009, using an exact 

sampling distribution for U. There was also a statistically significant difference in 

participant age between those who used self-blame as a coping strategy (mean age = 

22.5) and those who did not (mean age = 18), U = 33, p = .015, using an exact 

sampling distribution for U.  

 The remaining coping strategies usage did not show a significant difference in 

age, including active coping t(4.764) = -.664, p = .538, humour t(10) = 1.012, p = 

.335, emotional support t(10) = -1.087, p = .303, instrumental support t(10) = -.295, p 

= .774, distraction t(10) = .466, p = .651, denial t(10) = -2.05, p = .067 and 

disengagement t(10) = -.563, p = .586.  
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Social Media Engagement 

 As seen in Table 6, 100% of all victims regularly used Instagram on a daily 

basis (91.9% of all participants). Whats App (83.3%), Facebook (75%) and TikTok 

(66.7%) were also used by a majority of victims.  

 
Table 4   
Victim Social media Engagement Score  
Social Media Site N % 
Instagram 12 100 
Twitter 3 25 
Facebook 9 75 
TikTok 8 66.7 
Snap Chat 5 41.7 
Whats App 10 83.3 
Discord 1 8.3 
Linked in 3 25 
Tinder 3 25 

 

 Three subscales from the Media and Technology Usage Attitudes Scale 

(MTUAS) were utilised to measure SME levels. Engagement scores were measured 

using the 13-item measurement tool, whereby participants estimated how often they 

carry out actions on social media using a 10-point scale. Three items measured 

friendships using a nine-point scale. The maximum engagement score is 126, while 

the minimum is 13. The measurement tool had a high level of internal consistency, as 

determined by a Crohnbach’s alpha of 0.866.  

 Two outliers were found to be present in the data set concerning SME. One 

high engagement score and one low engagement score. Both outliers were within 

three standard deviations of the mean, therefore were not removed from the data set. 

Due to the small sample size, it was favoured to retain the maximum amount of data 

possible. Due to the presence of both outliers a non-parametric test was favoured. A 

Mann-Whitney U test was run to determine if there were significant differences in 

SME scores between victims of cyberstalking and non-victims. Distributions of the 

SME scores for victims and non-victims were not similar, as assessed by visual 

inspection. SME scores for victims of cyberstalking (mean rank = 41.46) and non-

victims (mean rank = 29.11) were statistically significantly different, U = 419.50, Z = 

2.13, p = .03.  
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Coping Strategies and Social Media Engagement 

 A series of one-way ANOVA’s were conducted to determine if victim’s SME 

scores differed between victims who utilised different coping strategies when 

experiencing cyberstalking behaviours. Each coping strategy was classified into four 

usage levels: never, rarely, sometimes, and frequently. Data was normally distributed 

for each group within each coping strategy, as assessed by Levene’s test of 

homogeneity of variance (p > .05).  

 Analysis showed a significant difference in SME usage between victims who 

utilised positive reframing (F(2,9) = 11.428, p = .003). Victims who used positive 

reframing rarely had a significantly higher SME score (M = 80.50, SD = 12.02), than 

those who used positive reframing sometimes (M = 61.33, SD = 12.66), with a mean 

decrease of -34, 95% CI [-54.22, -13.78]. A significant decrease in SME score was 

also found between victims who utilised positive reframing never (M = 71.50, SD = 

6.86) and sometimes (M = 61.33, SD = 12.66), with a mean decrease of -21, 95% CI 

[-36.98, -5.02].  

 A significant difference in SME score was also found between victims who 

utilised acceptance as a coping strategy (F(2,9) = 16.539, p = .001). Those who 

utilised this coping strategy frequently (M = 90.00, SD = 1.41) and sometimes (M = 

74.00, SD = 2.94) had a higher SME score than those who utilised acceptance rarely 

(M = 61.80, SD = 8.98).  

 SME scores also differed significantly between reported usage levels of 

venting (F(3,8) = 8.221, p = .008). Victims who reported never using venting as a 

coping strategy had lower SME scores (M = 58.60, SD = 5.12), than those who 

reported sometimes utilising venting (M = 79.00, SD = 8.29). Victims who reported 

using venting to cope rarely had the highest SME score (M = 82.00, SD = 9.89).  

 No further significant differences in SME scores were found for the remaining 

coping strategy variables. Further post hoc analyses could not be completed for 

groups including positive reframing, acceptance and venting due to the limited sample 

size.  
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Discussion 
 

 The aim of this study was to explore the prevalence of cyberstalking 

victimisation and subsequent coping strategies used by young people aged 16-25 

within Hampshire and the Isle of Wight. Correlational analysis further explored the 

interaction between the coping strategies utilised by victims of cyberstalking, victim 

demographics, and SME scores.  

 The current findings show an overall cyberstalking victimisation prevalence 

rate of 19.35%. Victims aged 16-17 reported a prevalence rate of 23.1%, reflecting 

the higher end of the scale of previous findings for similar age groups, which range 

from 5% (Marcum et al., 2014) to 19% (Ybarra et al,, 2004). Victims aged 18-25 

reported prevalence rates of 16.7% which appears to sit at the mid to lower end of 

previous findings for similar ages, which range from 3.4% (Reyns et al., 2018) to 

85.2% (Strawhun et al., 2013). Previous research has suggested young adults are at 

high risk of being cyberstalked (Dreßing et al., 2014; Short et al., 2015; Lochbeck et 

al., 2018), however, the current results suggest a higher prevalence rate for the 

younger population. Although the current sample size is a limitation that needs to be 

considered alongside these results, the higher victimisation rate among the younger 

population should not be ignored.  

 Previous research concerning prevalence rates of victimisation differ vastly 

(Reyns et al., 2018; Maran and Begotti., 2019), making it difficult to compare the 

current findings. A recent literature review has suggested the inconsistencies in 

measurement is due to a broad range of disparities in the operationalised definition of 

the phenomenon (Wilson et al., 2020). The current research has taken 

recommendations made by Wilson and colleagues (2020) into account when 

measuring cyberstalking victimisation, with the aim to progress towards standardised 

measurement tool. The current research study defines cyberstalking victimisation as 

unwanted, persistent and directed behaviours online, experiencing ten or more 

repetitions of behaviours over a period of two weeks or more. The standards set 

within this definition, including the length of time and amount of behaviour 

repetitions, are suggested to filter out incidents of a less serious nature (Wilson et al., 

2020). These parameters differ within the literature, making the current results 

difficult to compare.  
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 The most commonly reported cyberstalking behaviours found in the current 

research include unwanted contact (an individual making contacting, or attempting to 

make contact, on more than one occasion after being asked to stop) experienced by 

100% of victims, harassment (repeatedly harassed you or annoyed you on more than 

one occasion online) experienced by 91.7% of victims, inappropriate advances 

(making inappropriate advances on more than one occasion) experienced by 83.3% of 

victims. These results mirror that of Reyns and colleagues (2012) who also found 

unwanted contact, harassment, and inappropriate advances to be the most commonly 

experienced cyberstalking behaviours. Further to this, identity fraud (pretending to be 

the victim, either by using their social media accounts without permission, or by 

setting up a social media account using their name without permission) was 

experienced by 83.3% of victims, and identity fraud of another (pretending to be 

someone else to repeatedly make contact online) was experienced by 83.3% of 

victims. All victims reported to have experienced more than one type of cyberstalking 

behaviour. Begotti et al (2019) has suggested those who experience more than one 

type of cyberstalking behaviour utilise more varied coping strategies than those who 

experience only one type of stalking online. The current results showed no significant 

relationship between type of cyberstalking behaviour experienced and type of coping 

strategy utilised, which may be in favour of Begotti and colleagues (2019) suggestion.   

 

 The most frequently used coping strategies identified by victims include 

humour, instrumental support and distraction. Distraction was rated as frequently used 

to cope with cyberstalking victimisation by 66.6% of victims. 50% of victims reported 

frequent use of humour and instrumental support to cope. Current findings failed to 

highlight a significant difference in age groups utilising differing coping strategies, 

with the exception of planning. Victims over the age of 18 (mean age of 22 years) 

were significantly more likely to utilise planning as a coping strategy than those under 

the age of 18 (mean age of 17.75). Similar findings were shown for, self-blame and 

substance-use; however, the lower age bounds were not below 18. Victims with a 

mean age of 18.71 were found to utilise venting as a coping strategy significantly 

more than older victims with a mean age of 23.2. Victims in the current research have 

reported the use of adaptive and cognitive coping styles in response to cyberstalking 

behaviours which Worsley and colleagues (2017) suggest allows victims to regain a 

sense of control and empowerment within their situation. Previous research has 
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highlighted the importance of external support for adolescents while experiencing 

cyber victimisation; parental and peer modelling of active coping strategies (Bradbury 

et al., 2018) and social connectedness with peers (McLoughlin et al., 2018) are both 

considered moderators for successful coping and positive mental health outcomes.  

 

 The present research found a positive corelation between cyberstalking 

victimisation and SME scores, measured using the Media and Technology Usage 

Attitudes Scale (MTUAS) (Rosen et al., 2013). On average, victims reported a higher 

level of SME, involving higher levels of activity of social media sites and greater 

numbers of online friends. These results parallel that of Berry and Bainbridge (2017) 

who’s findings showed individuals who are more experienced in using the internet 

and social networking were more likely to be victimised. Berry and Bainbridge (2017) 

theorize this finding may be due to an increased experience in being able to recognise 

victimisation online, compared to those who lack online experience. On the other 

hand, Fansher and Randa (2019) posit an increased level of SME and disclosure of 

personal information online increases the likelihood of cyberstalking victimisation. In 

conjunction with this research, it is important to consider how increased levels of 

SME may relate to coping strategies used when victims experience cyberstalking 

behaviours. The present results suggested a significant relation between SME score 

and three coping strategies including positive reframing, acceptance and venting. 

Participants who reported more frequent use of positive reframing as a coping strategy 

were found on average to have lower SME scores than those who did not use this 

coping strategy or used this strategy rarely. Victims who utilised acceptance in order 

to cope with online victimisation on average had a higher SME score than those who 

did not. Victims who utilised venting as a coping strategy also had a significantly 

higher SME score than those who did not.  

 

 In summary, findings of this research could be used to build on the 

foundations of knowledge concerning prevalence of cyberstalking victimisation and 

coping strategies young people use.  
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Limitations 

 There are several limitations that require consideration when interpreting the 

current findings. Due to a small sample size analyses were limited, including 

comparisons of gender, ethnicity, education and employment status. Comparisons of 

age groups (under 18 and 18 and above) were also limited due to the small sample of 

victims under the age of 18 (N = 3). For this reason, results from the present study 

should be interpreted with caution. Correlations that have been identified within the 

data cannot be generalised or regarded as high relevance.  

 The sample recruitment method may be deemed problematic concerning the 

generalisability of the current research outcomes. Participants aged 18 and over were 

mainly recruited through social media posts by the researcher. This would have 

limited the visibility of the advertisement for individuals who are not connected to the 

researcher on social media or are not subscribed to Hampshire based social media 

groups the researcher utilised to advertise the study. Participants aged 16-17 were 

recruited through organisations who are partnered with the OPCC, (The Youth 

Commission and Cyber Ambassador Scheme). These schemes work directly with 

colleges within Hampshire and the Isle of Wight, therefore, limiting this population to 

individuals attending college and are engaged with the schemes. This recruitment 

process may be restricting the samples generalisability to the wider population within 

the age bounds.  

 Within the academic field the term cyberstalking is currently unstandardised 

which has led to variance between victimisation measurement tools. This presents as a 

limitation for research exploring the prevalence of cyberstalking victimisation, 

including the present research, preventing generalisable and meaningful results. The 

current study has taken this into consideration and utilised a measurement tool which 

reflected Wilson and colleagues (2020) recommendations for the standardised 

measurement of cyberstalking.  

 Another limitation of the current research that is worth consideration includes 

the use of a lifetime measure of victimisation. This method was favoured due to the 

expectation of victimisation being a rare occurrence, and an unlimited time frame 

increases the likelihood of recording the occurrence of such events. On the other 

hand, having an unlimited time frame for occurrence of victimisation may result in 

memory recall problems for respondents.  
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Further Research 

 Further research should explore the efficacy of certain coping strategies, as 

well as the potential disadvantages of dysfunctional coping strategies, in order to 

expand the current knowledge base and further inform parents, teachers, policy 

makers, and young people themselves to more effectively cope with cyberstalking 

victimisation. Research should further explore victimisation and subsequent coping 

strategies of younger populations under the age of eighteen, in addition to populations 

outside of educational settings. Successful coping strategies have been shown to have 

the potential to determine the mental health outcomes of victims, therefore, represent 

viable targets for further research and intervention. 
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Appendix A – Online Questionnaire 
 

 
 
An exploration of young people’s experiences online and how they cope with 
unwanted, persistent, and directed contact.   
 
 
Consent Form      
 
Please read the following statements carefully and select one of the options at the 
bottom of the page.      
 
I confirm that I have read and understood the attached information sheet for this 
study.  
 
I have had the opportunity to consider the information, ask any questions and have 
had these answered adequately.    
   
I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any 
time up until I have submitted my results.     
 
I understand that my data cannot be removed from the data set after completing the 
study.      
 
I understand that I will not be able to receive feedback on my individual responses.    
  
I understand that the results of this study could be requested by appropriate staff (e.g. 
supervisors, external examiner) and may be published and/or presented at meetings.  
 
I give my permission for my anonymous data, which does not identify me, to be used 
in this way.      
 
I agree to take part in this study.      
 
If you agree to take part in this study, please select “agree to all”. 
 
(Please note if you select disagree, you will be taken to the end of the questionnaire 
and will be unable to participate in this study). 

o Agree to all 

o Disagree  
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Sociodemographic Questionnaire. 
 
Q1 What is your age? 

o 16  (1)  

o 17  (2)  

o 18  (3)  

o 19  (4)  

o 20  (5)  

o 21  (6)  

o 22  (7)  

o 23  (8)  

o 24  (9)  

o 25  (10)  
 
 

 
Q2 I identify my gender as: 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q3 I identify my ethnicity as: 

o English / Welsh / Scottish / Northern Irish / British  (1)  

o Irish  (2)  

o Gypsy or Irish Traveller  (3)  

o White and Black Caribbean  (4)  

o White and Black African  (5)  

o White and Asian  (6)  

o Indian  (7)  

o Pakistani  (8)  

o Bangladeshi  (9)  

o Chinese  (10)  

o African  (11)  

o Caribbean  (12)  

o Arab  (13)  
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Q4 What is your education level?  
 
Please choose your highest education certificate you have received. 

o No qualifications  (1)  

o GCSE's / Level 1 NVQ / Level 2 NVQ / or equivalent (2)  

o A-Level / Level 3 NVQ / Access to higher education diploma / or equivalent 
(3)  

o Foundation degree / Higher national diploma / Level 5 NVQ / or equivalent  
(4)  

o Bachelor's degree (with or without honours) / Level 6 NVQ / or equivalent  (5)  

o Master's degree / Postgraduate diploma or certificate / Level 7 NVQ / or 
equivalent  (6)  

o Doctorate degree / Level 8 diploma or equivalent  (7)  
 
Q5 What is your current employment status? 

o Unemployed  (1)  

o Full time employment  (2)  

o Part-time employment  (3)  

o Student and employed  (4)  

o Student and unemployed  (5)  
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Media and Technology Use Attitudes Scale. 
 
Q6. What social media do you most commonly use? Please indicate by ticking all 
social media sites that you use of a daily basis. 
If you use a social media site that isn't provided in the list below, please indicate this 
by naming the social media site in the provided space. 

▢ Instagram  (1)  

▢ Twitter  (2)  

▢ Facebook  (3)  

▢ TikTok  (4)  

▢ Snap Chat  (5)  

▢ Whats App  (6)  

▢ Discord  (7)  

▢ Twitch  (8)  

▢ LinkedIn  (9)  

▢ Tinder  (11)  

▢ Bumble  (12)  

▢ Other:  (10) 
________________________________________________ 
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Q7. How often do you do each of the following activities on social media sites? 
 
Q7a. Check your social media feed/page 

o Never  (1)  

o Once a month  (2)  

o Several times a month  (3)  

o Once a week  (4)  

o Several times a week  (5)  

o Once a day  (6)  

o Several times a day  (7)  

o Once and hour  (8)  

o Several times an hour  (9)  

o All the time  (10)  
 

Q7b.  Check your social media feed/page from your smart phone 

o Never  (1)  

o Once a month  (2)  

o Several times a month  (3)  

o Once a week  (4)  

o Several times a week  (5)  

o Once a day  (6)  

o Several times a day  (7)  

o Once an hour  (8)  

o Several times an hour  (9)  

o All the time  (10)  
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Q7c. Check your social media at work or school 

o Never  (1)  

o Once a month  (2)  

o Several times a month  (3)  

o Once a week  (4)  

o Several times a week  (5)  

o Once a day  (6)  

o Several times a day  (7)  

o Once an hour  (8)  

o Several times an hour  (9)  

o All the time  (10)  
 

Q7d. Post status updates 

o Never  (1)  

o Once a month  (2)  

o Several times a month  (3)  

o Once a week  (4)  

o Several times a week  (5)  

o Once a day  (6)  

o Several times a day  (7)  

o Once an hour  (8)  

o Several times an hour  (9)  

o All the time  (10)  
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Q7e.  Post photos 

o Never  (1)  

o Once a month  (2)  

o Several times a month  (3)  

o Once a week  (4)  

o Several times a week  (5)  

o Once a day  (6)  

o Several times a day  (7)  

o Once an hour  (8)  

o Several times an hour  (9)  

o All the time  (10)  
 

Q7f.  Brows other people's profiles and photos 

o Never  (1)  

o Once a month  (2)  

o Several times a month  (3)  

o Once a week  (4)  

o Several times a week  (5)  

o Once a day  (6)  

o Several times a day  (7)  

o Once an hour  (8)  

o Several times an hour  (9)  

o All the time  (10)  
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Q7g.  Read posts made by others 

o Never  (1)  

o Once a month  (2)  

o Several times a month  (3)  

o Once a week  (4)  

o Several times a week  (5)  

o Once a day  (6)  

o Several times a day  (7)  

o Once an hour  (8)  

o Several times an hour  (9)  

o All the time  (10)  
 

Q7h. Comment on posts made by others 

o Never  (1)  

o Once a month  (2)  

o Several times a month  (3)  

o Once a week  (4)  

o Several times a week  (5)  

o Once a day  (6)  

o Several times a day  (7)  

o Once an hour  (8)  

o Several times an hour  (9)  

o All the time  (10)  
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Q7i.  "Like" other people's posts 

o Never  (1)  

o Once a month  (2)  

o Several times a month  (3)  

o Once a week  (4)  

o Several times a week  (5)  

o Once a day  (6)  

o Several times a day  (7)  

o Once an hour  (8)  

o Several times an hour  (9)  

o All the time  (10)  
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Please answer the following questions about your online friends. 
 
Q8a. How many friends / mutual friends do you have on your most used social media 
site? 
Mutual friends = you follow them and they follow you back. 

o 0  (1)  

o 1-50  (2)  

o 51-100  (3)  

o 101-175  (4)  

o 176-250  (5)  

o 251-375  (6)  

o 376-500  (7)  

o 501-750  (8)  

o 751 or more  (9)  
 
Q8b.  How many of your online friends do you know in person? 

o 0  (1)  

o 1-50  (2)  

o 51-100  (3)  

o 101-175  (4)  

o 176-250  (5)  

o 251-375  (6)  

o 376-500  (7)  

o 501-750  (8)  

o 751 or more  (9)  
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Q8c. How many people have you met online that you have never met in person? 

o 0  (1)  

o 1-50  (2)  

o 51-100  (3)  

o 101-175  (4)  

o 176-250  (5)  

o 251-375  (6)  

o 376-500  (7)  

o 501-750  (8)  

o 751 or more  (9)  
 
Q8d. How many people do you regularly interact with online that you have never met 
in person? 

o 0  (1)  

o 1-50  (2)  

o 51-100  (3)  

o 101-175  (4)  

o 176-250  (5)  

o 251-375  (6)  

o 376-500  (7)  

o 501-750  (8)  

o 751 or more  (9)  
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Cyberstalking Victimisation Measure. 
 
The following questions will focus on whether you have experienced any persistent, 
unwanted, and directed behaviours online from another individual.  
 
If you have experienced any of the behaviours described below, please indicate this 
by selecting the appropriate answer (Yes/No). If you select 'yes', you will then be 
asked to indicate your relation to the individual carrying out the persistent, unwanted, 
and directed behaviours. You may or may not know who they are.  
 
If the individual has an identifiable name or online profile but you do not know who 
they are, you should select 'Stranger'. If the individual has no identifiable name or 
online profile, you should select 'Anonymous/No identity'. 
 
You should report on only one episode of unwanted, persistent, and directed 
behaviours online using the scale provided below. You may report multiple 
behaviours that occurred within one episode. If you have experienced more than one 
episode of persistent, unwanted, and directed behaviours online, then you should 
report on the episode that has the most impact on you.  
 
Please note, the actions of cold or spam callers should not be reported on for the 
purpose of this survey.  
 
Q9. In your lifetime... 
 
Q9a. Has anyone ever contacted you or attempted to contact you on more than one 
occasion after you asked/told them to stop? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

Q9b. What was the individual’s relation to you? 

o Anonymous / No identity  (1)  

o Stranger  (2)  

o Acquaintance / Peer  (3)  

o Friend  (4)  

o Current Partner  (5)  

o Ex-Partner  (6)  
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Q9c. Has anyone ever repeatedly harassed you or annoyed you on more than one 
occasion online? 
(Harassment in unwanted behaviour which you find offensive or which makes you 
feel intimidated or humiliated) 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
 
Q9d. What was the individual’s relation to you? 

o Anonymous / No identity  (1)  

o Stranger  (2)  

o Acquaintance / Peer  (3)  

o Friend  (4)  

o Current Partner  (5)  

o Ex-Partner  (6)  
 
 
Q9e. Has anyone ever made unwanted inappropriate advances toward you on more 
than one occasion online? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
Q9f. What was the individual’s relation to you? 

o Anonymous / No identity  (1)  

o Stranger  (2)  

o Acquaintance / Peer  (3)  

o Friend  (4)  

o Current Partner  (5)  

o Ex-Partner  (6)  
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Q9g. Has anyone ever spoken to you in a violent manner or threatened to physically 
harm you on more than one occasion online? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
Q9h. What was the individual’s relation to you? 

o Anonymous / No identity  (1)  

o Stranger  (2)  

o Acquaintance/Peer  (3)  

o Friend  (4)  

o Current Partner  (5)  

o Ex-Partner  (6)  
 
 
Q9i. Has anyone ever pretended to be you online, either by using your social media 
accounts without permission, or by setting up a social media account using your name 
without permission? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
 
Q9j. What was the individuals relation to you? 

o Anonymous / No Identity  (1)  

o Stranger  (2)  

o Acquaintance / Peer  (3)  

o Friend  (4)  

o Current Partner  (5)  

o Ex-Partner  (6)  
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Q9k. Has anyone ever pretended to be someone else to repeatedly contact you online, 
either through a fake account or using somebody else's account? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
Q9l. What was the individual’s relation to you? 

o Anonymous / No Identity  (1)  

o Stranger  (2)  

o Acquaintance / Peer  (3)  

o Friend  (4)  

o Current Partner  (5)  

o Ex-Partner  (6)  
 
Q9m. Has anyone ever repeatedly used GPS tracking to track your location without 
permission? This could be done by using social media to track where you are, 
downloading tracking software onto your device without your permission, or using 
other means to track your location without your consent.  

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
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Q9n. What was the individual’s relation to you? 

o Anonymous / No Identity  (1)  

o Stranger  (2)  

o Acquaintance / Peer  (3)  

o Friend  (4)  

o Current Partner  (5)  

o Ex-Partner  (6)  
 

Q9o. Has someone ever obtained private information about you online without your 
permission (information that isn't available on your social media).  

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 
Q9p. What was the individual’s relation to you? 

o Anonymous / No Identity  (1)  

o Stranger  (2)  

o Acquaintance / Peer  (3)  

o Friend  (4)  

o Current Partner  (5)  

o Ex-Partner  (6)  
 
 
Q10. Did the behaviours you experienced last for two weeks or more? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
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Q11. Were the behaviours you experienced repeated ten times or more? This could be 
a repetition of the same behaviour ten times or more, or a repetition of different 
behaviours ten times or more. 
 
For example, you may have experienced the same individual attempting to contact 
you ten times or more after you asked them to stop. In this case you would answer 
'Yes' to this question. 
Alternatively, you may have experienced an individual attempting to contact you five 
times after you asked them to stop as well as that speaking to you in a violent manner 
five times. In this case, you would answer 'yes' to this question because together, these 
behaviours have happened ten times or more.  
 
If you have experienced any of these behaviours less than ten times in total from the 
same individual, you should answer 'No' to this question.  

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
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Brief Coping Orientation to Problems Experienced Inventory Scale. 
 
 
Q12. Please indication to what extent you have used each behaviour listed below in 
order to cope with the persistent, unwanted, and directed behaviours you have 
experienced online.  
Use the scale 1-4 to rate whether you have used the behaviour that is described in 
each statement.  
 
1 = I haven’t been doing this at all / I didn’t do this at all. 
2 = I rarely do this / I rarely did this. 
3 = I sometimes do this / I sometimes did this 
4 = I have been doing this a lot / I did this a lot 
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 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 

I've been 
concentrating my 
efforts on doing 
something about 
the situation (1)  

o  o  o  o  
I've been taking 
action to try to 

make the 
situation better 

(2)  
o  o  o  o  

I've been trying 
to come up with a 

strategy about 
what to do (3)  

o  o  o  o  
I've been thinking 
hard about what 
steps to take (4)  o  o  o  o  
I've been trying 

to see is in a 
different light, to 

make it seem 
more positive (5)  

o  o  o  o  
I've been looking 

for something 
good in what is 
happening (6)  

o  o  o  o  
I've been 

accepting the 
reality of the fact 

that it has 
happened (7)  

o  o  o  o  
I've been learning 
to live with it (8)  o  o  o  o  
I've been making 
jokes about it (9)  o  o  o  o  
I've been making 

fun of the 
situation (10)  o  o  o  o  

I've been trying 
to find comfort in 

my religion or 
spiritual beliefs 

(11)  
o  o  o  o  
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I've been praying 
or meditating 

(12)  o  o  o  o  
I've been getting 

emotional support 
from others (13)  o  o  o  o  
I've been getting 

comfort and 
understanding 
from someone 

(14)  
o  o  o  o  

I've been trying 
to get advice or 
help from other 

people about 
what to do (15)  

o  o  o  o  
I've been getting 
help and advice 

from other people 
(16)  

o  o  o  o  
I've been turning 
to work or other 
activities to take 

my mind off 
things (17)  

o  o  o  o  
I've been doing 
something to 
think about it 
less, such as 

going to movies, 
watching TV, 

reading, 
daydreaming, 

sleeping or 
shopping. (18)  

o  o  o  o  

I've been saying 
to myself "this 
isn't real" (19)  o  o  o  o  

I've been refusing 
to believe that it 

has happened 
(20)  

o  o  o  o  
I've been saying 
things to let my 

unpleasant 
feelings escape 

(21)  
o  o  o  o  
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I've been 
expressing my 

negative feelings 
(22)  

o  o  o  o  
I've been using 
alcohol or other 
drugs to make 

myself feel better 
(23)  

o  o  o  o  
I've been using 
alcohol or other 
drugs to help me 

get through it 
(24)  

o  o  o  o  
I've been giving 
up trying to deal 

with it (25)  o  o  o  o  
I've been giving 
up the attempt to 

cope (26)  o  o  o  o  
I've been 

criticising myself 
(27)  o  o  o  o  

I've been blaming 
myself for things 

that happened 
(28)  

o  o  o  o  
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Debrief 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your participation in this study.    

This study intended to explore young people’s experiences with unwanted, persistent,  

and directed behaviours online, as well as what kinds of coping strategies used when 

they experience these behaviours. Various coping strategies that people use have been 

researched, however, a majority of this research has focussed on an adult population, 

offering little insight as to how young people cope with persistent and unwanted 

behaviours online. Understanding what coping strategies young people use is 

important for implementing cyber safety measures and cyber support.      

 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study, please contact the 

researcher or supervisor using the contact details below:   

Researcher: Megan Walker (up2028173@myport.ac.uk)   

Supervisor: Alethea Adair-Stantiall (Alethea.adair-stantiall@port.ac.uk)      

 

If you would like support having been experienced unwanted and persistent 

behaviours online, links are provided below for some support organisations.     

 

The Police and Crime Commissioner have a dedicated online safety page offering 

advice for help and support, as well as reporting online content: 
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https://www.hampshire-pcc.gov.uk/get-involved/crime-prevention/online/safer-social-

online      

Support Line: https://www.supportline.org.uk/problems/internet-safety/      

The Cyber Helpline: https://www.thecyberhelpline.com/       

 

If you feel you need more general support due to the issues raised in the study, links 

and phone numbers are provided below for organisations offering support.      

Childline: https://www.childline.org.uk/ Or call: 0800 1111      

Young Minds UK: https://youngminds.org.uk/      

The Mix: https://www.themix.org.uk/ Or call: 0808 808 4994      

Samaritans: https://www.samaritans.org/ Or call: 116 123 

      

If you are a student at the University of Portsmouth and feel you have been affected 

by any of the issues raised in the study, you can also contact the University of 

Portsmouth Student Wellbeing: wellbeing-admin@port.ac.uk OR 023 9284 3466.  
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Appendix B – Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihood of Cyberstalking 
Victimisation based on Key Sociodemographic Variables. 

 
Table        
Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihood of Cyberstalking Victimisation based on Age, 
Gender, Ethnicity, Education and Employment.  
  B S.E. Wald df p Odds Ratio 
Age -.37 .29 1.62 1 .20 0.69 
Gender Identification   .00 2 1.00  
Female 37.90 44785.87 .00 1 1.00 2.870 
Male 18.58 11783.56 .00 1 1.00 117285832.7 
Ethnicity   .00 7 1.00  
British -18.94 34150.63 .00 1 1.00 .000 
Irish 2.81 52742.20 .00 1 1.00 16.560 
Irish Traveller -21.56 55119.90 .00 1 1.00 .000 
White and Black Caribbean 22.68 52557.04 .00 1 1.00 7082279614 
White and Black African .66 34299.84 .00 1 1.00 1.940 
White Asian -21.22 52557.04 .00 1 1.00 .000 
Indian 2.12 52742.20 .00 1 1.00 8.320 
Education   1.84 6 .93  
No Qualifications -20.93 48161.94 .00 1 1.00 .000 
GCSE -1.31 41884.63 .00 1 1.00 0.270 
A-Level .92 41884.63 .00 1 1.00 2.500 
Foundation Degree 1.48 41884.63 .00 1 1.00 4.390 
Bachelor's Degree .36 41884.63 .00 1 1.00 1.430 
Master's Degree -18.64 48486.37 .00 1 1.00 .000 
Employment status   .00 4 1.00  
Unemployed 20.45 22198.30 .00 1 1.00 759983094.2 
Full Time Employment 39.74 15372.09 .00 1 1.00 1.807 
Part-Time Employment 38.68 50757.26 .00 1 1.00 6.290 
Student and Employed 39.80 15372.09 .00 1 1.00 1.910 
Constant -32.74 52867.16 .00 1 1.00 .000 

 

 


