





DIETZ & MARTELL / PAGE 14-10

The distributions of scores on Scale Bl for approach-
negative and approach-positive cases are shown in Table 1l4-
10, along with summary statistics. Actual scores ranged
from -16 to +12. Inspection of the data in Table 14-10
indicates that extreme negative scores occurred primarily
for approach-negative subjects, while extreme positive
scores occurred primarily for approach-positive subjects.
The mean score for approach-negative subjects was
significantly lower than that for approach-positive subjects
(p < .001), as indicated by the statistics given at the
bottom of Table 14-10.

Scale B2

A number of the variables in Scale Bl, particularly
those characterizing various aspects of threats, co-vary to
some degree because they encompass elements of other
variabies in the scale. This provides an unintended
weighting of variables inasmuch as the same attribute may
jead to more than one point being added to the scale. Thus,
a restricted scale was devised that eliminated these
potential redundancies. This scale, named Scale B2, needed
calibration by subtracting a constant of -3 so that the
median would be centered at zero. (For subjects who wrote
to celebrities, an adjustment of -1 was necessary to achieve
a median of zero.)

The distributions of scores on Scale B2 for approach-

negative and approach-positive cases are shown in Table 14-
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12, along with summary statistics. Actual scores ranged
from -6 to +7. Inspection of the data in Table 14-12
indicates that extreme negative scores occurred primarily
for approach-negative subjects, while extreme positive
scores occurred primarily for approach-positive subjects.
The mean score for approach-negative subjects was
significantly lower than that for approach-positive subjects
(p < .001), as indicated by the statistics given at the

bottom of Table 14-12.

GENERALIZED RISK FACTORS

Ideally, a single scale would discriminate approach-
negative from approach-positive cases in both samples.
Efforts were therefore directed toward developing a scale
that would have utility in analyzing cases from both kinds
of samples.

A comparison of Tables 14-1 and 14-2 with Tables 14-7
and 14-8 will show that there were four variables that were
significant in both samples and with an association in the
same direction. Other variables, however, were significant
in both samples with associations in opposite directions.
Most of the variables were significant in only one of the
two samples.

Scale C1

The four variables that were significant in the same

direction in each sample were: hate mail, obscene mail,
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telephoning, and an expressed desire for face-to-face
contact. A scale was constructed by assigning one negative
point to each of the two risk-reducing factors‘(hate mail
and obscene mail) and one positive point to each of the
risk-enhancing variables (telephoning and expressing a
desire for face-to-face contact).A Each subject was assigned
a score on this scale, which ranges from -2 to +2. The
scale was named Scale C1 and is shown in Tablé 14-13.

The distributions of scores on Scale Cl for approach-
negative and approach-positive cases from both samples are
shown in Table 14-14, along with summary statistics. Actual
scores ranged from -2 to +2. Inspection of the data in
Table 14-14 indicates that negative scores occurred
primarily for approach-negative subjects, while positive
scores occurred primarily for approach-positive subjects.

In each sample, the mean score for approach-negative
subjects was significantly lower than that for approach-
positive subjects (p < .001), as indicated by the statistics
given at the bottom of Table 14-14.

Scale C2

For each of the non-redundant and non-confounded
variables that was a statistically significant risk factor
in one sample but not the other, we examined the ratio of
approach-positive to approach-negative cases in the sample

in which statistical significance was not achieved. Of 28
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variables screened in this way, ten had ratios that were in
the opposite direction from that expected on the basis of
the statistically significant association in the other
sample. Seven had ratios of 1.00, and eleven had ratios in
the expected direction. The two highest ratios among these
latter were for the variables "reports one or more stressful
life events" and "duration of correspondence one year or
more." These two variables were added to the variables in
Scale Cl1 to form Scale C2. The scale was calibrated by
adding -1 to each value in order to center the median at
zero. For subjects who wrote to politicians, an adjustment
of +1 was necessary to achieve a median of zero. This scale
has possible values from -3 to +5 and is shown in its
entirety in Table 14-15.

The distributions of scores on Scale C2 for approach-
negative and approach-positive cases from both samples are
shown in Table 14-16, along with summary statistics. Actual
scores ranged from -3 to +3. Inspection of the data in
Table 14-16 indicates that negative scores occurred
primarily for approach-negative subjects, while positive
scores occurred primarily for approach-positive subjects.

In each sample, the mean score for approach-negative
subjects was. significantly lower than that for approach-
positive subjects (p < .00l1), as indicated by the statistics

given at the bottom of Table 14-16.
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Scale C3

As noted above, there were four variables that were
statistically significant in both samples in the same
direction, 11 that were statistically significant in one
sample and showed a trend in the same direction in the other
sample, and seven that were statistically significant in one
sample and distributed identically among the approach-
negative and approach-positive cases in the other sample.
These 22 variables were used to create a scale named Scale
Cc3. For subjects who wrote to celebrities, an adjustment of
-1 was necessary to achieve a median of zero. For subjects
who wrote to politicians, an adjustment of +2 was necessary
to achieve a median of zero. This scale has possible values
from -10 to +15 and is shown in Table 14-17.

The distributions of scores on Scale C3 for approach-
negative and approach-positive cases from both samples are
shown in Table 14-18, along with summary statistics. Actual
scores ranged from -8 to +7. Inspection of the data in
Table 14-18 indicates that extreme negative scores occurred
primarily for approach-negative subjects, while extreme
positive scores occurred primarily for approach-positive
subjects. In each sample, the mean score for approach-
negative subjects was significantly lower than that for
approach-positive subjects (p < .001), as indicated by the

statistics given at the bottom of Table 14-18.
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VALIDITY OF THE RISK FACTOR SCALES

In this section we test the validity of the scales by
applying each scale to samples other than those from which
it was derived.

-Valij i i o)

The question naturally arises as to whether risk
factors identified in the entertainment industry study are
also applicable in the political arena, and vice versa. The
first effort to explore this question was to apply Scales Al
and A2, which were developed exclusively from data on
celebrity cases, to the data from subjects who wrote to
Members of Congress. The results of these applications are
shown in Tables 14-19 and 14-20. Table 14-19 shows that for
political cases, the mean scores on Scale Al were
significantly higher (p = .011) for subjects who approached
than for those who did not approach. Table 14-20 shows that
for political cases, the mean scores on Scale A2 were
significantly higher (p = .004) for subjects who approached
than for those who did not approach. Thus, these two scales
succeeded in this test of cross-validation.

The second effort at cross-validation applies Scales Bl
and B2, which were derived exclusively from data on
political cases, to the data derived from subjects who wrote

to entertainment figures. The results of these applications
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o
are shown in Tables 14-21 and 14-22. Table 14-21 shows that

for celebrity cases, the mean scores on Scale Bl were not
significantly.different between subjects who approached and.

those who did not. Table 14-22 shows that for celebrity

cases, the mean scores on Scale B2 were significantly higher

(p = .023) for subjects who approached than for those who

did not approach. Thus, only Scale B2 succeeded in this

test of cross-validation.

Applicati ¢ Risk Fact ] to Test

A small sample of cases was coded that was not used in
.developing the varidus scales. These cases were "saved" for
use in testing the various scales. The sample consists of
14 cases from the files of the United States Capitol Police.
This sample is referred to in various tables as the
"political test cases."

The 14 cases are not truly representative of all cases
in the capitol Police files for two reasons. First, they
were part of the originally selected sample of 100 cases (50
negative and 50 positive) selected for the purpose of
counting the number of.communications. Thus, the ratio of
approach to non-approach cases is artificially set at 1:1
and is not reflective of the true base rate of approach.
Second,rthese are the cases that were not included in the
statistical sample after the matching procedure. As noted

in Chapter 13, subjects who approached averaged a larger .
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number of communications than those who did not approach.
The 14 cases in this test sample were those randomly
discarded wheﬁ the matching procedure was undertaken. The
seven approach-negative cases in this sample were all single
communication cases, while the seven approach-positive cases
in this sample were all multiple communication cases.

Ideally, one would test the various scales on a large
sample of randomly selected cases representat;ve of the
entire universe of persons who write to public figures.

Such a test is beyond the scope of this report, and the only
data at hand for a test of "unknown" cases is the
application of the seven scales to the 14 political test
cases.

Tables 14-23 to 14-29 show the results when each of the
seven scales was applied to the 14 political test cases.
From both the distribution of scores and the statistics
presented at the bottom of each table it is possible to make
a preliminary assessment of the success of each scale in
discriminating subjects who approach from those who do not.

Both scales derivéd entirely from celebrity cases
failed to distinguish approach-negative from approach-
positive political test cases. An inspection of the
distribution of scores in Tables 14-23 and 14-24 shows no
clear trend. The mean scores of approach-negative and
approach-positive political test cases did not differ

significantly on Scale Al or Scale A2.
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In contrast, both scales derived entirely fronm
political cases functioned successfully at the same task.

An inspection of the distribution of scores in Tables 14-25
and 14-26 shows that approach-negati?é cases had
predominantly negative scores on each scale, while approach-
positive cases had predominantly positive scores on each
scale. The mean scores of approach-negative and approach-
positive political test cases were significantly different
on both Scale Bl (p = .016) and Scale B2 (p = .001).

The jointly derived scales performed nearly as well
with the poiitiéal test cases. An inspectionrof the
distribution of scores on Scale Cl (Table 14-27) shows a
trend in the expected direction, but insufficient variatiop
in scores to discriminate the groups, reflected in a
difference between the means that was not statistically
significant. Inspection of Tables 14-28 and 14-29, however,
shows that approach-negative cases had predominantly
negative or zero scores on both Scale C2 and Scale C3, while
approach-positive cases had predominantly positive scores on
each scale. The mean scores of approach-negative and
approach-positive political test cases were significantly
different on both Scale C2 (p = .005) and Scale C3 (p =
.003).

Thus, Scales Bl, B2, C2, and C3-- derived from either

political cases or both political and celebrity cases--
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showed promise as practical tools for distinguishing which
subjects who write inappropriate communications to political
figures will pursue a face-to-face encounter. To explore
exactly how well the scales performed, we tested their

discriminating power, as described in the following section.

DISCRIMINATING POWER OF THE RISK FACTOR SCALES

Inspection of the distributions of cases according to
the various scales reported above gives some indication of
the power of each scale to discriminate approach-negative
from approach-positive cases in these samples, and the Chi-
square values and significance indicate whether the scales
are statistically associated with approach behavior. 1In
order to compare one scale with another, however, it is
useful to have a standardized procedure for evaluating their
discriminating power. For this purpose, we use the
statistics routinely used to assess the value of diagnostic
or predictive tests.

It is important to note at the outset that when we
apply these tests to these data, we are not truly testing
the predictive power of the scales because the base rate of
the criterion behavior-- approach status-- was artificially
constrained in all three samples to 50 percent, when the
true base rate is closer to 12 percent. Also, the reader

should remember that any "predictive" instrument is expected
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on a statistical basis to perform better on the sample from
which it was derived than on other samples. Only tests on
fresh samples can truly validate the scales, and we have
only the'14 political test cases at hand with which to do
this.

The five statistics reported here for each applicatidn
of the scales are. "sensitivity," a measure of how well the
scale does at detecting those who truly approach:;
nspecificity,” a measure of how well the scale does at
selecting only those who truly approach; the "power of
positive prediction,"™ a measure of the proportion of those
"predicted" to approach who truly did; the "power of
negative prediction,” a measure of the proportion:of those
"predicted" to be non-approachers who were truly non-
approachers; and "global hit rate," the proportion of
"predictions" that were correct.

As with all scales, the selection of the dividing line
between high scores and low scores determines to some exteﬁt
the "balance" between sensitivity and specificity. By
lowering the dividing line or threshold score for a positive
prediction, the sensitivity can be increased, but always at
the expense of specificity. Likewise, by raising the
dividing line or threshold score for a poéitive prediction,
the specificity can be increased, but always at the expense

of sensitivity. For applied purposes, the decision of where
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to set the dividing line is thus always a question of
whether one wants to reduce the number of false positives
despite an incfease in the number of false negatives, or
whether one would prefer to reduce the number of false
negatives despite an increase in the number of false
positives. We do not discuss all of the possibilities for
each scale because of the large number of permutations that
would result. We do, however, show each scale with two
different "dividing lines" to illustrate the implications of
this choice.

Tables 14-30 through 14-43 show the distribution of
cases according to low and high scores on each scale, by
approach status, and give Chi-square statistics and the five
vpredictive test" statistics described above for each
application of each scale. Each scale is applied to the
three samples described earlier: the subjects who wrote to
Hollywood celebrities (N = 214), the subjects who wrote to
Members of Congress (N = 86), and the "fresh" political tegt
cases (N = 14).

Two tables are presented for each scale. The first of
the two tables illustrates the discriminating power of tﬁe
scale when scores of 0 or lower are interpreted as a
negative prediction of an approach and scores of +1 or
higher are interpreted as a positive prediction of an

approach. The second table for each scale illustrates the
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discriminating power of the scale when scores of -1 or lower
are interpreted as a negative prediction of an approach and
scores of 0 or higher are interpreted as a positive
prediction of an approach. To illustrate the interpretation
of Tables 14-30 through 14-43, the first two are described
in detail in evaluating Scale Al.
Scale Al

Applying Scale Al to all three samples, it succeeded in
"predicting" approaches better than chance for the celebrity
cases for which it was intended, but not for the political
cases or the political test cases. "Applied to the celebrity
cases with a threshold 6f +1 or higher for a positive
prediction, the sensitivity was 61 percent and the
specificity was 86 percent (Table 14-30). Applied to the
celebrity cases with the alternative threshold of 0 or
higher for a positive prediction, the sensitivity was
improved to 75 percent, but at the expense of decreasing the
specificity to 67 percent (Table 14-31). The global hit
rates were similar, at 73 percent and 71 percent,
respectively.

Note that the data in Table 14-30 show that when Scale
Al was applied to the celebrity cases with the first
threshold, it correctly predicted 65 of the 107 approaches
(true positives), but it predicted that 15 other subjects

would approach who did not (false positives). It correctly
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predicted that 92 subjects would not approach (true
negatives), but incorrectly predicted non-approach for 42
other subjects who did approach (false negatives). Whether
this or any other ratio of false positives to false
negatives is acceptable depends entirely on the consequences
of each type of error.

If the cost of false positive errors is small compared
to the cost of false negative errors, oné would be better
served by the alternative threshold. When Scale Al was
applied to the celebrity cases with the second threshold, it
correctly predicted 80 of the 107 approaches (true
positives), but it predicted that 27 other subjects would
approach who did not (false positives). It correctly
predicted that 72 subjects would not approach (true
negatives), but incorrectly predicted non-approach for 27
other subjects who did approach (false negatives).

If even this ratio of.false negatives to false
positives were unacceptable, one would want to lower the
threshold still further. As illustrated by the distribution
of raw scores on each scale in other tables in this chapter,
it is possible for most scales to choose a decision point
that correctly identifies all or nearly all of the subjects
who approach. When this is done, however, one loses so much
in specificity that a large proportion of those predicted to

approach are actually false positives. All predictive



DIETZ & MARTELL / PAGE 14-24

scales and even diagnostic tests are subject to these
problems, whether or not this is made explicit to those who
rely on the test findings, and the results reported here are
remarkably good for the behavioral séiences.
Scale A2

Applied to the celebrity cases for which it was
intended, the results were statistically significant
(p < .0001), and the global hit rate was 73 percent with
either threshold. But applied to political cases the
results were statistically significant only with the éecond
threshold (p = .0093), with a global hit rate of 65 percent.
Applied to political test cases, Scale A2 failed completely.
Scale Bl

Applied to the political cases for which it was
intended, Scale Bl achieved statistical significance
(p <.0001) and global hit rates of 78 and 79 percent among
the larger sample, but the sample was too small to
demonstrate statistical significance among the political
test cases despite global hit rates of 71 percent at both
thresholds.
Scale B2

Scale B2 succeeded in each of the political samples for
which it was intended. With subjects from the larger
sample, it achieved statistical significance (p <.0001) at

each threshold and global hit rates of 83 and 80 percent,
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respectively. With subjects from the smaller political test
case sample, it achieved statistical significance at each
thresholds (p <.0l1 and p < .05, respectively) and global hit
rates of 86 and 79 percent, respectively. For celebrity
cases, however, Scale B2 failed.
Scale Cl

Scale C1, intended for application to any case
involving a public figure, succeeded in predicting
approaches toward both celebrities and politicians in the
two larger samples. Applied to celebrity cases, it achieved
statistical significance (p < .0001) and a global hit rate
of 68 percent at the first threshold and statistical
significance (p = .0097) and a global hit rate of 57 percent
at the second threshold. Applied to political cases, it
achieved statistical significance (p < .0013) and a global
hit rate of 64 percent at the first threshold and
statistical significance (p = .0001) and a global hit rate
of 78 percent at the second threshold. Applied to the
political test cases, Scale Cl achieved statistical
significance with neither threshold, despite global hit
rates of 64 percent and 71 percent respectively.
Scale C2

Scale C2, intended for application to any case
involving a public figure, succeeded in predicting

approaches toward both celebrities and politicians in all
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three samples. Applied to celebrity cases, it achieved
statistical significance (p < .0001) and a global hit rate
of 66 percent at the first threshold and statistical
significance (p = .0001) and a global hit rate of 64 percent
at the second threshold. Applied to political cases, it
achieved statistical significance (p < .0001) and a global
hit rate of 69 percent at the first threshold and
statistical significance (p = .0001) and a global hit rate
of 78 percent at the second threshold. Applied to the
political test cases, Scale Cl achieved statistical
significance only at the second threshold, where the global
hit rate was 86 percent. For each sample, Scale C2
performed better than the more abbreviated Scale Cl.
Scale C3

Finally, Scale C3, the last of those intended for
application to any case involving a public figure, succeeded
in predicting approaches toward both celebrities and
politicians in each of the larger samples. Applied to
celebrity cases, it achieved statistical significance
(p < .0001) and a global hit rate of 67 percent at the first
threshold and statistical significance (p = .0001) and a
global hit rate of 68 percent at the second threshold.
Applied to political cases, it achieved statistical
significance (p < .0001) and a global hit rate of 77 percent

at the first threshold and statistical significance (p = ‘
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.0001) and a global hit rate of 77 percent at the second
threshold. Applied to the political test cases, Scale Cl
did not achieve statistical significance at either
threshold, despite giobal hit rates of 86 and 71 percent,
respectively. Thus, Scale C3 performed somewhat better than
Scale C2 for celebrity cases, but slightly less well for
political cases.

Adjustments for the Base Rate

As noted earlier in this chapter, the actual base rate
of approach is 12 percent, not 50 percent as it was in the
sample studied. This difference requires that an adjustment
be made for the base rate in making any predictive or other
use of the scales given here. The effect of such an
adjustment was illustrated above for predictions made on the
basis of a single variable, and the same principles apply in
making predictions with a scale. To illustrate this, we use
the example of the application of Scale A2-- the best of the
scales for predicting approaches to celebrities-- using the
decision rule that scores of 0 or higher predict an
approach.

In the sample studied, 38.3 percent of approach-
negative subjects had such scores on this scale.
Extrapolated to all cases in the de Becker archives at the
time of sampling, approximately 487 approach-negative

subjects would be expected to have a score of 0 or higher.
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In the sample studied, 84.1 of approach-positive subjects
had a score of 0 or higher. Extrapolating to the sampling
universe, apprbximately 143 would be expected to have such
scores. Of some 630 subjects with scores this high, about
143 or 29.4 percent would be approach positive. If one
relied on Scale A2 as a screening tool, one would expect to
accord priority to 630 of the 1442 subjects. In doing so,
one would unnecessarily pay attention to 487 subjects with
high scores who will not approach (false positives) and one
would ignore 27 subjects who in fact will approach (false
negatives). Of course, by changing the score required for a
positive prediction, one could decrease the number of false
negatives even further-- at a cost of generating more false
positives, or one could reduce the number of false positives

at a cost of increasing the number of false negatives.

OTHER EFFORTS TO PREDICT APPROACHES

'In addition to the development of the scales described
above, several other efforts were devoted to the task of
predicting approach behavior. These are summarized here.
Predictions Based on the Number of Communications

In Chapter 5 we presented tables from which it is
possible to estimate the probability of approach on the
basis of the number of communications received at a

particular point in time. The general principle illustrated
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there was that the probability of approach increased with
each successive communication until the tenth, and decreased
thereafter. fhose tables allow one to improve upon the base
rate in making predictions, and can be used in conjunction
with the scales, as will be described in Chapter 15.
Predicti Based Pri 2 ]

Although the research effort reported here was directed
primarily toward.predicting the first approach, data
reported in Chapters 7 and 12 allow calculation of the
probability of future approaches by those who have already
approached. For example, of 107 subjects who approached a
celebrity once, at least 36 (34 percent) approached a second
time, and of 36 subjects who approached twice, at least 20
(56 percent) approached a third time. Likewise, 19 of ﬁhe
43 subjects (56 percent) who made one approach toward a
Member of Congress were known to have approached again.
Thus, a subject who has approached once is at much higher

”

risk of another approach.
s i opriat
For predictive pufposes, it would be ideal if it were
possible to predict approach behavior from the first
communication received from a subject. Martell (1989)
developed his doctoral dissertation from the data collected
for the present study from the de Becker archives.

Martell’s research focused on a multivariate analysis of
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data from the first known communication, exploring which
variables were predictive of a subsequent approach. That
research is presented in its entirety‘in Appendix 5.

Martell limited this part of his study to the first
known letters from 102 of the approach-negative cases and 81
approach-positive subjects from the de Becker archives who
had written to a celebrity before the first known approach.
Note, however, that even among these 81 approach-positive
subjects, in many cases it could not be established that the
first letter was received in advance of the first approach.
The cases for which this could not be determined were those
in which it was known that the first letter was hand-
delivered at the time of an approach and those for which
this may have been the case but could not be established.

Martell constructed restricted hierarchical logistic
regression models using a subset of the variables collected
from single letters and applied exploratory and confirmatory
logistic regression modeling to develop and compare models
that optimized predictive accuracy. A model developed from
the first letters, weighted to reflect the underlying base
rate of approach in the population, provided both the best
fit with the data and the highest level of cross-vaiidation
classification accuracy. Hazard rates associated with
specific features in the letters permitted direct assessment

of the probability of approach. Under this model,
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predictions that a given writer would approach were correct
two out of three times. Overall, three out of four subjects
were correctly classified as either approach positive or
approach negative. |

The practical applicability of these results is limited
by the fact that the subjects did not always send their
first letters in advance of the approach. Those whose
letters were hand-delivered at the time of the first
approach obviously could not be predicted to approach on the
basis of those letters.

Unfortunately, the predictive utility of the model is
also compromised by the inclusion of mentioning travel to
see the celebrity as one of the predictor variables, when
this was confounded with approaches, as for ex&mple when
subjects hand delivered a letter stating that they had
traveled a great distance to visit to the celebrity or when
an approach was known only because a subject wrote about it.
As shown in Table 14-1, 50 percent of the approach-positive
subjects mentioned traveling to see the celebrity, but only
14 percent of the approach-negative subjects did so. The
| preéence of this variable alone leads to a prediction of a
32 percent probability of approach after doing the
appropriate base rate calculations. Had it been included in
the scales evaluated in this chapter, they would have had a

considerably higher global hit rate, but we would not be
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able to rely upon them because of the unknown extent to
which the variable is confounded with approach data.

Nonetheless, using multivariate methods Martell (1989)
confirmed the findings reported above regarding stressful
life events, desire for face-to-face contact, and other
particular risk factors. 1In addition, the multivariate
analysis showed that depressive emotional content in letters
significantly reduced the odds of approach. Although
several indications of a trend in this direction were
observed in the bivariate comparisons undertaken in
preparing Chapter 8 above, none of the individual variables
achieved statistical significance.

The second focus of Martell’s (1989) research was on
changes discernible from subjects’ communications
immediately before an approach. If approaches were preceded
by some detectable change in communications, it would be
possible to monitor repetitive communicators for indicatio;s
of an impending approach. For this purpose, the letter each
approach-positive subject had written most proximally to the
approach (the "immediate pre-approach letter") was taken as
the second point in the time sequence (along with the first
known communication). For the approach-negative group, the
second point in the time sequence was that letter which most

closely corresponded to the time interval between first
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letter and immediate pre-approach letter for the matched
approach-positive case. Thus, this study was limited to
those subjects in the sample who had written two or more
letters. Repeated measures analyses were employed to
examine changes in the letters over time between the two
groups.

This study showed that evidence of psychotic thought
processes in the most recent letter increased the odds of
approach, with psychotic profiles being about twice as
likely to approach. Desperate emotional content
(insistence, desperation, recklessness, or nothing to lose)
increased the odds of approach by two times for the first
letters, and by as much as four times for the pre-approach
letters. 1In contrast, angry emotional content (hatred,
aggression, malice, suspiciousness, distrust, jealousy, gr
condemnation) was not a significant factor in the first
letter models and functioned to decrease the odds of
approach in the models estimated for immediate pre-approacﬂ
letters.

The expression of angry feelings in writing may serve
to diffuse the subject’s need for aggression. Megargee
(1982) has described this phenomenon as response
substitution:

Another way to cope with the situation of having

an aggressive response toward a particular target
blocked by inhibition is to change the response

R
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rather than the target. Sometimes verbal

aggression can be used in place of physical

~aggression, or a hostile letter in place of direct

verbal aggression. (Pp. 142-43.)

The expression of desperation may increase the odds of
an approach because it is an indication of increasing
frustration. The well-known frustration-aggression
hypothesis (Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer, and Sears, 1939;
Miller, 1941) postulates that aggression is often a response
to frustration. Expressions of desperation may reflect
subjects’ frustration in attempting to generate connections
with celebrities. Subjects who feel a greater degree of
- frustration in their qﬁest for the attention of celebrities
may be at greater risk for exhibiting aggressive behavior in
the form of an approach.

Psychotic thought processes in the first letter were
not predictive of an approach, but by the immediate pre-
approach letter this variable became predictive, with
subjects who became discernibly psychotic during the
interval being more likely to approach. The proportion of
approach-positives casting the celebrity in the role of a
potential spouse more than doubled from first letters to
immediate pre-approach letters; in contrast, the proportion

among approach-negatives decreased over time.
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SUMMARY

In this chapter we reported the development and testing
of seven scales for the prediction of approaches to public
figures. We also reviewed the other evidence amassed from
this research that bears on the prospects for predicting
approaches to public figures.

The scales comprised risk factors identified from the
studies of subjects writing inappropriate communications to
Hollywood celebrities and Members of the Congress of the
United States. These risk factors consisted of 30
significant differences between those subjects who did and
did not approach the celebrities and 36 significant
differences between subjects who did and did not approach
the Member of Congress.

The scales developed included those based solely on the
findings from the celebrity cases, those based soclely on the
findings from the political cases, and those based on both
the findings from both studies. Each of the scales was
tested on the 214 celebrity cases, the 86 political cases,
and 14 political test cases that were not used in the
earlier study. These tests included comparisons of the mean
scores of positive and negative subjects on each scale,
tests of the association between approach status, and
calculations of the sensitivity, specificity, global hit

rate, and other predictive attributes of each scale.
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In general, the scales performed best when applied to
the samples for which they were intended. The best scale
for use with subjects writing to celebrities (Scale A2)
consisted of 24 variables and a constént and correctly
classified 73 percent of the subjects (p < .0001). The best
scale for use with subjects writing to political figures
(Scale B2) consisted of 18 variables and a constant and
correctly classified 83 percent of the subjects in the
larger political sample (p <.0001) and 86 percent of the
subjects in the political test sample (p <.01). The best
scale for use with subjects writing to public figures who
cannot be readily classified as entertainment celebrities or
politicians (Scale C2) consisted of seven variables and a
constant. When applied to celebrity cases, it correctly
classified 64 percent of the subjects (p = .0001). When
applied to the larger political sample, it correctly
classified 78 percent of the subjects (p < .0001). When
applied to the political test sample, it correctly
classified 86 percent of the subjects (p = .01l).

Despite the success of these scales in correctly
classifying cases, there are several reasons for urging
restraint in their application. 1In brief, these are: (1)
the need to validate the scales on cases other than those
from which they were derived (the 14 test cases used here

being far too small a sample for this purpose):; (2) the need
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to integrate base rate information into predictions in a
manner that the scales alone cannot do; (3) the need for
training in the measurement of the variables comprising the
scales-- some of which are technical psychopathological
constructs-- if they are to be reliébly coded; and (4) the
need to avoid substituting these scales-- which are at best
a screening tool-- for prudent professional judgment and
individualized assessment of all of the relevant
information.

Ideally, professional judgments should not be made
solely on the basis of these or any other scales. 1In the
conclusions we address the ways in which we think these
scales might be further developed and their possible

applications given the current state of knowledge.



DIETZ & MARTELL / PAGE 14-38

Table 14-1-- Factors enhancing the risk that subjects will
approach celebrities to whom they have written inappropriate
communications (N = 214)

Percent with feature
Approach Approach
Risk factor Negative Positive Sig.
Expresses a desire for face-to-
face contact with the celebrity 26 54 .0001
Mentions traveling to see the
celebrity 14 50 .0001
One or more known trips 20 50 .0001
Announces specific time and location 3 16 .002
Announces specific time 4 17 .003
Duration of correspondence one
year Or more 18 37 .004
Announces specific location S 18 .005
Clearly expresses happiness, joy
contentment, or peace of mind 4 16 .01
Repeatedly mentions entertainment
products 26 42 .02
Mentions any stressful life event 38 54 .03

Excessive sense of self-importance

or unigueness 36 52 .03
Telephoned in addition to writing 5 14 .04
Two or more postmarks 10 21 .046

Mentions having vehicle 9 20 .05
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Table 14-2-- Factors reducing the risk that subjects will
approach celebrities to whom they have written inappropriate
communications (N = 214)

Risk factor Negative Positive Sig.
Tablet-like paper (plain or lined) 64 39 .0005
Provides full address 89 ' 71 .002
Schizophreniforﬁ thought disorder 38 20 .004
Reports any psychiatric treatment 27 11 .005

Expresses desire to marry, have
sex with, or have children with

the celebrity 20 6 .008.
Low IQ 20 6 .008
Perseveration. 26 12 .015
Encloses commercial pictures 10 2 .022
Obscene-letter writer 8 1 .023
Hate-mail writer 26 13 .025
Poverty of content 26 13 .028

Inappropriate, intense, or uncon-
trolled anger l6 5 .03

Attempts to instill shame in
celebrity 15 6 .04

Subject indicates sexual interest '
in the celebrity 33 20 .04

Repeatedly mentions other public
figures 35 22 .05

Mentions any sexual activity 19 8 .05
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Table 14-3-- Scale Al

Risk factor A Point value

Expresses a desire for face-to-face contact

with the celebrity . +1
Announces specific time and location +1
Announces specific time +1
Duration of correspondence one year Or more +1
Announces specific location +1
Clearly expresses happiness, joy contentment,

or peace of mind +1
Repeatedly mentions entertainment products +1
Mentions any stressful life event +1
Excessive sense of self-importance or uniqueness +1
Telephoned in addition to writing +1
Two or more postmarks +1
Mentions having vehicle +1
Recipient is a politician +2
Tablet-like paper (plain or lined) ‘ -1
Provides full address | -1
Schizophreniform thought disorder -1
Reports any psychiatric treatment -1

Expresses desire to marry, have sex with, or
have children with the celebrity -1

Low IQ _ -1 ‘

Perseveration -1
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Table 14-3 (CONT.)

Risk factor Point value
Encloses commercial pictures -1
Obscehe-letter writer -1
Hate-mail writer -1
Poverty of content -1
Inappropriate, intense, or uncontrolled anger -1
Attempts to instill shame in celebrity -1

Subject indicates sexual interest in the celebrity -1
Repeatedly mentions other public figures -1
Mentions any sexual activity ' -1

Constant +1




DIETZ & MARTELL / PAGE 14-42 .

Table 14-4-- Celebrity case scores on
Scale Al (N = 214)

Approach Approach

Negative Positive
Score N ~ N ’
~10 1l
-9 1
-8 3
-7 3
-6 5
-5 9 2
-4 11 3
-3 8 1
-2 13 11
-1 18 10
0] 20 15
+1 9 18
+2 2 11
+3 3 15
+4 1 3
+5 4
+6 6
+7 6
+8 2
Mean -2.10 +1.44
S.D. 2.80 2.95
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Table 14-5-- Scale A2

Risk factor _ Point value

Expresses a desire for face-to-face contact

with the celebrity +1
Announces specific time +1
Duration of correspondence one year or more +1
Announces specific location +1
Clearly expresses happiness, joy contentment,

or peace of mind +1
Repeatedly mentions entertainment products +1
Mentions any stressful life event +1
Excessive sense of self-importance or uniqueness +1
Telephoned in addition to writing » +1
Two or more postmarks +1
Mentions having vehicle +1
Recipient is a politician +1
Tablet-like paper (plain or lined) -1
Provides full address -1
Schizophreniform thought disorder | -1
Reports any psychiatric treatment -1
Expresses desire to marry, have sex with, or

have children with the celebrity -1
Low IQ -1
Encloses commercial pictures _ -1

Obscene-letter writer -1
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Table 14-5 (CONT.)

Risk factor Point value
Hate-mail writer -1
Subject indicates sexual interest in the celebrity -1
Repeatedly mentions other public figures -1
Mentions any sexual activity -1
Constant +1
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Table 14-6-- Celebrity case scores on
Scale A2 (N = 214)

Approach Approach

Negative Positive

Score N N

-7 1

-6 2

-5 7

-4 7 1

-3 12 3

-2 ) 7

=1 21 6

0 21 20

+1 12 19

+2 5 16

+3 2 12

+4 1 6 -

+5 7

+6 7

+7 3

Mean -1.30 +1.64

S.D. 2.14 2.47
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Table 14-7-- Factors enhancing the risk that subjects will
approach politicians to whom they have written inappropriate

communications (N = 86)

Percent with feature
Approach Approach

Risk factor Negative Positive Siqg.
Delusion of persecution by

someone other than the

politician 33 70 .001
Polite 41 81 .001
Uses an appropriate closing

to letter 17 54 .002
Politician cast in benefactor rolel 9 37 .005
Mention of traveling to see the

politician 2 26 .005
Subject takes special constituent

role 16 46 .0053
Telephoned in addition to writing 2 23 .01
Believes others are talking about

him 7 30 .013
Expresses a desire for face-to-

face contact with the politician 7 30 .02
Expresses desire for rescue,

assistance, valuables, or

recognition 30 56 .03
Any paranoid delusion 70 91 .03
Social isolation 7 28 .03
Provides any identifying

information 76 95 .03
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Table 14-7 (CONT.)

Percent with feature
Approach Approach
Risk factor Negative Positive Sig.
Repeatedly mentions love,
marriage, or romance 0] 14 .034
Reports any psychiatric treatment 21 44 .04
Any psychotic feature 81 98 .04

1 Includes the roles of rescuer, benefactor, or potential
benefactor.
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Table 14-8-- Factors reducing the risk that subjects will
approach politicians to whom they have written inappropriate
communications (N = 86)

Percent with feature
Approach Approach
Risk factor Negative Positive Sig.
Any threat 84 33 .00001
Subject takes enemy role or casts
politician in enemy role 32 13 .0001
Hate-mail writer 79 37 .0002
Attempts to instill fear in
politician 60 21 .0004
Subject takes enemy rolel 58 21 .0009
Politician cast in enemy role? 60 23 .001
Attempts to frighten3 the
politician 77 42 .002
Threatened any kind of harm
toward any public figure? 65 30 .003
Obscene-letter 26 2 .005
Handwritten (not hand printed) 51 21 .007
Any implausible threat?> 33 7 .007

Threat to be executed by subject
or his agent 54 23 .008

Attempts to instill worry in
politician 65 35 .01

Threatened to kill any public
figure or those around a
public figure6 ' 46 19 .011

Any veiled threat 49 21 .013 .
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Table 14-8 (CONT.)

Percent with feature
Approach Approach
Risk factor Negative Positive Sig.

Attempts to provoke upset in
politician 35 12 .022

Any direct threat 40 16 .03

Threat to be executed by
someone other than the

subject or his agent’ 40 16 .03
Anonymous death threat 19 2 .035
Any conditional threat 40 19 .05

1 Includes the roles of assassin, persecutor, and condemning

judge.

Includes the roles of persecutor and conspirator.

Includes attempts to cause fear, provoke upset, or instill

worry.

4 Includes any threat to harm the person, associates, or
property of any public figure.

5 Includes those implausible because of a psychotic notion
of causation, because of technical impossibility, or
because the threat is a mere curse or hex.

® Includes any threat to kill the politician, those around
the politician, or any other public figure.

7 Includes threats to be executed by an unspecified or
vaguely identified party, by a group or class of people,
or by God.

WN



DIETZ & MARTELL / PAGE 14-50

Table 14-9-- Scale Bl

Risk factor , Point value
Reports any psychiatric treatment +1
Any paranoid delusion _ +1
Delusion of persecution by someone other than

the politician +1
Any psychotic feature +1
- Social isolation +1
Believes others are talking about him +1
Provides any identifying information +1
Telephoned in addition to writing ' +1
Uses an appropriate closing to letter +1
Polite +1
Subject takes special constituent role +1
Politician cast in benefactor role +1
Repeatedly mentions love, marriage, or romance +1

Expresses a desire for face-to-face contact

with the politician ' +1
Expresses desire for rescue, assistance,

valuables, or recognition +1
Recipient is a celebrity -4
Any threat -1
Hate-mail writer -1

Attempts to instill fear in politician -1
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Table 14-9-- (CONT.)

Risk factor , Point value‘
Subject takes enemy role ‘-1
Politician cast in enemy role -1
Subject takes enemy role or casts politician in

enemy role -1
Attempts to frighten the politician -1

Threatened any kind of harm toward any public figure -1

Obscene-letter writer -1
Handwritten (not handprinted) -1
Any implausible threat -1
Threat to be executed by subject or his agent -1
Attempts to instill worry in politician -1
Threatened to kill any public figure or those

around a public figure -1
Any veiled threat -1
Attempts to provoke upset in politician -1
Threat to be executed by someone other than the

subject or his agent -1
Anonymous death threat -1
Any direct threat -1

Any conditional threat -1
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Table 14-10-- Political case scores on
Scale Bl (N = 86)

Approach Approach

Negative Positive
Score N N
=16 2
=15 2
-14 1
-13 2 1
-12 2
-11 3
-10 3
-9 3
-8 2
-7 3 1l
-6 3 2
-5 2
-4 3
-3 3 1
-2 1
-1 1l 2
0o 1 2
+1 2
+2 1l
+3 1l 4
+4 5 2
+5 5
+6 7
+7 2
+8 1
+9 5
+10 2
+11 2
+12 1l
Mean -6.09 +3.60
S.D. 6.39 5.62
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Table 14-11-- Scale B2

Risk factor Point value
Reports any psychiatric treatment +1
Delusion of persecution by someone other than

the politician +1
Social isolation +1
Believes others are talking about him +1
Provides any identifying information ’ +1
Telephoned in addition to writing +1
Uses an appropriate closing to letter +1
Polite +1
Subject takes special constituent role +1
Politician cast in benefactor role +1
Repeatedly mentions love, marriage, or romance +1

Expresses a desire for face-to-face contact

with the politician +1
Expresses desire for rescue, assistance,

valuables, or recognition _ +1
Recipient is a celebrity -1
Hate-mail writer -1

Subject takes enemy role or casts politician in

eneny role -1
Obscene-letter writer -1
Handwritten (not handprinted) -1

Constant -3
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./

Table 14-12-- Political cases scores on
Scale B2 (N = 86)

Approach Approach

Negative Positive
Score N N
-6 4
-5 9 1
-4 3 1
-3 5_
-2 9. 2
-1 1 1
0 7 5
+1 3 9
+2 . 5
+3 1 2
+4 1l 8
+5 4
+6 4
+7 1
Mean -2.44 +2.19
S.D. 2.54 2.73

t = -8.14; 4f = 84; p < .001
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Table 14-13~-- Scale Cl

Risk factor Point value .

Expresses a desire for face-to-face contact

with the public figure +1
Telephoned in addition to writing +1
Obscene-letter writer -1

Hate-mail writer -1
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Table 14-14-- Celebrity case (N = 214) and politician case
(N = 86) scores on Scale Cl

—Celebrity Cases Politician Cases
Approach Approach Approach Approach

Score Negative Positive Negative Positive
-2 2 (2) 1 (1) 9 (21) 1 (2)
-1 23 (22) 9 (8) 25 (58) 9 (21)

0 59 (55) 36 (34) 8 (19) 20 (47)
+1 23 (22) 53 (50) 1 (2) 10 (23)
+2 0 8 (8) 0 3 (7)
Mean -0.04 +0.54 -0.98 +0.12
S.D. 0.71 0.79 0.71 0.91
t = -5.62; df = 212 t = -6.24; df = 84
p < .001 p < .001
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Table 14-15-- Scale C2

Risk factor Point value

Expresses a desire for face-to-face contact

with the public figure +1
Telephoned in addition to writing +1
Duration of correspondence one year or more +1
Mentions any stressful life event +1
Recipient is a politician +1
Obscene-letter writer -1
Hate-mail writer -1

Constant -1
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Table 14-16-- Celebrity case (N = 214) and political case
(N = 86) scores on Scale C2 '

Politician Cases
Approach Approach
Negative Positive

_Celebrity Cases
Approach Approach
Negative Positive

Score N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)
-3 2 (2) ©

-2 12 (11) 3 (3) 9 (21) 1 (2)

-1 37 (35) 19 (18) 23 (53) 7 (16)

0 43 (40) 37 (35) 9 (21) 17 (39)

+1 11 (10) 28 (26) | 2 (5) 14 (33)

+2 2 (2) 17 (16) . 0 2 (5)

+3 ] 3 (3) 0 2 (5)
Mean -0.49 +0.43 -0.91 +0.35
S.D. 0.96 1.13 0.78 1.04
t = -6.42; Af = 212 -6.32; = 84

p < .001

p < .001
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Table 14-17-- Scale C3

Risk factor Point value

Expresses a desire for face-to-face contact

with the public figure +1
Telephoned in addition to writing +1
Duration of correspondence one year Or more +1
Mentions any stressful life event +1
Believes others are talking about him +1
Polite +1
Subject takes special fan or consfituent role +1
Repeatedly mentions love, marriage, or romance +1
Announces specific location +1
Repeatedly mentions entertainment products +1
Excessive sense of self-importance or uniqgueness +1
Two or more postmarks +1
Mentions having vehicle +1
Recipient is a politician +2
Recipient is a celebrity -1
Obscene-letter writer -1
Hate-mail writer -1

Subject takes enemy role or casts politician in
enemy role -1

Tablet-like paper (plain or lined) -1
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Table 14-17 (CONT.)

Risk factor

Point value

Schizophreniform thought disorder

Expresses desire to marry, have sex with, or
have children with the public figure

Low IQ
Encloses commercial pictures

Subject indicates sexual interest in the public
figure
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Table 14-18-- Celebrity case (N = 214) and political case
(N = B86) scores on Scale C3

Negative Positive Negative Positive
Score N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)
-8 1l (1)
-7 1 (1)
-6 2 (2)
-5 7 (6)
-4 6 (6) 1 (2)
-3 14 (13) 5 (5) 9 (21) 1 (2)
=2 16 (15) 12 (11) 13 (30)
-1 22 (21) 13 (12) 6 (14) 5 (12)
0 19 (18) 21 (20) 6 (14) 6 (14)
+1 13 (12) 14 (13) 3 (7) 8 (19)
+2 4 (4) 14 (13) 5 (12) 7 (16)
+3 11 (10) 6 (14)
+4 2 (2) 6 (6) 6 (14)
+5 7 (6) 4 (9)
+6 3 (3)
+7 1 (1)
Mean -1.43 +1.00 -1.16 +1.77
S.D. 2.19 2.37 1.69 1.99
t =-7.78; df = 212 t = +7.37; df = 84

p < .001 p < .001
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Table 14-19-- Political caée scores on
Scale Al (N = 86)

Approach Approach

Negative Positive

Score N N
- 6 1l

-5 1 1
-4 5 2
-3 5 3
-2 6 3
-1 7 8
0 9 8
+1 ' 3 4
+2 4 6
+3 ' 1 4
+4 1 3
+5 1l

Mean -1.09 +0.21

S.D. 2.23 2.39

t = ~2.61; df = 84; p = .01l
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Table 14-20~-- Political case scores on
Scale A2 (N = 86)

Approach Approach

Negative Positive
Score N N
-5 1
-4
-3 6 2
-2 4 6
-1 15 5
0 9 13
+1 5 6
+2 3 8
+3 2
+4 1
Mean -0.81 +0.21
S.D. 1.53 1.67

t = -2.96; df = 84; p = .004
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Table 14-21-- Celebrity case scores on
Scale Bl (N =.214)

Approach Approach

Negative Positive
Score N N
-14 3
-13 1
-12 1.
-11 b
=10 3 3
-9 1l 2
-8 1 2
-7 1l
-6 2
-5 2 5
-4 S 4
-3 6 3
-2 11 8
-1 15 14
(0] 18 26
+1 20 16
+2 9 7
+3 2 9
+4 4 3
+5 2 1
+6 1 2
Mean -1.24 ~-0.73
S.D. 3.97 3.48

t =-1.01; df = 212; p = .315
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Table 14-22-- Celebrity case scores on
Scale B2 (N = 214)

Approach Approach

Negative Positive
Score N N
-6 2
-5 1 2
-4 5
-3 7 5
-2 13 12
-1 27 26
0] 28 27
+1 12 1i6
+2 9 14
+3 2 2
+4 1 2
+5
+6 0 1
Mean =-0.66 -0.10
S.D. 1.83 1.75




DIETZ & MARTELL / PAGE 14-66

Table 14-23-- Political test case scores
on Scale Al (N = 14)

Approach Approach

Negative Positive
Score N N
-5 1l 0
-4 1
-3 1
-2 1l
-1
0 3 3
+1 1
+2 1
+3 1
+4 1
Mean -0.14 -0.43
S.D. 2.85 2.37

t = 0.20; df = 12; p = .84
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Table 14-24-- Political test case scores
on Scale A2 (N = 14)

Approach Approach

Negative Positive
Score N N
-3 1l 1l
-2 1
-1 1
0 2 2
+1 2 1
+2 | 1
+3 1l
+4 1
Mean 0.00 +0.43
S.D. 2.00 2.23

t = -0.38; df = 12; p = .71
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Table 14-25-- Political test case scores
on Scale Bl (N = 14)

Approach Approach

Negative Positive
Score N N
-13 1l
-12
-11
-10 1
-9
-8 l
-7 1
-6
-5 l 1
-4 1l
-3
-2
=1 2
0
+1 1
+2 1
+3 1
+4 1l
+5
+6
+7 1
Mean -6.14 +0.86 ’
S.D. 5.40 3.76
t = -2.81; Af = 12; p = .0l6
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Table 14-26=-- Political test case scores
on Scale B2 (N-= 14)

Approach Approach

Negative Positive
Score N N
-6 1l
=5 1
-4 2
-3
-2 1l
-1 1l
0 1l
+1 1 1
+2 2
+3 2
+4 1l
Mean -2.86 +2.00
S.D. 2.61 1.63

t = -4.17; 4f = 12; p = .001
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Table 14-27-- Political test case scores
on Scale Cl1 (N = 14)

Approach Approach

Negative Positive
Score N N
-2 2 1l
-1 5 3
o} 1l
+1 2
Mean -1.29 -0.43
s.D. 0049 1.13

t = -1.84; df = 12; p < .091
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Table 14-28-- Political test case scores
on Scale C2 (N = 14)

Approach Approach

Negative Positive
Score N N
-2 2
-1 5 2
0 2
+1 2
+2 1
Mean =-1.29 +0.29
S.D. 0.49 1.11

t = =-3.42; df = 12; p < .005




DIETZ & MARTELL / PAGE 14-72

.
N

Table 14-29-- Political test case scores
on Scale C3 (N = 14)

Approach Approach

Negative Positive
Score N N
-2 3
-1
0 2
+1 2 3
+2 1
+3 1l
+4 1
+5 1
Mean -0.57 +2.43
S.D. 1.40 1.62
t =-3.71; df = 12; p < .003




.
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Table 14-30 -- Application of Scale Al to each sample
(requiring +1 or higher for a positive prediction)

~elebrit Test Politici
Score Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive
<0 92 42 34 25 5 5
>+1 15 65 9 18 2 2
Chi-square 47.93 3.46 Fisher'’s exact
one-tailed

Probability <.0001 = .063 : .72
Sensitivity .61 .42 .29
Specificity .86 .79 .71
Power of positive

prediction .81 .66 .50
Power of negative :

prediction .69 .57 .50
Global hit rate 73% 60% 50%
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Table 14-31 -- Application of Scale Al to each sample

(requiring 0 or higher for a positive prediction)

. L

Score Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive

<=1 72 27 25 17 2 2

20 35 80 18 26 5 5
Chi-square 36.39 2.28 Fisher’s exact
Probability <0001 .131 = ,72
Sensitivity .75 .60 .71
Specificity .67 .58 .29
Power of positive

prediction .70 .59 .50
Power of negative

prediction .73 .60 .50
Global hit rate 71% 59% 50%
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Table 14-32-- Application of Scale A2 to each sample
(requiring +1 or higher for a positive prediction)

~elebrity politici Test Politici

Score Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive

<0 87 37 35 26 4 4
>+1 20 70 8 17 3 3
Chi-square 46.04 3.61 Fisher’s exact
Probability < .0001 = ,058 .70
Sensitivity .65 .40 .43
Specificity .81 .81 .57

Power of positive
prediction .78 .68 .50

Power of negative
prediction .70 .57 .50

Global hit rate 73% 60% 50%
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Table 14-33-- Application of Scale A2 to each sample
(requiring 0 or higher for a positive prediction)

;]] '! . E]-!l '] I ! E]'!' ]

Score Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive

<=1 66 17 26 13 2 2
20 41 90 17 30 5 5
Chi-square 45.35 6.76 Fisher’s exact
Probability < ,0001 .0093 .72
Sensitivity .84 .70 .71
Specificity .62 .60 .29

Power of positive
prediction .69 .64 .50

Power of negative
prediction .80 .67 . .50

Global hit rate 73% 65% 50%
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Table 14-34-- Application of Scale Bl to each sample
(reguiring +1 ‘or higher for a positive prediction)

Celebrity —_Politician  _Test Politician

Score Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive

<0 69 69 35 11 6 3
>+1 38 38 8 32 1 4
Chi-sguare 0.00 24.73 Fisher’s exact
Probability = 1.00 <.0001 .13
Sensitivity .36 .74 .57
Specificity .64 | .81 .86

Power of positive
prediction .50 .80 .80

Power of negative
prediction .50 .76 .67

Global hit rate 50% 78% 71%
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Table 14-35-- Application of Scale Bl to each sample
(requiring 0 or higher for a positive prediction)

Score EEE§%§%§D§é§¥EI;E Negative Positive izggfisgléﬁéft?ee
<-1 51 43 34 9 6 3
20 56 64 9 34 1l 4

Chi-square 0.93 26.79 Fisher’s exact

Probability = .34 <.0001 .13

Sensitivity .60 .79 .57

Specificity .48 .79 .86

Power of positive :

prediction .53 .79 .80

Power of negative

prediction .54 .79 .67
Global hit rate 54% 79% 71%
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Table 14-36-- Application of Scale B2 to each sample
(requiring +1 or higher for a positive prediction)

___ Celebrity Politician _Test Politician

Score Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive

<0 83 72 38 10 6 1
>+1 24 35 5 33 1l 6
Chi-square 2.34 34.37 Fisher’s exact
Probability .13 < .0001 .01
Sensitivity .33 .77 .86
Specificity .78 .88 .86

Power of positive
prediction .59 .87 .86

Power of negative
prediction .54 .79 .86

Global hit rate 55% 83% 86%
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Table 14-37-- Application of Scale B2 to each sample
(requiring 0 or higher for a positive prediction)

g]l o! E]o!l (] I ! EJ'!. 0]

Score Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive

<-1 55 45 31 5 5 1
20 52 62 12 38 2 6
Chi-square 1.52 29.86 Fisher'’s exact
Probability .218 < .0001 .05
Sensitivity .58 _ .88 .86
Specificity .51 .72 .71
Power of positive

prediction .54 .76 .75
Power of negative

prediction .55 .86 .83
Global hit rate 55% 80% 79%

.ﬂ
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Table 14-38-- Application of Scale Cl1 to each sample
(requiring +1 or higher for a positive prediction)

" Politici Test Politici

Score Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive

<0 84 46 30 7 5
>+1 23 61 13 2
Chi-square 26.83 10.32 Fisher’s exact
Probability < .0001 .0013 .23
Sensitivity .57 .30 .29
Specificity .78 .98 1.00

Power of positive

prediction .73 .93 1.00
Power of negative

prediction .65 .58 .58
Global hit rate 68% 64% "64%




DIETZ & MARTELL / PAGE 14-82

Table 14-39-- Application of Scale Cl to each sample
(requiring 0 or higher for a positive prediction)

_celebrity Politici + .
Score Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive

<-1 25 10 34 10 7 4
20 82 97 9 33 ' 3
Chi-square 6.69 24.62 - Fisher'’s exact
Probability .0097 < .0001 .096
Sensitivity .91 .77 .43
Specificity .23 . ' .79 1.00

Power of positive
prediction .54 .79 : 1.00

Power of negative
prediction .71 .77 .64

Global hit rate 57% 78% 71%
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Table 14-40-- Application of Scale C2 to each sample
(requiring +1 or higher for a positive prediction)

Score Negative pesitive Negative Positive Negative Bositive
<0 94 59 41 25 7 4
>+1 13 48 2 18 3

Chi-square 26.51 14.66 Fisher’s exact

Probability < ,0001 .0001 .096

Sensitivity .45 .42 .43

Specificity .88 .95 1.00

Power of positive

prediction .79 .90 1.00

Power of negative

prediction .61 .62 .64
Global hit rate 66% 69% 71%
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Table 14-41-- Application of Scale C2 to each sample
(requiring 0 or higher for a positive prediction)

g]! n! E]lil -. m ! E]o!c ]

Score Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive

<=1 51 22 32 8 7 2
>0 56 85 11 35 5
Chi-square 16.30 24.73 Fisher’s exact
Probability .0001 < 0001 .01
Sensitivity .79 .81 .71
Specificity .48 .74 1.00

Power of positive
prediction .60 .76 1.00

Power of negative
prediction .70 .80 .78

Global hit rate 64% 78% 86%
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Table 14-42-- Application of Scale C3 to each sample
(requiring +1 or higher for a positive prediction)

it Politician _Test Politician
Score Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive

<0 88 51 35 12 S

>+1 19 56 8 31 2 7
Chi-square 26.6 22.71 Fisher'’s exact
Probability < .0001 <.0001 .096
Sensitivity .52 .72 1.00
Specificity .82 , .81 .71

Power of positive
prediction .75 .79 .78

Power of negative
prediction .63 .74 1.00

Global hit rate 67% 77% 86%




DIETZ & MARTELL / PAGE 14-86

Table 14-43-- Application of Scale C3 to each sample
(requiring 0 or higher for a positive prediction)

* ’ E]o!- : I !E]i!o '3

Score Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive

<=1 69 30 29 6 3

20 38 77 14 37 4 7
Chi-square 27.14 | 23.32 Fisher’s exact
Probability < .0001 <.0001 .076
Sensitivity .72 ‘ .86 1.00
Specificity .64 .67 .43

Power of positive
prediction .67 .73 .64

Power of negative
prediction .70 .83 1.00

Global hit rate 68% 77% 71%




CHAPTER 15

OVERVIEW OF THE RESEARCH

our research objectives were (1) to provide a
representative, quantitative description of the pursuit of
contact with public figures through letters and travels and
(2) to devise methods for predicting which among the
thousands of mentally disordered persons who write will
physically approach the object of their attention, thereby
making violence possible. 1In this chapter we review our

major findings.

THE PURSUIT OF PUBLIC FIGURES

The pursuit of Hollywood celebrities and of Members of
Congress-; two populations of public figures who have little
in common aside from prominence-- shows a remarkable
commonality. Both populations are relentlessly pursued by
large numbers of mentally disordered individuals. They
receive a high volume of inappropriate communications
recognizable as the work of the mentally disordered from
such obvious features as bizarre appearances, enclosures,
and content. In addition, however, they no doubt receive
less obviously disturbed communications that are never
referred for assessment to those responsible for their

security.
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Subjects

Those writing inappropriate letters to public figures
ranged in age from 14 to over 90. Among the 214 subjects we
studied in the de Becker archives, 80 percent were male and'
20 percent female, and they wrote primarily to celebrities
of the opposite sex. Among the 86 subjects we studied in
the Capitol Police archives 85 percent were male. At least
eight percent were convicted felons, though only two percent
volunteered this information. More than 90 percent of the
subjects were free and at large; less than 10 percent were
confined to prisons or mental hospitals at a particﬁlar
point in time. Subjects wrote from all corners of the
nation, and those writing to celebrities had a global
distribution.

Despite the use of rigorous diagnostic criteria and
reliance for diagnostic purposes on the subjects’ letters
(which undoubtedly under-represent certain signs and
symptons), high rates of mental disorder were measurable.
Paranoid delusions were probably more common among these
subjects than among any population that has ever been
studied outside of a mental hospital, occurring among 64
percent of those in the de Becker archives and 80 percent of
those in the Capitol Police archives. More than half of the
subjects had thought disorders, and about 10 percent

reported hallucinations. Erotomania-- the delusion that
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someone else loves the subject-- was more common in these
populations thgn has ever been reported elsewhere, occurring
in 16 percent of those focused on entertainment celebrities.
and five percent of those focused on Members of Congress.

The most common diagnosis was schizophrenia, evidenced
by one-half to two-thirds of the subjects in each
population. Narcissistic, histrionic, schizotypal, and
borderline personality disorders were identified among
subjects in each sample, as was substance abuse. About 95
percent of the subjects either could be given a formal
psychiatric diagnosis or demonstrated multiple psychiatric
symptoms in their communications.

Ten to 20 percent of subjects mentioned having thought
about, threatened, or attempted suicide. More than one-
third of the subjects expressed desperation in their
letters.

To a limited degree, we were able to examine whether
the information volunteered by subjects was valid. Where
independent sources of information were available regarding
objective facts, they generally corroborated the subjects’
self reports. Few subjects intentionally gave misleading
information. Although much of what the subjects reported
about their subjective perceptions had no basis in reality,
we believe most subjects honestly report their perceptions,

beliefs{ and intentions.
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Communications

In most respects, the volume and form of the
communications was remarkably similar in the two samples.
Half or mére of the subjects wrote mﬁltiple letters, and a
small number of subjects in each sample wrote many hundreds
of letters. (The record-setting subject to date sent over
10,000 letters in six years, and is still at it. Her
runners-up are at the 6,200 and 5,400 letter marks,
respectively.) Serial letter writers averaged about one
year of correspondence.

The greaf majority of subjects volunteered their nane,
address, or both (95 percent in the de Becker archives and
86 percent in the Capitol Police archives). Only five
percent of the subjects writing to celebrities and 14
percent of those writing to politicians remained completely
anonymous. Less than one percent of letters were the "cut-
and-paste" variety common in fiction.

About ten percent of subjects mailed letters from
multiple states or countries, indicating their mobility. At
least 12 percent of subjects telephoned, sent telegrams, or
used some other method to communicate with the public figure
from a distance, in addition to mailing letters. Among the
more creative efforts observed were classified
advertisements, sending delegates to visit the celebrity,
publishing a book through a vanity press, and hiring a

billboard.
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Both populations mentioned public figures other than
those to whom they had written. Thirty-six percent of the
subjects'focused on celebrities mentioned some public figure
other than the celebrity to whom they had written, including
political leaders. For example, two percent mentioned
President Kennedy, five percent President Carter, and six
percent President Reagan. Subjects writing to Members of
congress often mentioned other governmental figures (the
President of the U.S. among 35 percent and other government
figures among 40 percent), but also mentioned other famous
people or entities, including entertainment celebrities (13
percent), corporations, corporate executives, or products
(six percent), political assassins (five percent), and
sports figures (one percent). Subjects from each sample had
engaged in methodical stalking of a public figure other than
the one whose harassment led to inclusion in the study. The
significant overlap in the focus of these two populations of
letter writers is one of our most important findings and is
discussed further below.

Most death threats and threats to commit other kinds of
harm specified that the victim would be the public figure to
whom the subject wrote or those around the public figure,
but threats were also directed toward other public figures,
private citizens, or the subjects themselves. Subjects

threatened a variety of harms, including homicide, other
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personal injury, and property destruction. Approximately 10
percent of the subjects in each sample mentioned a specific
time or place when or where something would happen to the
public figure. Most.subjects indicated that they would
carry out the threats themselves, but others indicated that
the threats would be executed by unspecified parties or by
God. In each sample, approximately one third of the written
threats were implausible because they were predicated on a
psychotic notion of causation or were technically
impossible, curses, or hexes.

In each sample, 88 percent or more of subjects
repeatedly mentioned particular themes in their writings.
Fifty-five percent or more of the subjects were
pathologically focused on some topic or idea.

Approaches

Twelve percent of those writing to celebrities
attempted to physically approach the celebrity; a comparab}e
figure is not available for the Congressional cases. ’
Irregularities in the preservation of communications by
those who open the mail (staff members, not security
personnel or police) made it impossible to adequately gauge
how many subjects wrote before their first visit. For
celebrity cases, the proportion could be anything from 35 to
100 percent; for Congressional cases, the proportion could

be anywhere from 23 to 88 percent.
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Forty percent or more of the subjects who approached
the public figure had traveled across more than one state in
pursuit of the.encounter. About 10 percent of subjects
moved their residences-- including immigrating to the United
States-- in order to remain in physical proxihity to the
public figures on whom they were focused. At least 10
percent of the approach-positive subjects had used a
pretext, ruse, disguise, or similar techniques to locate,
obtain information about, or get near their targets.

The subject’s focus on the public figure was sometimes
known to the subject’s family members, people known from
work, and mental health or law enforcement personnel, but
few of these people reported the subject’s focus to the
potential victim. Records on interventions that had been
made were too rare to allow valid measurement of
intervention frequency. Among the interventions that had
occurred, however, were admonitions to leave, warnings that
the subject would be arrested if he returned, calls to :
therapists, civil commitment, and arrest.

About 90 percent of subjects arrived alone at the time
of the approach, and five to ten percent arrived with a
single compatriot. It was rare for a subject to arrive in
an organized tour group, though this has been known to
occur. Each sample included subjects whose appeared sloppy

or disheveled and who were recognizably psychotic when they
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approached, but others who were normally groomed and dressed
and whose behavior appeared normal. On no occasion did a
subject in either sample succeed in approaching the public
figure without anyone else present, though subjects in each
of the archives sampled had done so.
whi Subiject 2

The greater the number of mailings, the higher the
chances that a subject would approach. In both studies,
subjects who approached differed significantly from those
who did not in many areas of behavior, including mental
health history, symptoms, mobility, means of communication
used, thematic content, expressed desires, and attempts to
provoke emotional responses. Although there were many
statistically significant differences between those who did
and did not approach, most of these differences were
observed in only one of the samples. Only four specific

differences were statistically significant in both samples:

--Subjects who expressed a desire for face-to-face
contact were more likely to approach.

--Subjects who telephoned in addition to writing
were more likely to approach.

--subjects who sent "hate mail" were less likely
to approach.

--Subjects who sent obscene letters were less

~ 1ikely to approach.
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None of the well-documented predictors of future
violence (age, sex, race, substance abuse, and history 6f
past antisocial behavior) was significantly associated with
approach behavior. The data on these variables were among
those most often missing from the records, so it is possible
that if more complete data were available, these factors
would have been associated with approach status. With no
way to evaluate this possibility, we cannot say whether
approach behavior is associated with traditional predictors
of violence.

Mental health professionals may be surprised to find
that there were no statistically significant associations
between particular diagnoses and approach behavior. Despite
the obvious centrality of mental disorder to the behavior
studied'here, the fact emerges that it is not which
disorders subjects have that determines their approaches to
public figures. Rather, it is the interaction between
mental disorder and other individual and situational factors
that determines which subjects pursue a face-to-face
encounter.

Theories of the "suicidal" trajectory of assassins are
called into question by our observation that there was no
association between suicidal behaviors and approach
behavior. Note, however, that it remains possible that

suicidality is an important discriminator between those
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approach-positive subjects who do and do not comnit violent
attacks at the time of the approach.

These commonalities are the best information currently
available.on mentally disordered persons who pursue contact
with public figures. The fact that there are so many
commonalities amopg those pursuing such different groups of
public figures as Hollywood celebrities and Members of the
congress of the United States suggests that fhose who pursue

other public figures may well share many of these features.

SPECIAL PATTERNS IN THE PURSUIT OF PUBLIC FIGURES

Despite all of the commonalities between those who
pursue celebrities and those who pursue political fijures,
there were also substéntial differences between the two
groups.
atterns o ehavi

Certain patterns were recognizable among the subjects,
and these.patterns are described with the caveat that
individual subjects demonstrated varying numbers of the
features of each pattern. The pattern observed among
subjects who wrote to celebrities was that those who
physically approached the celebrity were more often those
with an excessive sense of self-importance or uniqueness
(grandiosity or narcissism) who were excessively interested

in entertainment products. They tended to write often and .
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for a long period, to telephone, to mention having a vehicle
and traveling to see the celebrity, to express a desire for
a meeting, and to announce a specific time and place for
someﬁhing to happen. They tended to travel often and to
mail letters from various locations. Some expressed
happinéss and contentment, but others wrote about many
stresses in their lives.

Subjects who did not pursue an encounter, in contrast,
more often were those who were thought disordered, mentally
retarded, or reported receiving psychiatric treatment and
who wrote on tablet paper, giving a complete return address.
Subgroups included (1) those who sent hate mail and
expressed intense anger, (2) those who wrote obscene
letters, described explicit sexual activities, and attempted
to shame the celebrity, (3) those who wrote more naive
letters describing their sexual interest in the celebrity,
and a desire to marry, have sex with, or have children with
the celebrity, and (4) those who wrote to describe their
concern with another public figure.

The pattern observed among subjects who wrote to
Menbers of Congress was that those who physically approached
the Member were more often those who were socially isolated,
psychotic individuals who reported a history of psychiatric
treatment, suffered paranocid delusions, and believed others

were talking about them. They tended to identify themselves
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in their letters, which were polite, to telephone in
addition to writing, to mention traveling to see the Member,
and to express a desire for a meeting. There were two
subgroups: (1) those who viewed themselves as constituents
with special problems, often a delusion of persecution by
someone other than the Member, and who saw the Member of a
Congress as a benefactor from whom they hoped for rescue and
assistance, and (2) a smaller subgroup of those who were
primarily concerned with love, marriage, and romance and
harbored delusions of being lovers or spouses of the Member.

Subjects who did not pursue an encounter, in contrast,
more often were those who perceived the Member of Congress
as an enemy. These subjects made every imaginable type of
threat, sent hate mail, wrote obscene letters, and attempted
to frighten the recipients of their letters.
Subjects

Those writing inappropriate letters to Members of
Congress were more often known to have received some form of
mental health treatment (43 versus 19 percent). Psychotic
illnesses were somewhat more prevalent among subjects in the
capitol Police archives (90 percent) than among subjects in
the de Becker archives (72 percent). Subjects writing to
celebrities had grandiose delusions three times as often as
persecutory delusions (60 and 21 percent, respectively),

while grandiose and persecutory delusions occurred in ‘



DIETZ & MARTELL / PAGE 15-13

approximately equal proportions of subjects writing to
Members of Congress (55 and 59 percent, respectively).

In keepiné with their higher prevalence of erotomanic
delusions, subjects writing to celebrities much more often
expressed love, adoration, or affection (81 versus eight
percent) and happiness, contentment, or joy (32 versus six
percent). Likewise, in keeping with their much higher
prevalence of persecutory delusions, subjects writing to
Members of Congress much more often expressed hatred,
aggression, or malice (66 versus 25 percent); condemnation,
desire for fevenge, or punitiveness (58 versus 22 percent);
and suspiciousness or distrust (53 versus 25 percent).

Subjects writing to Members of Congress were somewhat
older than those writing to entertainment figures (a modal
age of 32 versus 25 years). Subjects writing to celebrities
more often wrote of feelings of loneliness (22 versus four
percent).

Communications

Subjects writing to celebrities were on the average
more intimate and personal, while those writing to Members
of Congress were on the average more distant and formal.
For example, subjects writing to celebrities were about 10
times more likely than those writing to Members of Congress
to provide physical descriptions of themselves of a kind

that would allow them to be recognized (20 versus two
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percent). Subjects writing to celebrities more often
addressed the public figure too informally (72 versus 17
percent). Subjects writing to Members of Congress more
often typed their letters (34 versus 17 percent), while
those writing to entertainment celebrities more often wrote
in a cursive script (49 versus 37.percent), Subjects
writing to celebrities more often sent enclosures (55 versus
31 percent), and they were on the average more personal in
nature than those sent to politicians. Indeed some
enclosures were as personal as birth certificates,
passports, photographs of the subject masturbating, and
containers of blood or semen.

The most common roles adopted by those pursuing
celebrities were seemingly benevolent, such as friends,
spouses, suitors, or lovers; only five percent cast
themselves as enemies. Subjects pursuing celebrities more
often idolized‘the object of their attention than did those
pursuing politicians. For example, while 58 percent of the
former idolized or worshipped someone, almosﬁ always the
celebrity, only five percent of the latter did so. Ten
percent of those focused on celebrities were-maximally
invested in this focus, as indicated by such behaviors as
devoting a room or shrine to the celebrity, taking multiple
trips of extraordinary distances to see public appearances,
and devoting significant time on a daily basis to their

interest in the celebrity.
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Ninety-two percent of the subjects writing to
celebrities repeatedly mentioned the world of Hollywood, 91
percent repeatedly mentioned public figures, and 53 percent.
repeatedly mentioned love, marriage, and sex; only 13
percent repeatedly mentioned perceived injustices. 1In
contrast, among those writing to Members of Congress, the
most common theme répeatedly mentioned by subjects was that
of injustices they perceived themselves as having endured
(49 percent). Comparatively few repeatedly mentioned public
figures (33 percent), the world of Capiteol Hill (33
percent), or love, marriage, or sex (10 percent).

Fifty-five percent of those writing to celebrities were
pathologically focused on some topic or idea, most often the
world of Hollywood (52 percent), a public figure (51
percent), or love, marriage, or sex (15 percent). Only two
percent were focused on injustices. Among those writing to
Members of Congress, however, 80 percent demonstrated such a,
pathological focus, most often their perceptions of
injustices they had endured (38 percent) or a public figure
(21 percent); eight percent were focused on love, marriage,
or sex. A smaller proportion of the de Becker subjects than
the Capitol Police subjects was pathologically focused on
violent or aggressive themes (two and 17 percent,
respectively).

Thirty-two percent of subjects writing to celebrities

mentioned sexual activities, as contrasted with seven
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percent of those writing to politicians. Twenty-four
percent of the former and none of the latter specifically
expressed their own sexual interest in the public figure.

Subjects writing to Members of Congress more often
communicated a sense that their concerns were of extreme
importance (58 versus 18 percent) or urgent (35 versus eight
percent). They more often demanded or ordered particular
actions (36 versus eight percent).

Subjects writing to celebrities more often expressed a
desire for face-to-face contact than those writing to
politicians (40 versus 19 percent). Those writihg to
Members of Congress more often sought to get information to
someone (41 versus 22 percent) or to be rescued or assisted
(33 versus five percent). Approximately equal proportions
of subjects in both samples sought to upset or shame the
recipients of their letters, but those writing to
celebrities more often sought to evoke love and sexual
excitement, while those writing to politicians more often
sought to evoke worry, fear, and anger.

Subjects writing to Members of Congress more often made
threats, broadly defined, than those writing to celebrities
(58 versus 23 percent). Those sending threats to
politicians averaged 3.7 threats apiece, while those sending
threats to celebrities averaged 2.8 threats. Threats to

commit all types of harm-- including death threats-- were
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more prevalent among the communications to politicians.
Those sending threats to politicians more often made direct
threats (48 versus 26 percent) and veiled threats (60 versus
39 percent) and less often made conditional threats (50
versus 71 percent). Subjects making conditional threats
often sought influence or power (51 percent among de Becker
subjects; 40 percent among Capitol Police subjects). Those
threatening celebrities, however, much more often sought
personal attention (69 versus eight percent). Those
threatening celebrities more often gave evidence of having a
plan to carry out the threat (39 versus 10 percent), the
means to carry out the threat (20 versus four percent), and
the opportunity-to carry out the threat (24 versus four
percent). Subjects writing to politicians more often
mentioned a weapon (30 versus six percent).

Subjects writing to celebrities were much more likely
to mention particular trips they had taken (35 percent
versus two percent)-- chiefly in pursuit of the public
figure-- and were also more likely to volunteer information
on the means of transportation they used.

Approaches

With certain rare exceptions, physical proximity is a
necessary condition to physical violence. A fundamental
tenet of the present research is that the development of a

behavioral science capacity to predict inappropriate
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approaches to public figures-- that is, to identify which
subjects will pursue a face-to-face encounter-- would be an
important step toward the prevention of assassinations and
other attacks on public figures. The necessity for this
step springs from the statistical impossibility of
predicting events as rare as assassination per se.

Twelve percent of letter-writing subjects in the Gavin
de Becker archives approached the public figures to whom
they wrote. A comparable figure is not available for
subjects in the Capitol Police archives because the
information was not stored in a manner allowing this
calculation to be made. Subjects who approached Members of
Congress were more often known to have made multiple
approaches (56 versus 34 percent), but this may merely
reflect the completeness of record keeping regarding
repetitive approaches in the two data sources.

Subjects approaching celebrities were most likely to do
so at the celebrity’s home (42 percent), while this was an ~
uncommon location among those approaching Members of
Congress (five percent). Subjects approaching Members of
Congress were most likely to do so at an office within the
Capitol complex (65 percent), as compared with the 24
percent of subjects who approached celebrities at agencies
or businesses. These differences probably reflect several

influences: (1) it is general information that Members of
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Congress have offices in the Capitol complex, but not all
celebrities keep offices outside the home; (2) a thriving
industry sells the home addresses of Hollywood celebrities, -
but there is less of a market for the home addresses of
Members of Congress; and (3) as noted above, subjects
approaching celebrities more often had a personal and
intimate agenda than those approaching Members of Congress,
making it more appropriate-- in the deluded view of the
subject-- that the encounter occur in the home. Similar
proportions of subjects in each sample (about 12 percent)
first approached the public figure at a public appearance.
Subjects approaching Members of Congress appeared to commit
more serious chargeable offenses than those approaching
celebrities, but this may be an artifact of recording
procedures and unusual features of the law regarding persons
on the grounds of the Capitol complex. Although in both
samples most of the chargeable offenses consisted of
disorderly conduct or trespassing, 12 percent of the
subjects approaching Members of Congress were ﬁnlawfully
carrying weapons. The comparable number of subjects
carrying weapons at the time of an approach to a celebrity
is not known, in part because security personnel do not in
all circumstances have the authority to search subjects for
weapons and because certain weapons that can be lawfully

carried in California are illegal on the grounds of the
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Capitol complex. In neither sample can the crimes committed
by subjects be taken as indicative of the subjects’
dangerousness because the presence of elaborate security
precautions prevented a number of tragic outcomes.

Subjects who had approached celebrities were three times
as likely (27 versus nine percent) to be known to have
engaged in such methodical stalking behaviors as
surveillance of a public figure’s movements from a vehicle,
traveling from city to city tracking a public figure, lying
in wait at locations where a public figure was expected, and
determining a public figure’s daily routine or schedule for
the purpose of stalkingbor approaching. This difference,
however, may reflect a greater propensity of those writing

to celebrities to Qolunteer such information.

Which Subjects Approach?

We identified 30 risk factors for approaches to
entertainment celebrities and 36 risk factors for approaches
to Members of Congress, each risk factor being a

statistically significant difference between subjects who
did and did not approach. Nearly all of the risk factors
were specific to one population or the other. 1In the case
of those pursuing celebrities (but not in the case of those
pursuing politicians), the risk factors included
intelligence, emotional expression, stressful life events,

sexual content of letters, announcements concerning the
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public figure, duration of communications, geographical
distribution of postmarks on letters, type of paper used,
and enclosures to the communications. In contrast, risk
factors for approaches toward political figures (but not
toward celebrities) included handwriting, propriety, and
role perceptions.

The most striking and robust difference between the two
studies, however, is the discovery that making threats is a

risk factor only among the political cases, where subjects

who sent threats to a Member of Congress we i ificant
ess like to _pursue ace-to-face encounter wi
Member. The discovery that threats reduce the risk could

hardly be more counterintuitive. Subjects who sent
inappropriate letters that contained no threats were
significantly more likely to pursue a face-to-face
encounter. Likewise, a new measure of anonymous death
threats (unavailable in the earlier study) showed a
significant association with approach: subjects who made an
anonymous death threat toward anyone were significantly less

likely to pursue an encounter with the Member of Congress.

In contrast, among the celebrity cases, there was no

assocjiation whatsoever between verbal threats and approach
havior. This finding held true through many attempts to

disprove it by testing every aspect of threatening

statements for which we could create a measure. This
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finding contradicts a vast body of assumptions that each day
is relied on in judging whether harassing communications
warrant concern, notification of the police, security

precautions, or investigation. Among inappropriate

ications t inme elebrities e esenc
c i i ions is indic
w soever of wh e ubject i oi t urs
encounter. se w (o) sence_or sen
eats aki j bout what to do are

erious mistake. Unfortunately, this error is codified in
the criminal law, which recognizes various types of verbal
threats as unlawful but does not accord equal recognition to
harassment without threats, even though the latter often
poses an equal or greater danger of harm to persons or

property.

PREDICTING APPROACHES AND PREDICTING VIOLENCE

In the de Becker archives, at least 12 percent of the
subjects approached the public figure. Thus, with no other
information to guide one, the best estimate of the
likelihood that the author of an odd or threatening letter
will attempt a physical encounter is 12 percent. We
calculated the probability of an approach based on the
number of communications a subject had sent in order to

refine this base rate prediction. A major failing of much
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of the predictive literature concerning violence has been
the ignoring of base rate information, in part because such
information is rarely available. Armed with information
about the base rate-- and even a tool to help refine base
rate estimates at various points in time-- efforts can be
directed toward predicting deviations from the base rate,
both higher expected rates and lower expected rates.

Risk Factor Scales

our effort to develop instruments to predict deviations
from the base rate took the form of a series of scales
comprising risk-enhancing and risk-reducing factors
(variables that had a statistically significant association
with approaches). We devised scales for use in predicting
approaches to celebrities, for predicting approaches to
political leaders, and for predicting approaches to public
figures in general (for use when it would be difficult to
say whether the public figure is more like an entertainment
celebrity or more like a political figure).

Each of the scales consists of a list of risk factors
which are coded as present or absent for the subject to
which the scale is applied, plus statistical corrections.
The higher the score a subject achieves, the higher his risk
of approach. For example, the best scale for use with
subjects writing to celebrities consisted of 23 risk

factors. The 214 subjects studied had scores on this scale
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ranging from -7 to +7. Of 17 subjects with scores of +5 or
higher, 100 percent approached; of 73 subjects with scores
from +1 to +4, 73 percent approached; of 41 subjects with
scores of 0, 49 percent approached; of 73 subjects with
scores between -1 and -4, 23 percent approached; and of 10
subjects with scores of -5 or lower, none approached. A
subject’s score is an indication of his odds of approach.
To apply the scales, it is necessary to select one or
more dividing lines between high and low scores, a selection
that has important implications for the functioning 6f any
predictive scale. In the example given above, a maximally
specific decision rule that scores of +5 or above would be
predicted to approach would have been correct every time
such a prediction was made, but it would have failed to
predict 90 of 107 approaches. At the other extreme, a
maximally sensitive decision rule that an approach would be
predicted for every subject with a score of -4 or higher
would have correctly predicted every approach, but would
cause one needless concern about 97 subjects who did not
approach. All predictive scales demonstrate this trade off
between sensitivity and specificity that affects the types
of errors one is more likely to make. To evaluate the
scales we developed, we selected dividing lines near the
average score, but this is not necessarily the best dividing

line, the selection of which depends very much on the
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practical and policy implications of the decisions to be
made with the spales.

The best scale for use with subjects writing to
celebrities correctly classified 73 percent of the subjects
(p < -0001). With one of the particular cut-points tested,
predictions that subjects would approach were correct 78
percent of the time; predictions that subjects would not
approach were correct 70 percent of the time.

The best scale for use with subjects writing to
political figures consisted of 17 risk factors and correctly
classified 83 percent of the subjects in the larger
political sample (p <.0001) and 86 percent of the subjects
in the political test sample (p <.01). With one of the
particular cut-points tested, predictions that subjects
would approach were correct 87 percent of the time in one
sample and 86 percent of the time in the other sample;
predictions that subjects would not approach were correct 79
percent of the time in one sample and 86 percent of the time
in the other.

The best scale for use with subjects writing to public
figures who cannot be readily classified as entertainment
celebrities or politicians consisted of six risk factors.
When applied to celebrity cases, it correctly classified 64
percent of the subjects (p = .0001). When applied to the

larger political sample, it correctly classified 78 percent
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of the subjects (p < .0001). When applied to the political
test sample, ;t correctly classified 86 percent of the
subjects (p = .01).

Other Predictive Information

The research design was such that three important
predictors of a future approach could not be integrated into
the scales: the number of letters received, mention in
letters of traveling to see the public figure, and pfior
approaches. For statistical reasons, we cannot test how
great an improvement in prediction would result from
integrating the information from these predictors with
predictions based on the scale.

This research was directed toward the prediction of
approach behavior because incidents of viclence occur more
rarely than the approaches, and because an approach is
generally a precondition to an attack. Because violent
incidents are uncommon, factors specifically predictive of
violence (but not necessarily of approach behavior) could
fail to show statistical significance because they were too
rare to be subjected to statistical analysis or too rare to
have even occurred at all in the samples studied. We have
no reason to doubt that the traditional demographic and
criminal history pfedictors of violence are applicable in
these cases.

We suspect that there may be a few rare and highly

predictive features of public figure attacks. Only case
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histories can provide information on such uncommon
npredictors."” A few examples of such features, which our
observations lead us to believe are important predictors of
attacks on public figures, but which cannot be |
scientifically proved as predictive with the methods used in

this research are:

-- Efforts to study or emulate famous assassins,
killers of celebrities, and other offenders
whom the subject regards as predecessors and
role models. -

-- The construction of a "hit 1list" of intended
victims, particularly if coupled with delusions
of persecution.

-- Creation of a diary documenting the stalking of
a famous target.

-- A pattern of seemingly random and purposeless
travel while focused on a particular famous -
person.

-- Efforts to acquire a weapon for the specific

purpose of attacking a public figure.

Although these are actuarial rarities, our best judgment on
the basis of current information is that these features are
of such clinical significance that they should override any
negative predictions made with actuarial methods such as our

scales.
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In any event, one should not rely on statistical models
in the absence‘of informed clinical deqision making. No
matter how good a statistical tool may be at predicting
future behavior, there is always a possibility that some
intervening factor will alter the outcome from that

predicted.

LIMITATIONS OF THE RESEARCH

The research reported here has several limitations that
must be understood to adequately assess the state of current
kxnowledge of those who pursue public figures. These
limitations stem from the nature of the available data and
the focus on some phenomena to the exclusion of others.

There is no way to measure the frequency or content of
inappropriate jetters that were never referred to Gavin de
Becker or the Capitol Police. The research design was not
prospective, i.e., we used existing archival records to
study events that had already occurred, instead of studying
events as they unfolded. This was the only economical
approach for an exploratory study of this scale, but it
precluded the possibility of gathering more complete data
than were routinely recorded on such features as telephone
calls made by subjects or the behavior of subjects during
approaches. To the extent one relies on our findings for

descriptive information, this limitation is easy to take
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into account by noting the extent to which reported data
were complete. For predictive purposes, however, the
results are limited, as we have noted periodically, by the
fact that an unknown proportion of subjects delivered the
first letters we had available for study at the time of an
approach; we have no way to know how many wrote earlier
letters that were not referred or what the content of such
letters may have been.

We studied only two data bases with the methods
reported here. Obviously the results reported here have no
applicability to threats by poIitical terrorists or
organized criminal enterprises. While we are optimistic
that the findings can be generalized to mentally disordered
subjects who pursue other public figures, such as sports
figures, radio announcers, television newscasters,
executives, judges, or the President, this remains to be
demonstrated. While we found many commonalities between the
two groups studied that may prove true for other
populations, we also found important differences, suggesting
that there are probably various overlapping populations of
public figure pursuers. Subjects may differ in important
ways according to the types of public figures they pursue,
and to the extent they do, target-specific predictive models
may be superior to global models.

There could be important variables that we did not

measure, that could not be measured from letters, or that
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were too rare to show up in the 300 cases studied. 1In
retrospect, we believe one important variable was measured
improperly. This was whether subjects mentioned traveling
to see the public figure. This appeared to be one of the
more powerful predictors of approach, but we did not rely on
it in constructing scales because the way in which it was
measured allowed for mention of a previous approach to be
counted, and this would of course bé associated with
approach behavior.

Despite the success of our scales in correctly
classifying cases, there are several reasons for urging
restraint in their application. 1In brief, these are the
need to validate the scales on cases other than those from
which they were derived or the small sample of "test" cases
we had available; the need to integrate base rate
information into predictions in a manner that the scales
alone cannot do; the need for training in the measurement of
the variables comprising the scales-- some of which are *
technical psychopathological constructs-- if they are to be
correctly coded; and the need to avoid substituting these
scales-- which are at best a screening tool-- for prudent
clinical judgment and individualized assessment of all of
the relevant information. 1Ideally, clinical judgments
should not be made solely on the basis of these or any other

scales.



CHAPTER 16
IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
It’s not easy being a star.

-=-Arthur Bremer

Bremer offered these words (cited by Clarke, 1982, p.
187) to explain why he seemed depressed when facing trial
for shooting Governor George Wallace, after unsuccessfully
stalking President Nixon. His reference was to himself as a
notorious criminal; ironically, he spoke truly for all who
are renowned.

Being famous has its costs, and among them is its
appeal to those in search of identity, ideal love, limitless
power, a connection with greatness, or other quixotic goals.
The pursuit of the famous by the mentally disordered is a
constant source of privacy invasions, harassment, and
danger, sometimes ending in tragedy.

Pursuit of the famous by the mentally disordered .
appears to be a growing problem. The rate of attacks on
public figures increased even during the six years of this
project, and every indication we have suggests that
encounters and communications are escalating as well. The
magnitude of the problem is difficult to estimate because
few public figures have systems in place to monitor the
inappropriate communications they receive, let alone assess

the risk posed by particular subjects.
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As one indication of the volﬁme of subjects and
communications, we note that the Gavin de Becker archives
grew from files on some 1,500 subjects in January 1985, to
files on some 6,000 subjects in October 1989. This
represents an average increase of nearly 900 cases per Yyear.
Some 5,000 of these subjects had letters on file, and more
than 800 had tried to visit the celebrity. The total volume
of communications in the de Becker archives is estimated at
143,000 items of correspondence as of this writing, and is
increasing by some 50,000 communications per year.

Another suggestion of increasing rates of recognition
and referral, if not of the underlying phenomenon, is the
increasing rate with which new case files are opened by the
capitol Police Intelligence Division. Rates per fiscal year
from 1986 through 1989 were 330, 385, 415, and 459.

These increases probably do reflect changes in
recognition and reporting of incidents, among other factors,
but the most compelling reason to believe that the pursuit )
of the famous by the mentally disordered is truly escalating
is that fame, as we know it today, is a new phenomenon
(Mills, 1956; Braudy, 1986). When the Bible was the
principal medium of communication with greatness and the
ohly medium in most homes, the mentally ill most often had
religious delusions. In a secular age in which television,

radio, and the movies have replaced the role of the Bible in
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most lives, it should not surprise us that the mentally ill
have delusions about the new secular "gods," particularly

the gods of love and power.

THE NEED TO SHARE INTELLIGENCE

The day we wa;ked into the offices of the Capitol
Police, we found familiar names: subjects whose pursuit of
entertainment celebrities we had already studied who were
also pursuing Members of Congress. Our statistical results
confirmed the discovery that subjects who pursue one public
figure are at risk of pursuing another public figure.
Twenty-seven percent of the subjects who wrote to
celebrities also wrote to another public figure. They wrote
to other entertainmént celebrities, politicians,
journalists, sports figures, and corporate executives, among
others.

Likewise, subjects wrote to Members of Congress about
the President of the U.S. (35 percent), other governnment
figures (40 percent), entertainment celebrities (13
percent), corporations, corporate executives, or products
(six percent), and sports figures (one percent). Twenty-two
percent had explicitly threatened a public figure other than
the Member of Congress to whom they wrote.

As of this writing, there are 87 subjects in the de

Becker archives whose communications contained sinister,
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delusional, or otherwise significant references to a
President of the United States, a First Lady, or a Vice
President. This figure does not include additional subjects
who made significant references to the Secret Service, the
White House, Air Force One, Dallas, presidential assailants,
or related themes.

Those responsible for the protection of public figures
regularly learn of subjects who are focused on public
figures other than their own protectees. Yet 6n1y morality
and a patchwork of duty to warn law requires one agency to
share such informafion with another, and the Secret Service
is generally bound by law and policy not to share such
information. We recommend that lawmakers c

egislation to enable require the shari of int igenc
on at least the identity and address of subjects expressing
excegsive interest in public figures among government

encies d _othe esjignated b ublic figures

purpose.

THE NEED FOR EARLY WARNING SYSTEMS

The most obvious implication of our research is the

striking pnee r ea warnin stem tha
ubijects w re focused on public figqures to e _attenti
ot ial victims. (Of course, because of the

stature of many of these potential victims, it is often
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those who protect them who will receive the information and
decide on any response that may be indicated.) To be
maximally effective, such an early warning system should be
exceedingly sensitive to the detection of "signals" of a
possible problem, however ambiguous or scant the evidence of
danger. We are concerned that for the great majority of
public figures, who do not have intelligence services such
as those we studied, there is both substantial under-
detection of these signals and misinterpretation of those
that are detected.
Barriers to Signal Detection

Among the widespread barriers to effective detection of

these signals are:

--The pervasive myth that threats are of concern,
but not other "nut mail," "kook calls," odd
visitors, or nonthreatening statements by
mentally disordered persons focused on public
figures.

--The myth that the mentally disorder subject
would not know how to find the public figure.
--Psychological defense mechanisms, particularly
denial, operating among public figures, those
around them, and others, causing important

information t§ be ignored.

--The difficulty that untrained observers have in

SRR N
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recognizing subtle manifestations of mental
illness, including some of the signs and
symptomé most predictive of approach behavior.

--Lack of awareness of the importance of making
such reports. |

--Lack of awareness in the general public (and,
too often, among mental health and law
enforcement professionals) of the means of
making such reports, except in the case of
subjects making threats toward Secret Service
protectees.

--Lack of an easy and inexpensive means of making
such reports (again, with the exception of

Secret Service cases).

211 but the last of these barriers could theoretically
be overcome by educational efforts of one kind or another,
though education does not affect defense mechanisms nearly
as much as highly publicized slayings of public figures.
After each such incident, sensitivity to the detection of
signals rises dramatically for a time, eventually declining
to the earlier levels.

The Myth That Only Threats "count"

We have disproved the myth that threats and threateners
are the only communications or people of concern. The most

common assumption in all quarters-- laymen, mental health
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professionals, jaw enforcement professionals, and
lawmakers=- js-that threats foretell more dangerous
behavior, but that other odd communications do not. This is
a groundless assumption and the source of more nisguided
policy and decision making than any other error in this
field.

It is true that explicit threats of particular kinds or
delivered in particular ways are unlawful under federal or
state law, thereby permitting law enforcement intervention
for certain threatening subjects. It is even true that
particular kinds of threats do predict particular kinds of
future behavior, confirming the wisdom of treating threats
seriously. Thus, there are practical as well as policy
reasons for the law having evolved in this way, but there is
no scientific basis for considering threats-- as
traditionally defined-- more harmful to victims or
predictive of future harm than other forms of harassing
comnunication.

We have shown that bjec ursui ente

figures, explicitly threateninq,sggtements on the averade

have no relationship to the risk, and for subijects pursuing

poligical figures, threats on the average lessen the risk.
one of the worst mistakes that can be made is to assume that
because a subject did not threaten, he poses no danger. 1t

is a mistake made many times each day.



DIETZ & MARTELL / PAGE l16-8

Note, however, that ina te unicati
gsociated wi e t t
MMMM- M
te icat s isi ould be ted

threats. Neither threats nor other types of jinappropriate
communications or visits necessarily indicate dangerousness;
put dangerousness cannot be ascertained from the presence of
absence of a threat. Threats should continue to be reported
and assessed, and so should all other jnappropriate
communications and visits.

e t at e ntally Il} cannot 10ocate the Famous

We have also disproved the myth that the mentally ill
person whose attention is fixed on a prominent stranger will

be unable to locate him or her. Wﬁw

to do so can f£ind the home and haunts of anyone else,
garticulagly a famous person., and we have shown that 12

percent of those who write do attempt to visit. For manyeof
these subjects, pursuit of the public figure is the sole
commitment and mission in life. Books such as How to Get
Anything on Anybody (Lapin, 1983)-- marketed mostly in
weapons mégazines and at weapons shows-- offer technigues
for locating people who are trying to keep their whereabouts
unknown, and these techniques are used by subjects to locate

those they pursue. Moreover, as noted below, public record
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keeping and media content both facilitate subjects’ access
to their victims.
ggggnglogigal pDefense Mechanisms

The majority of odd and threatening communications sent
to public figures lead to neither an approach nor violence.
The high volume of these false alarms contributes to a
variety of psychological responses, including: (1) denial,
whereby the matter js brushed aside with the thought, "it
can’t happen to me"; (2) superstitious jearning, whereby a
few memorable experiences ljead to erroneous beliefs (e.g.,
nThe ones who write never do anything. It’s the ones who
don't write you have to worry about."): and (3) desensitiza-
tion, whereby the recipient who has ngeen it all" no longer
experiences any emotional arousal in response to
communications oOr visits and hence takes no protective
action. These maladaptive responses OCCur in part because
it is in the nature of sensitive warning systems that a high
ratio of false alarms to valid warnings attenuates responggs
(Breznitz, 1984). A chief goal of our research was to
devise a means of distinguishing the smaller number of valid
warnings from the larger number of false alarms. To the
extent we have succeeded, recipients of odd and threatening
communications have a new resource for setting rational

priorities.
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Those who open the public figure’s mail need training
in the recognition of communications requiring assessment
and the preservation of documents. 'The practice in some
quarters of allowing fan mail or its equivalent to go
unopened for months, to discard it unopened, OT to return it
unopened is to be deplored. Letters should be preserved
with minimal disruption. In the case of anonymous
communications, particularly extortion and ransom notes,
envelopes and all packaging materials and enclosures should
pe preserved and exposed to minimal handling, preferably
with cotton gloves touching only the extremne edges. To
allow photocopying without smudging any latent fingerprints
that may be present, a jetter may be enclosed in a
transparent plastic sheath.

Those who receive telephone calls for public figures
need training on the recognition of calls requiring
assessment and on the preservation of information from such
calls. Information from telephone calls is much more often
lost because it is not recorded OT otherwise documented.
wWhere lawful, incoming calls to telephones that regularly
receive inappropriate and threatening telephone calls should
be tape—recorded. Where not lawful, a standardized form for
recording observations made in the course of such telephone

calls should be provided to all those who answer the phone.
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Those who greet visitors have an even greater challenge
because they must serve both screening and reporting
functions and becauseé they are at risk of violence
thenmselves, as jllustrated by the shooting deaths of two
guards at Universal Studios in 1989 when Nathan Trupp, who
had toured the studio earlier that day, arrived to kill
actor Michael Landon.

Records on subjects must be maintained in a manner that
allows them to be searched under multiple identifiers
pecause subjects write under aliases (17 percent of the
celebrity cases and five percent of the political cases) and
do not always continue giving full identifiers when they are
confident that they have established 2 close relationship
with the public figure.

trategies for creasing signal Detection

Some strategies we recommend to increase signal
detection, i.e., the proportion of relevant events that are

reported are:

--Training all gatekeepers to visitors,
deliveries, mail, and telephone calls how to
jdentify persons and communications deserving
of assessment and procedures for documenting
observations, handling evidence, and reporting

events.



DIETZ & MARTELL / PAGE 16-12

--Providing standardized reporting forms to those

who are regularly the first to detect relevant

events. 1In the entertainment industry these

include secretar

jes, managers, agents, fan

mail service workers, and studio and venue

security guards.

these include te

In politics and business,

lephone operators, secretaries,

and staff members in various offices.

--Increasing awareness of the problems of public

figure protection among +he law enforcement,

security, and mental health communities through

publications and

provide informat

educational programs that

ijon on the documentation and

reporting of cases.

--Developing a centralized clearing house for

initial reports on obsessions, harassnent,

threats, and sta

1king so that anyone can report

relevant information at no cost +o someone who

will refer the jnformation to the appropriate

parties ("Dial

1-800-STALKER") .

--Increasing awareness of the problems of public

figure protectio

n among members of the general

public through informative stories in the mass

media that provi

the desired noti

de a toll-free number for making

fications.
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A centralized clearing house is necessary to direct
information to those whose personal safety requires such
information. A subject’s excessive focus on a public figure
may first be detected through the observations of family
members, acquaintances, oOr therapists, comments overheard by
strangers, letters sent to other public figures, or any of a
variety of other means. Only an inexpensive and widely
known means of reporting such detections can channel the
necessary information to those who need it.

public figures are not these subjects’ only victims.
Those around public figures not only must cope with
communications and vigits from subjects, but may themselves

become the focus of the subject’s attention:

A woman who years previously had worked as a
governor’s receptionist received a series of
telephone calls at home from a man who used to try
to visit the Governor. He slipped a letter under
her door, writing that he had changed his name,
was homeless, and wanted help, and imploring,
nplease don’t be another door slammer." Her
building was supposedly jocked at the time he must
have delivered the letter. The woman moved to a
suburb of the state capital, using a listed
telephone number. Three years later, the same man
left another letter under the door of her new
home, reading: "I am harassed constantly in all
directions. Frankly, I am without a place to
stay, and when I do fall asleep 1 find myself
being gassed by the creatures of the night. I
trust you." The victim became fearful enough to
impair her sleep, and she had begun to wonder
whether her home was a safe place to stay.
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Many people who become aware of a subject’s excessive
interest in a public figure may pe reluctant to report this
to anyone, thinking that the matter does not concern them
and that they do not want to become jnvolved. It may help
to combat these attitudes if those educating the public
highlight this observation from our study: the persons most
likely to be killed when these subjects turn to murder are
the subjects’ own famiiy members and intimates. None of the
cases in our sampling universe succeeded in xilling
celebrities or politicians, put they killed at least six
family members and three others.

Moreover, subjects sometimes attack people they mistake
for the public figure, putting ordinary ciﬁizens at risk:

A man attacked 5 young woman with a knife and

attempted to rape her because she resembled a

particular celebrity. During the attack he said,

"I have been looking for one year. You don’t
deserve to live." He was convicted and sentenced

to seven years 1n prison.

Even if the early signals detected and reported to the
public figure are not subjected to clinical assessments of
dangerousness, it is important that there be notification to
the public figqure of a subject’s pathological interest in
him or her. Even where there is no legal duty to make such

warnings, there is surely a moral imperative to do so.
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THREAT ASSESSMENT AND PREVENTIVE INTERVENTION
awareness of a subject’s focus on a public figure
offers the opportunity to assess the danger that the subject
poses toward the public figure and to devise strategies for
preventing violence or other undesirable outcomes. When we

began our research, the overwhelming majority of persons
attempting to make such assessments were unqualified to do
so. Although many of them readily admit their lack of
qualifications, others seem unaware of their limitations.
Regrettably, this situation remains true today.

There are exceptions in both the public and private
sectors. Several governnent agencies have personnel with
years of experience in handling large numbers.of mentally
disordered persons who pursue public figures, but their
expertise, which is based primarily on this experience and
their investigative backgrounds, resides in the hands of a
finite number of agents or officers who are subject to
transfer, retirement, and other moves that take their
expertise with them. In the private sector, there are but a
handful of security consulting firms and mental health
professionals with relevant expertise, again based primarily
on years of experience in handling large numbers of mentally
disordered persons who pursue public figures and on their

investigative or clinical backgrounds.
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t sessm

To this state of affairs we have tried to bring
empirical research that answers many pasic questions and
offere new assessment tools. The objective tools available
to the behavioral scientist who attempts to assessS the
threat posed by a mentally disordered subject with undue
interest in a public figure jnclude the base rate tables
presented in Chapter 8, the risk factor scales presented in
Chapter 14, and the well-established predictors of violence
(Monahan, 1981).

our study represents what Monahan (1984),has termed the
nsecond generation“ of research in the prediction of violent
behavior. previous studies had reached a predictive nsound
parrier" of one correct dangerousness prediction out of
three. This study stretches the 1imits of that predictive
barrier, jncreasing the power of positive predictions to
correct predictions 78 percent of the time for celebrity
cases and 87 percent of the time for political cases. Even
with these high levels of positive predictions, the
proportion of all cases correctly classified remained high
at 73 percent and 83 percent respectively.

This result may reflect.the fact that our scales do not
attempt to predict violence, but rather behavior that is a
prerequisite to violence. The fact that the base rate of

approach pehavior is puch higher than the rate of violence

@
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helps explain why the results of this study are so superior
to the results of previous efforts to predict violence.

As attractive as it may be for the layman to attempt to
apply these objective tools, jt is essential to recognize
that these tools, 1ike diagnostic tests in medicine or
psychology, are nothing without jnformed clinical judgment
to interpret the results and evaluate their contribution to
what must remain a fundamentally clinical assessment based
on all available information. The tools are intended to
supplement clinical judgment and decision making, not
substitute for it. Neither these nor any other objective
measures can substitute for a thorough and jndividualized
assessment guided by experience and sound clinical judgment.

oﬁr scales in particular are meant to enhance clinical
decision making, not replace it. All but one of the scales
we developed requires a clinical assessment to even compute
a subject’s score, and the one exception is not the scale
with the best performance.

Preventive Intervention

Assuming that a subject nas been determined to pose a
substantial risk to the public figure, the question remains
of how best to manage that risk and prevent viélence,
dangerous encounters, or other untoward outcomes. TwO
strategies are iﬁportant for all public figures:

maintaining the confidentiality of one’s home address and
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hardening the target. Two others are applicable to most
high risk cases:? developing additional information on the
subject and monitoring the subject’s status and movements.
other strategies thaﬁ should be considered in each case but
applied only in selected cases after careful weighing of the
potential risks and benefits are: assisting the subject to
obtain voluntary treatment, warning the subject of
conseguences that will ensue if particular pehaviors occur,
injunctive relief, arrest, and involuntary psychiatric
commitment. The selection and execution of these
countermeasures is beyond the scope of this report, but we
have several relevant observations that we offer for the
purpose of stimulating further work in this important area.

M : among the
most critical countermeasures ijs to prevent subjects from
locating the public figure’s home, particularly for those
who do not have adequate home security resources (Dietz,
1989). In the entertainment jndustry, the home is the most
common location for inappropriate approaches by the mentally
disordered. A would-be assailant who can jocate the public
figure’s home can wait for the victim at predictable times
of day, can purposely enter the home while it is unoccupied,
when everyone is asleep, OT at other times of the subject’s
choosing. Knowing his or her victim’s home address provides
a potential assailant with all of the advantages of

surprise.
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A home address is generally treated as public
information, and special measures are needed to guard
against its release. Not only must the public figure’s
telephone number and address be unpublished; special
arrangements are necessary to insure that neither the
address nor the telephone number be obtainable from
unsuspecting employees of the telephone company, credit card
companies, banks, florists, doctors, acgquaintances,
secretaries, or the host of other organizations and persons
that would ordinarily know where someone lives. ©Only a move
to a new home can eliminate the possibility of being located
from outdated telephone books and reverse directories.

Subjects sometimes use very elaborate pretexts and
ruses to locate and gain access to their intended victims:

Arthur Jackson, who traveled from Scotland to
purder actress Theresa Saldana, hired a private
detective to locate her parents’ unlisted

telephone number. calling her mother under the

pretense of being Martin Scorsese calling to offer

the actress a part in a movie, Jackson obtained

Ms. Saldana’s home address. Jackson then traveled

to Los Angeles, stalked Saldana around her home,

and nearly killed her in a brutal knife attack

(Based on Saldana, 1986).

1t is very difficult to maintain the confidentiality of
a home address. In California, for exanmple, a court order
is necessary in order to register to vote without disclosing

a home address, and to buy a home without making the address

public requires that it be purchased by a third party or a
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trust. The most readily accessible and widely abused source
for the home address, however, is the state department of
motor vehicles, used to locate actress Rebecca schaeffer who
was murdered at her home in July 1989 and numerous other
public figures (de Becker, 1989). At the time of this
writing, the california Assembly is considering legislation
that would limit access to this information to those with a
legitimate interest.

The strategies for making public

Target Hardening
figures more difficult to locate, approach, and attack are
beyond the scope of this report. Substantial expertise
exists concerning such strategies, and is in the hands of
selected government agencies, private security firms, and
corporate security services. The potential victim or
protector who turns to published sources for this
inforﬁation is in for a shock, however. The typical manual
sold for npbodyguards"” (Elhanan, 1985; Rapp, 19887 Thompson,

1984) is not the source of guidance one might hope. Elhanén

(1985), for example, in Keep 'Em Alive: The Bodvguard’s

Trade speaks of the protection of political figures, rock
stars, corporate executives, and the rich and famous. He
nas this to say about mentally disordered subjects in the
crowd at a public appearance:

[T]here’s a subtle, or sometimes not sO subtle,
sense of something being not right with them,

which is noticeable if you’re looking for it.

I\.
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Experience in this kind of passive alertness helps
develop a sixth sense for that slight taint of
disorder .in an jndividual-- it’s 1ike noticing the
smell of something faintly rotten.

When this happens, 1 usually try not to do
anything, not even l1ook in the direction my
attention is drawn. I just wait for the
opportunity to glance over as if by routine, and
check out the scent. (P. 53.)

Rapp (1988) is equally misleading when he writes of
assassins:

Individual assassins usually have little in
resources. Bremer and Hinckley are two recent
American examples. Their plans cannot be complex,
and therefore often fail for lack of "packup."

Because they work alone, the bodyguard usually has

no warning of the attempt until it’s actually

under way. These individuals don’t confide their

plans to others, which eliminates the risk of

informers.
It is chilling to consider that there are those who hire
bodyguards neducated" by reading such manuals (which do not
even give particularly good advice on their strong points,
such as selecting weapons and clothing). The manuals, .
incidentally, are marketed by the very publishers which
produce manuals on how to commit crimes (Dietz, 1988).

Mz In general, the more
information one has about the subject, the more refined an
assessment will be possible, but the critical decision to be

made is whether or not to allow the subject to learn that

information is being gathered. Two schools of thought are
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at odds onlthis issue, and we express here no opinion on
their relative mefits.

The one school holds that a direct approach to the
subject by police or security personnel often satisfies his
need for attention, deters him from further action, and
enhances data collection by permitting 2 direct interview,
observation in a natural setting (often his home), and the
establishment of rapport to facilitate future monitoring.
(An extreme variant of this school, the "go out and meet the
threat" school, holds that jntimidating confrontation of the
subject is the best means of "getting rid of the problem.")

The other school holds that any direct approach to the
subject that he might connect with his pursuit of the public
figure will strengthen his convictibn that he and the public
figure have a relationship, thereby worsening the problems
of the subject, the public figure, and the protective
personnel. According to +his school, information should be
developed unobtrusively from archival records; bY pretext
calls in which a deceptive telephone call is made to the
last known location of the subject in order to verify his or
her presence there, determine any new location,.and gather
additional jnformation:; and by analogous pretext jnterviews.
Pretext calls and interviews are routinely used by law
enforcement and security personnel (Rush and siljander,

1084), but clever of fenders also use the technique to gather
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intelligence on their victims (Dietz, 1989), as in the case
of Arthur Jackson. The notion of gathering information on
an unsuspecting subject is disquieting to many mental health
professionals, who are ethically enjoined against any
deceptive practices toward their patients and who geherally
eschew doing anything without the patient’s knowledge and
consent. Here, however, we are speaking of the assessment
of a subject who is not the patient of the evaluator.

Risk Surveillance: Many of the most important
facilitators of an approach and of violence can change
quickly, requiring periodic assessment or even continuous
monitoring. Among these are the subject’s location,
acquisition of weapons, mental status, and intentions. Only
through ongoing intelligence collection (including
disclosures made by the subject in his communications) can
one hope to know when a subject gains new mobility, changes
his physical appearance, buys a gun, Or acquires a job in
the public figure’s home, office, Or security force.

Voluntary Treatment: These subjects are extrenely
difficult to engage in treatment because they often have
fixed delusional systems. Those who are grandiose have no
interest in losing their deluded perception of a personal
connection to fame, glamour, OTr pover, and those who suffer
persecutory delusions are notoriously difficult to engage in

a trusting therapeutic relationship.
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arni he iect: Subjects who are turned away by
police or security personnel may be warned of legal actions
that will be taken should they return or engage in other
harassing Or unlawful conduct. In some jurisdictions, a
documented warning about trespassing permits arrest in the
event the subject returns to prohibited property. where no
such statutory provision exists, we recommend that lawmakers
consider enacting one.

Injgngtivg Relijef: As far as we can judge, injunctive
relief in the form of peace bonds Or restraining orders
rarely if ever succeeds in causing a subject to abandon his
pursuit of the public figure. It could hardly be otherwise,
for many of the post persistent subjects are pursuing public
figures because of delusions, and delusional beliefs are not
subject to any xind of disproof, not even the pronouncements
of the sternest judge. Nonetheless, injunctions do serve
the function of facilitating arrest and commitment when the

”

subject inevitably violates the court order.

Jeff Turner, a 35 year-old unemployed
resident of a halfway house, Was arrested in June
1988 when he carried a 24-inch samurai-styled
sword into the courthouse where 2 petition was
being heard on behalf of singer rTiffany, saying
the sword was a gift for the singer. After Turner
obtained the singer’s home address from the
pepartment of Motor Vehicles, she petitioned for a
restraining order. The court ordered Turner to
stay at jeast 300 yards away from rTiffany for the
following three years and parred him from calling
or sending letters to the star. after the
hearing, Turner told journalists that he and the

.‘
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singer, though distant cousins, had been engaged

to each other by their families before birth: "We

have a Middle Eastern courtship, so we are never

alone and we exchange love letters through

intermediaries." (Based on Seager, 1989.)
Note that in ordering the subject to stop writing letters,
the court unknowingly attempted to prevent Turner from
warning the singer of an impending attack. We recommend
that restraining orders not bar letters, but rather bar
telephone calls, visits, following, and other harassing
behaviors.

nvolunta sychiatri ommitment: Civil commitment,
like arrest, involves a substantial deprivation of liberty
for the subject. To safeguard the rights of the mentally
ill, legislative bodies and courts have adopted what some
regard as excessively high thresholds for sustaining a
comnitment beyond the few days provided for by temporary
restraining order or emergency commitment. Current
standards for commitment and lack of knowledge of this =
specialized population result in many subjects being held
for only a few days before release, serving neither to
jnitiate effective treatment nor to prevent future crimes
through the quarantine function of comnmitment.

Both the legal standards and the lack of knowledge can

be remedied. The chief difficulties with current standards

of commitment, as applied to these cases, concern the common
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requirements that the individual have engaged in a "recent
_overt act" and the danger be wimminent."
The requirement of a "recent overt act" (expressed
variously among the states and sometimes including
nthreats") is often interpreted by clinicians as requiring
recent violence, even if the statute is silent on the

meaning of this term. Note that gxi;ing_;ggpgzgp;ig;g

rsue an in jate unter wit u d

are all overt acts. Where the type of overt act required is
not specified, only an adequate assessment of the individual
subject’s dangerousness can establish whether that subject’s
letter writing, telephone calling, travel, OT visits fulfill
the overt act criterion for comnitment.

The ordinary meaning of the word "imminent" is "hanging
threateningly overhead." Unfortunately, there has been 2
substantial effort to redefine vjmminent" to mean ’
wimmediate." Those favoring this new meaning draw support
from recent research indicating that short-term predictions
of future violence are more accurate than long-term
predictions (Monahan, 1984). Short-term predictions are
petter in part because so much of the violence traditionally

studied stems from intoxication, acute agitation, anger, and

other temporary states.

.
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Many of the more dangerous subjects who pursue public
figures, however, are dangerous in part because of fixed
delusions or a cluster of symptoms commonly known as
obsessiohs. These were the most common symptoms in both
study populations, with delusions jdentified among 65
percent of subjects pursuing entertainment figures and 83
percent of subjects pursuing political figures. Obsession-
1ike symptoms were jdentified among 55 percent of those
pursuing entertainment figures and 80 percent of those
pursuing political figures.

pelusions and obsession-like symptoms are not temporary
states that fade within hours, days, Or weeks regardless of
treatment. Rather, they are often chronic symptoms that
persist for years without proper treatment. In both study
populations, the serial letter writers had averaged about
one year of correspondence when we studied them, and there
were subjects who had been writing, calling, and visiting
for many years. The acutely violent patient is like a -
pullet in mid-flight: the deluded or obsessed stalker is
1ijke a cocked .45. Both pose an jmminent risk of striking a
target, but in the case of the former the suspense will soon
be over.

We c e at la ke onsider ac

gddi;ional commitment criteria that are sgeciﬁic to _the
class of persons who, as a result of gbsession or delusion,
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e ession elusi d tha e
a e eed t i i . Note that
such legislation should not be specific to public figures,
because jdentical behavior is observed among mentally
disordered persons who are obsessed Or deluded regarding
private citizens (most often former lovers or the newvw
partners of former lovers, employers OTr other superiors,
passing acquaintances, or complete strangers), the
discussion of which is beyond the scope of this ;eport.
Unless and until such criteria are enacted and

understood, it jc essentia hat thos

defendant be apprised of: (1) the#gg;igggnggg_gﬁ_;hg
defendant’s quest, (2) the ways in ¥ ich the a m
ggnge;ousnéss of subjects gursuing public figures differ
from _ordinary agssessments angerousness

+hat not only the jdentified public figure (who may or may

pot have elaborate security) put also other public figures,

the defendant’s family and intimates, and even complete

strangers are at risk from such subijects. and (4) other

pe:tinent findings from research on this special populg;ign.

vVictims and prosecutors cannot assume that the doctors at
the state hospital have such knowledge and should either

educate those doctors oOr retain their own experts.
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Arrest: One of the difficulties in public figure
protection is that the crimes conmitted by mentally
disordered offenders who pursue public figures tend to be at
one extreme or the other of the customary notions (and legal
codifications) of seriousness of crime. Large numbers of
subjects commit those offenses accorded little Qeight by
police, prosecutors, and judges, such as harassment,
trespassing, disorderly conduct, or making threats; small
numbers of subjects commit those offenses accorded great
weight, such as attempted murder and nurder. 3y the time
the latter have occurred, intervention has failed.

The challenge in public figure protection is to use the
seemingly minor offenses to prevent the most serious. Under
existing law, this usually requires that arrest for
harassment, trespassing, disorderly conduct, or making
threats be used as a basis for commitment to a mental
hospital, under applicable provisions for pre-trial or pre-
sentence evaluations of dangerousness. As noted above,
special knowledge is needed to assess this population, and
victims and prosecutors have the means of interjecting that
knowledge into the evaluative process by insuring that
court-appointed evaluators are well informed or retaining
their own experts.

A great many changes could be made in the existing

statutes regarding threats and harassment (Robinson, 1984,
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jncluded as Appendix 6) that would pring a greater
proportion of relevant cases within the reach of the
criminal law. A discussion of these changes is beyond the
scope ©of this report, put we note that the most fundamental
changes needed concern the conceptions of what constitutes a

nghreat" oOr wharassment."

CULTURAL FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO THE PROBLEM

The pursuit of the famous bY the mentally disordered
reflects the interplay of culture and psychopathology in
ways that go beyond the scope of our empiricalp:esearch. To
attribute the problem to psychopathology without recognizing
the contributions of the culture would be as mistaken as
failing to recognize the contributions of psychopathology.
The mentally 111 in America are attempting to function in a
culture that excludes them from meaningful participation
while seemingly according every advantage and glory to
performers, athletes, evangelists, newscasters, business
leaders, and elected officials. 1t should come as no
surprise that so many of those whose illnesses predispose to
grandiose Or parsecutory delusions come to believe--— largely
through what they see On television=-= that the famous are
their intimates, their persecutors, or their last hope.

several authors have addresaed the contributions of the

media to generating inappropriate attention to the famous:
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. . . In the days before intensive celebrity media
coverage, celebrities were generally known to the
public through their paid performances. But not
anymore. Because they are constantly revealing

themselves through dramatized reality over talk

shows, in magazines, and ninfotainment," audiences

come to know their celebrities intimately without
ever having been in their presence. The result is

a growing belief by fans that their celebrities

are actually very approachable. . . . (Rein et

al., 1987, p. 329.)

The illusion of intimacy theme has been most
thoughtfully developed by Schickel (1985), whose Intimate
Strangers is required reading for anyone who wishes to
understand the contribution of our culture to the behavior
we studied. Caughey (1984) has written that "imaginary
relationships . . . are an important, powerful, and
pervasive aspect of contemporary American 1ife" (p. 7), and
he indicted those cultural influences that spawn "imaginary
relationships" for the crimes of Steinhagen, Chapman, and
Hinckley. To Caughey, the "imaginary relationships"”
experienced by these offenders were products of
enculturation similar to the more "benign" fantasies of
other Americans.

As of this writing, TV Guide, the weekly index to
American preoccupations, offers the following network and
cable experiences: "Runaway with the Rich and Famous,"
"Hollywood Chronicles," wcelebrity Outdoors," "Hollywood

Insider," "Lifestyles of the Rich and Famous,"

wEntertainment This Week," "Entertainment Tonight," "Showbiz
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Week," "Grand old opry Live Backstage," "Week in Rock," and
wInside Video, This Week." Only 2 substantial market for
tidbits and gossip about celebrities-- as opposed to
information about genuine achievements—- could have spawned
this secondary industry of celebrity "news" programs.

There can be no doubt that the jllusion of intimacy
provided by many of these shows and by talk shows, tabloids,
tabloid televisioﬁ, People magazine, and now Celebrity and
Fame magazines fosters the very problem we studied. These
media increase the proportions of the mentally ill who focus
on the famous instead of on the traditional foci of
grandiose and persecutory delusions (such as Jesus, Solomon,
the C.I.A., and the K.G.B.), put there is little that could
be done to remedy this. In addition, however, these media
often do something that is both more dangerous and less
essential to either their entertainment role or their
profit-making function: our research suggests that it is
dangerous and jrresponsible to give information that make;

jt easier for those dangerous to the famous to successfully

jocate and attack the object of their attention. In this,

they join such enterprises as IO ood: Ma Guide to

Fabulous Homes of the Stars (Anonymous, 1986) and The New
Address BookK: How to Reach Anyone Who's Anyone (Levine,

1986).

We know better than to give unsolicited advice to those

segments of the media that do not always behave responsibly. ' .
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what we can point out, however, is the dilemma faced by
those ascending toward fame: how to gain name and product
recognition without becoming a target. Publicists encourage
performers, office seekers, and others whose careers requife
such recognition to participate in interviewvs, talk shows,
and other events where personal disclosures are valued.
Appearances in these are today nearly a prerequisite to
fame. Yet it is these appearances-—-= largely uncompensated,
by the way-- that most encourage the illusion of intimacy
and most often reveal that which should not be revealed,
from favorite restaurants and hotels to travel plans and the
names of family menmbers.

public figures and would-be public figures can attempt
to exert some control over the information disclosed in
these appearances, but the only ultimate solution to their
dilemma is an improbable one: if enough sought-after
interviewees and guests declined appearances in undignified
publications and programs, publishers and broadcasters would

be forced to make a business decision to behave responsibly.

FUTURE RESEARCH NEEDS
To develop additional jnformation about those who
pursue contact with the famous, the priorities for future

research are:
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--development of multivariate predictive models
that take into account prior approaches

-—prospective application of predictive models to
additional cases and additional samples

--studies of those who pursue other types of
public figures

--studies devoted to the task of predicting which
of the subjects who approach public figures will
be violent

--studies of communications in forms other than
writing, ijncluding telephone calls and face-to-
face statements

--studies integrating information from documents
with information from structured interviews and

from direct observations of behavior

The methods developed for this study-- namely
clinically informed content analysis of naturally occurring
communications-- are applicable to research on 2 variety of
communications other than those to public figures. The most
direct applicability lies in the study of other distressing
communications from the mentally disordered, such as suicide
notes, suicidal statements, and the "nut mail" received by
the press, manufacturers, government podies, and any other

jnstitution known to the general public. In addition to

®
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these applications, however, the methods can be applied to
manipulative and hostile communications, such as those from
jilted lovers and disgruntled employees, and to
communications associated with other forms of criminal
pehavior, such as extortion communications and those
alleging or threatening product tampering, sabotage,

bombing, ransom kidnapping, and other crimes.
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