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Introduction
What are monsters? Among other things, monsters are un/supernatural creatures that stalk us. They stalk us in our imagination when we are alone in the dark; they stalk us in our dreams. Stalking is something that monsters do. So much so, that it is sometimes considered "monstrous" when performed by human beings. Perhaps stalking can serve as a prism to get insight into monstrosity. To better understand monsters through stalking, we must define it. Technically speaking, it is a pattern of conduct that consists of following another and lying in wait for him or for her. A hunter stalks his prey. But this definition is surely both too wide and too narrow. A toddler following her father around the house, never letting him out of her sight and lying in wait for him when he steps outside, would not be considered stalking him. An estranged husband phoning his estranged wife at all times and hanging up without saying a word might be considered stalking her, even if he never follows her about or lies in wait for her. If so, then what is stalking and why is it so intimately connected with monstrosity? 
One way to reflect on stalking, as well as its monstrosity, is to consider a few familiar and highly influential stories of monstrous stalking. Each of these stories consists of the specific, unique elements that are time and place specific. Each of them also consists of deeper seated components that seem to reappear in stories of stalking monsters throughout western culture. The following sections review five such stories and their stalking monsters: Mary Shelley's 1817 literary "Frankenstein Monster"; the Travis character in the 1976 film Taxi Driver; the media portrayal of a serial killer who, in 1976, caused panic and anxiety, calling himself "Son of Sam"; the Michael character in the 1978 film Halloween; the Alex character in the 1987 film that gave rise to wide spread hysteria, Fatal Attraction. Examination of these monstrous characters and their stalking stories sheds light on some attributes of the course of conduct we associate with stalking, while also illuminating monstrosity.
 
1817 - Mary Shelley's Frankenstein, or the Modern Prometheus

The Story

Mary Shelley may have been the first to associate stalking with hideous monstrosity, a linkage now so widely accepted that we have come to take it for granted. Shelley's 1817 Frankenstein narrates the story of a young scientist, Dr. Victor Frankenstein, who, in his relentless scientific zeal, creates life. But appalled by the ugliness of his creature, he abandons it. Wandering in streets and forests, the agonizing creature observes people from afar, educating itself in their language and manners. In desperate need of family, it attempts to reunite with its creator and asks him for a mate, only to be refused. In his violence, the monster causes the deaths of Victor’s father, brother (William), bride (Elizabeth), best friend (Clerval) and an innocent servant girl. It becomes a serial killer. Determined to take the monster's life, Victor chases it to the North Pole, where he dies while telling his story to Walton, a ship-captain; the creature then appears and promises Walton to take its own life. 

The Monster's Perspective v. His Target's Point of View
Mary Shelley presents her stalking story in a unique double first person narration: once by the stalking monster and once by its target. This structure furnishes her reader with an awareness of the very different points of view of the monstrous pursuer and of his target’s. Only together do these two distinct perspectives convey the full meaning of monstrous stalking. Let me begin by introducing Victor Frankenstein's narration of his experience of being stalked by his monster.

Victor first becomes aware that he is being pursued by his monster in Geneva, after his brother William's funeral:

I perceived in the gloom a figure which stole from behind a clump of trees near me; I stood fixed, gazing intently: I could not be mistaken. A flash of lightning illuminated the object, and discovered its shape plainly to me; its gigantic stature, and the deformity of its aspect, more hideous than belongs to humanity, instantly informed me that it was the wretch, the filthy daemon to whom I had given life. What did he there? . . . The figure passed me quickly, and I lost it in the gloom.
 

The next time that Victor notices the unwelcome presence, in the village of Chamonix, the monster approaches him, narrates its experiences to him and finally demands that Victor make him a female partner. Victor obeys, but horrified by the prospect that the couple breed more monsters, he destroys the female, and, in return, the monster murders Henry Clerval, Victor's best friend. Victor returns to Geneva to marry Elizabeth, but the monster kills her on their wedding night. By now Victor knows that he will never be free: "I do not doubt that he hovers near the spot which I inhabit" (193). He determines to spend the rest of his life chasing the monster and ridding the world of it, but dies before the completion of his task.  

In Victor's story, the stalking takes place between Man and his self-made shadow, his dark double, his monstrous, externalized other-self. In Victor's own mind, the monster is not clearly distinguishable from Victor, and its predation seems to be an aspect of Victor's "dual existence". Victor experiences the stalking as a punitive reminder of his own inherent, inexplicable monstrosity. The monster's persistent presence is, for him, ugly self-reflection of the evil within. It frightens him, paralyzes him, fills him with guilt, shame and frustrated rage. He perceives his stalking monster as a dreadful secret about himself, which alienates him from the rest of humanity. He feels trapped. 

The stalking monster's perspective offers a different story altogether, in which a cruel creator is pursued by his desperate, abandoned creation, which justly seeks acceptance, affection and reconciliation. 

The monster's story is as follows: after a short period of happiness in the woods the monster is forced to flee and, having no companion and nowhere to go, it chooses to go to Geneva, Victor's home town. There, the monster runs into young William Frankenstein. Learning that this is Victor's brother, and feeling rejected by him, the monster kills the boy. Avenging its own misery, the monster discovers that "I too can create desolation; my enemy is not invulnerable; this death will carry despair to him, and a thousand other miseries shall torment and destroy him. […] For some days I haunted the spot where these scenes had taken place; sometimes wishing to see you, sometimes resolved to quit the world and its miseries forever".
 

And this is the monster’s portrayal of his killings of Clerval and Elizabeth:

After the murder of Clerval, I returned to Switzerland, heart-broken and overcome. I pitied Frankenstein; my pity amounted to horror: I abhorred myself. But when I discovered that he, the author at once of my existence and of its unspeakable torments, dared to hope for happiness; that while he accumulated wretchedness and despair upon me, he sought his own enjoyment in feelings and passions from the indulgence of which I was forever barred, then impotent envy and bitter indignation filled me with an insatiable thirst for vengeance. I recollected my threat, and resolved that it should be accomplished. I knew that I was preparing for myself a deadly torture; but I was the slave, not the master, of an impulse, which I detested, yet could not disobey. Yet when she died!- nay, then I was not miserable. I had cast off all feeling, subdued all anguish, to riot in the excess of my despair. Evil thenceforth became my good. Urged thus far, I had no choice but to adapt my nature to an element which I had willingly chosen. The completion of my demonical design became an insatiable passion. And now it is ended; there is my last victim.
 

The monster's account of its pursuit of Victor documents the evolution of the stalking monster's motives and emotions. When it first heads towards Victor's home town, the monster is seeking only a home for itself; it yearns to belong, to break with the intolerable solitude forced upon it, and Victor's is the only home where it can hope to belong. But once in Geneva, the monster is bluntly rejected by young William Frankenstein, and its sorrow is transformed into fury and rage. In killing William, the monster asserts itself as powerful and capable of initiating meaningful action: it proves to Victor and to itself that, if nothing else, it can be as cruel as its creator. But it also hopes to attract Victor's attention and to evoke his compassion. It hopes to bring Victor to Geneva, so as to at least see him from afar. Following its creator across Europe, the creature joins its "father" as a secret traveling companion. At the same time, it also reinforces its mastery over Victor's consciousness. It longs to be a part of Victor's life, and by keeping Victor constantly aware of its potentially dangerous presence nearby, it ensures that Victor can never stop thinking of it. By forcing itself upon Victor's mind, the monster will never again be completely alone. 

The monster becomes violent when Victor refuses to acknowledge it as part of his life, when he disclaims it and refuses to assume responsibility for it. Killing William is the monster's only means to rejoin Victor, who has abandoned it "at birth". The killing of Clerval is in response to Victor's refusal to assume responsibility for the monster's happiness and to supply it with a female partner. Elizabeth is murdered to prevent Victor from pursuing his own happiness without the monster. The message is, "if you don't make sure I am happy - I'll make sure you are not", combined with "if I cannot have you - nobody will".

The monster seeks Victor's attention, and obtains it in full by stalking him and his relatives. Elizabeth's death provokes Victor to dedicate the rest of his life to chasing his shadow: "[m]y first resolution was to quit Geneva forever; . . . And now my wanderings began, which are to cease but with life. . . . I pursued him, and for many months this has been my task".
 Victor thus becomes the stalker of his monstrous image.

Concluding Overview
In conclusion, if Mary Shelley's monster is monstrous, it is because it was neglected, rejected and misunderstood. Its monstrosity is a human psychological response to unfair social treatment. Its stalking is a manifestation of deep pain and unattended emotional need. The stalking monster's target is its closest kin; its other self; its creator, the man who represents the monster's abandonment and rejection. It is from him that the monster demands what it considers justice: acknowledgment, acceptance, and painful sacrifice.
Yet, at the same time, as Victor Frankenstein's narrative testifies, the stalking monster is a ghastly, unnatural, inhuman thing. It is a vampiristic, blood lusting living dead. The monster itself further admits that it is possessed by inexplicable, awesome dark forces and serves them. It is doomed to follow a compulsive obsessive pattern of destructive behavior. "I was the slave, not the master, of an impulse, which I detested, yet could not disobey", it admits.
 

In Mary Shelley's novel, Victor, who is explicitly associated with Adam/ "everyman" and with Faust/ "over-reaching scientist", is responsible for vampiristic, monstrous, fatal stalking. Its victims experience it as being performed by an undead monster, who is Victor's (i.e., Man’s/Scientist's) dark mirror image. Victor's (Man’s/Scientist's) over-reaching scientific zeal is individualistic, vain, irresponsible, loveless and, therefore, vampiristically, monstrously fatal. His loveless passion to Know begets his monstrous vampire self which destroys his closest kin. Monstrosity is the murderous, unnatural and inhuman manifestation of Man's dark, egotistical zeal to Know. It turns on Man, targeting him and causing havoc all around. 
Mary Shelley's story of monstrous stalking clarifies the distinction between a stalking monster's target, and its victims. The monster’s predation is a manifestation of Victor's split existence: Victor's dark self targets its distinguished self. In this monstrous stalking game, Man and his shadow, monster and target, are the only real players. Victor’s brother, his fiancé and his best friend are not subjects of the monstrous stalking in their own right: they are merely victimized as part of the shadow's targeting of its creator. Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde come to mind, as well as their numerous contemporary literary and cinematic manifestations. These stories all narrate how Man begets Monster, and how they target and stalk each other in a love-hate bonding game that demands the lives of innocent victims. 

1976-1978:  The Stalking Monster from Fiction to Reality to Fiction: Taxi Driver,  "Son of Sam" and Halloween
Taxi Driver

In 1975, psychologist Herb Goldberg published his widely read The Hazards of Being Male. In it, he defined an identity crisis among American men, whom he calls tormented "zombies" and "sleepwalkers", “machinelike”, “dehumanized things” and “role robots”. Observing that “castrated men” would explode if they did not reclaim their masculinity, he claimed that modern man must embrace his “underlying rage toward the endless, impossible binds under which he lives”.
 Referring to the defeated, anti-heroic post-war mood, Ray Raphael related this crisis in the experience of masculinity to the unhappy conclusion of the Vietnam War. He argued that the war had been “an abortive rite of passage for an entire generation of American males, even for those who stayed behind.”
 
In this cultural context people feared Vietnam War veterans, the young men who had returned frustrated and disoriented from “the heart of darkness”. These men seemed to mirror the deep crisis of American masculinity and to reflect men’s collective, castrated state: they represented their generation’s failure to pass from childhood into manhood. It is little wonder that the film Taxi Driver received abundant attention.  
In 1976 Martin Scorsese and Paul Schrader introduced the American public to Robert De Niro’s Travis Bickle: a shy, lonely Marine veteran, trapped in the meaninglessness of his alienated life as a New York taxi driver. Unable to sleep, he drives his taxi every night, ceaselessly prowling the city. From his taxi window, “Bickle understands the city solely as a place of corruption, filth, violence, dread - an open sewer, filled with garbage and inhabited by human vermin. Only pimps and pushers and prostitutes walk the streets; . . . it is a city of dreadful night and the night’s creatures”.
 He documents the city’s moral guilt, awaiting supernatural intervention that will cleanse it from the filth. He becomes a ticking bomb of frustrated rage waiting to explode. 
Developing an infatuation with a fair, virginal political campaign worker, Betsy (Cybil Shepherd), Travis follows her and succeeds in attaining her attention for a short while. When she rejects him, he purchases three guns, drills himself in their use, changes his appearance into a head shaven punk and stalks the presidential candidate for whom she works, in an attempt to assassinate him. Failing in this, he takes on another mission, that of saving an under-aged prostitute (Jodie Foster) from her pimp. In the execution of his mission he shoots and kills three men. These avenging murders turn him into a media celebrity and allow him to reenter his previous life on the ugly streets and resume his original appearance and personality. 

On one level, Travis’s stalking monstrosity is explained in the context of his delusional, pathetic infatuation with an unattainable, virginal, love object. It is she who rejects (and castrates) him, thus "creating him", in his own mind, as an obsessive, frustrated, raging bully. She is, thus, his target, and it is in his attempt to impose himself on her life that he pursues her, while also stalking and killing others. For Travis, Betsy represents American society. In this sense, society at large created Travis, and is responsible for his condition. Like Frankenstein’s monster, Travis rages against what he perceives as Betsy/ society's unjust rejection. In his stalking he calls for attention as well as takes his revenge. 

But on another, deeper level, Travis’s monstrous features are all manifestations of his “veteran character”; i.e., it is his doomed, hopeless existential state as a contemporary American man that renders him vampiristic, mostrous and Hyde-like. He is the community’s Hyde in that he is its innate dark, shadowy mirror image set loose. In this sense, his monstrous stalking represents the community’s stalking of itself.

On one level, then, Betsy/ American society is the cause of Travis's misery, obsession, monstrosity and stalking. The war, the rejection and the meaninglessness are to blame. But at the same time, stalking monstrosity is simply inherent in him as a Vietnam veteran, the shadow of the American man.
"Son of Sam": Reality Mimics Fiction
The same year that the fictional Travis first stalked America on screen (1976), a real predator was stalking it on the streets of New York City. "Son of Sam", as he called himself, shot thirteen people, killing six and wounding seven, in seven shooting incidents that occurred between July 1976 and June 1977. He usually attacked young couples in parked cars late at night. Most of his victims were young women with long brown hair. In his sixth shooting, a note was found. In part, it read: 

I am the 'Monster' - 'Beelzebub' - the Chubby Behemoth. I love to hunt. Prowling the streets looking for fair game - tasty meat. The women of Queens are prettiest of all. . . I live for the hunt - my life. Blood for papa.
 

The assassin also sent letters to a New York Daily News reporter, Jimmy Breslin, one containing the following passage:

I am deeply hurt by your calling me a women hater. I am not. But I am a monster. I am the Son of Sam. . . . Sam loves to drink blood. 'Go out and kill', commands father Sam. Behind our house some rest. Mostly young - raped and slaughtered - their blood drained - just bones now. . . . Papa Sam keeps me locked in the attic. . . . I feel like an outsider. I am on a different wavelength than everybody else - programmed to kill.
 

One of the letters was signed "Sam's creation". 

His notorious actions made "Son of Sam" a contemporary Jack the Ripper. His letters explicitly portrayed him as a hunter, a vampire’s slave and a Frankenstein’s monster. It was almost inevitable that both the public and the media would associate him with the fictional Travis Bickle. Two common speculations that appeared in the newspapers were that "Son of Sam" was a veteran and that he drove a taxi. The list of "Son of Sam’s" victims was relatively short, and his deeds were not half as gruesome as those committed by other serial-killers, but the combination of the killer’s teasing, chilling letters, his self-description as a vampiristic monster and his popular association with the murderous protagonist of a powerful film touched an open nerve. The press described and analyzed his exploits relentlessly. The American public was obsessed and fascinated. "Son of Sam" became a household name and a national celebrity. 

When he was finally caught, the media portrayal of "Son of Sam" (David Richard Berkowitz) confirmed the popular suspicion that he was a “Travis come true”. Berkowitz was described as a "well-mannered, 24-year-old postal worker who lived alone. His apartment was filthy . . . and the walls were scratched with graffiti"
 - just as in Taxi Driver. This army veteran’s "main character trait seemed to be that he was introverted and liked to roam the streets alone at night".
  Like Travis, he was a keen consumer of pornography and owned two guns (his notorious .44, and a machinegun). Like the taxi driver, he documented his exploits in writing and was fascinated with the newspaper coverage of his escapades.

In the public imagination, as orchestrated by the media, "Son of Sam", the real stalking monster, was the tragic victim of the war, of social alienation and the meaninglessness of life, of loneliness and neglect in contemporary America. He was also inherently Other: a veteran; a blood lusting vampire; a deranged monster. The killer himself claimed that he is possessed by evil forced that he cannot control, and that "[A]lmost everyone else is like me, for we commit numerous perverted sexual acts in our minds day after day". He constituted himself as society's innately evil Hyde. 
Halloween: Frankenstein's Monster Becomes an Ever-Returning Slasher

Two years later, in 1978, John Carpenter directed a low budget film that became a fad: Halloween. In this fictional narrative, Travis and "Son of Sam" were stripped, or abstracted, of social contextualization, and reinstituted, in the character of Michael, as the paradigmatic, universalistic stalking monster: Frankenstein's creature. In Halloween, society and psychiatry are responsible for Michael's monstrous stalking; yet at the same time he is also evil incarnate, with no reason or cure; pure malevolence. Like in Mary Shelley's text, only combined do these two perspectives capture the essence of this film's stalking monster.  
Halloween opens with a murder committed on Halloween night by a 6-year-old Michael wielding a kitchen knife. The victim is the boy's teenage sister, who had spent the evening with a boy in the parents' bedroom. Fifteen years later, one night before Halloween 1978, Michael escapes (in a thunderstorm) from the mental institution where he has been confined and heads back home. He spends Halloween day stalking Tommy, a young boy who looks much as Michael himself did 15 years earlier, and Laurie, the teenager who is to babysit Tommy that night. While Michael is stalking, wearing a mask, his psychiatrist, Dr. Loomis, roams the little town, hunting for his patient and trying to warn the unbelieving authorities that evil has returned to their jurisdiction. He declare: "I spent 8 years trying to reach him and another 7 trying to keep him locked up, because I realized that what was living behind that boy's eyes was purely and simply evil".  

Slaughtering two of Laurie's friends, Michael attempts to murder her as well. In the final scene, the monster is shot by his psychiatrist, who finally arrives on the scene. But although Dr. Loomis shoots Michael six times, the monster walks away and disappears, only to return in sequels released in 1981, 1983, 1988 and 1998. Michael's monstrous slasher-stalking image has reappeared in many subsequent horror films, establishing itself as an essential component of our collective imagination. 
Much like Frankenstein's monster, Michael returns home, to bond and wreak havoc.  Much like Victor Frankenstein, Dr. Loomis, Michael's "scientist father image", chases Michael in an attempt to kill him and contain the danger he poses to innocent by standers. Like Frankenstein, Dr. Loomis refers to Michael as "it", stressing that despite appearances, he is more monster than human. He declares that the creature is "simply evil". Indeed, Michael, whose face we never see, and who never utters a single word, is portrayed as a diabolical, blood drinking, stalking living dead monster. This portrayal mimics Victor Frankenstein's view of his creature. 
Yet Michael is also very much a Frankenstein's monster as presented through that creature's tormented perspective. Halloween does not give Michael a voice to tell of his misery, but it does portray him as lonely, abandoned and unloved, seeking his family and seeking revenge. Despite Michael's own muteness, the film does offer the view that family, society and the psychiatric profession are all responsible for having created this monster. Deserted and rejected by family and society, abandoned to years of institutionalization and psychoanalytic treatment, Michael, like Frankenstein's monster, becomes a vengeful, ruthless murderer. He returns home to bond with the only "family" he has (Tommy and Laurie), and to empower himself by causing them pain and suffering. He will not let the others enjoy their lives without him. He is obsessed by a deadly power that he cannot control. Just like Frankenstein's monster. 
1987 - The Female Stalking Monster: Fatal Attraction
In the conservative Reagan-Busch era, Fatal Attraction's protagonist, Dan (Michael Douglas), is a married man whose fair wife is a perfect homemaker and attentive mother to their daughter. When his wife and daughter are away for a weekend, the naive Dan is seduced by the independent, professional Alex (Glen Close), who promises that no strings would be attached. When, starting the following day, she insists on continuing a relationship, he feels trapped, helpless and terrified. She appears constantly, in his office, by his car and even in his home, demanding his recognition and affection. Feeling mistreated, she resorts to violence and even kills (Dan's daughter's pet rabbit). She attempts suicide to arouse Dan's compassion, is frequently seized by extreme fits of hysteria, and rapidly deteriorates into destructive, uncontrolled lunacy. Dan's terror peaks when she notifies him of her pregnancy, and when, eventually, she enters Dan's home and attempts to murder his wife. Finally, the good wife prevails.  
Dan is the prototypical new man; he is the ideal type of the tormented, “politically correct” American man of the 1980s and 1990s, who, although not faultless, nevertheless invites nothing but sympathy and understanding. Alex is the backlash-inspired image of the dangerous feminist: the independent career woman, who is emotionally instable and a threat to family values. She is 1987's most notorious stalking monster.  

Alex is a 1987 female version of a Frankenstein monster. She feels unjustly abandoned by the man who, she claims, made her into what she has become. Lonely and tormented, she accuses Dan of rejecting her, of abandoning her, and of refusing to assume responsibility for her suffering. She desperately stalks him as a means of calling his attention, bonding with him and punishing him. She stalks and hurts the people most dear to him. Her message to Dan is "if you don't make sure I am happy - I'll make sure you are not", combined with "if I cannot have you - nobody will". 
At the same time, like Frankenstein's creation, Alex too is a deranged, raving monster; an uncontrollable "thing", possessed by an obsession she cannot control. As such, Alex is a hellish female demon of the occult-horror, as well as a reincarnation of Halloween's Michael character. Her persistent returns to Dan's life, sometimes shot from her peeping perspective outside his window, associate her with Michael. This is particularly clear in the final scene. In Dan's new family home in the country, Alex ambushes his wife in the shower and tries to kill her with a large kitchen knife. When, in the nick of time, Dan comes to the rescue, he and Alex battle fiercely, until he manages to drown her in the bathtub. Alex's dead eyes are fixed on the tormented Dan for a very long time. And then, just when the tension begins to fade, Alex returns from death, leaping on Dan like a demented vampire armed with a knife. Luckily, the good wife arrives on the scene to shoot the ghastly daemon down. 

The public, both in American and abroad, was preoccupied, if not obsessed, with Fatal Attraction. Time magazine noted that "people just can't stop talking about this movie". "The gross in North America had topped $150,000,000 by the end of the year, and it broke box office records in Britain, taking 1,000,000 pounds in the first week. In analyst-ridden New York it was reported that 70% of patients with marital problems were claiming to be obsessed with Fatal Attraction".
 Judging by surveys of audience response, the film seems to have aroused in male viewers strong feelings of anxiety, hatred (towards the woman-stalker) and revenge.
 "A headline in one supermarket tabloid even dubbed the film's single-woman character the MOST HATED WOMAN IN AMERICA".
 
Stalking Monsters

So what are stalking monsters, and what is it that makes them "monstrous"? Judging by Frankenstein's monster, as well as some of his notorious contemporary descendents (Taxi Driver's Travis, "Son of Sam", Halloween's Michael and Fatal Attraction Alex), stalking monsters combine two distinct characterizations. On the one hand, they are tormented by what they perceive as their abandonment and neglect, and stalk to bond with those whom they perceive as their tormentors, as well as to hurt them and avenge themselves on them. They desperately attempt to prevent their would-be-tormentors from enjoying their lives without them. Each monster constructs his or her alleged tormentor as a close family member, such as a parent figure or a lover. The relationship with this "family member" is experienced by the monster as primary, eternal, and inevitable. In the monster's mind, the "relative" is in some sense the monster's creator, responsible both for its existence and for its suffering. In turn, the monster is in some sense the "relative's" shadowy Hyde double. The monster does everything in its power to convey these feelings to its target, i.e., to the monster's "relative"/creator/double image, and make the target adopt the monster's perspective. 

In this characterization, the monster's stalking is an act of desperate pain, reaching out and acting out in the face of cruel denunciation; it is a response to provocation; a reaction to a cause. Since the bond between monster and "relative" is so deep, the rejection and abandonment are of monumental dimensions, the pain is unbearable, and the passion for vengeance - enormous. In this narrative, the stalking monster's endeavor is to achieve justice: to (re)enforce a relationship that was "meant to be" on a close person who seems to be indifferent, uncooperative, or trying to break away.

On the other hand, in the parallel characterization, stalking monsters are inhuman, deranged Others, who are possessed by murderous lust for blood which they cannot control. They are pure evil that cannot be explained, understood or treated. Their stalking is almost mechanical. There is no hope of communication, negotiation or reasoning with them. The monsters are unreachable foes.
The unnerving fusion of familiarity, closeness, anguish and vengeance, guilt and pity, with the raw, innate, unfeasible evil, is gruesome and disorienting. These monsters are us – and also not us; they are "close kin" – and alien strangers; they are creatures we can relate to, take pity on, feel guilty towards – yet they are also completely estranged to us; inaccessible. As they stalk us, we want to pacify them, yet know that they are possessed by powers we cannot grasp. 
Similarly, stalking monsters transgress additional fundamentals boundaries that we rely on, blurring distinctions that are crucial to our ability to make sense of reality. "Living dead", they are both dead and alive, as well as neither. They are human and inhuman; victims and predators; sufferers and aggressors. They are independent - but also "shadow images" of their creators and inseparable from them. As they stalk us, they are both there and not there; present and absent. They undermine the basic distinction between past, present and future by always already being there. Their repeated reappearances create the both the feeling of multitude "visits" and that of perpetual presence. The repetitive returns also constitute a sense of circular time that unites monster and target in a closed, seemingly-eternal, unbreakable cycle. Yet the target also feels time in a very linear sense as well: time is running out, and every moment the stalking monster seems to be ever closer. 

These stalking monsters are impossible by any human standard, yet many of us experience them as very much on our tracks. They invade our privacy, disregard our will and free choice, deny our right to self determination and undermine us. They jeopardize our freedom, individuality and autonomy and change us despite ourselves. They blur every distinction we rely on, confusing all the familiar categories that make up our world. They threaten to suffocate us; to devour us. The chilling paralysis incurred by the stalking monster is the deep significance of its monstrosity. 
Prelude: Anti-Stalking v. Anti-Monsters Legislation
Anti-Monsters Legislation

The first anti-stalking statute was legislated by the State of California in 1990, after the murder of actress Rebecca Schaeffer by a fan who was presented by the media as a “Travis-Michael” character, i.e., a “serial-killer type”. A great number of press items and law review articles describing the legislation of California's anti-stalking law, associated it with Fatal Attraction. Similar "Anti Travis/ Michael/ Alex Laws" were quickly legislated in all states. When, in January 30, 1992, State Representative Dianne Byrum introduced the bill which eventually became Michigan's stalking law, she explained her motivation to the press in the following manner: 
In recent years, the most sensational stalking cases have involved celebrities … Rebecca Schaeffer was brutally killed by a man who stalked her across the country. But the usual stalking victim is an average woman who is terrorized by a vengeful ex-husband or boyfriend, and in some cases a man who is pursued by a woman with a 'fatal attraction'.

The association of anti-stalking legislation with Fatal Attraction became so strong that in the following years anti-stalking laws were sometimes referred to as “Fatal Attraction laws”. 

California’s legislation was intended to protect the public from the threat allegedly posed by this “profile” of stalkers, i.e., from stalking monsters. No attempt was made to investigate and analyze the real social phenomenon of stalking. Addressing monstrous images rather than social reality, the legislature did not adequately conceptualize the prohibited behavior and the “panicky” drafting rendered an imperfect law that is almost inapplicable to most situations of stalking. Most states followed suit and adopted California’s formulation. Some legal scholarly literature added insult to injury by explicitly associating the prohibited behavior with the cultural images of stalkers. 

Anti-Stalking Legislation

Statutes are legislated to prohibit and prevent well specified, damaging conducts. They cannot and should not attempt to prohibit types of people (or creatures). They are inadequate to cope with monsters, nor should they try to. What laws must do is define, in great precision, which concrete stalking actions are not legitimate; they must distinguish such actions carefully from socially acceptable ones. Based on the experiences of women and men who felt damaged and injured by human stalking, I suggest that the legal prohibition of stalking should contain three components:
1) A course of conduct directed at the targeted person. The course of conduct may involve repeated or continual unwelcome following, lying in wait, surveillance, trespassing, peeping, physical proximity, harassment, communication, vandalism or threatening. It must be defined as including only behaviors which are not a part of the stalker’s legitimate lifestyle, or part of his or her professional and/or lawful practice;

2) A specific intent. This intent may be one to establish, reestablish, maintain, or reinforce a nonconsensual, personal relationship with the targeted person; or, with no lawful justification, to control the targeted person, or to punish him or her, or to prevent him or her from creating, pursuing, or continuing a relationship with another person, or to severely frighten or terrorize the targeted person, or to undermine her or his sense of personal security, or to severely harm him or her bodily or mentally;

3) The stalker’s actual or normative knowledge, i.e., his or her awareness of the likely consequences of his or her behavior. The law may require that the stalker knew, or should have known, that the ensuing course of conduct was sufficiently severe or pervasive to significantly alter the targeted person’s conditions of life and to create for her or him a hostile, abusive or personally insecure environment. 

Such legislation offers protection from "regular" stalking, which is usually performed on women by controlling partners or ex-partners. It also prohibits stalking perpetrated by serial killers as prelude to their murders. It does not address stalking monsters, monstrosity and deep seated supernatural anxiety.
Surviving Stalking Monsters
Laws must address real life people who perform such stalking. Enforcement agencies must detain such individuals and protect us from their stalking and its damaging effects. But laws must not fool us to believe that they can shield us from or cure us of the paralyzing anxiety that stalking monsters sometime instill in us. This anxiety can only be addressed by unpacking sentiments of intimacy, identification, guilt, longing or supernatural bonding we may harbor towards ghosts that stalk us in the depth of our souls. This anxiety can only be cured by overcoming the overwhelming fear that evil, pure evil, lurks inside us manifesting itself as our murderous Hydes. Symptoms of guilt and insecurity, which breed our stalking monsters, can only be treated by far more delicate tools than the law.
� This article relies on the research published in my book, Orit Kamir, Every Breath You Take: Stalking Narratives and the Law (Ann Arbor, MI: Michigan University Press, 1991). For full discussion of stories of stalking, references and legal analysis, see there.  
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