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I. Abstract 

There were several purposes of this project. The study 
examined the long term effects of two types of 
victimization, rape and robbery. Reactions of male and 
female robbery victims were compared. Also studied were a 
number of variables which might affect recovery. Finally, 
the effects of participation in the criminal justice system 
on psychological functioning of vIctims were examined. As 
a continuation of a prior grant (NIMH grant no. R01 MH 
37296) this project assessed victims of rape and robbery at 
five postcrime intervals ( 1, 3, 6, 12, and 18 months), in 
order to compare the trauma of rape and robbery victims and 
to compare the reactions of male and female robbery victims. 
Among the data being collecte,d was information on 
participation in the criminal justice system. All 
participants completed a computer-administered battery of 
psychological tests. A number of other variables examined 
as contributors to victlms/ reactions were: prior history 
of victimization. precrime psychological problems. assault 
variables, within-assault victim reactions, social support, 
postcrime behavioral responses, and treatment after the 
crime. Among the findings were that, overal 1, many of the 
victims exhibited clinical levels of distress following the 
crime. The greatest amount of recovery occurred between one 
and three months postcrime and then stabilized. Rape 
victims reported significantly more problems on most 
measures than robbery victims. However, when the effects of 
assault variables and within-assault victim reactions were 
eliminated there were very few differences between the two 
groups. Within each crime group it was found that a) I of 
the variables which were examined did influence the 
reactions and recovery of robbery victims. Rape victims 
were most affected by within-person variables: history of 
Victimization, within-assault reactions, and postcrtme 
behavioral responses following the crime. There were 
significant differences between male and female robbery 
victims on a few of the measures at one month postassault. 
Beyond the first session, the only measures on which there 
were differences were those which probably reflect 
preexisting sex differences. Although assault variables 
were not very predIctIve of reactIons or recove~y in male 
robbery victims, the rest of the variables examined in this 
study were found to be associated with reactIons and 
recovery of male robbery victims. Examination of subjects 
who participated in the criminal Justice system with those 
who did not, revealed essentIally no dIfferences between the 
two groups. Findings are discussed within the context ot 
cognItIve-behavioral theory. 



2 

II. LIterature Review ang Research QUestions. 

A. lmQQrtance of Comparing Rape and Robbery Victims. 

There have been three longitudinal studies ot the 
psychological aftermath of rape. In South Carolina, 
Kilpatrick and Veronen (1982) assessed victims of rape and a 
matched nonvictlm group at regular intervals for several 
years, particularly focusing on fear and anxiety reactions. 
Calhoun and Atkeson (1981' also compared rape vlctlms with 
nonvictlms for one year following their assaults. Their 
study focused somewhat more strongly on depressive 
reactions. Most recently, undet a grant from NIMH, the 
Principal Investigator of this project compared the 
reactions of rape with robbery victims for six months 
postcrime. One of the purposes of that study was to 
determine if the reactions observed in rape victims are due 
to being sexually assaulted or are due to the trauma of 
faCing imminent death. Rape and robbery victims might also 
experience somewhat dIfferent patterns of reaction and 
recovery because of the greater social stigma that rape 
carries. 

From a theoretical perspective, al 1 three studies have 
questioned and examined an assumption that was made by early 
researchers and clinicians in the field, that victims/ 
reactions are explainable by crlsis theory (Burgess & 
Holmstrom, 1974). Crisis theory (Caplan, 1964) proposes 
that fo1 lowing a traumatic event, the victim experiences a 
disorganization in functioning because the event exceeds the 
person/s ability to cope appropriately. Crisis theory 
suggests that within 4-6 weeks, the crisis is resolved 
either successful ly through new adaptive coping or 
unsuccessfully through maladaptive coping strategies. 
EIther way, the person should be symptom-free In a few 
months. 

LongItudinal stUdies have not found this to be the 
case. While some symptoms like depression, other 
disruptions of mood, and most types of social adjustment 
usually improve by three months postassault (Atkeson, 
Calhoun, Resick & Ellis, 1982; KIlpatrick, Veronen & Reslck, 
1979; Resick, Calhoun, Atkeson, & El lis, 1981) fear and 
anxiety problems may continue Indefinitely <Calhoun, Atkeson 
& Re~ick, 1982; Kilpatrick, Resick & Ve~onen, 1981). One 
year after being raped 35% of a victim group scored more 
than one standard deviation above a control group mean on 
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the Modified Fea~ Su~vey (Calhoun et al., 1982). Kllpat~lck 
and Ve~onen (1983) found dlffe~ences in fea~ and anxiety 
between victims and nonvlctims for at least three yea~s 
postc~ime. 

A specific anxiety diso~de~ which may be p~evalent in 
victims of t~auma such as c~ime victims is post-t~aumatlc 
st~ess diso~de~ (PTSD). In addition to anxiety. PTSD 
symptoms include int~usive ~ecollections of the event and 
attempts to avoid ~eminde~s of the incident. In a ~andom 
su~vey of lifetime victimizatIon among women, Kilpat~ick et 
al. (1987) found that almost 60% of the ~ape vIctims they 
inte~vie\¥ed had met the c~ite~la fo~ PTSD and, although 
thei~ c~lmes ha~ occu~~ed many yea~s p~eviously on the 
ave~age, 16% of the ~ape victims cu~~ently met the crite~ia. 
This pe~centage was in cont~ast to the 3.4% of victims of 
c~imes othe~ than ~ape. 

Othe~ ~esea~che~s have obse~ved ch~onlc anxiety-~elated 
p~oblems with sexual functioning (Becke~7 Abel & Sklnne~. 
1979; Becke~. Skinne~, Abel & T~eacy, 1982; Bu~gess & 
Holmst~om, 1979; Ellis" Atkeson & Calhoun. 1981; 
Feldman,:""Summet's. Go~dan & Meaghe~. 1979; MilleL, WI I Iiams & 
Be~nstein. 1982). Clearly crisIs theory Is not sufficient 
to explain the~e findings. 

Cognltlve-behavlo~al theory appears to fit the data 
bette~. Cognitive-behavlo~al theo~y p~oposes that at the 
time of the attack. the victim expe~iences a st~ong 
physiological ter~o~ reaction. This sympathetic nervous 
system reaction is so strong that any stimuli which are 
present during the assault becom~ conditIoned stimuli which 
can late~ trigger fear reactions, even when the victim is in 
a safe situation. Being alone, being outside when it's 
dark, and sudden noises would be ve~y typical stimuli 
present in an attack sItuation which cou,ld late~ trigger 
fear ~eactions. Because many of these cues are avoidable, 
the ~ape vi ct im ,I s II ke I y to extend and exacerbate the 
classically conditioned fea~ re~ctlon through avoidance 
Jearn 1 ng. ' I f a rape vi ct 1m becomes f~ i gh tened whenever she 
is alone or with men, she then attempts to reduce he~ fear 
by a~ranging he~ environment so that these stimuli do not 
occu~. This ope~ant avoidance p~omotes the development of 
phobIas and gene~alized anxiety because, if left unt~eated, 
the victim of rape has no opportunIty to learn that these 
cues do not necesscl.L- i 1 y i ndl cate Immi nent dange'r and the 
cues do not extinguish through nontraumatlc exposure. 
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CognitIve-behavioral theory also assumes a cognitlve 
component in learning. Fear, depression and loss of 
self-esteem might be expected to be problems for the rape' 
victim because 1) through the unpredictabilIty of attack and 
threat of death, the rape victim will· feel that she has lost 
control over her I ife and 2) it is to be expected that rape 
victims wil I carry many of the same beliefs regarding rape 
that society in general holds. She may believe that she Is 
a less worthwhile person because she has been IIdeflled li

• 

She may believe she was attacked for.some reason, such as 
poor Judgement or provocative behavior on her part. or to 
punish her sIns. These beliefs wil I then affect how she 
views herself and interacts with others. 

CognitIons also affect the extent of the fear reaction 
and the cognitive symptoms of post-traumatic stress disorder 
(Bandura, 1969; Foa & Kozak, 1986; Lang, 1977). WhIle 
awareness is not necessary for condltioning to occur, in 
most cases classical conditioning is medLated through covert 
symbolic activity. The information processing model of Foa 
and Kozak (1986) and Lang (1977) posit that fear is stored 
in the memory as a network that includes information about 
the stimUlus situation, phYSiological and behavioral 
responses and interpretive information regarding the meaning 
of stimulI and responses. ThIs fe~r network is viewed as a 
program to stimulate escape and avoIdance behavior. 

Reiss and McNally (1985) speak to the meaning of the 
event with expectancy theory. They propose that there are 
two kinds of expectancies that help maintain fear and 
avoidance, danger and anxIety expectancies. A danger 
expectancy is the belief that a given stimulus is a reI iable 
signal of environmental harm while an anxiety expectancy is 
the anticipation that encountering a specifIc stimulus wIll 
produce anxiety even when the stimulus is known to be 
harmless. Even without avoidance behavior. extInction is 
slow if a person still belIeves she/he Is in danger CBandura 
1969) . 

Therefore, accordIng to cognitIve-behavioral theory, 
there should be tew differences In the fear reactions of 
female rape and robbery victims because of the condItioned 
nature of fear in a lIfe-threatenIng situatIon. 'The one 
except Ion '>llOU I d be sexua 1 funct i oQ i ng/dysfunct Ions.' Rape 
victims would be expected to exhlbit mo~e anxiety-~elated, 
sexual dysfunctions and less sexual activlty because of the 
pairing of terror with sexual contact. There might be 
differences howeve~, in the way that robbery and rape 
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victims respond cognitively and are treated by others 
because of the greater societal stigma surrounding rape. 
Rape victims might well exhibit greater problems with 
depression and self-esteem. 

The findings of the NIMH portIon of the Resick project 
were equivocal. Fear, as measured by the Modified Fear 
Survey, was not different between rape and robbery victims 
except on those scales that would be predicted by classical 
conditioning, weapons fears in the robbery victims and 
sexual fears in the rape victims. However, rape victims 
appeared to have more symptoms of post-traumatic stress 
disorder as measured by the Impact of Event Scale. On the 
Brief Symptom Index there were no differences between rape 
and robbery victims at one month or six months postcrime, 
but there were differences at three months. It appears that 
while their initial reactions were similar, rqpe victims 
took longer tq recover than robbery victims. 

Rape victims scored higher than robbery victims at 
three months postcrime on interpersonal sensitIvity, 
depression, and anxiety. Rape victims scored higher than 
robbery victims on the Beck Depression Inventory through the 
six month session. . 

Finally, some regression analyses were conducted to 
determine If prior victimization, assault variables, or the 
victimsl reactions during the crime affected their recovery. 
Although the findings are too num~rous to detail here, It 
appeared that a history of victimization was predictive of 
post-traumatic stress disorder reactions, particularly in 
the robbery victims. At one month postcrime, the set of 
historical variables explained about a third of the varIance 
and at six months explained about half of the variance in 
IES scores. 

In a separate set of regression analyses, assault 
variables, factors that pertained to the amount of threat 
and violence used against the Victim, as a group accounted 
for 29% of the variance in the IES avoidance subscale at one 
month postcrime and 51% at six months postcrime. The IES 
intrusion subscale vlas significantly predicted by the set of 
assault predictors only at the six month session but 
accounted for 41% of the varlance. With regard to the 
victims/ within-assault reactions 1 the set of variables 
predicted symptoms such as nightmares and flashbacks at 
session one (R2=.25) and avoidance at six months <R2=.58). 
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The purpose of the continuation grant was to compare 
rape and robbery victims/ reactions using a larger sample 
and extending the study period to include a 12 and 18 month 
assessment. A larger sample may help reduce some of the 
equivocal results O,r clarify the pattern of findings. Also, 
in addItion to the regression analyses on the three sets of 
variables mentioned above, some other potentially important 
intervening variables were examined: precrime psychological 
problems, postcrime counseling? social support, the victims/ 
postcrime behavioral responses and participation in the 
criminal justice system. These comparisons and analyses 
should help explain not only whether rape victims differ in 
their reactions to robbery victims but what varlab~es are 
important in predicting who will have greater trauma 
reactions and what variables affect recovery. 

B. Importance of Comparing Male and Female Victims. 

The most important reason for comparing the reactions 
and recovery of male and female robbery victims is simply 
that it has not been done before. The bulk of the 
victimization literature has focused on female victims. Up 
until the current project no other research has examined the 
reactions of male crime victims in any depth. The paucity 
of research on the reactions of men gives no clue as to what 
to expect and no theories have been forthcoming. However, 
women generally tend to exhibit more fear than men, and 
women are more 1 ikely to be taught to fear physical attack 
and rape than men. It could be hypothesized that women 
would develop stronger trauma reactions to assault than men 
because they have been sensitized to the fear prior to the 
crime. 

Men on the other hand, may be more likely to interpret 
their physiological arousal as anger rather than fear and to 
suppress actively any classically conditioned reactions 
later because of differ.ential training in the meaning of 
violence. Therefore, it might be hypothesized that women 
wil I experience more severe and long lasting fear reactions 
In response to assault. 

The purpose of the original grant, for which this 
project Is a contInuation, was to begin to examine these 
possibilities by comparing male and female robbery victims. 
The findings after data collection from 1. 3, and 6 months 
postcrime appear to support a cognitive-behavioral theory. 
Overall, the reactions of men and women were more similar 
than they were dIfferent. In most of the measures of 
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symptomatology, there were no differences between the two 
groups. However, based on the Modified Fear Survey, the 
findings of the comparison of female and male robbery 
victims were as predicted with regard to fear reactions; 
female subjects reported greater fear across the six months 
of assessment. 

There were also some unexpected findings. Male robbery 
victims exhibited more problems with interpersonal 
sensitivity and self-esteem than female robbery victims at 
the six month assessment session. One possible explanation 
is that there is a greater social stigma perceived by male 
victims. Victimization is incompatible with the traditional 
male sex role. Therefore, negative cognitions about their 
experience may affect men/s view of themselves and their 
interactions with othet~. 

Another surprising findIng was that. rather than 
suppressing classical condItioning, anger appeared to 
faci 1 i tate it. It was found that, among mal e robbe'C'y 
victims, those who experienced more anger during the crime 
were more likely to have problems with fear and anxiety 
later. Apparently, any kInd of arousal, whether anger or 
fear, will facIlitate classical conditIoning and subsequent 
fear reactions. An important goal of this continuation 
grant was to determine if the findings of the first project 
continued with the larger sample size and across another 
year of assessment. As with the rape and robbery 
comparison, a number of secondary analyses were also 
conducted to determine what varIables influence reactions 
and recovery in male robbery victIms. 

C. Importance of Studying Victims/ Reactions to 
Participation in the Criminal Justice System. 

In an eloquent speech to the National Conference of the 
Judiciary on The Rights of VictIms of Crime (1983), 
Assistant Attorney General Lois Haight Herrington spoke of 
her legal training in which the victims of crime were 
treated as no mare than evidence. All of the focus of the 
criminal justice system had been on criminals and their 
rights, to the exclusion of the rights of victIms (Sparks. 
1982). After hearing thousands of hours of testImony, the 
Presldent/s Task Force on Vlctims of Crime determined that 
lithe neglect of crime victims is a national disgrace" 
(Herrington, p.vil). The Task Farce heard again and again 
how stressful participating in the criminal Justice system 
can be. One victim stated, "People have to realize that 
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emotional scabs are constantJy being scraped off as you 
appear time after time in court" Cp. 75). 

Considering that the victim of crime should be an 
essential concern of the criminal Justice system and that 
victim cooperation is the backbone of successful 
prosecution, it is important that we understand what effect 
participation in the crimJnal Justice system has on the 
victim. Unfortunately. while the Task Force and a few other 
researchers (Holmstrom & Burgess, 1983; Kel ly, 1984) have 
documented reactions of victIms to the system <ie. their 
criticisms and concerns), there has been little·research to 
investigate the impact of participation on psychological 
functioning. One cannot necessarily oonclude that because 
many victims do not like the way·they are treated during 
criminal prosecution that the pr.ocess has an adverse effect 
on their psychological functioning. While participation 
might have an adverse effect wIth ~egard to fear, ~nxiety, 
depression or self-esteem, it could also be the case that 
these areas of functioning might benefit from participation. 

If crime victims receIve counseling or therapy as a 
result of their contact with criminal Justice practitioners 
(via referrals to a victim assistance agency), or receive 
appropriate social support througho~t the process, they may 
develop better coping skil Is than if they had not had· 
contact with such agencies. It is an empirical question 
that has not been examined sufficiently. One of the major 
purposes of the proposed project is to compare the 
psychological reactions and recovery of those who 
participata In the criminal Justice system with those who do 
not. In addition to psychological symptoms, possible 
differences in Gocial support and work adjustment wil I also 
be examined. 

None of the studies reviewed earlier examined the 
effect of legal involvement on victim recovery. However. in 
their analysis of phobic cues, Calhoun et al. (1982) found 
that at the 2, 4, 8 and 12 month postrape assessment . 
periods, testifying in court wa~ always In the top five most 
fearful cues. At the 12 month assessment, it caused the 
greatest fear in victims out of 120 fear items on the 
Modified Fear Survey. The courtroom situatIon could be 
highly traumatic for several reasons. There are a number of 
very potent cues during the trial: the assailant. the 
weapon used, clothIng, and photographs or other evidence 
from the crime scene. The victim must relive the attack In 
the presence of those cues while havIng her/his credibilIty 
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and integrity attacked ~nd questioned. Therefore, problems 
with anxiety, depression and self-esteem could be 
exacerbated. 

On the other hand, participation in the criminal 
Justice system could be therapeutic If accompanied by 
appropriate social support by friends, family. victim 
service advocates or therapists. It might be possible for 
the victim to desensitize to fearful cues; to regain a sense 
of control and self-esteem through participation. Which o,f 
these outcomes is typical now and what variables affect 
psychological outcomes are not currently known. 

There'has been only one study that has examined the 
effects of participating in the criminal Justice system. 
Cluss, Boughton, Frank. Stewart. and West (1983) compared 
~ape victims who participated in the criminal justice system 
with those who either were unable to participate or who did 
not want to participate in the criminal Justice system. 
They found that there were no differences In social support 
or depression either initially or at six months postcrime. 

·At 12 months there was a difference in self-esteem, with 
those who were prosecuting having highe( self-esteem. 
Unfortunately. there were two major problems with the study. 
One was that the vlomen had not completed their participation 
in the criminal Justice system, and the other was the number 
of t-tests that were conducted. The sole fInding of the 
study could have been the result of chance alone. 

One of the purposes of the proposed project Is to 
examine whether there are any differences in reaction or 
recovery between those people who complete the criminal 
Justice system process and those who do not participate at 
all. At this point it is not possible to predict which way 
participation might affect victIm reactIons. Appearing in 
court could be psychologically damaging, therapeutic or have 

. no effect at all. 
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III. Methodology 

A. Participants 

1. Participant samDl lng, participation rate§, 

For the original NIMH grant upon which this study is 
based, 1605 introductory letters were sent to potential 
participants between July 1, 1983 and February 28, 1985. 
The letters stated that we might be cal lIng them to request 
their participation. Of the initial 1605, we attempted to 
contact but never reached 658 (41%) and we did not attempt 
to call another 482 people (30%) because they had no phones, 
we received the police reports too late, they were robbery 
victims who were older than our sample of rape victims, or 
their numbers were long distance. Participation rates are 
based on the people we actually contacted by telephone (we 
sent letters to people v7ith no telephones asking them to 
call us. Very few did call but those who did are 
incorporated with those we contacted). A total of 465 
people were contacted. Of those, 111 declined to 
particIpate (24%), 18 (4%) were determined to be 
inappropriate based on the phone call (not lucid or couldn/t 
understand explanation of phone call), 96 (21%) agreed to 
participate and were scheduled but didn/t show up, and 240 
were scheduled and came in for at least one session. 
Therefore the participation rate, those who actually came in 
for at least one session out of those who were contacted, 
was 52%. 

Since these statistics were calculated, some additional 
people were included in the project. There was a period of 
time after we closed out the NIMH sample to ready it for 
analysis, and before the NIJ project began, in which we 
continued to recruIt new participants into the project. The 
final sample sIze at session one was 274, including 75 rape 
victims, 91 female robbery victims and 108 male robbery 
victims. We also attempted to recrult samples of subjects 
for the three groups who we had not contacted earlier to see 
if they would be interested in participating at 12 or 18 
months postcrime. The reason for this delayed sample was to 
determine the effect of repeated testing on the participants 
in the main sample. Not enough rape victims participated at 
these single-test sessions to analyze so they have not been 
included. At 12 months 19 robbery victims participated and 
at 18 months another 19 participated. Therefore, the total 
sample for this project was 312. These numbers include 
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partIcipants for whom we have "good" data (they did not have 
too much missing data and passed the validity checks). 

With regard to the issue of sampling, the only variable 
we attempted to control for was the age of the robbery 
victims. Our initial examination of Daily Crime and 
Happenings reports indicated that robbery. victims were 
somewhat older on the average than rape victims. Because we 
did not want the age variable to confound the study of 
reactions to different types of crime, we only sent letters 
to "older" robbery victims (over 35) when an older rape 
victim participated in the project. Therefore, this study 
compares robbery victims to rape victims without confounding 
the age factor. However, generalIzations regarding the 
effects of robbery must be limited to younger victims, 
rather than the entire population of robbery victims. 

2. Population comparisons. 

In order to determine If our sample was similar in 
demographics to the population from which the sample was 
drawn, two comparisons were made. The sex, age, and race, 
and crime distribution of adult rape and robbery victims 
were coded from Dally Crimes and Happenings Reports from the 
three poJice departments participating In the study for the 
four months that fell during the project period. A total of 
727 rapes (9%), robberies (91%) and rape/robberies (1%) were 
reported during that period. Of the total crimes, 44.7% of 
the vIctims were male and 54.5% were female and the sex of 
0.8% was unknown. Thirty-six per cent were white, 58% were 
black and the race of 6% was unknown. The four month adult 
population sample ranged in age from 17 to over 65. Twelve 
percent of the sample fel I in the age range from 17-20, 36% 
were 21-30, 16% were 31-40, 12% were 41-50, 20% were over 
50, and the age of 4% was unknown. 

First, this coded sample of the population was compared 
to the study sample collected during that same four month 
period by means of Chi-Square analyses. Unfortunately, the 
validity of the analyses is questionable because data in the 
cells of the study sample were so sparse. However, it was 
found that there was a sex difference between the two 
samples, Chi2 (2) = 7.6, p< .05. The study sample during 
that period had more female victims (79%) than the 
population sample. There was also a signi"£icant dlffet-ence 
in the age distributIon of the samples, Chi 2 (10) = 23.9, p< 
.01. Of the study sample, 79% were under 30, 18% fell 
between 31-40, and only 3% were over 40. This difference is 
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not surprising since potential robbery participants over 35 
were only contacted when rape or rape/robbery victims over 
35 participated. There was not a signIficant difference in 
the racial composition of the two samples or the percentage 
fal ling under each crime category. 

The second comparison was to compare the four months of 
crime reports with the sample of the entire NIMH study 
sample. The valIdIty of this method requires the assumptIon 
that the demographics from the four months of crime reports 
is representative of the population as a whole. However, by 
analyzing the entire study sample, the chi-square tests may 
have greater valIdIty because of the larger sample size. 
Among the findings of this comparison, there was no sex 
difference between the study sample and the populatIon 
comparison. There was an age difference between the two 
samples (Chi 2 (9. ti=959) = 64.27, p< .0001). Again, the 
difference is due to a greater number of victims fal ling in 
the older age category in the population sample. There were 
no differences in racial distribution but there was a 
differ"ence in crime classification (Chi 2 (2, li=958) = 99.1, 
p< .0001). This study had proportionally more rape and 
rape/robbery victims than the population sample. Of course. 
this is not surprising because the study \Vas attempting to 
til I the cel Is equally rather than proportionally. 

3. Demographic characteristics. 

The demographic analyses were based on the analyzable 
data from session one, a sample size of 274. (See 
description of analyzable data process). ChI-square or 
t-test analyses were conducted to compare male and female 
robbery victims and to compare rape and female robbery 
victims. The groups were compared on age, racial 
composItion, marital status, years of school, highest 
academic degree earned and employment pattern. Differences 
were found within both comparison groups on marital status. 
In order to obtain valid Chi-square results, it was 
necessary to collapse all marital categories into single vs. 
married. In the male vs. female robbery comparison, men 
were more likely to be single than 'i,vomen~ ChI2 (1,11=199) = 
7.4, p(.Ol. In the comparison of the female groups, there 
vIas also a significant Chi square~ Chi 2 (1, tl=166) =8.96~ P 
< .01. Rape victims were more likely to be single than 
robbery victims. While male and female robbery victims did 
not differ on any other demographic variables, rape and 
robbery victims differed on years of schooling. Rape 
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victims reported more years of schooling than robbery 
victims. 
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For the Chi-square analyses, Table 1 indicates the 
percentages of participants from each group at session one 
who fel I into the various demographic categories. Regarding 
years of schooling, t-tests were performed; thus, for this 
measure, Table 1 reports means and standard deviations. 

4. Descriptive analysis of incidents 

a) Female rape vs. robbery victims. Table 2 presents 
the distribution and Chi-square analyses of the assault 
variables for the two groups of female victims at session 
one. The variables analyzed on which there we~e no 
differences between groups were: acquaintanceship status 
with the perpetrator (76% strangers), whether or not the 
victim was gagged (95% no), the length of tIme beiore the 
victim told someone of the crime (83% within the first 30 
minutes), and treatment by police (70% were helpful and 
understanding, 11% were matter-of-fact, and the remaining 
18% were more negative). There were differences on the' 
number of perpetrators, the number of people present. where 
the crime occurred, whether threats werp. used, or weapons 
used. There were a1so differences whether the victim was 
restrained with arms or legs, restrained with tape, rope or 
pi 1 1 mv, 1 ength of cr ime, whe ther they were i nj ured and 
whether and how they were treate~ by medical personnel. 

Robberies were more likely to have more than one 
perpetrator and more than one other person present. 
Robberies were more likely to take place away from home and 
include the use of a gun. Rapes were most likely to occur 
in the woman" s o~vn home by a s i ngl e assa i 1 an t who threatened 
her, brandished a knife, and restrained her with his arm, 
leg, rope, tape, or pil low. Rapes lasted longer than 
robberies and there was a trend for rape victims to have 
more injuries as a result of the crime. Rape victims were 
more likely to receive medical treatment and most felt that 
medical personnel were helpful and understanding. 

b) Male versus female robbery victims. Table 3 
presents the distribution and Chi-square analyses of the 
assault variables for male and female robbery victims at 
session one. The two groups had similar distributions with 
regard to the number of other people present (44% were 
alone, 25% had one other person present and 32% included 
more than one other person). ~"here the robbery occurred (60% 
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on ,the street or I n a park i ng lot), the use of weapons (45% 
guns, 36% no weapon), gags (94% no), bl indfolds (97% no), 
restraint with rope or tape (97% no), injuries, (59% no). 
the length of the assault (98% less than 30 minutes), time 
until someone was told (83% within the first 30 minutes), 
treatment by police (71% were helpful and understanding, 
13%,were matter-of-fact,' and the remaining 16% were 
negative), whether medica1 care was given (76% no) and the 
attitude of medical professionals (most said helpful and 
understandi ng) . 

However. the robberies of male and female victims 
differed on several important dimensions. Male victims were 
more likely to have more than one perpetrator. to receive 
threats and to be restrained with arms or legs. The 

,frequency of injuries reached a borderline level of 
significance, with male victims reportIng more inJuries <Q< 
.06) . 

B. Instruments. 

With the exception of several demographic questions at 
the end, the entiLe batteLY was programmed into an Apple 
Computer. The instruments are presented and described in the 
order they were given. 

1. Demographics. The battery began with seven 
demographic questioris that were assumed t6 be less 
sensitive than some others. 

2. Work Ad.iustment. Work adjustment was assessed from 
one of three sUbscales of the Social Adjustment Scale 
(Weissman & Paykel, 1974). After answering a question 
about employment, partIcipants completed orie of three 
six-item scales: work outside home, work at home, or 
work as a student. Those who weLe unemployed and dId 
not consider themselves to be homemakers did not fIll 

'out any of the subscales. 

3. Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS: Fitts, 1964). 
The TSCS is a lOa-item self-report scale ~hlch provides 
both an' avera II se I f-esteem score and the fa 110\-,7 i ng 
sUbscales: identity, self-satisfaction. behavior-, 
phYSical, moral-ethIcal, personal. f~~l ly and social 
self-esteem. Women and men have the same norms on this 
measure. 
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4, Veronen-K i I pa tt~ i ck Modi fled Fear Survey 
(MFS: Veronen and Kilpatrick, 1980). The MFS Is a 
120-item likert-type fear survey that was developed to 
assess fear in rape victims compared to nonvictims. The 
eight factors of the MFS are vulnerabllity. classical. 
sexual fears, social evaluation and failure, medical 
fears, agoraphobia, unexpected or loud noises, ~nd 
weapons. Because male norms are not available, both 
men and women were compared based on the norms for 
nom'aped women. 

5. Beck Depression Inventory (BDI: Beck, Ward, 
Mendelson, Mock & Erbaugh. 1961), The BDI is a 21-item 
questionnaire which reflects common symptoms of 
depression. Each item has four symptom statements 
ordered in increasing severity and scored from 0-3. 
For each item the respondent selects which of the four 
statements best describes the way he/she feels at the 
present time. 

6.· Brief Symptom Index (BSI: Derogotis and Spencer 
1983). The BSI is a 54-item factor-analytically derivea 
scale that is a hIghly correlated, shortened version of 
the SCL-90-R. The nine symptom clusters are: , 
somatization, obsessive-'coffip,ulslve symptoms p 

interpersonal sensitivity, depression, anxi~ty, 
hostility, phobic anxiety, paranoid ideation and 
psychoticism. There is also a global severity index 
(GSI) which reflects overa11 distress. For this study. 
t-scores based on male or female nonpatient norms were 
used. 

7. History of Violence Questionnaire. This 
questionnaire was developed for this proJect. It 
consIsts of 126 items covering seven topics: parental 
discipline/abuse, domestic violence (family of origin), 
sexual abuse, experience with cbntact sports, domestic 
violence (spouse abuse), mi 11tary combat experience, 
and history of criminal victimization. 

8. Crime Information Questionnaire. There are three 
versions of the CrIme Information Questionnaire: one 
for robbery victims, one for rape victIms and one for 
rape/robbery victims. In order to cross-check the 
crime classification given to us by the polIce and 
victims, robbery victims were asked if they had 
been sexually assaulted and rape victims were asked If 
they had been robbed. As a result of thIs check a 

I 

'I 
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number of rape victims were reclassified as 
rape/robbery victims. The questionnaires consisted ot 
123-126 questions that covered the fol lowing topics: 
circumstances of the crime, assailant informatIon, 
threats, restraint or violence during the crime, victim 
responses during the crime, perceptIons of death or 
injury, results of crime, loss of property. injuries. 
medical treatment, and sexual assault/robbery. 

9. Legal Questionnaire. There were 11 questions asked 
in order to determine the extent of subjects' 
participation in the criminal justice system, their 
perception of their treatment during the process and 
their reactions to it. 

10. Social Support. The social support section, which 
was developed for this project, consists of 47 
questions that assess the range and frequency of people 
the victim talked to about the assault, their 
reactions, the victim'S feelings about their reactions, 
and the number of people talked to in general. 

11. Lifestvle. The lifestyle questionnaire, also 
developed ror this proJect, assesses behavioral changes 
resulting from the crime <e.g., ,mOVing, self-defense, 
losing job) and symptoms such as flashbaCks, 
nightmares, or panic attacks. The lIfestyle section 
consists of 15 items. 

12. Impact of Events Scale (IES: Horowitz, Wilner & 
Alvarez 1979). The IES is a 15-item Likert-type scale 
that assesses cognitive reactions to traumatic events. 
There are two subscales, avoidance and intrusion of 
thoughts of the event. 

13. Sexual Dvsfunctlons. This 12-item scale was 
developed for this project. There are two versions, 
one for male and one for female victims. PartIcipants 
are asked to rate the frequency of six sexual 
dysfunctions before and since the crime. 

14. Counsel ina Questionnaire. This 24-item 
questIonnaire developed for this project assesses 
major symptoms and major therapy experiences, such as 
hospitalIzation, medication, other therapy. alcohol or 
drug use and treatment, illness, depression, suicidal 
ideation and attempts. 
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15. Sexual Functioning. Several of the Derogotis Sexual 
Functioning Inventory sUbscales <Derogotis, 1979) were 
modi fled for lower reading level and to accommodate 
homosexuality or people \yithout a sexual partner. In 
addItion to a one-item global sexual relationship 
satisfaction index (GSSI), there are five subscales: 
body image, satisfactIon, drive (frequency of 
actIvities), experience before the crime, and 
experience since the crime (range of activities), There 
are two forms, one for women (101 items) and one for 
men (100 Items), 

16. Final demographics. Ten demographic questions 
concernIng dependents, education, employment and age 
were also included in the battery. 

C. Procedure. 

Each week during the data collection period, three 
police departments, St. Louis City. UniversIty CIty and St. 
Louis Unincorporated County, sent us the names, addresses 
and phone numbers of rape and robbery victims who had 
reported their crimes that week. The project sent both a 
cover letter from the appropriate police chief and a 
pamphlet about the project to al I rape victims, and to those 
robbery victims who fell within the same age range as the 
rape victims, (generally under 35). The one exception to 
this was the procedure for rape victims in St. Louis City. 
Because the sex crimes unit was already sending a list to 
the Victim-Witness Assistance Unit, they preferred for us to 
get the list from the VIctim-Witness unit. The 
Victim-Witness Assistance Unit. part of the Circult 
Attorney~s office, sent out a cover letter from the Circuit 
At torney and the proj ect pamph 1 et along \0,7 i th the 1 r o\·m 
materials. The cover letter informed potential participants 
about the project and the sponsorship of the polIce or 
Circuit Attorney. They were also informed that we might be 
calling to request their partIcipation. During the two 
years of data col Jection 1,605 letters were sent out. 

Potential participants were called within two weeks of 
the one month target date and, it interested in 
partICipating, were scheduled for interviews. People could 
be scheduled one week on either side of their target date. 
If it was not possible to schedule them within that two week 
time period. they were not invited or were dropped from the 
study. A 1 though ~.;e had cons i dered the. t some type of random 
aSSignment might be needed to determine who to call because 
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of the large number of potential participants, in practice 
It was not necessary. People without phones were sent 
letters asking them to contact us. Many people had their 
telephone disconnected or changed after the crime. These 
two groups rarely contacted-us but were scheduled if they 
did. Many people were never contacted although repeated 
attempts were made to reach them at various times of day. 

With the onset of this NIJ project, participants who 
were currently active were informed of the extension and 
asked 'to continue through their 18 month assessment. 
Participants who had completed their six month assessment 
but were not more than one year postcrime were recontacted 
and asked to return for the 12 and 18 month assessments. We 
also attempted to contact. people who we had been unable to 
contact during the first grant project. We wanted to see If 
we could generate enough new subjects to comprise two 
single-test groups, one at 12 and one at 18 months 
post-crime. These two single-test groups could be compared 
to the major sample of the study, the repeated assessment 
groups, In order to determine the effect of repeated 
assessment on reporting of symptoms. 

The assessment battery ,vas progra.mmed Into an Apple II 
Computer. The program was set up with branching programs to 
Skip questions or sections that were not appropriate for a 
particular participant. For instance, if someone responded 
"yes" to the question about being abused as a child, a 
series of other questions would follow. If she/he responded 
no, the program would skIp to the next section. 
Occasionally, the battery was completed with a paper and 
penci I version when the computer was being serviced or when 
it vias necessary to schedu 1 e two subj ects at the same time. 
In those cases a research assistant entered the data into 
the computer from the paper and pencil version. 

All participants were seen five times, if possible, at 
1, 3, 6, 12, and 18 months postcrime. If participants 
missed their second session, they were not scheduled for the 
third session. If we realized that a participant/s data 
were Invalid (eg. person was drunk, psychotic or mentally 
retarded) we made no further attempt to schedGle them. Of 
those people we tried to schedule for more than one session 
during the first grant, 71% completed all three sessions. 
An attritIon rate of 29% is comparable to other longitudinal 
studies of rape victims over the same length of time 
(KIlpatrick & Veronen, 1982 personal co~munlcatloD, 30% 
across 6 months; Resick et aI, 1981, 34% across 4 months). 
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At the 12 and 18 month s~ssions the attrition rate was much 
higher because of the time lag between the two grants. A 
number of the subjects who had participated at the beglnning 
of the first project had already passed their 12 or 18 montH 
postcrime period. 



IV. Results. 

A. Preparation of Data. 

Two types of checks were made to help insure the 
reliability and validity of the data. First. it was 
determined that if a participant refused to answer more than 
10% of the items on a particular scale, that scale for that 
subject would be eliminated from analysis. If there were 
missing data from 3 or more scales that person's session 
would be eliminated from analysis. FInally, if there were 
too much missing data across two or more sessions. the 
subject would b~ eliminated from the study entirely. 

The second check was to determine the reliability of 
responding across session~. We generated a list of 43 items 
from the History of Violence and Crime Sections for which 
there should be stable responses over time (e.g., Where did 
the crime occur?)~ Although it is possible for participants 
to remember something differently across time, we felt that 
if their responses were not consistent at least 70% of the 
time, we could not trust their answers to be reliable. 

As a result of these two checks and the elimInation of 
some other subjects whose re~ponses were considered to be 
invalid <e.g .• subject was drunk. or produced unseorable 
responses on the paper and pencil version), we elminated 32 
participants from any analyses. The total number of 
subjects who produced analyzable data, for at least one 
session, was 313 (274 at session 1). Tables 4-7 represent 
the breakdown of analyzable subjects for the cross-sectional 
and longitudinal analyses as well as the means and standard 
deviations on al I measures. 

B. PreliminarY AnalYses. 

In order to determine the impact of the crime on the 
victims, we analyzed the data several ways. Before the major 
analyses were conducted, two preliminary analyses were 
conducted. First, in order to determine if rape and 
rape/robbery groups should be treated separately or be 
col lapsed, they were compared by MANOVAs on all the major 
instruments. The results on al I measures, except the TSCS, 
were nonsignificant. Therefore, the two groups were 
collapsed except on that measure. Henceforward, except 
where specifically mentioned, the rape and rape/robbery 
groups wIll be referred to as the rape group. On the TSCS, 
the rape and rape/robbery groups differed on both the AN OVA 
on total self-esteem at one and three months and the MANOVAs 
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at one and three months post-crime. Table 8 lists the 
results of the analyses including the individual ANOVAs of 
the subscales. 

Second, because ther.e were smal I 3ample sizes at the 
later sessions, it was necessary to reduce the number of 
dependent variables, particularly for the longitudinal 
analyses. With al I of the subscales of the primary symptom 
measures, there are 29 dependent measures. In order to 
reduce this to a more manageable number. factor analyses 
were conducted to determine the relationship between the 
measures. It was hypothesized that there would be a few 
factors representing different types of symptomatology 
underlying the scales (e.g., anxiety, depression). It was 
planned that the resulting factors would be used in all but 
the cross-sectional analyses. In addition to the 29 
independent outcome variables, sex of subject and type of 
crime were also included as variables in order to determine 
if separate factor analyses would be necessary. 

The first factor analysis consisted of 271 participants 
included in session one (3 subjects did not have complete 
data). The principal components analysis resulted in 6 
factors, which were then rotated by the promax method. All 
of the sUbscales of the BSI formed the first factor, the 
TSCS sUbscales formed the second factor, the MFS sUbscales 
formed the third (except for the ilunexpected and loud 
noises~ subscale), and the IES formed the fourth. The last 
two factors did not have any substantial loadings 
(~unexpected and loud noises" loaded on factor five) and did 
not contribute much to the overal I variance accounted for, 
so they were dropped. Neither gender nor type of crime 
loaded on any of the factors; therefore, the factor analysis 
is representative of all subjects in the project. 

In order to determine the rellabl1 tty of the original 
factor analysis, the entire sample of respondents was 
randomly divided into two groups (n = 135 & 136) and the 
outcome varIables for each group were subjected to factor 
analysis. The results of these two factor analyses were 
essentially the same. Final ly. the data for the entIre 
sample at the three month session was factor analyzed and 
this analysis also resulted in four factors that represented 
the four major measures of the study. The Beck Depression 
Inventory loaded most heavIly on the factor that inclUded 
the subscales of the TSCS but not sufficlent1y heavy to 
inclUde it (>.45). The BDI was not included in the 
regression analyses, but because of its importance in 
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clinical work. BDI analyses were included with the 
cross-sectIonal and longitudinal analyses and subsequent 
covariance analyses. 

Rather than generating factor scores for each person at 
each session. it was determined that the total score for 
each measure was the most straightforward measure to use and 
could most easily be replicated by other researchers. 
Therefore, the four measures included in most of the 
analyses were: the Global Severity Index (GSI) from the 
BSI, Total Self-Esteem from the TSCS (TSCSTOT), Total MFS 
(MFSTOT). and Total IES (IESTOT). It appears that these 
four scales are measuring very different types of 
functioning. GSI is a measure of overall distress ana 1S a 
compilation of a number of symptom scales. TSCSTOT assesses 
overa1 I self-esteem. MFSTOT assesses the range of 
fear-producing stimul i. IESTOT Is a measure of cognitive 
symptoms of post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), intrusion 
and avoidance. As stated earlier. BDI was included with 
some of the analyses. 

C. Overview of Analyses. 

There were several different ways of examining 
reactions to and recov~ry from victimization. First, 
cross-sectional analyses and longitudinal analyses were 
conducted on the major outcome variables of the study. The 
outcome variables examined were: Brief Symptom Index 
(glObal index plus 9 subscales). Beck Depression Inventory, 
Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (total scale plus 8 subscales), 
Modified Fear Survey (total score plus 8 subscaJes), Impact 
of Event Scale (total score plus 2 subscales), LIfestyle (2 
subscales), and Work Adjustment. For these analyses. two 
comparisons were made, rape vs. robbery, and male vs. 
female robbery victims. Because of scoring dIfficultIes, 
analyses of the sexual functioning scales are not included 
in this report. 

The first type of analyses were cross-sectionai MANOVAs 
using all of the available subjects at each session. The 
larger sample sizes al lowed a complete analysis inclUding 
all of the subscales of the outcome measures. It should be 
noted that on al I standardized scales for which normative 
data are available, t-scores were used in the analyses. 
Therefore a score of 50 would indicate that participants 
Trlere scor i ng at the mean of the norma t i ve samp 1 e . A scot~e 
of 60 is one standard deviation above the normatIve mean. 
For the cross-sectional analyses, multivariate analyses of 
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variance (MANOVA) were conducted on each questionnaire that 
had subscales, at each session, including al I of the 
participants for which we had data at that session. They 
were followed by analyses of variance (ANOVA) and post-hoc 
analyses where appropriate (e.g .• if the BS! MANOVAs were 
significant, then the 9 subscales were analyzed). 
Single-score scales were analyzed by means of ANOVA. The 
alpha level for MANOVAs was set at .20 and the alpha level 
for ANOVAs was set at .05 

Next, in order to determine the effect of repeated 
testing upon the participants, the single-test robbery 
samples at 12 and 18 months were compared vlith the 
repeat-test sample. Third, longitudinal analyses were 
conducted. Because the repeated measures longitudinal 
analyses require complete subject data from al I sessions, 
the longitudinal analyses were conducted with a rather small 
sample. The longitudinal analyses were conducted with the 
four summary scor.es derived from the factor analyses plus 
the Beck Depression Inventory. 

After the major outcome variables were analyzed, in 
order to explore the effects of. some precrime. within, and 
postcrime variables on reactions and recovery, a series of 
analyses on some variables of interest were conducted. The 
variable sets of interest were: history of victimization, 
precrime psychological problems, assault variables, 
within-assault victim reactions, postcrime social support, 
postcrime behavioral responses and postcrime treatment. 

The first analyses were MANOVAs and ANOVAs to determine 
whether there were differences between the tvlO crime groups 
or sex differences on the variables of interest. After the 
MANOVAs were conducted, if there were significant sex 
differences or group differences on the variables, then 
covariance analyses were per.formed. These analyses repeated 
the cross-sectional analyses while covarying the identified 
variables in order to determine if they were responsible for 
the group or sex differ.ences. 

Finally, stepwise regression analyses were executed to 
determine whether these sets of predictor variables were 
associated with later problems In recovery within each of 
the groups. Each of the· three groups, female rape, female 
robbery, and male robbery were analyzed separately. In 
order to reduce the number of regresssion analyses somewhat, 
the 3 month session was eliminated and the analyses used 
only the four major sumnary variables. Therefore, the 
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assessments that were examined were at six month intervals. 
For the most part. analyses were conducted at the 1 month 
session to examine severity of reactions and at the 6, 12. 
and 18 month sessions to determine if they qould examine 
long term problems with recovery. The outcome variables that 
were subjected to covariance analyses and regression 
analyses were: MFSTOT, GSI, TSCSTOT, and !ESTOT. These 
were measures derived from the factor analyses. 

It should be noted at this point that the entire 
battery of questions' was given tb participants at each 
session. Rather than attempting to determine what the 
actual history or perceptions of a victim were at the time 
of' the cr Ime, for these ana,! yses. percept ions at the time of 
assessment were used to assess how they were influencing 
victims/ functioning at that session. Therefore, even if 
victims/ memories and perceptions regarding the crim~ 
changed over time, it w~s assumed that the most relevant set 
of perceptions were the ones they reported at the given 
session in question. 

Although it might seem advisable to raise the aJpha 
level due to the large number of analyses condu.cted, i't was 
decided to keep the cutoff point for significance on 
regression analyses at the .05 level for several reasons. 
These analyses were exploratory and an overly exclusive 
cutoff poInt would eliminate some potentially interesting 
varictbles or patterns of reactions from emerging. However, 
as it would be expected that 5 ~f every 100 analyses would 
be significant by chance alone, isolated findings will not 
be given undue importance and the results wil 1 not be 
overinterpreted. 

The final analyses of the project were concerned with 
pa.rticipation in the criminal Justice system. Those who 
completed par~iclpation in the criminal Justice system by 
means of a trial or guilty plea were compared to a matched 
sample of project participants who did not parttcipate in 
the criminal justice system at all because no one was 
apprehended. These two samples were compared with regard to 
psychological functioning at the end of the process and at 
earlier points in time. 
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D. Cross-Sectional Analyses. 

1. Female rape versus robbery victims. 

Table 9 presents the results of the MANOVAs, and when 
appropriate, ANOVAs on al I subscales. Before a MAN OVA was 
conducted on the BSI using all of the subscales, ANOVAs were 
conducted at each session on the summary score, the Global 
Severity Index (GSI). It was found that rape victims 
reported greater distress than female robbery victims at 3 
months and 6 months, but not at 1, 12, or 18 months 
postcrime. Figure 1 depicts the mean GSI scores of rape and 
robbery victims at the five sessions. 

Table 10 presents the percentage of rape and robb&ry 
victims who scored at the mean, one, and two standard 
deviations above the mean based on nonp~tient norms of the 
GSI. It can be seen that at one month postcrime, 48% of 
rape victims scored one standard deviation above the mean 
while 35% scored two standard deviations above the mean. 
Derogotis l recommended cutoff point for cl inical 'cases is a 
t-score of 63 but two standard deviations is a more 
conservat! ve est ima te of II caseness".' Th! rt y-seven percen t 
of female robbery victims were elevated one standard 
deviation, while 31% were elevated two standard deviations. 
By three months postcrime 20% of the rape victims stIll 
scored two standard deviations above the mean while only 10% 
of robbery victims were elevated to the same extent. At 18 
months postcrime, 55% of the rape victims were at least one 
standard deviation above the mean and 20% of the sample was 
elevated at least two standard deviations. In contrast, 36% 
of the female robbery victims were elevated at least one 
standard deviation and only 9.5% were elevated two or more 
standard deviations. 

Fol lowing the univarIate analyses of GS1, multIvariate 
analyses of variance wece conducted at each of the flve 
sessions on al I of the BSI subscales. All of the MANOVAs 
were significant except at 18 months postcrime. On the 
univariate analyses at one month, the rape victims scored 
Significantly higher an depression, anxiety, and phobic 
anxiety, but did not differ an the other six subscales. At 3 
months, rape victims reported more distress than female 
robbery victims on seven of the nine subscaJes. They did 
not di iter on host iIi t y or soma t 1 za t ion 1 a 1 though there ,vas 
a trend on the latter. At six months postcrime, rape 
victims reported greater problems "tIlth somatization. 
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obsessive-compulsive symptoms, interpersonal sensitivity. 
anxiety, phobic anxiety, and psychoticism. They did not 
differ on depression, hostility, or paranoid ideation. At 
12 months, the rape victims reported sig~ificantly greater 
problems with only somatization. 

Generally, the scores of the group were elevated 1 to 1 
1/2 standard deviations above the mean of the normative 
samples for the measure and their scores continued to be 
somewhat elevated, particularly on subscales tapping anxiety 
and fear throughout the study period. 

On the Beck Depression Inventory, rape victims reported 
greater depressive symptomatology at al I but the 12 month 
session. Using standard cut-ott points for the BDI, the 
rape group scored in the mildly depressed range on the 
average throughout the study period while robbery victims 
scored in the mildly depressed range at one month postcrime 
but in the nondepressed range thereafter. Table 10 depicts 
the breakdown of participants who fel I into the categories 
of nondepressed, mild, moderate, or severe symptomatology. 
At one month postcrlme, 40% of rape victims scored as 
moderately or severely depressed. At 18 months postcrlme 
32% stl I I fel I within the moderately or severely depressed 
range. Twenty-one percent of the female robbery vlctims 
scored as moderately or severely depressed at one month 
postcrlme. By 18 months postcrlme, only 5% continued to 
score in the moderate to severe range. 

On the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS), rape and 
rape/robbery victims were examined separately so the 
ana 1 yses \'1ere three-vlay in it i a I I y . ANOVAs on the summary 
score, TSCSTOT, were significant at 1, 3, and 6 months, but 
there were only trends at 12 and 18 months. At 1 and 3 
months, rape and robbery victims reported significantly 
higher selt-esteem than rape/robbery victims, and at 6 
months postcrime, robbery victims continued to report hIgher 
self-esteem than rape/robbery victims. The scores ot the 
rape and robbery victims at al I sessions were right at the 
mean for population norms for the scale, while the mean 
score of rape/robbery victims was approximately one-half 
standard deviation belo';" the mean. Lot/ler scores indicate 
lower self-esteem. (See Figure 2). 

Because later analyses indicate that the dIfferences 
between rape and rape/robbery victims were probably due to 
random differences In the sample rather than differences in 
the crime. total TSCS scores were also analyzed with two 
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groups, as we1 I as three, for better comparability. The 
results of these ANOVAs were that rape vIctims (col lapsed 
with rape/robbery victims) reported significantly lower 
self-esteem than the robbery victims at 6 and 18 months with 
a trend at 3 months (Q<.09). 

Table 10 depicts breakdown of subjects by the normative 
nonpatient t-scores for the scale. Rape and rape/robbery 
were col lapsed for this table because of relatively smal I 
sample sizes and the number of cells. It can be seen that 
32% of rape victims and 23% of robbery victims scored below 
a t-score of 40 at one month. At 18 months, 37% of the 
sample of rape victims that remained scored below at-score 
of 40, while 21% of the robbery victims scored in that 
range. 

On the TSCS subcaJes. MANOVAs were significant through 
the 12-month session but not at the 18-month session. At 
one month there were significant.differences on physical, 
personal, identIty, and behavioral self-esteem. On physical 
self-esteem, rape victims reported greater self-esteem than 
either robbery or rape/robbery victims. On the. personal and 
behavioral subscales, both rape and robbery victims reported 
greater selt-esteem than rape/robbery victims. On identIty, 
robbery victims reported greater self-esteem. than 
rape/robbery victims. 

At 3 months postcrime, rape and robbery victims 
reported greater self-esteem than rape/robbery victims on 
physical. identity, and behavior. Robbery victims also 
reported more self-esteem than rape/robbery victims on 
social selt-esteem. At 6 months, rape victims reported 
greater physical self-esteem than rape/robbery victims, and 
robbery victims expressed higher self-esteem on the social 
and identlty subscales than rape/robbery victims. At 12 
months postcrime, both rape and robbery victims reported 
greater self-esteem on moral-ethical and social subscales. 
Again, with the sUbscales as with the total score, the 
rape/robbery victims tended to score from one halt to one 
ful I standard deviation below the normative mean for the 
scale, while rape and robbery victims scored at or near the 
mean. 

ANOVAs for the total score of the Modified Fear Survey 
(MFS) revealed no dIfferences between rape and robbery 
victims at any session. (See Figure 3). MANOVAs on the MFS 
subscales were significant at 1, 3, and 6 months postcrlme, 
but not at 12 or 18 months. At all three sessions the only 
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subscale that emerged as significant on the ANOVAs was 
sexual fears, and at the 6-month session that was only a 
trend. At the first two assessment periods, rape victims 
had Significantly greater sexual fears than robbery victims. 
Table 10 again presents a breakdown of scores of the total 
MFS based on comparison group norms of nonraped women. At 
one month postcrime, 7% of rape victims scored at least two 
standard deviations above nonrape-victim means while another 
26% scored one standard deviation above the mean. Thirteen 
percent of the female robbery victims were elevated at least 
two standard deViations, and 18% were elevated one. 

On the Impact of Event Scale (lES), ANOVAs on the 
overal I score and MANOVAs including the two subscales were 
significant at al 1 five sessions. Rape victims scored 
signIficantly higher than female robbery victims. (See 
Figure 4). Table 10 presents the breakdown of victims who 
are classlfied as having mild, moderate or severe 
symptomatology on the two subscales. Because the scale can 
only be completed by people who have had some trauma as a 
referent. there are no nonvictim comparison norms. The 
cutoff points used were those suggested by the authors of 
the scale. A score of 19 or more on either scale is . 
indicative of severe PTSD symptoms. For. IESTOT cutoff 
points the subscale cutoff points were doubled. At one 
month postcrime, 66% of rape victims scored in the sevece 
range of symptomatology compared to 34% of female roboery 
victims. At 18 months postcrime, 15% of rape victims and 
10% of r.obbery victims tel I into the severe range. 

Univariate analyses on the two subscales, avoidance and 
intrusIon, were also significant for the two groups at all 
five sessions. Rape victims reported greater problems with 
avoidance and intrusive recollections of the event than did 
robbery victims although both groups scored in the moderate 
to severe range initial ly. 

were Results of analyses on the I ifestyle questionnaire 
similar to the lES. MANOVAs were significant at all 5 
sessions. Rape victims scored significantly higher on 
symptoms than robbery victims at al1 fIve sesslons and on 
behavioral responses at all but the 12-month session. There 
were no significant differences between the two groups in 
work adjustment at any of the sessions. 

Conc1usio..D.§.. Rape victims have significantlY greater 
sympt.omatology than robbery victims, particularly in the 
first six months postcrime. In fact, there are some 

.. 
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indications from the results on the BSI that differences are 
especial ly strong during recovery, from three to six months 
postcrime. The lES, the scale that taps PTSD symptoms, and 
the I ifestyle questionnaire revealed the most pronounced 
differences, lasting the entire 18 months of the study. On 
the other hand, the only trait-like scale, the TSCS. 
indicated that over that time period, there were no 
significant differences between women who were raped and 
those who were robbed., However, women who were both raped 
and robbed had signLficantly lower self-esteem than the 
other ,women through six months pos'tcr ime. ' 

At this point it is not clear whether differences 
between the groups are due to differences in the ~ssaults, 
in the samples prior to the crime, in their reactions during 
the assault, or in how they were treated after the crime. 
Further analyses'of these variables were conducted to 
attempt to answer these questions. 

2. Male versus female robbery victims. 

There were no significant differences between male and 
female robbery victims at any of the five sessions on the 
GSI of the BSI. Figure 5 depicts the GSI scores of male and 
female robbery victims at the five sesslons. Table 10 
presents a breakdown of subJects/ scores based on normative 
t-scores. Table 11 contains the results of al I MANOVAs, and 
ANOVAs where appropriate. At one month postcrime, 31% of 
each group scored at least two standard deviations above the 
mean. By 18 months postcrime, 10% of female robbery 
victims and 21% of male victims still scored at least two 
standard deviations above the norms. 

t1ANOVAs on the BST ,subsea 1 es reached sign 1 r 1 cance at 
all five sessions but only one subscale reached the .05 
alpha level set for the univariate analyses. At the 
18-month session, men had significantly higher depression 
scores than women. Overal l. it cannot be concluded that 
there are any sex differences in male and female robbery 
victims/ distress levels over time as measured by the BST. 
Inspection of group means'indicates that both male and 
female robbery victims were elevated a bit over one standard 
deviation initially and contInued to exhibit some elevations 
across the 18 months after the c~ime. 

On the BDI, the only session for which there were 
differences between female and male robbery Victims was 
session one. Female robbery vIctims experienced more . 
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depressive symptoms in the first month after the crime than 
did male robbery victims. Thereafter there were no 
differences. At one month postcrime, female victims scored 
in the mildly depressed range as a group and both groups 
scored in the nondepressed range thereafter. 

On the Tennesee Self-Concept Scale the first analyses 
were ANOVAs on the total self-esteem scale. Al I were 
nonsignificant. (See Figure 6 and Table 10 for a breakdown 
of scores.) MANOVAs were significant at al I five sessions. 
The only subscale to emerge as significant through the 
univariate analyses was physical self-esteem. Men had 
significantly higher self-esteem about their physical selves 
than women at 1 and 12 months postcrime, and there were 
trends in the same direction at 3, 6, and 18. The only 
other trend was for the male robbery victims to score higher 
on personal self-esteem at the 12-month session. The means 
of both groups were within the normal range on al I of the 
subscales at al I of the sessions. 

ANOVAs on the MFS total were significant at all five 
sessions, with women scoring higher than men at al I 
sessions. (See Tables 10 and 11 and Figure 7). It should 
be noted here that there are no male norms on the MFS so the 
t-scores used in Table 10 are of female nonrape victims. 
MANOVAs were also significant at aJ I assessment periods. 
Female rape victims scored higher than male victims on the 
vulnerability, classical, sexual, medical, and weapons 
subscales at one and three months postcrlme. They also 
scored higher on the vulnerability scale at session three. 
At six months postcrirne women continued to have more 
problems with vulnerability, classical, medical and weapons 
fears. At 12 months postcrime the weapons fears subscale 
was no longer significant, but differences reemerged again 
at 18 months. The other three scales continued to be 
different through 18 months postcrime. 

There were significant sex dIfferences on the rESTOT 
score at the one month session and a trend at three months. 
There were no differences at 6, 12, or 18 months postcrime. 
At the o~e month session, female robbery victims scored 
significantly higher than male victims. (See Figure 8). On 
the MANOVAs, there were significant differences through six 
months. On the unIvariate analyses, women reported more 
problems with intrusive memories at one month and more 
avoidance at three months than the men. There was also a 
trend for there to be more avoIdance in the female sample at 
one month postcrime. At the slx-month session. aithough 



31 

there was a significant MANOVA, neither of the subscales was 
significant on the univariate analyses. There were no 
dlfferences between male and female robbery victims on the 
IES at 12 or 18 months. 

It should be noted that while there were sex 
differences initially, both men/s and women/s mean scores 
were in the moderate range of post-traumatic symptomatology 
based on clinical cut-off levels for the IES. At 18 months, 
scores fel I in the low end rather than the high end of the 
moderate range. See Table 10 for a breakdown of the robbery 
victimsl scores into mild, moderate, or severe categories 
for the two scales. Using the clinical cutoff scores for 
the total sample at one month, 34% of women and 17% of men 
fel I into the severe range. By 18 months, 10% of women and 
9% of men fel I into the severe range of symptoms. 

The Lifestyle Scale MANOVAs resulted in significant 
differences at 1, 3, and 6 months, but not at 12 or 18 
months postcrime. Women reported significantly more 
postcrime behavioral responses than men through six months, 
and more symptoms only at the first month after the crime. 
There were no differences in work adjustment between men and 
women at any session although there was a trend for women to 
score higher on the scale at the one month session (Q < 
.08), indicating more problems with work adjustment. 

Conclusions. There were no impressive sex differences 
in victim reactions beyond the first month postcrime. On 
the BSI there were no differences except for men to score 
higher than women on depression at the l8-month session. 
However, on the BDI, women reported more depressive symptoms 
than men at one month postcrime only. Women also scored 
higher than men on the total IES at the first session but 
continued to have more avoidance at the 3-month session. 
There were no self-esteem differences except phYsical 
self-esteem, which probably refects natural sex differ.ences 
rather than reactions to victimization. 

The same may be said of differences that emerged on the 
MFS. Unlike the BSI, pre-existing sex differences on the 
scale were not control led for, thus differences may wei 1 
reflect sex differences in fear which has been well 
establ ished in the literature. In fact, women have been 
found to be more fearful of crime than men so some of the 
crime related stimul i on the scale that wer.e endorsed more 
by women (e.g., vulnerabIlity, weapons) may have produced 
sex differences even without the current victimization. 



Further research on this scale is needed. 
appears that women have stronger reactions 
one-month postcrime, and thereafter report 
reactions to the men. 

3. Single versus repeat assessment. 
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Nevertheless. it 
to the event at 
very simi 1 ar 

In order to determine whether effects across sessions 
might be due in part to repeated assessment. two additional 
groups of participants were recruited. They were seen for 
the first time at either 12 or 18 months postcrime. All 
were robbery victims. There were 10 women and 9 men in the 
12 month group and 13 women and 6 men in the 18 month group. 
Because sample sizes were small and no strong sex 
differences emerged at the later sessions, groups were 
col lapsed to form one 12 month and one 18 month group. 

These two groups were compared to subjects from the 
main sample for whom we had 12 or 18 month data. The groups 
were compared on the four summary variables determined by 
the factor analysis: GSI. TSCSTOT. MFSTOT. and IESTOT. 
There was 'only one significant finding out of eight 
comparisons. The single test group had significantly hIgher 
scores on the MFS than the regular sample at 12 months 
postcrime, £(1. 82)= 7.11, Q<.Ol. These findings may 
indicate that people who have not participated in studies 
such as this one have greater fear at 12 months postcrime 
than those who have been exposed to repeated assessment. 

However, there were no other significant findings on 
other measures or for the 18-month-only group. It is quite 
possible that the results occurred by chance. The 
proportion of men in the 12-month cross-sectional sample was 
much larger than in the single test sample. It is also 
possible that the difference here also occurred because of 
the sex differences found on this scale earlier. 
Nevertheless, it must be concluded that there were no 
convincing differences that emerged with these analyses. 
Therefore, it was decided to col lapse these two groups into 
the main sample for regression analyses in order to increase 
sample sizes at the later sessions. Means and standard 
deviations for the single test samples are) isted in Table 
12. Figures 5-8 include the mean scores of the single-test 
groups as weI 1 as the larger cross-sectional samples. 

E. Longitudinal Analyse~. 
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E. Longitudinal Analyses. 

Longitudinal analyses included only those participants 
who successfully completed al I five sessions. Because 
sample sizes were relative1y smal I, it was necessary to 
reduce the number of dependent variables. Four summary 
scores from the major measures (GSI, MFSTOT, TSCSTOT, and 
IESTOT) as well as the BDI were used. Two by five analyses 
of variance with repeated measures on the second variable 
·were used for these analyses. Alpha was set at .06. Tables 
13 and 14 present results of these analyses. 

1. Female rape versus robbery victims. 

On the GSI there was no interaction or group main 
effect. There was a significant sessions effect. Women's 
scores were significantly higher at one month than at any of 
the subsequent time periods. The 3-month session was also 
significantly higher than the 18-month session. At the 
first session~ the female victims had a mean t-score of 65, 
which means they scored, as a group, 1 1/2 standard 
deviations above the normative mean for the scaie and right 
above Derogotis' cutoff point for clinical caseness. They 
remained elevated approximately one standard deviation (N= 
68.9) through the 12-mon th assessmen t and \Vere 1/2 stanaard 
oeviation elevated at 18 months postassault 01=.56). Figure 
9 depicts the data ~rom the longitudinal sample. 

As with the cross-sectional analyses, longitudinal 
analyses on the TSCS were first condUcted with three groups: 
rape, rObbery, and rape/robbery. The sample sizes were so 
smal I for the two rape groups that findings are 
questionable. On this analysis there were no interaction, 
gr~up or sessions main effects. However, further analysis 
collapsing the rape and rape-robbery groups did not change 
the outcome. (See Figure 10). 

On MFSTOT there was no interaction and no group main 
effect but there was a significant sessions effect. The 
post-hoc analyses indicated that there was a significant 
decrease in fearfulness to specific stimuli between one and 
three months postcrime. The scores at one month ~ere 
significantly higher than any of the other sessions. In 
aadltion, 3-month session scores were sIgnificantly hIgher 
than those at 18 months postcrime. (See Figure 11). 

An AN OVA on the rES resulted in significant group and 
sessions main ef~ects, but no interaction. Rape victims nad 
significantl.y higher scores on the IES than robbery victims. 
All subjects in the longItudinal sample reported improvement 
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between 1 and 3 months postcrime and again fol lowing the 
3-month session. Scores from session 1 were significantly 
higher than the remaining sessions. and the 3-month scores 
were significantly hIgher than those at 6 and 18 months. 
<See Figure 12). 

The cutoff score for severe PTSD symptomatology on the 
IES is 19 for each of the subscales. An examination of the 
mean scores of longitudinal participants rev~als that both 
rape and robbery victims fell in the seve~e range on 
avoidance at one month postcrime and that rape victims, but 
not robbery victims, were in the severe range on intrusion. 
Thereafter, they scored in the moderate range and neither 
group reached the point of being considered asymptomatic by 
18 months postcrime. 

The analysis on the BDI revealed a sessions effect but 
no interaction or group effect. The women improved between 
one and three months postcrlme and there was no further 
change thereafter. Mean scored were in the mildly depressed 
range at one month and in the nondepressed range thereafter. 

Conciusions. Overall, the longitudInal analyses are 
consistent with the cross-sectional analyses. A few of the 
group' dIfferences that were found with the cross-sectional 
sam,P 1 e dIsappeared vI i th the sma 11 er samp I e sizes (1. e., GSI 
at 3 and 6 months. rape-robbery dIfferences on the TSCS. BDI 
at al I but 12 months). No new group dIfferences emerged 
where they had not been found befOl:.'e. 

Longitudinal analyses indicate that vlctims~ greatest 
amoun t of improvemen t occurt"'ed be tween 1 and 3 mon ths 
postcrime but that on some measures continued, gradual 
improvement occurred between 3 and 18 months .. Although 
improvement on the IES continued after the 3-month session, 
there were signIficant group differences on this scale. 
Rape victims reported more post-traumatic stress disorder 
symptoms than robbery victims, and neither group reached the 
point of being asymptomatic by the 18 month point. In 
contrast, this sample showed no particular effect with 
regard to self-esteem. . 

2. Male versus female robbery victims. 

On the GSI there were no interaction or group main 
effects. There was ~owever. a significant sessions effect. 
Post-hoc analyses indicated that session 1 differed 
signifIcantly from all of the later sessions. As with the 
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rape and robbery victims mentioned in the previous sect lon, 
at the first session scores of the robbery victims were 
elevated approximately 1 1/2 standard deviations above the 
normative mean. At the later sessions the mean score on the 
GSI was within a 1/2 of a standard deviation of the 
normative mean. In other words, at one month postcrime, the 
robbery victims as a group were reporting significant 
distress which improved significantly by three months 
postcrime. Figure 13 depicts the mean GSI scores of female 
and male robbery victims in the longitudinal sample. 

On the TSCS there was not a signlficant interaction, 
group, or sessions effect. As a group. self-esteem scores 
of the robbery victims were not affected by the crime. At 
al 1 of the assessment sessions, the mean scores of this 
sample fell at the normative mean for the scale. (See 
Figure 14). 

On the two other measures of fear, there were both 
group and sesslons effects. An ANOVA of the total score of 
the MFS indicated that there was no interaction, but there 
were group effects and sessions effects as fol lows: female 
robbery victims had significantly higher MFS totals than 
male robbery victims, and al 1 subjects improved 
signifIcantly from one month to three months postcrime. The 
improvement was maintained across the remaining assessment 
periods. (See Figure 15). 

Analysis on the IESTOT resulted in a significant 
interaction. Female robbery victims scored significantly 
higher than male robbery victims across the i-month and 
3-month sessions and did not differ from men at later 
sessions. They improved significantly between 1 and 3 
months postcrime and between 3 and 6 months. The 3-month 
session also differed significantly from the 18 month 
session. However, the scores from the 3-month session did 
not differ from the 12-month sessIon. Male robbery victims, 
on the other hand improved between 1 and 3 months postcrime, 
then showed no further change. (See Figure 16). 

There was also a significant interaction effect on the 
BDl. Female robbery victims scored hlgher than male robbery 
victims at session one. The women improved significantly 
between one and three months while the men did not change 
across sessIons. Female robbery victims scored in the 
mildly depressed range initially ,.;hIle male robbery vIctims 
reported no depressIve symptoms on the average across any of 
the five sessions. 
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Conclusions. Results of the longitudinal analyses 
essentially paralleled cross-sectional analyses with regard 
to group effects. On three of the measures robbery victims 
exhibited improvement between one and three months postcrime 
and then showed no further change. On the IES and BSI there 
were interactions. On the IES men improved between one and 
three months and reported no further change thereafter. 
Women, who had significantly higher scores than men at one 
and three months, improved between the first two sessions 
and then reported continued improvement between three and 
six months. Apparently. because they reported greater PTSD 
symptoms in the first three months after the crime it took 
them somewhat longer to improve. On the BDI the women 
reported some depressive symptomatology for the first month 
after the assault and then improved. The men reported no 
depression on the average and therefore exhibited no change 
over time. 

F. History of Victimization. 

Predictor variables were developed from the History of 
Violence and Crime Information questionnaires. The first set 
of variables included information regarding history of 
direct violence and crime as well as observed violence. A 
child abuse index and an emotional abuse index were 
developed from a series of likert-type Items regarding the 
types and frequency of parental punishment used. Because 
some forms of parental punishment are likely to be more 
severe in impact than others. an attempt was made to rate 
the severity of the different items. In order to rate the 
severity of 20 types of parental punishment, 14 members of 
the research team scored each item for severity on a scale 
from 0 to 100. The highest and lowest scores were 
eliminated from each Item and then the mean was calculated. 
The mean score of ratings was used to weight each item on 
the parental punishment list (mean severity ratIngs for each 
item are available from the Principal Investigator). The 
weighted items were each multiplied by their frequency and 
then al I were summed to create a child abuse index. 

One other variable was composed of a number of Items 
that included severlty ratlngs. PartICipants were asked 
about frequency of victimization on 16 crimes. The same 
rating procedure was used to rate the severity of crimes. 
Frequency ratings of the Items were multiplIed by the 
severity rating and then summed together. Therefore, 
previous victimization index (PREVIC) was the sum of the 
severity ratings for each type of crimInal victimization the 



37 

participant had experienced. The remainder of the variables 
concerning the history of victimization were the sums of 2-9 
items in the interviews. The "predictor" variables included 
in these regression analyses were: physical child abuse, 
child sexual abuse, incest, emotional abuse, observed 
violence in childhood, severity of prior criminal 
victimization. domestic violence, and milItary combat 
experience. 

1. MANOVAs. 

Although one might expect that victimsl reporting of 
their history should not change over time, MANOVAs were 
conducted at all five sessions for several reasons. First, 
samples changed somewhat from session to session. Across 
sessions some victims dropped out while at 12 and 18 months 
new subjects (single-test participants) were added. Second, 
it is possible that victims might change their report 
because some information might be remembered or forgotten at 
later sessions or they might change their willingness to 
report some information. Third, it is possible that some 
questionnaire items were not worded weI I and response 
choices could not be discriminated adequately. In at least 
one case this latter explanation led to the elimination of 
variables from further analyses. Tables 15-17 depict the 
results of the history of victimization MANOVAs and 
subsequent ANOVAs. 

a. Rape versus rape-robberY vlctim§. Because there 
were differences in self-esteem between rape and 
rape-robbery victims, these two groups were compared on the 
history of victimization variables and the assauit variables 
to see '\ f these factors mi gh t accoun t for di fferences 
between the t\Vo groups. Three of five MANOVAs (1, 6, and 12 
months) reached the .20 level of significance but only one 
of the univariate analyses achieved the .05 level of 
significance. At 12 months postcrlme rape-robbery victims 
reported a significantly greater history of prior criminal 
victimization. Such a prior history of victimization could 
explain the differences In self-esteem between the two 
groups. If that Is the case, differences in self-esteem 
could be in reaction to this latest vIctimization, or could 
have predated the crime and be a residual effect of earlier 
victimizatlon(s). 

b. Rape versus robbery victims. The MANOVA at 
session one was significant. ANOVAs whIch followed resulted 
1n one significant finding: female robbery vIctims reported 

--- ----- ---
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observing significantly more violence 1n childhood than dId 
the rape victims. At three months postcrime the overall 
MAN OVA was significant but the only individual variabli to 
reach significance was the extent of previous victimization. 
Rape victims reported a greater history of prior criminal 
victimization. At six months postcrime, the overall MANOVA 
was again significant, and again the univariate analyses 
indicated that rape victims had a significantly greater 
history of previous criminal victimization than female 
robbery victims. At the 12 month session the MANOVA was 
nonsignificant, and at the 18 month session the MAN OVA 
reached the .20 level of significance, but none of the 
ANOVAs wer~ sign~ficant at the .05 level. 

c. Male versus female robbery victims. MANOVAs 
were shgnificant at all five sessions. At session one. only 
one of the seven variables accounted for this finding. 
Female robbery victims had a signif.lcantly greater history 
of domestic violence victimization. At three months, the 
ovecal I MANOVA was $ignlflcant but none at the univariate 
analyses reached significance. At six months postcrime, 
there were several reported differences between men and 
women. Men reported more child abuse, emotional abuse, and 
nearly reached significance on child sexual abuse. Women 
reported more domestic violence. At 12 months there was 
aga i n on 1 y one d if terance; vlomen to reported more dornest i c 
violence victimization. At 18 months men,reported 
~ignificantlY more child sexual abuse and women reported 
more domestic violence. 

2. Covariance analvses. 

Because there were some differences between both rape 
and robbery victims and 'female and male robbery victims in 
their histories of victimization, it is possible that these 
differences might account tor the significant findings 
between the groups on the cross-sectional analyses. One way 
to eliminate the possible effects of participants' histories 
is through covariance analysis. 

, History of victimization was reduced to a single 
varIable by standardIzing each of seven history variables to 
a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10. The seven 
var1ables were then added together to form one history of 
victimization index. This index was used as a covariate 1n 
the cross-sectional analyses. However. rather than 
analyzing all of the subscales of the various instruments, 
only the four sumnary varIables plus the Beck Depression 



Inventory were used, in order to reduce the number of 
analyses. 
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a. Female rape versus robbery victims. Results of 
the covariance analyses are presented in Table 18. On the 
GSI, results were the same as the original analyses except 
for the first session. At one month postcrime, once the 
effects of earlier victimization were eliminated, rape 
victims had significantly higher scores than robbery 
victims. On the original analyses rape and robbery victims 
differed at the three and six month sessions only. 

On the original analyses of the TSCS, rape and robbery 
victims differed at the 6 and 18 month sessions. On the 
covariance analyses, the only significant session was at six 
months postcrime. However, there were trends at 1, 3, and 
18 months postcrime. Results of ANCOVAs on the MFS were all 
nonsignificant, as they were on the original ANOVAs. 
Results of the IES analyses were also the same as the 
original analyses, but In this case they were all 
significant, with rape victims ~eporting significantly more 
cognitive intrusion and avoidance. BDI results were also 
the same after history of victimization was covaried out. 

Ove~all, results of the covariance analyses indicate 
that participants' histo(y of victimization did not have a 
great impact on findings of the original analyses. On three 
of the measures the findings did not change while on the 
other two there were some minor differences. The 
differences between rape and robbery victims became more 
pronounced at the one month session on the GSI, while they 
disappeared on one of the sessions on the TSCS. 

b. Male versus female robbery victIms. Table 19 
presents findings of covariance analyses of male and female 
robbery victims. Covarying the participants' history of 
victimizatIon made no dIfference in the comparison of their 
reactions to the current robbery. Findings were the same as 
the original analyses. 

3. Stepwise regression analyses. 

a. Female rape victims. The results of regression 
analyses are presented in Table 20. On.ly one historical 
variable predicted reactions at one month postcrime in rape 
victims. The extent of prevIous victimization predicted 
overall distress (GSI) and accounted tor 68% of the 
variance. At six months postcrime a greater history of 
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domestIc violence predicted greater overall dIstress (GSI>. 
This variable accounted for 8% of the varIance. At 12 
months postcrime, the extent of child abuse significantly 
predicted global distress as measured by the GSI. However, 
the relationship was inverse such that greater levels of 
chIld abuse were associated with lower GSI sco~es at 12 
months. The R2 was .22. 

TSCSTOT, the overal 1 measure of self-esteem, was 
predicted at only one session by one measure. Greater 
observation of violence in childhood predicted lower 
self-esteem at six months postcrime. 

MFSTOT, the total fear score, was significantly 
predicted by several history of victimization variables at 6 
and 12 months but not at 1 or 18 months. At 6 months 
postcrime, domestic violence and child sexual abuse together 
explained 16% of the variance in scores. Child sexual abuse 
was inversely related, that is, a greater history of child 
sexual abuse predicted lower MFS scores at six months 
postcrime. In order to explain these findings the first 
order correlations between the history of victimization 
variables were examined. In a case such as this, it is 
possible that the first variable to enter the equation, 
domestic viol.ence, accounted for the fear level while the 
second variable, chIld sexual abuse, which was correlated to 
the first (£=.47), accounted for something else. For 
example, it could be speculated that a wi I lingness to 
disclose such a history is related to lower fear levels. It 
could also be that the findIngs are valid as they appear, or 
are spurious due to experiment-,vise error. 

A combInation of two variables, emotional abuse and 
extent of previous victimization, significantly predicted 
MFS scores at 12 months postcrime. Emotional abuse was 
negatively related while extent of previous victimization 
was positively related. They explained 42% of the variance. 
As with the prediction of GSI at 12 months, the inverse 
relationship was unexpected. None of the history of 
victimization variables predIcted rES scores at any session 
or reactions on any of the variables at 18 months postcrime. 

~.9nclt,t§.Lons. Although it appears that a history of 
prior victimization plays a role in reactIons and recovery 
of rape VictIms, partICUlarly at six months postcrime. the 
pattern of variables is somewhat obscure. Six of the seven 
predictor variables emerged in these analyses. More 
contusing was the directionality of the findings. Sometimes 

-----._--
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the variables were positively related, while several times 
there were unexpected inverse relationships. However, a 
history of domestic violence appeared to predict greater 
symptoms at six months postcrime. Greater parental 
emotional abuse or physical child abuse (which were 
correlated .79 with each other) appeared to predict less 
distress ~t 12 months postcrime (or no abuse in childhood 
predicted greater distress after a crime in adulthood). 
Almost al I of the predictors emerged at 6 or 12 months 
indicating that history of victimization was not as 
influential in the initial or most long-term reactions, but 
was more important during the recovery phase. 

b. Female robbery victims. Unlike rape victims. 
the reactions and recovery of female robbery victims were 
predicted by prior history of victimization at every session 
on every measure that was examined. Table 21 reve~ls that 
severity of prior victimization (PREVIC) emerged as the only 
signIficant predictor of GSI scores at l-month and 18-month 
sessions. At six months, childhood observation of violence 
emerged as a significant predictor of GSI scores, whi Ie at 
12 months a history of emotional abuse was a significant 
predictor. At al I four sessions the variable that entered 
the regression equation explained 11-14% of the variance. 

Problems with self-esteem were predicted by a history 
of childhood emotional abuse at one month. Severity of 
victimization predicted problems at six months postcrime. A 
set of three variables, emotional abuse, pr.evious criminal 
victimization, and extent of chi ld abuse, accounted for 63% 
of the variance in self-esteem scores at 12 months 
postcrime. The first two variables entered the equation 
with negative beta weights indicating that high levels of 
parental emotional abuse and prior victimization were 
associated with low self-esteem. The third variable, total 
physical child abuse, entered the equation with a positive 
weighting. However, an examination of the first order 
correlations indIcated that physical child abuse was also 
negatively correlated with self-esteem (~= -.26). Perhaps 
as was discussed in the previous section, the child abuse 
variable was measuring something other than the 
psychological trauma of prior child abuse, once the overlap 
v/ith emotional abuse had been partlaled out. At this 
session. and with this group, emotional abuse and total 
child abuse were correlated .62. At 18 months a history of 
child abuse predicted problems with self-esteem . 

. --- ---------
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Fear scores (MFS) were predicted at one month postcrlme 
by emotional abuse. At six months a set of three variables 
best predicted MFS scores. Observed violence, child abuse, 
and emotional abuse accounted for 35% of the variance. 
Observed violence and emotional abuse were loaded positively 
while child abuse again loaded negatlvely. As occurred with 
TSCS, chlld abuse was posltively correlated with MFS with 
the first order correlation (.14). At this session. 
emotional abuse and child abuse were correlated .79. Two 
variables. prior criminal victimization and domestic 
violence together predicted fear at 12 months. Prior 
victimization was postively weighted while domestic violence 
was negatively weighted. The two variables were correlated 
.51 with one another. However, unlike the previous 
examples. domestic violence was also negatively correlated 
(-.07) with MFS on the first order correlati'ons. Observed 
violence was the best single predictor of higher MFS scores 
at 18 months. 

On the IES, the extent of emotional abuse was 
predictive of greater scores at one month postcrime and 
alone accounted for 21% of the variance. At 6 months'child 
sexual abuse predicted rES scores while both incest and 
child sexual abuse predicted rES scores at 12 months 
postcrime. Incest was positively ~'leighted while child 
sexual abuse was negatIvely weighted. However, the two 
variables were correlated .78 with each other. These tHO 
variables, in concert. accounted for 30% of the varIance. 
None of the history of victimization variables were 
Significantly predictive at 18 months. 

Conclusions. The results of these regression analyses 
indicate that there is a clear connection between female 
robbery victims' history of prior victimization and their 
reactions to and recovery from the current victimization. 
These historical variables accounted for a substantial 
amount of the variance in the scores on the four outcome 
measures. A history of childhood emotional abuse appeared 
to be particularly important in female robbery victims' 
short term reactions to the assault, although it also 
emerged as a significant predictor at 6 and 12 months. The 
extent of prior crIminal victimization also emerged across 
all four time periods and three of the fou~ measures. Child 
sexual abuse and incest predicted only the IES scores while 
the rest of the predictors were scattered across sessions 
and measures. 
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c. Male robbery victims. The results of these 
analyses are presented in Table 22. At one month postcrime 
child sexual abuse significantly predicted the severity of 
GSl scores but explained only a sma]'] amount of the 
variance. At six months postcrime. three variables, incest, 
extent of child abuse and severity of victimization, were 
associated with GSI sc~res and accounted for 29% of the 
variance. The extent of previous victimIzation and child 
abuse together predicted GSl at 12 months postcrime and 
explained 18% of- the variance. Severity of'prior 
victimization emerged as a significant predictor of GSl at 
18 months postcrime. 

Chi Idhood experience with incest predicted greater 
self-esteem (TSCSTOT) at one month post-assault in male 
robbery victims while emotional abuse predicted lower 
self-esteem. At sl~ mOfiths postcrlme, child sexual abuse 
predIcted lower self-esteem. There were no significant 
predictors at 12 months postcrime. At 18 months postcrime. 
severity of prevIous vIctimizatIon was assocIated with lower 
self-esteem. 

The MFS scores' of male robbery vIctIms were predicted 
at one month by child sexual abuse, 'by domestic violence 
history at six months, and by child sexual abuse again at 18 
months. The two variables at the earlier two sessions 
explained very little of the variance, but child sexual 
abuse history accounted for 23% of the variance at 18 
months. There were no significant history of victimization 
predictors at 12 months postcrime. 

On the lES, the only session which was predicted by the 
history of violence variables was at one month postcrime. A 
history of incest predicted higher IESTOT scores but only 
accounted for 4% of the variance. 

Conclusions. avera] 1, it appears that a history of 
victimization plays a small role in predicting reacttons of 
male robbery victims within the first month after the crime, 
and a larger role in predicting long-term re~ctions. Incest 
and child sexual abuse.were partIcularly noticeable In the 
first months after an assault, ,·,hile previous criminal 
vIctimizatIon was more likely to emerge as a predictor of 
problems wIth recovery at the later sessions of the study. 
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4. SlmpI~ regression analyses. 

Although the precedIng analyses provide a great deal of 
information regarding the possible effects of various types 
of victimization on reactions to and recovery from the 
current victimization, they are also cumbersome and 
dIfficult to interpret. In order to simplify interpretation 
somewhat, simple regression analyses using the seven 
historical predictor variables were also conducted. These 
analyses enter the entire set of seven hlstory of 
victimization variables (HOV) to predict each of {he four 
summary variables at the four sessions. The results are 
presented In Table 23. 

The set of historical variables only predicted the' 
recovery of rape victims at 12 and 18 months. At 12 months 
the HOV variables predicted greater overal I distress (GSI) 
and accounted for 65% of the variance. At 18 months the 
vat'iables again predicted GSI scores and explained 60% of 
the variance. MFS scores were predicted at 12 months' by the 
HOV variables and accounted for 56% of the variance. In 
contrast to the stepwise analyses which tended to predict 
reactions at 6 and 12 months but accounted for smal I 
proportions of the variance, the examination of the entire 
set of HOY predictors indicates that long term.problems in 
recovery are associated with greater experience with 
victimization prior to the current incident. 

On the other hand, female robbery victims are affected 
by their histories of victimization throughout the recovery 
process, perhaps because, as a group, their reactions are 
more variable than those of rape victims. At the one-month 
session, all fou~ summary variables were predicted by the 
women/s history of victimization. It accounted for 18-32% 
of the variance. At six months postcrime. HOV significantly 
predicted TSCS, MFS, and IES, but 'not GSI. At this session 
30-39% of the variance was explained. AT 12 months 
postcrime, TSCS and IES were predicted by the HOY variables 
and they accounted for 69% and 43% of the varIance 
respectively. At 18 months only one variable, MFS was 
predicted by the HOV varIables as a set (R2=.29). 

The apparent pattern was for history of victimization 
to have a modest but pervasIve effect during the early 
months follo~ing crime and to effect fewer of ~he measures 
at the later sessions. However, much of the variability in 
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self-esteem scores at 12 months was accounted for by the 
women/s history of victimization. 

It was found that for male robbery victims effects of 
their victimization history occurred in the first six months 
for the most part. Both GSI and TSCS were predicted by HOV 
at one and six months postcrime. The HOV variables 
accounted for 19-31% of the variance. The only other 
measure that was significantly predicted was MFS scores at 
18 months postcrime. They explained 31% of the variance. 
IES scores were not predicted at al I by the HOV variables. 
Therefore, the pattern that emerged for male robbery victIms 
was that overal I distress symptoms and poorer self-esteem 
were associated with a greater history of victimization 
within the first six months postcrime. 

5. Frequencies of victimIzation. 

In order to facilItate interpretation of the findings, 
some of the history of victimIzation categories were reduced 
further In order to calculate percentages. Because these 
historical variables had been scored as continuous variables 
for the preceding analyses it was not possible to determine 
the actual number of participants who had been victImized In 
various ways. In order to calcula~e percentages, 
definitions wer~ established. Participants were considered 
to have been physically abused if they were physically 
injured by a parent. Given this definition, 45% of the rape 
victims, 44% of the female robbery vIctims, and 36% of the 
male robbery victims (from session one) reported having been 
physically abused by a parent in chi Idhood. 

Child sexual abuse was defined as being the vIctim of 
fondling or having sex with an adult while under the age of 
17. This definition included abuse by a relative, 
caretaker, neighbor, stranger, or friend of parent(s). 
Using this definition, 27% of the rape victims, 41% of 
female robbery victims, and 38% of male robbery victims 
reported child sexual abuse. Five questions concerned 
punishment by parents that was not physical but which could 
be construed as abusive (e.g., u told that I was bad, stupId 
or dumb", °cursed at with obscene or violent languageO, 
"locked in a closet"). If research participants indicated 
that their parents punished them with any of these methods 
half of the time or more they were considered to have been 
emotionally abused. By this definition, 49% of the rape 
victims, 43% of the female robbery victims. and 50% of the 
male robbery victims had been emotionally abused. 
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Five questions were concerned with whether the 
participants/ parents hit or beat each other, other children 
in the home, people outside the family, or whether there was 
much violence in the victim/s school or home. Fifty-six 
percent of the rape victims denied any kind of violence in 
their family or neighborhood. The remaining 44% had been 
exposed to at least some violence. Fifty-three percent of 
the female and 51% of male robbery victims reported no 
violence in their families or neighborhoods. 

Domestic violence was defined as belng hit a few times 
a year or more or having been beaten by a spouse at least 
once. Twenty-fIve percent of rape victims, 37% of female 
robbery victims and 16% of male robbery victims reported 
having been the victim of domestic violence. 

Seventeen crimes (nonfamilial) were listed and defined 
for participants in order to assess the frequency of 
victimization. They ranged from stealing to attempted 
murder. As a few examples of the percentages that were 
reported: 51% of the total sample had their home 
burglarized, 79% had something stolen, 16% had been 
assaulted (major), and 23% had been the victim of an 
attempted murder (32% of men vs. 17% of women). When asked 
the number of separate victimization experiences, 54% of 
rape victims, 66% of female robbery, and 74% of male robbery 
reported more than one incident. 

G. Indicators of Prior Psycholooical Problems. 

Three variables were examined as crude indicators of 
prior psychological problems: prior psychiatric/ 
psychological treatment (medications, hospitalizations or 
therapy for emotional problems)(PPT). depression and suicide 
history (DAS), and treatment for alcohol or drug abuse (CD), 
These variables were constructed from several items each 
from the Counseling Questionnaire. An examInation of the 
frequency of variables revealed that few female participants 
had a history of treatment for chemical dependency. 
Therefore, that variable was excluded from the analyses 
except the male vs. female MANOVA and the stepwise 
regression analyses with male robbery victims. 

1 • IJIANOV,l\§. 

a. Rape versus robbery victims. There were no 
significant differences between rape and robbery victims on 
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history of psychological problems/treatment at any of the 
five sessions. 

b. Male v~rsus female robbery victims. Overal I 
MANOVAs of sex differences in prior psychological problems 
were significant at aJ I five sessions <See Table 24). 
Univariate analyses varied somewhat across sessions. At the 
first session women reported a history of depression and 
suicide attempts more frequently than men, and there was a 
trend for women to report more psychological treatment. At 
three and six months postcrime women again reported more 
precrime depression and suicide attempts, but were not 
dIfferent with regard to treatment. There was, however, a 
trend for men to report more treatment for chemical 
dependency at six months. At 12 months, women reported that 
they had been more likely to receive precrime psychological 
treatment but there was only a trend on depression and 
suicide. At 18 months postcrime al 1 ANOVAs were 
nonsignificant but there was a trend for men to report more 
treatment for chemical dependency. 

It is difficult to draw definitive conclusions 
regarding sex dIfferences in precrime problems. However, it 
appears that women were more likely to have suffered from 
depression and to have made more suicide attempts. They 
were also somewhat more likely than women to have received 
some type of treatment for psychological problems. There 
was a slight indication that men were more IlkelY to have 
received treatment for chemical dependency. Al I of these 
·findings are consonant with sex differences in mental health 
in the general population. 

2. Covariance analyses of male and female robbery 
victims. 

Table 25 presents the results of the ANCOVAs of prior 
psychological problems for male and female robbery victims. 
There were no changes from the original analyses on the GSI, 
TSCS, or MFS. There were slight differences on the lES and 
BDl. On the original lES ANOVAs. female robbery victims 
scored significantly higher than male robbery victims at the 
first session. On the covariance analyses, female victims 
reported higher scores on the one and three month sessions. 
The original BDI ANOVAs were signifIcant at only the first 
session. After eliminatIng the effects of prior. 
psychological problems, BDI was nonsignificant at all 
sessions, although there was a trend at one month <2<.06). 
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3. Regression analyses. 

a. Rape victims. Rape victims appear to be 
relatively unaffecte~ by any prior history of psychologic~l 
problems during the present trauma. Only two'measures were 
predicted by one of the va~iables at the first session. GSI' 
and TSCS scores at session one were predict~d by a history 
of depression and suicidal ideation and attempts. The only 
other variable to predict symptomatology at any other 
session was prior psychological treatment (PPT) at 18 
months, ~redictlng MFS score~. PPT accounted for 19% of 
the varIance. These findings are presented in Table 26. 

, b, Female robbery victims. Table 27 presents the 
fIndings of the stepwise multiple regression analyses. The 
Global Severity Index was significantly predicted by a 
history of depression and suicide attempts (DAS) at 1, 6, 
and 18 months postcrime. Problems with self-esteem (TSCS) 
were predicted at one month by the set of two variables, DAS 
and PP~, which explained 20% of the variance. DAS also 
predicted problems with self-esteem at six months postcrime 
(R2=.21). None of the three variables predicted self-esteem 
at 12 months but prior psychological treatment (PPT) 
predicted problems at 18 months and explained 16% of the 
variance. 

MFS was predi~ted by DAS and PPT at 1 month; PPT at 6 
months, none ot the variables at 12 months and CD at 18 
months. Similarly, IES scores were predicted by DAS ana PPT 
at 1 month, PPT at 6 months, none at 12 months and PPT at 18 
months postcrime. 

The pattern that emerged for female robbery victims was 
for a treatment history and a history of depression and 
suicide attempts to be predictive of greater symptomatology 
at one month postcrime across the four measures, and for a 
depression and parasuicidal history to affect global 
severity and self-esteem'at 6 months. The PTSD measure was 
predicted better at 6 months postcrime by prior 
psychiatric/psychological treatm~nt. None of the predictors 
emerged as signifIcant on any of the symptom,summary 
variables at 12 months postcrlme', ,Finally, a history of 
treatment for psychologIcal/psychiatrIc problems was most 
predIctIve of longterm problems for female robbery victims. 

c. Male robbery victi!Jl§. GSI t;laS best predicted at 
1, 6, and 12 months postcrime by a history of depression and 
suIcIde attempts' (DAB) and at 18 months by prior psychiatric 
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treatment (PPT). These variables accounted for 8-14% of the 
variance. Problems with self-esteem were best predicted by 
a set of two variables. PPT and DAS ~t 1 month. PPT at 6 
months. and DAS at 12 and 18 months postcrime. These 
variables explained moderate amounts of the variance. 
Neither the MFS nor the rES were predicted by any of the 
three variables at 1 or 6 months postcrime. rES scores were 
also not correlated with a history of prior psychological 
problems at 12 or 18 months postcrime. However. DAS was 
associated with greater MFS scores at 12 and 18 months 
postcrime. Table 28 displays the results of these analyses. 

Overal I, fear and PTSD symptoms in the first half year 
fol lowing robbery were not predicted by male subjects' 
precrime history of PSY9hological problems. However, 
general distress and selt-esteem were associated with 
subjects who had histories of prior treatment or depression 
and suicide attempts. Prior treatment for chemical 
dependency in male robbery victims did no~ emerge as a 
significant predictor of more severe problems fol lowing the 
current crime. 

H. Assault Variables. 

A third set of predictor variables concerned assault 
factors. These 'Vlere generated trom the Crime Informat·ion 
Questionnaire. The seven variables inclUded 
acquaintanceship status with the assailant, number of 
assailants, whether the assailant threatened the victim or 
displayed a weapon, how much the vIctIm was restralned, the 
length of the crime, and the extent of injuries. Tables 29 
and 30 present the findings of MANOVAs, Table 31 presents 
covariance analyses of rape and robbery victims, and Tables 
32-34 present regression analyses. 

1. MANOVAs. 

a. Rape versus rape-robbery victims. There were no 
significant differences between rape and rape-robbery 
victims at any of the five sessions. It is unlIkely that 
differences in self-esteem reported by rape-robbery and rape 
victims would be accounted for by differences in their 
crimes. 

b. Rape versus robbery victims. MANOVAs comparing 
assault variables of rape and robb~ry victims were 
significant at all five sessions. At one month postcrime, 
the two groups differed on five of the seven variables. 
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Robbery victims were more likely to be assaulted by more 
than one assailant while rape victims were more likely to 
experience more threats, restraint, injuries, and greater 
length of crime. There were no differences in the 
acquaintanceship status of the assailant or whether the 
assailant displayed a weapon. The findings at three months 
postcrime were similar except there was no difference in the 
extent of Injuries sustained. At six months postcrime, the 
sample tested reported differences on six of the seven 
variables. The only variable on which there was no 
difference reported was acquaintanceship status with the 
perpetrator. 

At 12 months postcrime rape victIms reported greater 
use of threats, restraint. injuries, and greater duration of 
the crIme than did robbery victims. The two groups reported 
no differences on number of assailants, display of weapons, 
or acquaintanceship status. At 18 months postcrime rape 
victims reported more threats, restraint, and greater crime 
duration, while the robbery victims again reported more 
assai lants. There were no differences in acquaintanceship 
status, the extent of injuries, or whether the assailant 
displayed a weapon. 

Despite some changes in the sample composition, sample 
size, and passage of time, these analyses are rather 
consistent. While robbery victims are more 1 ikely than rape 
victims to be victimized by more than one assailant, rape 
victims are subjected to more threats, restraint, injuries 
and longer crime dUration. It is also interesting that 
female rocbery victims are as likely to be robbed by an 
acquaintance as rape victims are to be attacked by one. The 
differences between the two crimes could play an important 
role in the differences in victim reactions that were 
observed between the two groups. Because of the greater 
threats, restraint, injuries, and crime duration, the crime 
of rape may be perceived as more life threatening, which 
could lead to greater fear and post-traumatic stress 
disorder. 

c. Male versus female robbery vl~tlms. The MANOVAs 
were signIficant at all five sessions, thus univariate 
analyses were conducted at each session. At one month 
postcrime the research sample reported significant sex 
differences on four of the seven variables. Male robbery 
victlms were more likely to report a greater number of 
assailants, the display of a weapon(s)~ more threats, and 
greater extent of Injury than female robbery victims. There 



was a trend on one other variable; temale victims were 
somewhat more likely to know their assailants. 
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Findings at the three month assessment session were 
that male robbery victims were more likely to be accosted by 
more than one perpetrator and be subjected to more threats. 
There was only a trend on whether the perpetrator(s) . 
displayed weapons. At six months postcrlme, two variables, 
greater number of assailants and display of weapon(s) 
occurred significantly more often in robberies of men. 
There were trends on the extent of threats and injuries. As 
the sample size decreased further at the 12 month session. 
only one variable continued to differentiate the groups, the 
number of assailants. There were trends on threat and 
acquaintanceship status as at earlier sessions. At 18 
months, some of the differences again emerged. There were 
significant differences on number of assailants, 
acquaintanceship status, and the use of threats. There were 
also trends on whether the assailant displayed weapon(s), 
the extent of restraint, and length of crime. 

The findings of these analyses were rather consistent 
despite the passage of time and some differences In the 
composition of the sample across sessions. More force was 
used against male than female robbery victims. Men were 
significantly more likely than women to have more than one 
assailant, be subjected to threats and the display of 
weapons and be assaulted by strangers. It is not obvious 
from these findings why women report more fear (MFS & IES) 
fol lowing robbery than men. It could be that some of their 
fear and anxiety preexisted the crime, they perceived the 
crime as more I ife threatening, they reacted differently 
during the crime, or perhaps that, In general, they are more 
conditionable than men. At any rate, the differences in 
assaults between male and female robbery victims do not 
account for the dIfferences in their reactions. 

2. ~ovarlance anaIYs~. 

Because there were so many assault dIfferences between 
rape and robbery victims, It would be helpful to eliminate 
these dltferences to discover whether rape victims still 
have more problems than robbery victims fol lowing the crime 
after the assault differences have been accounted for. 
CovarIance analysis eliminated the effect of the assault 
variables. As with the history of victimization variables~ 
the assault variables were reduced to a single assault index 
by standardIzing the scoring and then summing the scores of 
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the seven va~lables. The ~esultlng assault va~lable index 
was used as the cova~late in subsequent ANOVAs. Fou~ 
summa~y va~iables plus the Beck Dep~ession Invento~y were 
used to reduce the number of analyses. 

Results are presented In Table 31. On the GSI, 
differences between rape and robbery victims were reduced 
somewhat. There were sti1 I significant differences at 
session three, although the magnitude of the differences was 
reduced. The dlffe~ence previously found at the six month 
session dropped out. In the original analysis of the TSCS 
there were differences between rape and robbery vIctims in 
self-esteem at 6 and 18 months postcrime. On the covariance 
analyses of TSCS, differences we~e eliminated and al I 
analyses were nonsignificant. There was no change in the 
analyses of the MFS. They were nonsignificant at al I 
sessions on both types of analysis. 

The original analyses of the IES resulted in 
significant dlffe~ences at al I five sessions. On the 
covariance analyses, ~ape victims had signIfIcantly highe~ 
lES sco~es than robbery victims at the first three sessions 
but we~e no longe~ slgnlflcant'ly dltfe~ent than ~obbery 
victIms at the 12- and 18-month sessIons. There was, 
however, a t~end at the 12 month session (Q < .07). And 
finally, on the orlginal analyses of BDl. the rape victims 
scored significantly hIgher than robbery victIms at all but 
the 12-month session. On the covariance analysis, rape 
victims stIlI scored higher than ~obbery victims through the 
six month session. but the~e were no differences at the 12-
or l8-month sessions. 

The results of covariance analyses indicate that 
differences in the assault (e.g. th~eats, restraint, length 
of crime) between ~apes and robberies do account for some of 
the differences that were found between the two groups. 
When those variables are taken Into account it appears that 
there are no longer differences in self-esteem, little 
difference in overal I dlstress,and after the first six 
months no differences in depression or PTSD symptoms. 
However, al] differences were not eliminated, especIally in 
the first six months, so it is apparent that some othe~ 
variable or variables account for the r.emaining differences 
between rape and r.obberV victims. 
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3. Stepwise regression analyses.' 

a. Female rape victims. Almost n9ne of the assault 
variables' predicted subsequent symptoms or self-esteem in 
the sample of r.ape victims. The only significant predictors 
were the extent of threats which predicted GS~ scores and 
r.estraint which predicted IES scores. These variables 

.explained 21% and 18% of the variance. respectively. at the 
six month session. 

b. Female robbery victims. The only assault 
factors to predict GSI at any of the sessions was at 12 
months: the extent of re~tralnt which accounted for 22% of 
the variance. Acquaintanceship status was the only assault 
variable to predict overall self-esteem. ·It was not 
predictive at one month postcrime, but dld predict 
significantly the thre~ subsequent sessions that were 
examined and explained 11- 21% of the variance. In these 
cases it was negatively rela~ed such that greater 
acquaintanceship with the assailant led to lower self-esteem 
over. time. 

MFS total was not predicted by any of the assault 
variables at one month postcrime but was predicted by one 
variable each at 6, 12, and 18 months. At six months, 
whether or not the assa i 1 an t d 1 sp 1 ayed a weapon vIas re 1 a ted 
to the total MFS scores CR2=.08) and at 12 months the extent 
of threats against the victim predicted MFS total and 
explained 20% of the variance. At 18 months postcrime the 
extent of injuries significantly predicted greater problems 
with fear. 

On the IES, there were no signifIcant predIctors at 1 
month postcrime. but threats predicted PTSD symptoms, as 

. measured by the lES (R2=.13) at 6 months and 12 months 
(R2=.23). Acquaintanceship status predicted symptoms at 18 
months postcrime. This predictor explained 10% of the 
variance . 

. Conclusions. Overall, it appears that acquaintanceship 
with the perpetrator is assocIated with problems with 
self-esteem in female robbery victims while the extent of 
threats were associated with fear and PTSD symptoms. 
Earl ier analysis indicated that female robbery victims were 
more lIkely to be assaulted by an acquaintance than male 
robbery victims. No ~the~ variable eme~ged with any 
consistency across sessions or }nstrum~nts. It should also 
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be noted that none of the assault variables were associated 
with problems initially at the one month sessIon. 

c. Male robbery victims. As with rape and female 
robbery victims, very few of the assault variables predicted 
subsequent reactions. GSI was significantly predIcted (at 
one month postcrime) by the number of assai lants and (at six 
months postcrime) by the extent of restraint. Neither of 
these variables accounted for much of the variance (5 and 6% 
of the variance respectively). At 12 and 18 months there 
were no significant p~edictors. 

None of the assault variables predicted self-esteem at 
the 1, 6, or 18 month postcrime assessment periods. At 12 
months, number of assai lants entered the equa~ion and 
explained 8% of the variance. MFS scores were not 
predicted by any of the assault variables at any of the four 
sessions. The only variable to predi~t IES scores was the 
number of assailants at 1 month postcrime. Again, this 
variable accounted for only 4% of the variance. 

Conclusion~. The overal I picture is that ~ssault 
variables played very little role in the reactions and 
recovery of male robbery victims. 'The only variable to 
emerge in the analyses more than once was the number of 
assailants, but even that varIable accounted for very little 
of the variability in the scores. The finding that number 
of assailants predicted reactions is consistent with the 
fact that male robbery victims were more likely to be 
assaulted by more than one assailant than female robbery 
vIc t Ims. 

I. Within-Assault Reactions. 

The third set of predictor variables concerned victims; 
reactions during the assault. Three variables examined 
behavioral responses. Victims/ responses were summarized as 
passIve (e.g., "kept quiet and motionless", "did exactly as 
X was told", "tried to talk my way out of itll); active 
(e.g., IIscreamed or yelled for help", IItried to run awayll); 
or aggressive (e.g., "cursed or th~eatened", "kicked, hit or 
punched"). Three emotional reactions were: included, 
anxious, calm, or angry . 

Finally, three indices were developed to reflect 
perceptions of imminent har:m. Participants wet-e asked to 
rate how much of the time during the assault they thought 
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about the possibility of being injured, kil led, or'someone 
else being injured or kil led (i.e., a loved one, not the 
assaiiant). They were also asked to rate their certainty 
during the crime of their being injured (or injured 
further), kil led, or of a loved one being injured or killed. 
For each type of question (injury, death, or harm to a loved 
one) the amount of time considering the possibility was 
multipl ied by the certainty. Therefore, three indices were 
developed: perception of imminent injury, perception of 
imminent death and perception of harm to others. 

Nine predictor variables were subjected to MANOVAs to 
determine whether there were crime or sex differences and 
then stepwise multiple regression analyses in order to 
predict the four summary variables. The predictor variables 
were: passive behavior, active resistance, aggressive 
resistance, anxious, calm, angry. perception of imminent 
death, perception of imminent injury, and perception of harm 
to others. 

1. MANOVAs.' 

a. Rape versus robbery victims. Results of the 
rape versus robbery MANOVAs are presented in Table 36. The 
comparison of rape and rObbery vlctims/ reactions during the 
assault were significantly different at al I five assessment 
sessions. At session one, rape victims reported that they 
engaged in more active and passive responses during the 
crime, and they were more anxious and experienced greater 
perception of imminent death and perception of imminent 
injury than robbery victims. Although it did not quite 
reach the established level of significance, robbery victims 
tended to report being calmer during the crime. There were 
no differences between the two groups on aggressive 
resistance, feeling angry, or perception of danger to loved 
ones. 

The results of the univariate analyses at three and six 
months were almost identical. Rape victims reported more 
passive, actlve, and aggressive behavioral responses, as 
weI I as greater anxiety, and greater perception of imminent 
death or injury than robbery victims. Again, at both 
sessions there was only a trend for robbery victims to 
report being calmer during the crime and no dIfferences in 
reported perception of harm to others. There was however, a 
trend at the three month session, for rape victims to feel 
more anger during the crime, which was clearly 
nonsIgnificant at the six month session. 
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At the 12-month session, the sample of rape victims 
that remained reported that they had engaged in more passive 
and active behavior, and had experienced greater perceptions 
of imminent death or injury than the robbery victims. They 
did not report more anxiety or aggressive behavior at this 
session. However, the variable calm reached significance 
with robbery victims reporting that they had been calmer 
during the crime. 

At 18 months postcrlme, the only differences between 
the rape and robbery victims were that rape victims reported 
more passive behavior during the crime and that they 
experienced greater perception of imminent death or injury. 
There was also a trend for rape victims to report more 
anxiety during the crime. 

The differences between the rape and robbery victims' 
teactions that were most consistently reported were greater 
passive behavior and perception of imminent death or injury 
among rape victims. They also were relatively consistent in 
reporting greater active resistance and anxiety during the 
crime. These findings are quite consistent with the 
hypotheses of this project that some of the differences in 
reactions between rape and robbery may be due to the 
difference in perception of the I ite threat~ning nature of 
the crime of rape relative to robbery. 

b. Male versus female robbery. MANOVAs comparing 
within-assault reactions of male and female robbery victims 
were significant at the first four sessions but 
nonsignificant at 18 months postcrime (see Table 36). At 
one month postcrime, male robbery victims reported 
significantly more passive responses than female robbery 
victims. They also reported a trend toward being calmer 
during the crIme. Women reported being significantly more 
anxious and having a greater perception of imminent danger 
to loved ones. Men and women were not significantly 
different on the following variables: active resistance, 
aggressive resistance, angry, perception of imminent death. 
or perception of imminent injury. 

The results at three months were similar. Women 
reported being significantly more anxious and having a 
greater fear of harm to loved ones. There was also a trend 
for the women to feel more anger during the crime. Ther.e 
were only trends for the men to report mor.e passive 
r.esistance behavior and for them to be calmer during the 
crime. At six months postcrime men and women reported being 
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significantly different on only two of the nine variables, 
anxious and angry. In both cases women reported greater 
levels than men. Analyses at 12 months postcrime revealed 
only one difference in the reporting of within-assault 
reactions. Women reported significantly more anxiety than 
men. 

It is not known whether the decrease in differences 
over time is due to the decrease in the sample size, 
slightly different composition of the groups, or whether 
participants' memories of the event change over ~lme. 
Overa] I, however, it appears that there are not many 
differences in the within-assault reactions of male and 
female robbery victims. The only variable that appeared in 
three out of four assessment sessions was anxiety. It is 
possIble that this greater anxiety during the assault could 
account for the differences in the development of PTSD 
symptoms between women and men. Such a finding supports a 
classical conditioning model of fear. 

2. Covariance analvses 

The covariance analyses for within-assault variables 
used three covariates rather than one. The reactions that 
were explored concerned thoughts, feelings, and behavior. 
While there Is some Justification in summing different 
reactions within these categories, there was no reason to 
assume that one could sum across categories. Therefore, 
three covariates were entered representing the three 
reactions: perceptions, emotions and resistance. 

a. Female rape versus robbery victims. Table 37 
depicts the results of the covariance analyses. On the 
original ANOVAs of GSI, rape victims scored significantly 
higher than robbery victims at three and six months 
postcrime. After removing the effect of wIthin-assault 
reactions, rape victims scored higher than robbery victims 
at only one session, three months. The BDI had been 
significantly different at al I but the 12-month session, but 
the covariance analyses eliminated these dIfferences. All 
of the ANCOVAs were nonsignificant. 

The original TSCS analyses resulted in significant 
differences between robbery and rape/robbery .victims at 6 
and 18 months. The withIn-assault ANCOVAs of TSCS were all 
nonsignificant. All of the MFS analyses were nonsignificant 
originally and continued to be so on the covariance analyses 
with one exceptIon. At 12 months postcrlme, robbery victims 

-------~ ----~ 

.. 
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sco~ed significantly highe~ than ~ape victims. R~pe 
victims scored significantly higher than rObbery victims at 
al I of the sessions on the IES o~iginal ly. After covarying 
participants l within-assault reactions, rape victims scored 
highe~ than robbe~y victims only at the six-month session. 

b. Female versus male robbery victims. Table 38 
presents the resul~s of the within-assault covariance 
analyses of male and female robbery victims. There were no 
changes in the ~esults f~om the original analyses after the 
effec.ts of wi thin-assaul t va~iabl'es we~e 'el imlnated. 

Conclusions. Overal I, as with the assault va~lables. 
the within-assault va~lables appear to account for much of 
the difference between ~ape and robbe~y victims but not fo~ 
the differences between male and female robbe~y victims. 
Differences between the crlmes p~obably elicit dlffe~ent 
reactions f~om vIctims which moderate thei~ sub~equent 
reactions and recove~y. When those within-assault 
differences are eliminated the~e a~e very few dlffe~ences 
between the reactions of ~obbe~y and rape victims. ' 

It had been speculated that the greate~ anxiety women 
repo~ted experiencing during the c~ime might help account 
for the sex differences on some of the measures at the one 
month session. However, when the effect of within-assault 
anxiety was eliminated th~ough covariance analyses, the 
women sti1 1 had greate~ fear"dep~ession and PTSD symptoms 
at one month postc~lme. Therefore, wIthin-assault anxiety· 
does not account for the sex diffe~ences that were ob8e~ved. 

3. Stepwise regression analyses. 

a. Female rape victims. Results of the stepwise 
~egressions are listed In Table 39. At 1 and 12 months 
postc~ime the~e were no within-assault ~eactlon va~lables 
that predicted rape victimsl GSI sco~es. At 6 months 
postc~ime. a set of two va~iables, "active ~eslstance~ and 
~ang~y", p~edicted GSI. Active resistance was negatively 
weighted such that g~eater resistance was more predictive of 
lower GSI sco~es at six months postcrime. Ang~y was 
positively weighted such that g~eater ange~ during the crime 
p~edicted greater distress as measured by the GSI. These 
two variables accounted for 28% 'of the variance In scores. 
At 18 months postcrime. three variables, angry; active 
reSistance, and perception of imminent Injur'Y (PII) 
accounted for 77% of the va~iance. Greater levels of , active, ' 
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resistance and PII predicted lower GSI scores while anger 
predicted hlgher ecoree. 

None of the wIthin-reaction variables accounted for the 
variability in TSCS scores at one or six months. At 12 
months two variables, calm and angry, predicted greater 
self-esteem and accounted for 41% of the variabilIty in 
scores. Calm was positIvely related and anger was 
negatively related to self-esteem. At 18 months only one 
measure significantly predicted TSCS. Greater perception of 
imminent death (PIn) predicted higher self-esteem and 
accounted for 41% of the variance. 

None of the within-assault reactions entered the 
prediction equation for the total MFS scores at any session. 
The within-assault reaction variables did not predict rES 
scores at 1, 6, or 18 months postcrime. At 12 months two 
variables, angry and anxious, predicted 49% of the variance. 
Both were positively related to greater PTSn symptomatology. 

Conclusions. Unlike assault variables, within-assault 
reactions of rape victims did account for a SUbstantial 
amount of the variance at some of the later assessment 
sessions. They did not predict initial reactions at one· 
month postcrime, did not predict most of the measures at six 
months postcrime, and did not partIcularly predict MFS 
scores. However, women's reactions during the crime are 
strongly associated with overal I dIstress levels at 6 and 18 
months, self-esteem at 12 and 18 months, and rES scores at 
12 months postcrime. 

The variable to emerge most frequently was 
within-assault anger, which was associated with more 
symptomatology and poorer self-esteem. Interestingly, 
contrary to hypothesiS, perception of imminent death or 
injury during the crime was associated with better 
functioning at 18 months postcrime. Perhaps rape incidents 
that are viewed as more life threatening are subject to less 
victim-blame and are dealt with more openly than rapes 
viewed as less life threatening. 

b. female robbery vi~tims. Results of the stepwise 
regression analyses are found in Table 40. At 1 month 
postcrfme, two variables, passive behavior and angry 
predicted distress as measured by the GSI. They accounted 
for 18% of the variance. At 6 months posterime anxious was 
the only variable to significantly predict GSI, and it 
predicted only 9% of the variance. At 12 months, PII, 
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aggressive resistance and PDO (perception of danger to 
others> predicted 43% of the variance in GSI scores, and at 
18 months 1 one of the nine variables, aggressive resistance, 
entered the regression equation. However, aggressive 
resistande only accounted for 9% of the variance. 

On the TSCS at one month postcrlme, aggressive 
resistance and perception of imminent death (PID) predicted 
overall self-esteem and accounted for 17% of the variance. 
Both were weIghted negatively such that greater aggressive 
resistance and perception of imminent death resulted in 
lower self-esteem. At six months postcrime aggressive 
resIstance continued to predIct problems wIth self-esteem 
but accounted for only 7% of the variance. At 12 months 
postcrlme greater aggressive resistance during the crime 
predicted lower self-esteem and accounted for 18% of the 
variance. At 18 months none of the predictor variables 
entered the equation. 

PIn predicted 10% of the variance in MFS scores at 
session 1. At six months postcrime, an~ious' predicted 
greater MFS scores and accounted for 16% of the variance. 
At 12 months postcrime both PIn and anxious predicted 
greater fear and together accounted for 38% of the variance 
in scores. However, at 18 months there were no significant 
predictors of MFS scores. 

A set of two varIables best predicted IES total at one 
month postcrime. Anxious and angry during the assault 
accounted for 16% of the variance in IES scores. At six 
months postcrime, anxious accounted for 10% of the variance 
in predicting rES scores. PID and aggressive resistance 
predicted IES at 12 months and explained 69% of the 
variance. At 18 months postcrime only one variabie 
predicted rES scores. Aggressive resistance explained 9% of 
the variance. 

Conclusions. OVeral 1, these within-assault victim 
reactions did emerge as predictors of later problems with 
fear, dIstress, and self-esteem across measures and 
sessions. Unlike the reactions of rape victims, these 
variables were assocIated with reactions at one month 
postcrlme but were only weakly associated at the IS-month 
session. Although no clear pattern emerged, the fol lowIng 
observa.t ions ml gh t be made: 1. Per-cep t i on of immi nen t 
death emerged as a predictor on two of the measures at 1 
month postcr-lme but perceptions of danger- Cdeath 7 injury. or 
harm to others was more associated with the level of 
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symptomatology at 12 months postcrime. 2. Aggressive 
resistance emerged frequently as a predictor, particularly 
with regard to self-esteem and PTSD symptoms. 3. Aggres~lve 
resistance also appeared to be more influential at the later 
sessions. 4. Being anxious during the assault was 
associated wIth problems with anxiety, particularly as 
measured by the MFS and IES. 

c. Male robbery victims. Table 41 depicts the 
results of the stepwise regressions for the male robbery 
group at al I four sessIons. The only variable to enter the 
equation at session 1 to predict GSI was anxious, which 
explained only ~% of the variance. At six months postcrime 
perception of imminent injury predicted GSI. At 12 and 18 
months postcrime, anxious was the only variable to enter the 

. equation, and it predicted 15% and 14% of the variance 
respectively. 

On the TSCS no variables were predictive at 1, 6 J or 18 
months postcrime. However, at 12 months postcrime. TSCS 
scores were predicted by one variable, calm. Being calm 
during the crime was predictive of greater self-esteem 12 
months later. It accounted for 14% of the variance. 

On the MFS at one month postcrime anxiety and active 
resistance predicted 17% of the variance. At the remaining 
three sessions anxious emerged as a significant predictor. 
At 6 and 12 months it accountea for 21 and 20% of the 
variance. At 18 months anxious and perception of imminent 
injury both emerged as the best set of predictors and 
together accounted for 22% of the variance. Those men with 
greater anxIety during the crime apparently had greater 
difficulty with fear-producing stimuli later in the recovery 
period. 

At session one perception of imminent death (PID) was 
the only predictor of IES. Men who perceived that they were 
in imminent danger were more likely to have symptoms of 
post-traumatic stress disorder one month after the crime 
than those who had less perception of imminent death. At 6 
months PID and angry significantly predicted IES scores and 
accounted for 26% of the variance. No variables entered the 
prediction equation at 12 or 18 months postcrime. 

Conclusions. Anxious appears to be the best 
within-assault variable in predicting long-term reactions 
and recovery in male robbery victims. The level of 
wIthin-assault anxiety emerged as the single best predIctor 
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for global distress (GSI) at three of the four sessions and 
also predicted MFS at al I four sessions. Perception of 
imminent death predicted PTSD symptoms (IES) at 1 and 6 
months, whi Ie perception of imminent injury appeared to 
predict fear ana distress at two of the four sessions. It 
appears that those men who were more anxious and 
anticipating that they would be killed or injured haa mare 
prOblems with symptomatology, particularly fear and PTSD 
symptoms, in the year and a half that fol lowed the crime. 

J. postcrime Social Support. 

Social support analyses inclUded three variables. One 
variable consists of the sum of 20 questions regarding who 
the victims talked to about the crime (TALKCRIME). One 
variable consists of 20 questions assessing the number of 
people victims talk to on a regular basis, theIr network 
size (NREGTALK). The third variable assesses perceived 
social support by summing 6 questions regarding how 
important people and other people reacted initially and 
currently and the victim/s feelings about those reactions 
(PERCEIVE). Tables 42-47 depict the results of MANOVAs. 
ANCOVA and stepwise regression analyses. 

1. MANOVAs. 

a. Rape versus rObbery victlm§. The MANOVAs at the 
one ana three months sessions were nonsignificant. At six 
months the MANOVA was significant and the univariate 
analyses indicated that robbery victims talked to 
significantly more people regularly than rape victims. 
MANOVAs at 12 and 18 months were nonsignificant. 

b. Male versus female robbery victims. The MANOVA 
campacing the social support of female and male robbery 
Victims was Significant at 1 month postcrime. ANOVAs 
indicatea that female robbery victims talked to more people. 
more frequently about the assault than did male robbery 
victims. However, by the three-month session there were no 
differences between women and men regarding their network 
size, how much they talked about the crime or their 
perceived social support. The MANOVAs at 3, 6, 12, and 18 
months postcrime were al 1 nonsignificant. 
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victims. 

Because of the difference in network size at six months 
postcrime between rape and robbery victims 1 it was decided 
to covary social support to determine its effect on 
recovery. There was very little change in the results from 
the original to the covariance analyses. There was no 
change at al I on the GSI, MFS, or IES results. On the 
original analyses of the BDI there were significant 
aifferences at 1, 3, 6, and 18 months. On the ANCOVA there 
were differences at 1, 6, and 18 months but not at 3 months. 
On the original TSCS for two groups, there were differences 
at 6 and 18 months but on the covariance analyses there was 
a difference between robbery and rape victims only at the 6 
month session. 

3. Regression analyses. 

a. Female rape victims. Social support predicted 
reactions of rape victims at only one session on one 
measure. Victims' perceived social support and the extent 
to which they talKed about the crime with others preaicted 
GSI scores at session one and accounted for 23% of the 
variance. Less perceived social support and discussion with 
more people over more occasions were associated with greater 
overall distress at one month postcrime. Although it might 
be possible to speculate about the relationship between 
these variables, it is also possible that the findings were 
by chance. The only conclusion that can be drawn is that 
social support does not playa major role in the reactions 
and recovery of rape victims except possibly in a minor way 
initially. 

b. Female rObbery victims. In contrast to the 
sample of rape victims~ female robbery victims' reactions 
appear to be influenced more by social support. GSI scores 
were predicted by perceived social support at 1 and 12 
months postcrime, by the extent to which they talked about 
the crime at 1 month, and by network size at 6 months 
postcrime. These variables explained between 11 and 17% of 
the variance. In al I but one case the relationship was 
inverse, whereby better support or larger network size was 
associated witn lower distress scores. More discussion 
about the crime at one month postcrime was associated with 
more aistress. 

._.. ----------------------------------------------------~. 



~----~--.--.-----------------

64 

On the TSCS. at the 1 and 18 month assessment', greater 
levels of perceived social support were associated with 
positive self-esteem. This variable accounted for 18% and 
13% of the variance respectively. None of the variables 
~redicted TSCS scores at 6 months, but at 12 months the 
number of people talked to about the crime predicted poorer 
self-esteem. 

MFS was predicted by perceived social support only at 
the first assessment session and explained 13% of the 
variance. Similar to the analyses on GSI, IES scores were 
predicted by perceived social support at 1 and 12 months 
postcrime and by network size at 6 months postcrime. At 
earlier sessions the variables accounted for 11% and 13% ot 
the varIance but at 12 months, perceived social support 
explained 53% of the variance. None of the three variables 
were predictive at the 18-month session. As with GSI, 
relationships between the two variables and lES were inverse 
so that those who had better perceived support and greater 
regular contact with people had fewer PTSD symptoms. 

Conclusions. The pattern of results for female robbery 
victims indicates that perceived social support is Important 
initially in the prevention of symptoms and maintenance of 
self-esteem, and over time In the recovery from PTSD 
symptoms in particular. Women who had a larger number of 
people who they regularly talk to appeared to have less 
distress at six months postcrime. Rather than lndicating 
less distress, talking about the crime to more people 
appears to be associated \vith more distress and poorer 
self-esteem. These later findIngs were not as strong 
however. 

c. Male robbery victims. The GSI scores of male 
robbery victims were not predicted by any of the socIal 
support variables at 1 or 18 months postcrime. At 6 months 
postccime GSI was predicted by a set of two variables, 
perceived social support and the number of people talked to 
about the crime. Better support predicted less overall 
distress but talking to more people about the crime was 
associated with greater distress. These two variables 
together accounted for 26% of the variance. At 12 months 
the number of people talked to about the crime was again 
positIvely related to the severity or symptoms. 

Self-esteem was not predicted at session one by any of 
the variables. At 6, 12, and 18 months postcrlme, perceived 



65 

social support was positively related to self-esteem. It 
accounted for 20-24% of the variance at these sessions. 

MFS scores were not predicted by any of the social 
support variables at 1, 6 or 12 months. At 18 months there 
was an inverse relationship between perceived social support 
and MFS scores. Positive socIal support was associated with 
lower MFS scores. 

IES was predicted at one month postcrime by the number 
of people that the victim discussed the crime with. agaIn 
indIcating that those who talked about it more had more PTSD 
symptoms. rES was not pre~\cted by any of the socIal 
support variables at any ot the three later assessment 
sessions. 

Conclusions. Stepwise regression analyses examining 
the relationship of socIal support variables and symptoms In 
male robbery victims resulted in different patterns of 
findings than those of female robbery victims. Unlike the 
the findings for female robbery victims, social support 
variables were not strongly associated with their initial 
reactions at one month postcrime nor the development of PTSD 
symptoms. These variables were more likely to emerge as 
predictors in the analyses of later sessions. 

Better perceived social support was associated with 
lower symptom levels and greater self-esteem. On the other 
hand, as with female victims, the variable, total number of 
people talked to about the crime, was associated with more 
distress. One cannot assume that talking to more people is 
harmful however, because correlation of the two variables 
does not imply a causal connection. It could be that those 
victims who are more distressed seek out more people to talk 
to and that the variable is nerely a reflection of the level 
of dIstress in these people. Overall, however, on al I of 
the analyses of all three crime groups, better reactions 
from loved ones and others was associated with less 
symptomatology and better self-esteem. 

K. Postgrime Behavioral Responses. 

Postcrime behavioral responses were at first considered 
to be an outcome varIable and were subjected to analyses 
with the initial cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses 
(See sections III.D.l and III.D. 2). However, because some 
recent research has considered such behavioral changes to be 
IIcopingll mechanisms on the part of the victims, it was 
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decided to include these variables yllth the regression 
analyses. If such behaviors constitute good coping, then we 
would expect them to be associated with better symptom 
scores across sessions. If, however, they are associated 
with more symptomatology over time, then they should not be 
considered coping but merely another form of reaction to the 
crime. The eight items that comprise the scale were entered 
individually into the stepwise regressions in order to 
determine whether any or all of them might be associated 
with the four outcome variables. See Tables 48-50. 

1. Female rape victims. 

GSI scores were predicted by one of the postcrime 
behavioral response items at 1, 6, and 18 months postcrime. 
At session one, women' who had avoided,being alone more since 
the crime had more global distress. That variable accounted 
for 20% of the variance. At 6 months, changing dai Iy habits 
and patterns were associated with greater distress. At 18 
months postcrime, change in the amount of physical exercise 
was associated with GSI scores (R2=.27). None of the 
variables were associated with ·self-esteem. 

Total MFS was best predicted at one month postcrime by 
a set of two items, avoidance of being alone and change in 
physical exercIse. Together they accounted for 33% of the 
variance. At six months 56% of the variance was predicted 
by a set of two variables, change in habits and patterns and 
taking a self-defense class. Changing habits and patterns 
also predicted higher MFS scores at 12 months postassault 
and accounted for 44% of the variance, but none of the items 
predicted reactions at 18 months. 

IES was not predicted by any of the behavioral response 
items at one month postassault but was predicted by an 
increase in safety measures at 6 and 12 months postcrime. 
This variable accounted for 13% and 48% of the variance 
respectively. At 18 months postcrime PTSD symptoms were 
predicted significantly by the victim avoiding being alone. 
This single question accounted for 73% of the variance in 
IES scores. 

Conclusions. In al 1 cases except one, postcrime 
behavioral responses rape victims engaged In fol lowing the 
crime were associated with greater symptomatology. In fact, 
at 18 months, avoidance of being alone accounted for a 
remarkable amount of the varIance in IES scores. At 18 
nlonths postcrime, an increase In physical exercise was 
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associ~ted with lower GSI while a decrease in exercise was 
associated with higher symptoms. The item was 
by-dIrectional such that a low score indicated stopping or 
decreasing exercise whi Je a high number indicated an 
i·ncrease. A medium number (3) indicates no cha-nge in 
behavior. The mean scores rape victims obtained on this 

. item ranged from 2.26 at one month postcrime to 1.85 at 18 
months postcrime. The means for rape victIms on this item 
indicate that the average response was to decrease the usual 
amount of exerc i se. . The standard dev i at ions were I ess than 
one. Therefore, the majority of rape victims reported that 
they decreased their exercise. 

Except for' those who increased their physical exercise, 
these behav lora I changes cannot be constr'ued ·:ts "cop 1 ngll 1 n 
any pqsitive sense but'merely reflect the level of fear and 
avoidance that victims experience. Interestingly, these 
behavioral responses were not associated with self-esteem at 
all. Two items, avoidance of being alone and changes in 
habits and patterns (e.g. don/t go out, leave lights on at 
nIght) emerged three times each and clearly 1 I lustrated the 
avoidant nature of the victim reactions. 

2. Female robbery victims. 

Avoidance of being alone emerged as a sIgnificant 
predictor of GSI scores at al I four sessions and accounted 

-for i2-35% of the vartance. At six mont~s postcrime, 
avoidance and a change in physical exercise together 
explained 31% of the variance in scores. Unlike the 
findings for rape victims, several items were associated 
with self-esteem in female r.obbery victims. An increase in 
the use of safety measures and taking a self-defense class 
predicted lower TSCS scores (lower self-esteem) and 
accounted for 31% of the variance. None of the response 
items predicted TSCS scores at 6 months, but taking 
self-defense predicted lower TSCS scores at 12 months. An 
increase in physical exercise predicted higher scores at 18 
months, while a decrease was associated with lower 
self-esteem. As was reported for rape victims, the average 
response of female .robbery victims to this item across 
sessions was 2.2, indicating a decrease in exer.cise. 

MFS scores were predicted at one month by a set of two 
variables, avoidance of being alone and a change in physical 
exercise. Again, an increase in physical exercise was 
assoc i at ed with lower MFS SCOl:'E~S, wh lIe a decrease was 
assocIated wIth more fear. At sIx months, a dIfferent set 
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of two variables, changed or lost Job because of the crime 
and increase in safety measures, accounted for 26% of the 
variance in predicting higher MFS scores. At 12 months 
there was a set of three predictors: avoidance of being 
alone, taking a self-defense class, and changing who she 
lived with (R2 =.68). The last item was negatIvely loaded 
such that not changing who she lived with was associated 
with higher MFS scores. At 18 months the' significant and 
positively associated predictors were changing or losing a 
job because of the crime and avoidance of being alone. 
Together they explained 33% of the variance. 

Higher IES scores were associated with changes in dai ly 
habits and patterns at session one and with three items 
(victim changed who she lived with, increased physical 
exercise, and changed habits and patterns) at 6 months 
postcrime. The three variables explained 61% of variance ih 
IES scores. At 12 months taking self-defense accounted for 
68% of the variance, but none of the behavioral response 
items entered the regression equation at 18 months 
postcrime. 

Conclusions. A range of items significantly predicted 
female robbery victims scores on different measures across 
the four. time periods. Mo'st prominent were avoidance of 
being alone. a change i~ physical exercise, and taking a 
self-defense class. As with the responses of rape victims, 
the postcrime reactions of female robbery victims were 
associated. for the most part, with greater symptomatology 
across the 18 months postcrime and so did not appear to 
function as effective coping strategies. One puzzling 
finding was the change in direction in two of the items at 
six months postcrime. Changing who she lived with and 
change in physical exercise loaded in the opposite direction 
on the prediction of IES scores than they had previously. 
It is unknown what the significance of this is. if anything. 

3. Male robbery victims. 

As with the female robbery victims, the best predictor 
of GSI scores of the male robbery victims was avoidance of 
being alone. It appeared as the significant predictor of 
GSI scores at 1, 6, and 12 months postcrime and accounted 
for 10-19% of the variance. Changing nabits and patterns 
was the best predictor of GSI at 18 months. 

The best predictor of self-esteem at one month 
postassa01t was whether the victim moved because of the 
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assault. It was inversely related such that moving was 
associated with poorer self-esteem. None of the response 
items was associated with TSCS scores at 6 or 18 months but 
avoidance of being alone was negatively related to 
self-esteem at 12 months postcrime. 

Fear, as measured by the MFS, was best predicted at one 
month postcrime by a set of two measures, changing habits 
and patterns and moving because of the crime. Changing 
habits and patterns also emerged as the best predictors at 
12 and 18 months postcrime and accounted for 24% and 18% of 
the variance at those sessions. At 6 months increasing the 
use of safety measures was associated with more fear <R2 
=.15). 

IESTOT was predicted best at one month postcrime by two 
items: moving because of the crime and an inc~ease in safety 
measures. Together they accounted for 23% of the variance. 
Change in habits accounted for 22% of the variance at the 
six month session and was positively related to experiencing 
symptoms of PTSD. Changing or losing a job predicted higher 
rES scores at 12 months postcrime, while avoiding being 
alone was the best predictor at 18 months (R2 =.30). 

Conclusions. Postcrime behavioral responses of male 
robbery victims are quite indIcative of the level of 
distress they are experiencing. At one month postcrime 
moving because of the crime predicts the vlctims/ level of 
distress on three of the four major summary outcome 
variables used in this project. Avoidance of being alone is 
particulariy associated with high levels of distress for a 
year after the crime, as measured by the GSI, whi Ie changes 
in habits and patterns (different types of avoidance) 
predict greater levels of fear. 

L. Postcrime Psychological Treatment. 

There was two items which asked whether the victim had 
received postcrime medication for emotional problems or 
whether they had received any other kind of treatment since 
the crime. These were summed and entered into a regression 
equation to see if postcrime treatment was related to 
symptoms. Tables 51-54 display the findings from these 
analyses. 
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1. ANOVAs. 

a. Rape versus robbery victims. There were 
significant differences in the number of rape and robbery 
victims who received treatment after the crime. Rape 
victims were significantly more likely to report they had 
received ~ome type of counsel ing or medication after the 
crime at 1 month, 6 months, and 18 months postcrime. There 
were no significant differences reported at 3 or 12 months 
postcrime. 

Examination of percentages reveals that at the one 
month session 22% of rape victims had received some kind of 
medication for emotional problems since the crime and 29% 
received some other type of treatment. At the same time 
period, 13% of the female robbery victims received 
medication and 7.7% received some other type of treatment. 
At the 18 month session, 15% of the remaining rape victims 
reported having received medication and 40% had received 
some other type of treatment. Twelve percent of the female 
robbery victims reported having received medication and 12% 
said they had received another form of treatment. 

b. Male versus female robbery victims. There were 
no differences in the number of women or men who reported 
receiving treatment at the first assessment session. At 3, 
6, and 12 months more women than men reported that they had 
received treatment. There were no differences at the 
18-month session. 

2. Regression analyse~. 

a. Female raoe victims. There was no relationship 
between treatment and level of symptoms at 1, 12, or 18 
months postcrime on any of the measures. At 6 months there 
was a significant relationship between receiving treatment 
and severity of symptomatology on three of the four 
measures. Treatment was not related to MFS scores. This 
variable accounted for 9-13% of the variance. The 
relationship was such that those rape victims who had 
receIved treatment by six months postcrime, were those who 
were reporting significantly more symptomatology and lower 
self-esteem. 

The implicatIons of these findings are that, for the 
most part, receiving some type of psychological/psychiatric 
treatment is net related to level of symptomatology. The 
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only exception was at six months postcrime when receiving 
treatment was associated with more psychological problems 
and lower self-esteem. 

b. Female robbery victims. Receiving treatment was 
significantly related to the severity of problems on al I 
four scales at 1 and 6 months postcrime but not 12 months. 
At 18 months postcrirne receiving treatment was related to 
GSI and MFS scores but not TSCS or IES. Perhaps because 
receiving treatment is more unusual for robbery victims than 
rape victims it is more predictive of the level of distress 
robbery victims are experienCing. 

c. Male robbery victims. As with female robbery 
victims, male robbery victims' symptom scores and 
self-esteem are predicted by their seeking treatment. The 
level of problems on three of the four measures were 
predicted by treatment at session one. ReceIving treatment 
was Indicative of more severe symptoms and poorer 
self-esteem. Only MFS scores were not related to treatment. 
This variable did not predict any of the four symptom scores 
at 6 months nor three of the four measures at 12 months 
postcrime. Higher IES scores at 12 months were related to 
receiving treatment postcrime. At 18 months only one of the 
scales was predicted by this variable. Receiving treatment 
was related to poorer self-esteem at 18 months. 

Conclusions. The pattern of findings that emerged for 
all three groups was a smal I but signIficant relationship 
between severity of symptoms and receiving treatment within 
the first six months after the crime. Interestingly, the 
rape victim group had significant findings at only the six 
month session. The greater levels of distress are more 
frequently associated with treatment seeking. It should be 
noted that questions asked of partIcipants did not assess 
the length, type, or qualIty of treatment received. 
However, if treatment had been successful, treatment would 
be asssociated wIth lower symptomatology, at least at the 
later sessions. Such was not the case. There is no evidence 
that the treatment that victims received was effective in 
reducing distress. 

L. Criminal Justice S~tem Participation. 

1. Descriptive analyses. 

Table 55 lists the frequencies and percentages of 
participants' participation in the criminal justice system 
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across the five assessment sessions. At the one month 
'session (N=274), 34% of the participants (n=93) reported 
that a suspect had been apprehended in their case. As 
reported earlier, 70% of the victims in this sample felt the 
police were helpful and understanding. By that time, 12% 
(n=34) had been to a preliminary hearing or Grand Jury and 
10% (n=27) of the participants reported that the defendants 
nad been held over for trial. Of those cases in which a 
suspect was apprehended, 74% of the participants felt that 
the treatment they received by criminal Justice personnel 
was positive and supportive. Eleven percent said they were 
treated in a neutral or matter-of-fact manner, and 15% 
reported negatIve treatment during the legal process. 
Regarding their reactions, 64% said they were glad they went 
through the process, 3% regretted it and 32% had mixed 
fee lings. 

At the six month session (N=195) 34% (n= 66) of the - '. - " 

participants remaining in the project reported that a 
suspect had been apprehended, 14% (n=27) said they had 
testified in a prelimina~y hearing or Gr~nd Jury, and 16% 
(n=32) responded that the defendant had been held over for 
trial. At that time 4% <n=7), had testified in the trial. 
There were five convictions, one acquittal, and two cases 
had been convicted ot a lesser offense. Eleven of the 
part i c i pan ts (5.6%) t~eported tha t the I r cases had been 
dropped and 18% <n=35) diqn/t know what had happened to 
their cases. Regardirig their treatment durtng the legal 
process, 68% said it was positive and supportive, 16% 
reported it to be neutral, and 16% saId it was negative. 
Seventy-e i gh t percen t were gl ad they '..;en t through the 
process, 2% had regrets and 20% had mixed teel ings. 

By 12 months postcrime, 12% Cn=11) of the remaining 
sample (N=94) had testified in a trial and 14% <n=13) said 
that their cases ended in a conviction. Sixteen percent 
<n=15) did not know what had happened with their case. Of 
the 31 people participating in the cl~iminal Justice .system, 
71% felt that their treatment was positive and supportive 
and 74% were g1 ad they went .through it. Of 106 peop I e 
assessed at the 18 month session, 14 (13%) had testified In 
a trial and the majority felt they were well treated and 
pleased they had participated. Unfortunately, the sample 
sizes vlere too small to analyze satisfaction by the outcome 
of the case. 
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2. Work adjustment. social support or treatment during 
participation' in the criminal Justice system. 

It is possible that prolonged involvement with the 
criminal justice system could interfere with one/s work 
role. It is also possible that social support could wane 
over the extended period of time the criminal justice system 
entails. In order to examine these effects on those 
participating in the criminal justice system two groups were 
compared. 

Because of the smal I sample sizes of people completing 
the criminal justice system process, only limited analyses 
could be conducted. However', it was possible to compare the 
~ork adjustment, social support, psychological treatment and 
psychological functioning of those who completed the process 
with a group of participants whose cases never had a suspect 
apprehended and so never started the process. Twenty-four 
participants completed their participation in the system by 
12 or 18 months post-crime. These participants formed the 
CJS gr.oup. From the pool of participants whose crimes never 
resulted in the apprehension of a suspect, a comparison 
group was drawn. 

The comparison group was matched for gender, type of 
crime, and session (12 or 18). Beyond the inftlal matching, 
24 participants were then randomly drawn to comprise the 
comparison group. In each group there were 12 people from 
the 12 month session and 12 from the 18 month session. Each 
group had six rape victims and 18 robbery victims, and each 
group had 16 women and 8 men. 

First the groups were compared at the point at which 
they had completed the criminal justice system. The MANOVA 
was not sIgnificant. Next, the two groups were compared at 
earlier points in the process, one, three. and six months 
postcrime. It was found that there were no differences in 
social support between those who were involved in the 
criminal justice system and those who were not at any of the 
earlier postcrime periods. Llke¥lise, there were no 
differences in work adjustment between the two groups at any 
of the four postcrime periods. 

Originai ly, it had been speculated that partIcipants in 
the criminal justice system might fare better because they 
might have greater access to counseling. An ANOVA was 
conducted on the treatment variable in order to determine if 
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the CJS was more lIkely to receive treatment than the 
comparison group. The analyses were nonsignIficant, 
indicating that the two groups were equally likely to have 
received counseling. 

3. Effects of participation on recovery. 

In order to determine whether participating in the 
criminal Justice system effects recovery from the crime the 
fol lowing analyses were conducted. The first analyses were 
4 ANOVAs using the four predetermined dependent var.iables 
(GSI, TSCSTOT, MFSTOT, IESTOT) at the end point in the 
process, 12 or 18 months. AI I were nonsignifIcant. 

The second analyses were conducted to determine if 
there were differences between these two groups at earlier 
points in the process. The CJS and comparison groups were 
analyzed via ANOVAs at one, three, and six months 
post-crime. Eleven of the 12 ANOVAs were nonsignificant. 
At the six month session (n=21 in each group), the CJS group 
reported significantly higher self-esteem than the 
comparison group F(l, 40)= 4.22, p< .05. One significant 
finding out of twelve could be a spurious finding. However, 
it is very similar to the finding of Cluss et al (1983). 

Conclusions. Overall, it muit be concluded that there 
are no differences in work adjustment, social support, 
receiving treatment or psychological recovery between people 
who participated in the criminal Justice system and those 
who did not. Apparently, participating in the criminal 
justice system has no particular effect on these variables 
either for good or 111. 

---- ---- ------- ---
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V. Implications 

It has been widely acknowledged that rape victims 
suffer from anxiety, particularly post-traumatic stress 
disorder, and depression for months or even years after the 
crime. There has been an assumption, and some limited 
evidence, that rape is more se~ere, in terms of 
psychological aftermath, than other single-incident crimes. 
Implicit in this assumption is the belief that it may be the 
sexual victimization that accounts for the severity of the 
crime. This study confirmed that women who were raped have 
more serious and longlasting reactions than women who were 
involved in another potentially lIfe-threatening felony, 
robbery. However, it should be noted that both groups 
experienced a significant degree of distress fol lowing 
victimization, which improved between one and three months, 
and then improved more gradually between three and 18 
months. 

It had been the original hypothesis of the study that, 
according to cognitive-behavioral theory, rape and robbery 
victims would experience similar fear reactions because both 
crimes were similarly lIfe-threatening and would elicit 
strong fear reactions. However, it was found that the 
crimes were not similar in some very important ways. Rape 
victims were restrained and threatened more than robbery 
victims and their crimes lasted longer. Probably more 
important, rape victims resisted more, were more anxious, 
and had greater perceptions of im~inent death or injury. 
Their heightened anxiety would facilitate classically 
conaitioned fear reactions. As confimation of this, when 
variables concerning the assault (e.g .• extent of restraint, 
threats, and crime duration) and within-assault victim 
reactions (e.g., amount of resistance, anxiety, and 
perceptions of imminent danger) were eliminated, it was 
found that there were then very rew differences between the 
reactions of robbery and rape victims. 

These findings give credence to the hypothesis of this 
study that the perceived life-threatening nature of the 
crime contributes to the extent of reactions. Victim 
advocates and therapists may need to move beyond considering 
the type of crime that the victim was subjected to (i.e. 
rape) or the extent of injuries as the most important 
indicators as to whether services are offered. More 
important would be to assess the victims' perceptIon of the 
crime, particularly how lIfe-threatening they perceived the 
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crime and the extent of their physical arousal and anxiety 
during the event. 

As further support of the cognitive-behavioral theory 
of victim reactions, it was found that postcrime behavioral 
avoidance was strongly associated with more severe victim 
reactions. This study found that changes in life style may 
have been intended as coping techniques by the victims but 
continued to be associated with greater symptomatology 
across the 18 months of the study. Such avoidance is one of 
the-hallmarks of PTSD and probably serves to maintain 
conditioned fear reactions. 

Another purpose of the present study was to compare the 
reactions of male and female robbery victims. It was 
hypothesized that women would have more severe and 
longlasting reactions to having been robbed than men. This. 
In fact, was not entirely the case. Women did have greater 
depression and PTSD symptoms at one month postassault. They 
also scored higher on the MFS, the fear scale. on which 
there were probably preexisting sex differences. However, 
there were no differences on any of the other symptom scales 
or self~esteem. Attempts to discover the reason for the 
initial sex differences were not fruitful. 

There were no differences in within-assault victim 
reactions that would explain these findings. Although 
female robbery victims experienced greater anxiety during 
the crime, eliminating the effect of this anxiety did not 
change the initial sex differences. Male robberi victims 
were subjected to greater force (more perpetrators, presence 
of weapons, threats) than female robbery victims. 
Therefore, dIfferences in the assault would not explain the 
sex differences either. Perhaps preexisting sex differences 
in predispositIons toward anxiety or. depression might 
explain the initial differences in reaction to the crime. 
Future research should address this question. 

LongItudinal analyses indicated that both men and women 
experienced marked distress on several of the fear-related 
measures which improved significantly by three months 
postcrime. As a group, robbery victims experienced no more 
than mild depression and no problems with self-esteem. 
Examination of participants T,-lho were assessed only once at 
12 or 18 months indicated that the improvement was not due 
to the effect of r.epeated assessment. SIngle and 
repeatedly assessed robbery victims repor.ted similar levels 
of symptomatology. 
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It had been speculated that men might experience more 
anger during the crIme and therefore, classical condItioning 
would be supressed. In fact, at most sessions there were'no 
differences in anger. However, at six months postcrime, the 
sample of women reported experiencing more within-crime 
anger than men. The regression analyses indicated the 
greater the anger durlrig the assault, the greater the 
symptoms fol lowing the crime. Therefore, it appears that 
anger during the assault serves the same function as 
within-crime anxiety. Any kind of heightened arousal 
facilitates conditioned reactions and avoidance foi lowing 
the event. 

With regard to sex differences, it must be remembered 
that there were ve~y few differences in reactions loveral 1. 
Male robbery victims experience significant distress and 
fear for several months fol lowing the crime. Because men 

'are less I ikely to seek out counseling, it will be necessary 
for victim advocates and criminal justice syst~m personnel 
to realize that male victims are likely to be experiencing 
more distress than they are admitting. New creative ways of 
educating male victims to typicial victim reactions and 
opening them to the possibil ity of counseling should be 
explored. 

The history of the victim should not be ig~ored. Both 
prior victimization and a history of prior treatment for 
psychological disorders or depression and suicide attempts 
are associated with more severe reactions and difficulty 
recovering from crime. Assessment of the victim/s history 
shouid be a routine part of counsel ing for victimization. 

Social support, contrary to hypothesis did not playa 
major role in the reactions of rape victims but was 
associated with the reactions of robbery victims. At three 
of the four sessions there were no differences in social 
support between rape and robbery victims. The covariance 
analyses indicated that social support did not account for 
much of the differences in reaction between the two groups, 
and regression analyses within the rape group indicated that 
social support was not an important predict6r of the 
reactions of rape victims. 

However, social support did appear to be more 
Influential with robbery victims. Greater perceived social 

,support and general network sIze were associated with better 
psychological functioning while talking more about the event 
was assoc'iated with more symptomatology. These findings 
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appear to indicate that general social support and the 
initial and current reactions about the crime by people in 
robbery victlms~ lives are more important than the extent to 
which the victim actually talks about the event with others. 
Talking more about the event was associated with greater 
symptomatology, probably indicating that those with more 
severe reactions had a greater need to talk with others 
about the event than those with milder reactions. 

It was found in this study that r.egression analyses did 
not identify many robust predictor variables. The analyses 
were rather complicated due to the different crime groups, 
measures and time periods being examined. Various predictor 
variables emerged across groups, sessions. and measures, 
making it difficult at times to draw conclusions about which 
specific variables affect reactions and recovery. The 
difficulty with these analyses probably stem from several 
sources. The measures used to assess the variables of 
interest (e.g.,"history of vlctimlzation~ assault, 
within-assault) were all developed for this project because 
standardized measures were not available. The validity and 
reliability of the measures may not have been optimal. It 
is possible that reliability of reporting by subjects may 
have ceen lower than one would like because of the 
sensitivity of some of the questions or the need for, 
psychological defensiveness. 

It Is possible that many of the predictor variables 
were correlated. Examination of the history of 
victimization variables indicated that this was the case. 
When some of the variables are highly correlated it is 
possible that one variable wI1 I emerge as a significant 
predictor on one measure at one 5ession, while a related 
variable wil I emerge as the best predictor at another 
session. The pattern of responses would then be obscured 
somewhat. 

Because the number of participants who completed al I 
sessions was relatIvely small for regression analyses, it 
was necessary to use the cross~sectional sample for these 
analyses. Consequently, the composition of subjects changed 
somer..lhat from session to sesslon. This could have obscured 
the pattern of results someWhat. Nevertheless, it was 
possible to conclUde that the withIn-person variables were 
important variables in determining the reactIons of rape 
victims and a] I seven types of variables were associated 
with the level of reactions and recovery experIenced by 
robbery vIctims. 
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Futu~e ~esea~ch should dete~mine the exact patte~n of 
influence of these va~iables and should begin to study the 
Inte~action between these va~iables. In o~de~ to accomplish 
this, mo~e ~esearch wil I be needed to dete~mine the 
~eliablilty and validity of the measures of these varfables. 
Large sample sizes will be needed to accomplish the kind of 
statistical analyses that wil I be required. 

This study found that participation in the c~iminal 
justice system had little, if any, effect on the 
pa~ticipants~ psychological functioning or work adjustment 
following the c~ime. Victims who completed the c~iminal 
justice system p~ocess also ~epo~ted that they ~eceived no 
mq~e o~ less social suppo~t than those who never ente~ed the 
system because nD one was app~ehended. These participants 
also ~epo~ted that they we~e no more likely to have ~eceived 
any kind of treatment than the compa~ison g~oup. 

It is possible that pa~ticipating in the c~iminal 
justice system is not as t~aumatic fo~ most victims as has 
been p~eviously port~ayed. Pe~haps the system has become 
mo~e humane to victims. Howeve~ it is possible that these 
findings were unique to this sample. The two comparison 
g~oups we~e those who did not enter the system at al I ve~sus 
those who completed the system; that is, the~e was a t~i~l 
o~ the defendant pleaded guIlty. It is possible that the 
system is most difficult to a diffe~ent g~oup of people, 
those who ente~ the system but a~e unable to complete it 
because the~e is inadequate evidence to p~oceed, the 
evidence is contaminated in some fashion or lost, or because 
the case is d~opped after the p~eliminary hea~ing o~ Grand 
Ju~y. We did not have a sufficient sample of such cases to 
include them in analysis. 

Finally, in su~veying this sample of victims who had 
~epo~ted their c~imes to the police, approximately 15% of 
the sample at any of the sessions did not know what had 
happened to thei~ case. And although th~ee-quarte~s of the 
sample who p~occeded through the system felt that the 
t~eatment they received was positive and suppo~tlve, 15% 
reported negative t~eatment and either regr.eted going 
through the process o~ had mixed feelings about it. It is 
encou~aging that so many people felt positIvely about thei~ 
pa~ticipation in the legal p~ocess, but there is still ~oom 
for impl.-ovement. 
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Table l. Demographic Characteristics: Female Rape, Female Robbery Victims and Male Robbery Victims 

Female Male 
Variables Rape Robberx Rape Robberx 

Race N = 75 N = 90 N = 108 N = 90 
--Slack 60.81% 60.00% 66.67% 60.00% 

White 39.19 40.00 33.33 40.00 

~ N = 75 N = 91 N = 108 N = 91 
17-20 26.67% 14.29% 13.89% 14.29% 
21-25 21.33 19.78 36.11 19.78 
26-30 24.00 24.18 17.59 24.18 
31-35 14.67 13.19 9.26 13.19 
36-40 4.00 13.19 10.19 13.19 
over 40 9.33 15.38 12.96 15.38 

**Marital Status N = 75 N = 91 N = 108 N = 91 
Single --- 73.33% 50.55% 69.44% 50.55% 
Harried 26.67 49.45 30.56 49.45 

Highest Degree Earned N = 72 N = 88 N = 105 N = 88 
Elementary School Diploma or less 30.55% 23.86% 13.33% 23.86% 
High School Diploma/G.E.D. 26.39 31.82 47.62 31.82 
Technical Training Certificate or Associate Degree 26.39 20.46 24.76 20.46 
Bachelor's Degree and above 16.67 23.86 14.29 23.86 

Years of School N = 73 N = 90 N = 106 N = 90 
Mean--- 12.90 12.80 12.40 12.80 
S.D. 2.69 3.91 3.44 3.91 



Table 2. Chi-Squares Analyses of Assault Variables: Female Rape vs. Robbery Victims 

Variable 

****Number of Perpetrators 
one 
two 
three 
four or more 

N = 59 

91.53% 
6.78 
1.69 
0.00 

**Number of people present (besides victim and perpetrator(s)) 
none 67.24 
one 17.24 
more than one 15.52 

****Where the crime occurred 
Victim's home 
Home of the perpetrator 
Someone else's home 
Place of business (store, bank, etc.) 
Empty public building 
Abandoned building 
Car 
On the street 
In a park 
On a parking lot 
In a parking garage 

N = 58 

37.29 
10.17 
3.39 
1. 69 
1.69 
5.08 

15.25 
5.08 
1. 69 

5.08 
Other N = 59 13.56 

Acquaintanceship status of perpetrator 
Stranger 72.41 
Knew slightly 17.24 
Friend (including relative, date, 
ex-boyfriend/ex-girlfriend, 
husband/wife) 6.90 
Other N = 58 3.45 

****Use of threat by perpetrator 
yes 94.64 
no N = 56 5.36 

****Display of weapon by perpetrator 
No weapon 
Gun 
Knife or sharp object 
Blunt object 
More than one weapon 

*Victim blindfolded 
yes 
no 

Victim gagged 
yes 
no 

****Victim restrained with arm or leg 
yes 
no 

**Victim restrained with rope or tape 
yes 
no 

33.33 
14.81 
44.44 
5.56 

N = 54 1. 85 

15.52 
N = 58 84.48 

7.02 
N = 57 92.98 

76.86 
N = 58 24.14 

20.69 
N ;: 58 79.31 

Robbery 

57.78% 
32.22 
6.67 
3.33 

37.36 
30.77 
31.87 

14.44 
0.00 
4.44 

13.33 
1.11 
0.00 
4.44 

45.56 
3.33 

10.00 

N = 90 

N = 91 

3.33 N = 90 

79.12 
7.69 

10.99 
2.20 N;: 91 

56.67 
43.33 N = 90 

43.33 
45.56 
6.67 
2.22 
2.22 N = 90 

4.40 
95.60 N = 91 

4.40 
95.60 N = 91 

25.27 
74.73 N = 91 

4.40 
95,60 N = 91 



TABLE 2 (cont'd) 

Variable 

Injuries as a result of crime 
yes 
no 

****Length of assault 
Less than 1 hour 
More than 1 hour 

53.45% 
N = 58 46.55 

54.24 
N "59 45.76 

Length of time before victim told 
Within first 30 minutes 

someone else of crime 

Within first hour 
Within first 2-4 hours 
Within first 24 hours 
Within 1 week 
Within 1 month 

N = 59 

72.88 
6.78 
6.78 
8.47 
3.39 
1. 69 

****Attitude of medical people who treated victim 
Victim did not receive medical care 8.00 
Helpful and understanding 76.00 
MaUer of fact N "50 16.00 

****Place of medical care 
Victim did not receive medical care 
Emergency room only 
Private physician's office 
Cl inic 
Hospital ward/room 
Other 

Treatment by police 
Helpful and understanding 
Matter of fact 
Negative 

Note: * = p < .05 
** = P < .01 

*** = P < .001 
**** = P < .0001 

N = 55 

N = 59 

10.91 
69.09 
3.64 
1.82 

14.55 

69.49 
10.17 
20.32 

Robbery 

36.26% 
63.74 N = 91 

97.75 
2.25 N = 89 

89.01 
3.30 
3.30 
3.30 
1.10 
0.00 

N = 91 

80.28 
18.31 

1. 41 N = 71 

86.08 
8.86 
2.53 
0.00 
2.53 

N = 79 

71.11 
12.22 
16.66 

N " 90 



Table 3. Chi-Squares Analyses of Assault Variables: Male vs. Female Robbery Victims 

Variable 

****Number of Perpetrators 
one 
two 
three 
four or more 

N = 107 

Male 

25.23% 
48.60 
21.50 
4.67 

Number of people present (besides victim and robber(s)) 
none 48.15 
one 19.44 
more than one N = 108 32.41 

Where the robbery occurred 
Victim's home 
Home of the robber 
Someone else's home 
Place of business (store, bank, etc.) 
Empty public building 
Abandoned building 
Car 
On the street 
In a park 
On a parking lot 
In a parking garage 
Other 

*Acquaintanceship status of perpetrator 
Stranger 
Knew slightly 
Friend (including relative, date, 
ex-boyfriend/ex-girlfriend, 
husband/wife) 
Other 

****Use of threat by robber 
yes 
no 

Display of weapon by robber 
No weapon 
Gun 
Knife or sharp object 
Blunt object 
More than one weapon 

Victim blindfolded 
yes 
no 

Victim gagged 
yes 
no 

*Victim restrained with arm or leg 
yes 
no 

Victim restrained with rope or tape 
yes 
no 

N = 108 

N = 107 

2.78 
1.85 
1.85 

12.96 
0.93 

7.41 
53.70 
4.63 
9.26 
0.93 
3.70 

79.44 
16.82 

2.80 
.93 

80.37 
N = 107 19.63 

N = 105 

N = 108 

29,52 
43.81 
14.29 
4.76 
7.62 

1.85 
98.15 

7.41 
N = 108 92.59 

40.74 
N ,. 108 59.26 

1.89 
N = 106 98.11 

Female 

57.78% 
32.22 
6.67 
3.33 

37.36 
30.77 

N = 90 

31.87 N = 91 

14.44 
0.00 
4.44 

13.33 
1.11 

4.44 
45.56 
3.33 

10.00 
0.00 
3.33 

79.12 
7.69 

10.99 
2.20 

56.67 

N = 90 

N = 91 

43.33 N = 90 

43.33 
45.56 
6.67 
2.22 
2.22 

4.40 
95.60 

4.40 

N = 90 

N = 91 

95.60 N,. 91 

25.27 
74.73 N = 91 

4.40 
95.60 N = 91 



TABLE 3 (cont'd) 

Variable 

Injuries as a result of robbery 
yes 
no 

Length of assault 
Less than 1 hour 
More than 1 hour 

N = 107 

Male 

45.79 
54.21 

99.06 
N = 106 0.94 

Sex 

Length of time before victim told 
Within first 30 minutes 

someone else of robbery 

Within first hour 
Within first 2-4 hours 
Within first 24 hours 
Within 1 week 
Withi n 1 month 
Within 6 months 

N = 108 

Attitude of medical people who treated victim 

78.70 
8.33 
5.56 
4.63 
1. 83 

0.93 

Victim did not receive medical care 71.26 
Helpful and understanding 27.59 
Ma tter of fact 1.15 

Place of medical care 
Victim did not receive medical care 
Emergency room only 
Private physician's office 
Clinic 
Hospital ward/room 
Other 

Treatment by police 
Helpful and understanding 
Matter of fact 
t10re nega t i ve 

Note: * = p < .05 
** = P < .01 

**"Jr = P < .001 
**** = P < .0001 

N = 87 

N = 100 

N = 107 

72.00 
14.00 
2.00 

6.00 
6.00 

70.09 
14.02 
15.87 

Female 

36.26 
63.74 

N = 91 

97.75 
2.25 N = 89 

89.01 
3.30 
3.30 
3.30 
1.10 

0.00 
N = 91 

80.28 
18.31 
1. 41 

N = 71 

86.0B 
8.86 
2.53 

2.53 
0.00 

N = 79 

71.11 
12.22 
16.66 

N = 90 



'" 
Table 4. Sample Sizes, Means, ~ Standard Deviations: Cross-sectional Oata Set, Female Rape and Female Robbery Victims 

One Month Three Months Six Months Twelve Months Eighteen ~lonths 
N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO 

Measure 

BRIEF SYMPTOM INVENTORY 

Global Severity Index (GSI) 

Rape 75 66.68 9.64 59 63.63 11.26 52 62.06 12.06 26 61.04 13.01 20 59.25 13.54 
Robbery 91 63.86 11.07 73 56.79 11.70 67 55.82 13.34 25 57.28 12.37 42 52.64 14.10 

Somatization 

Rape 75 57.47 12.38 59 53.54 13.62 52 55.33 12.68 26 54.46 14.03 20 51.80 13.75 
Robbery 91 55.60 14.47 73 49.25 12.54 67 49.12 12.51 25 47.40 12.56 42 47.00 14.87 

Obsessive-Compulsive Symptom 

Rape 75 62.05 11.37 59 60.73 10.39 52 58.90 12.57 26 54.50 13.21 20 57.40 12.96 
Robbery 91 59.87 11.87 73 55.44 12.03 67 54.06 12.68 25 58.04 9.15 42 52.81 11.74 

Interpersonal Sensitivity 

Rape 75 62.80 11.90 59 62.42 10.58 52 60.85 12.58 26 60.27 11.74 20 59.85 12.97 
Robbery 91 60.40 12.87 73 54.85 13.14 67 55.37 14.10 25 58.48 11. 72 42 54.17 12.60 

Depression 

Rape 75 61.52 10.37 59 57.81 12.19 52 56.52 13.66 26 55.27 12.07 20 54.85 l3.78 
Robbery 91 56.82 12.88 73 50.92 l3.66 67 51.82 13.28 25 52.48 10.52 42 47.26 13.67 

Anxiety 

Rape 75 69.39 9.6g 59 65.15 11.08 52 62.33 12.21 26 61.08 11.71 20 60.80 11.15 
Robbery 91 65.81 10.77 73 57.10 11.75 67 57.63 12.04 25 55.32 i4.33 42 52.81 13.23 



Table 4. Cont'd 

One Month Three Months Six Months Twelve Months Eighteen Months 
N M SD N M SD N M SO N M SD N M SD 

Hostil ity 

Rape 75 61.91 11.64 59 58.76 12.22 52 59.81 12.89 26 58.88 12.53 20 56.00 13.31 
Robbery 91 61.59 11. 20 73 55.71 11.98 67 56.48 11.66 25 57.12 12.83 42 52.07 12.13 

Phobic Anxiety 

Rape 75 68.40 7.97 59 65.39 9.62 52 62.75 10.93 26 61.35 12.63 20 57.45 12.65 
Robbery 91 63.98 10.33 73 57.95 10.60 67 56.18 11.24 25 55.96 12.45 42 53.83 11.48 

Paranoid Ideation 

Rape 75 65.73 8.95 59 64.07 10.14 52 61.79 11.13 26 64.27 11.35 20 60.30 11.41 
Robbery 91 64.54 10.00 73 59.16 11.56 67 57.94 13.31 25 61.80 12.21 42 56.60 12.55 

Psychoticism 

Rape 75 68.12 12.42 59 68.69 10.78 52 66.92 11. 21 26 65.96 11. 51 20 66.45 11.79 
Robbery 91 65.70 12.86 73 61.38 12.16 67 61.19 12.79 25 61.24 13.52 42 57.67 13.65 

BECK DEPRESSION INVENTORY 

Rape 71 14.03 8.09 55 10.49 8.23 51 10.16 8.35 26 9.65 9.35 20 10.05 10.67 
Robbery 84 9.68 8.18 69 6.46 7.33 62 5.73 7.53 23 6.57 7.30 41 4.44 5.53 

TENNESSEE SELF-CONCEPT SCALE 

Total Self-Esteem 

Rape 33 50.64 10.82 29 49.93 9.52 25 50.00 9.64 14 52.93 12.44 8 48.38 12.64 
Robbery 91 49.97 11.82 72 50.21 12.74 67 51.18 12.41 24 49.88 13.57 42 51.64 12.42 
Rape-Robbery 40 44.68 10.73 29 43.66 8.87 28 44.36 8.69 13 42.62 9.65 11 42.18 9.08 



Table 4. Cont'd 

One Month Three Months Six Months Twelve Months Eighteen Months 
N N SO N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO 

Physical Self 

Rape 33 50.94 11.53 29 50.55 9.56 25 50.44 12.53 14 53.50 12.02 8 49.63 15.55 
Robbery 91 45.42 13.22 72 46.76 13.41 67 46.79 12.53· 24 44.88 14.88 42 46.43 12.79 
Rape-Robbery 40 41.15 11.88 29 39.28 11.80 28 41.43 11.20 13 44.85 15.56 11 39.82 10.06 

Moral-Ethical Self 

Rape 33 53.79 11.87 29 54.07 9.48 25 52.92 10.08 14 55.64 13.43 8 50.63 13.68 
Robbery 91 51.11 12.31 72 50.96 13.32 67 52.22 13.24 24 51.96 13.69 42 52.17 12.58 
Rape-Robbery 40 48.18 1l.85 29 48.31 9.70 28 49.50 9.59 13 44.15 6.71 II 45.64 10.15 

Personal Self 

Rape 33 53.42 10.98 29 53.38 11.37 25 52.04 11. 01 14 56.50 10.24 8 53.25 12.67 
Robbery 91 52.80 11.43 72 53.54 13.30 67 54.28 12.80 24 52.79 13.22 42 56.26 12.27 
Rape-Robbery 40 47.38 12.37 29 47.90 10.56 28 49.86 12.26 13 49.62 12.53 11 47.55 6.47 

Family Self 

Rape 33 44.70 12.22 29 43.66 9.61 25 46.44 10.44 14 46.71 12.69 8 44.50 9.21 
Robbery 91 49.11 13.19 72 48.63 13.94 67 49 67 14.14 24 47.04 15.74 42 51. 50 11.84 
Rape-Robbery 40 45.20 12.29 29 44.41 10.14 28 42.96 11.18 13 40.92 13.12 11 41. 91 12.26 

Social Self 

Rape 33 52.30 11.10 29 50.24 10.11 25 51.04 11.43 14 52.07 13.94 8 48.38 9.62 
Robbery 91 53.74 11.27 72 53.08 11.88 67 54.39 11. 72 24 54.04 11.13 42 52.88 12.49 
Rape-Robbery 40 49.18 11.01 29 46.48 8.65 28 46.32 9.46 13 43.08 9.71 11 44.73 10.22 



Table 4. Cont'd 

One Month Three Months Six t10nths Twelve Months Eighteen Months 
N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO 

Identity 

Rape 33 49.91 10.86 29 50.24 8.77 25 48.40 10.95 14 49.43 10.55 8 46.25 13.65 
Robbery 91 51.40 13.78 72 50.44 12.77 67 52.25 13.03 24 50.04 12.21 42 51.81 12.35 
Rape-Robbery 40 45.40 10.73 29 43.97 9.05 28 45.32 8.05 l3 44.00 12.07 11 43.82 11.38 

Self-Satisfaction 

Rape 33 52.97 12.14 29 51.90 11.35 25 53.32 9.75 14 56.71 13.03 8 52.13 11.87 
Robbery 91 51.13 12.76 72 52.57 12.85 67 52.67 13.30 24 50.21 14.17 42 54.17 12.38 
Rape-Robbery 40 47.58 12.18 29 47.31 9.80 28 46.93 10.47 13 45.23 10.98 11 45.55 10.07 

Behavior 

Rape 33 48.36 10.67 29 46.72 9.27 25 47.32 10.23 14 49.43 11.43 8 46.88 12.11 
Robbery 91 47.55 11.19 72 47.28 12.30 67 48.30 12.25 24 48.42 13.21 42 48.00 12.15 
Rape-Robbery 40 42.60 9.07 29 40.97 8.82 28 42.54 8.59 13 40.92 6.82 11 39.55 7.23 

MODIFIED FEAR SURVEY -----
Total MFS 

Rape 70 57.52 7.58 56 54.96 9.01 51 54.52 8.55 27 54.01 9.90 20 52.98 8.85 
Robbery 90 57.33 9.30 70 55.27 9.30 66 53.69 9.32 23 54.62 10.79 40 52.55 10.10 

Vul nerabil ity 

Rape 73 65.71 12.57 60 62.58 14.22 55 61.70 13.06 27 59.31 14.23 20 57.58 13.10 
Robbery 91 62.73 12.76 73 59.05 11.25 67 57.95 12.55 24 57.88 15.63 42 55.36 12.64 

Classical 

Rape 73 52.74 8.38 60 52.03 9.24 55 52.44 9.33 27 51.78 8.68 20 51.31 9.13 
Robbery 91 54.66 10.12 73 53.31 10.18 67 52.43 9.53 24 53.37 11.16 42 52.37 10.42 

------- -



Table 4. Cont'd 

One t~onth Three Months Six Months Twelve Months Eighteen Months 
N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO 

Sexual 

Rape 73 60.99 11.72 60 57.28 10.13 55 54.30 10.26 27 53.50 11.70 20 54.21 10.52 
Robbery 91 56.11 10.12 73 52.75 8.69 67 51.43 8.27 24 50.93 7.54 42 50.57 8.67 

Social Evaluation and Failure 

Rape 73 53.99 7.64 60 52.68 9.36 55 51.74 8.78 27 50.83 10.38 20 50.13 8.63 
Robbery 91 54.47 8.91 73 53.20 10.13 67 51.79 9.83 24 53.30 10.21 42 51.54 9.66 

Medical 

Rape 73 52.51 7.79 60 50.93 8.04 55 50.93 9.30 27 51.63 9.57 20 50.86 8.16 
Robbery 91 53.33 9.85 73 53.14 9.36 67 51.89 9.41 24 52.47 8.57 42 52.08 9.32 

Agoraphobia 

Rape 73 48.22 6.19 60 47.21 6.26 55 47.32 6.04 27 46.14 6.93 20 46.04 5.53 
Robbery 91 47.90 5.83 73 47.28 6.04 67 46.43 7.12 24 46.96 8.09 42 45.79 7.04 

Unexpected Loud Noises 

Rape 73 49.17 6.30 60 49.00 7.20 55 47.79 6.06 27 49.53 8.92 20 51.04 11. 62 
Fema 1 e Robbery 91 51.81 10.53 73 49.50 8.42 67 49.43 9.14 24 48.55 10.33 42 49.16 8.92 

Weapons 

Rape 73 57.24 9.97 60 54.34 9.87 55 54.65 10.94 27 54.68 10.41 20 52.96 10.14 
Robbery 91 58.35 10.16 73 56.28 10.42 67 55.66 10.60 24 52.43 9.85 42 53.52 10.73 



Table 4. Cont'd 

.. One Month Three Months Six Months Twelve Months Eighteen Months 
N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO 

IMPACT OF EVENTS -----
Total IES 

Rape 72 40.71 14.29 60 33.53 15.64 53 29.66 17 .13 24 27.54 19.56 17 21.65 17.55 
Robbery 88 28.81 17.49 71 17.58 16.99 60 9.63 13.61 23 11.30 19.34 39 9.90 15.39 

Avoidance 

Rape 72 18.18 8.53 60 13.17 8.88 53 11.83 8.66 24 12.25 10.75 17 8.76 9.20 
Robbery 88 14.14 9.22 71 7.14 8.16 60 4.47 6.55 23 4.65 8.96 39 3.59 6.68 

Intrusion 

Rape 72 22.53 8.49 60 20.37 9.94 53 17 .83 10.48 24 15.29 11.01 17 12.88 10.00 
Robbery 88 14.67 9.69 71 10.44 9.88 60 6.17 7.93 23 6.65 10.68 39 6.31 9.31 

LIFESTYLE 

Behavioral Responses 

Rape 74 16.64 3.28 59 15.29 3.39 53 15.11 3.58 27 14.41 3.65 20 15.00 4.18 
Robbery 91 13.90 3.27 73 13.37 3.41 66 13.45 3.77 23 13.30 3.85 40 12.98 3.38 

Symptoms 

Rape 74 17.26 5.18 59 14.92 5.14 53 13.47 4.71 27 13.56 5.32 20 11.90 4.49 
Robbery 91 13.70 5.41 73 11.12 4.13 66 10.14 3.72 23 10.39 3.83 40 9.50 2.89 

WORK ADJUSTMENT 

Rape 56 1.94 0.75 47 1.55 0.41 40 1.60 0.57 21 1.62 0.47 17 1.75 0.74 
Robbery 70 1. 75 0.52 55 1.47 0.44 50 1.48 0.56 19 1.42 0.42 36 1.44 0.58 



~ 
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Table 5. Sample Sizes, Means, and Standard Deviations: Cross-sectiona1 Data Set, Male and Female Robbery Victims 

,.i One Month Three Months Six Months Twelve Months Eighteen Months 
N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO 

Measure 

BRIEF SYt~PTOH INVENTORY 

Global Severity Index 

Fema 1 e Robbery 91 63.86 11. 07 72 56.71 11.76 67 55.82 13.34 25 57.2B 12.37 42 52.64 14.10 
Ha 1 e Robbery 107 62.69 12.15 79 58.38 13.05 74 57.72 14.53 41 57.24 15.11 43 56.51 14.70 

Somatization 

Female Robbery 91 55.60 14.47 72 49.10 12.56 67 49.12 12.51 25 47.40 12.56 42 47.00 14.87 
Ma 1 e Robbery 107 53.34 13.86 79 51.44 13.21 74 51.88 14.52 41 50.90 13.58 43 49.88 13.24 

Obsessive-Compulsive 

Female Robbery 91 59.87 11.87 72 55.35 12.08 67 54.06 12.68 25 58.04 9.15 42 52.81 11.74 
Male Robbery 107 57.37 12.26 79 54.15 12.59 74 54.39 12.63 41 54.46 13.26 43 54.47 12.31 

Interpersonal Sensitivity 

Female Robbery 91 60.40 12.87 72 54.86 13.24 67 55.37 14.10 25 58.48 11.72 42 54.17 12.60 
Ma 1 e Robbery 107 59.43 13.36 79 56.76 12.86 74 56.74 14.08 41 53.56 14.15 43 55.95 14.89 

Depression 

Female Robbery 91 56.82 12.88 72 50.75 13.68 67 51.82 13.28 25 52.48 10.52 42 47.26 13.67 
Mole Robbery 107 57.95 14.20 79 54.59 13.73 74 54.15 14.26 41 54.29 15.13 43 54.63 14.82 

Anxiety 

Female Robbery 91 65.81 10.77 72 56.92 11.73 67 57.63 12.04 25 55.32 14.33 42 52.81 13.23 
Male Robbery 107 63.91 13.62 79 58.95 14.00 74 57.47 14.11 41 55.73 15.02 43 55.88 15.16 

I 



; 

Table 5. Cont'd 

One Month Three Months Six Honths Twelve Months Eighteen Months 
N M SO N M SO N N SO N M SO N M SO 

Hosti 1 ity 

Female Robbery 91 61.59 11.20 72 55.75 12.06 67 56.48 11.66 25 57.12 12.83 42 52.07 12.13 
Male Robbery 107 59.06 10.54 79 55.01 10.78 74 55.68 11.55 . 41 54.58 12.06 43 52.84 11.18 

Phobic Anxiety 

Female Robber! 91 63.98 10.33 72 57.89 10.66 67 56.18 11.24 25 55.96 12.45 42 53.83 11.48 
Na 1 e Robbery 107 62.84 11.64 79 59.95 11.77 74 59.47 11.82 41 58.02 12.17 43 58.23 11.83 

Paranoid Ideation 

Female Robbery 91 64.54 1O.0(J 72 59.07 11. 61 67 57.94 13.31 25 61.80 12.21 42 56.60 12.55 
Ma 1 e Robbery 107 62.09 11.74 79 59.59 10.95 74 59.08 12.16 41 59.68 12.68 43 58.26 13.30 

Psychoticism 

Female Robbery 91 65.70 12.86 72 61.63 12.07 67 61.19 12.79 25 61.24 13.52 42 57.67 l3.65 
Male Robbery 107 62.66 13.09 79 60.78 l3.06 74 60.20 13.16 41 59.27 13.02 43 60.21 l3.31 

BECK DEPRESSION INVENTORY 

Fema 1 e Robbery 84 9.68 8.18 68 6.40 7.37 62 5.73 7.53 23 6.57 7.30 41 4.44 5.53 
Male Robbery 97 7.36 5.99 75 5.99 6.25 69 5.20 5.64 38 5.05 7.14 42 4.10 4.94 

TENNESSEE SELF-CONCEPT SCALE 

Total Self-Esteem 

Female Robbery 91 49.97 11.82 71 50.18 12.83 67 51.18 12.41 24 49.88 13.57 42 51.64 12.42 
Male Robbery 105 50.84 11. 56 80 50.49 12.50 73 50.74 12.94 41 52.63 11.98 43 52.14 12.02 



Table 5. Cont'd 

One Month Three Months Six f10nths Twelve Months Eighteen Months 
N ~1 SO N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO 

Physical Self 

Female Robbery 91 45.42 13.22 71 46.82 13.50 67 46.79 12.53 24 44.88 14.88 42 46.43 12.79 
Male Robbery 105 51.44 13.45 80 51.00 13.81 73 51.36 14.67 41 52.71 12.84 43 51.88 14.02 

t10ra l-Ethi ca 1 Self 

Female Robbery 91 51.11 12.31 71 50.94 13.41 67 52.22 13.24 24 51.96 13.69 42 52.17 12.58 
Ma 1 e Robbery 105 49.15 11.88 80 48.44 12.34 73 49.90 12.26 41 51. 71 11. 68 43 51.09 10.11 

Persona 1 Self 

Female Robbery 91 52.80 11.43 71 53.39 13.33 67 54.28 12.80 24 52.79 13.22 42 56.26 12.27 
Male Robbery 105 54.91 12.47 80 55.49 12.64 73 55.19 14.02 41 58.59 12.07 43 58.21 12.46 

Family Self 

Female Robbery 91 49.11 13.19 71 48.49 13.99 67 49.67 14.14 24 47.04 15.74 42 51.50 11.84 
Male Robbery 105 47.36 12.17 80 47.49 12.22 73 47.55 12.77 41 47.95 13.34 43 48.02 11.93 

Social Self 

Female Robbery 91 53.74 11.27 71 53.17 11.94 67 54.39 11.72 24 54.04 11.13 42 52.88 12.49 
Ma 1 e Robbery 105 53.04 10.05 80 52.20 12.43 73 52.15 12.18 41 53.54 11.16 43 53.23 12.89 

Identity 

Female Robbery 91 51.40 13.78 71 50.49 12.86 67 52.25 13.03 24 50.04 12.21 42 51.81 12.35 
Male Robbery 105 52.25 12.26 80 50.69 12.24 73 50.37 13.13 41 52.27 12.13 43 52.44 13.53 

Self-Satisfaction 

Female Robbery 91 51.13 12.76 71 52.48 12.91 67 52.67 13.30 24 50.21 14.17 42 54.17 12.38 
Ma 1 e Robbery 105 50.48 10.87 80 52.26 12.0Y 73 52.78 13.38 41 53.98 10.58 43 53.12 10.18 
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Table 5. Cont'd 

One Month Three Months Six Months Twelve Months Eighteen Months 
N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO 

Behavior 

Female Robbery 91 47.55 11.19 71 47.24 12.39 67 48.30 12.25 24 48.42 13.21 42 48.00 12.15 
Male Robbery 105 50.02 12.20 80 48.25 12.66 73 48.94 12.32 41 50.71 12.46 43 50.58 12.81 

MODIFIEO FEAR SURVEY -----
Total MFS 

Fema 1 e Robbery 90 57.33 9.30 70 55.27 9.30 66 53.69 9.32 23 54.62 10.79 40 52.55 10.10 
Male Robbery 104 50.12 6.53 80 47.98 7.39 72 47.56 7.20 40 46.70 6.50 41 47.89 8.22 

Vul nerabil ity 

Female Robbery 91 62.73 12.76 72 59.01 11.32 67 57.95 12.55 24 57.88 15.63 42 55.36 12.64 
~la 1 e Robbery 107 50.08 7.77 81 48.27 7.87 74 47.76 7.77 41 46.65 6.76 43 48.48 9.46 

Classical 

Female Robbery 91 54.66 10.12 72 53.49 10.13 67 52.43 9.53 24 53.37 11.16 42 52.37 10.42 
Ma 1 e Robbery 107 46.95 6.78 81 45.33 6.98 74 45.10 6.09 41 44.00 6.32 43 44.15 6.94 

Sexual 

Female Robbery 91 56.11 10.12 72 52.85 8.71 67 51.43 8.27 24 50.93 7.54 42 50.57 8.67 
Ma 1 e Robbery 107 52.22 8.07 81 50.26 7.21 74 50.29 7.71 41 48.82 7.42 43 48.78 6.87 

Social Evaluation and Failure 

Female Robbery 91 54.47 8.91 72 53.27 10.18 67 51.79 9.83 24 53.30 10.21 42 51.54 9.66 
Ma 1 e Robbery 107 53.15 8.44 81 51.46 9.92 74 50.31 8.13 41 50.05 6.90 43 51.18 8.82 
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Table 5. Cont'd 

One Month Three Months Six l'1onths Twe 1 ve t40nths Eighteen l'1onths 
N M SO N ~1 SO N M SO N M SO N H SO 

Medical 

Female Robbery 91 53.33 9.85 72 53.25 9.38 67 51.89 9.41 24 52.47 8.57 42 52.08 9.32 
t4a 1 e Robbery 107 49.31 7.29 81 47.17 7.12 74 48.23 6.68 41 47.72 6.90 43 47.70 7.29 

Agoraphobia 

Female Robbery 91 47.90 5.83 72 47.29 6.08 67 46.43 7.12 24 46.96 8.09 42 45.79 7.04 
Male Robbery 107 46.65 5.18 81 45.42 4.52 74 45.45 4.26 41 44.48 4.31 43 45.22 4.74 

Unexpected Loud Noises 

Female Robbery 91 51.81 10.53 72 49.48 8.48 67 49.43 9.14 24 48.55 10.33 42 49.16 8.92 
Ma 1 e Robbery 107 49.80 8.50 81 48.56 6.40 74 47.96 5.90 41 47.03 4.36 43 49.50 10.93 

'IIeapons 

Female Robbery 91 58.35 10.16 72 56.33 10.49 67 55.66 10.60 24 52.43 9.85 42 53.52 10.73 
Male Robbery 107 50.92 10.22 81 48.29 10.70 74 46.56 9.01 41 48.19 10.88 43 48.53 10.18 

IMPACT OF EVENTS -----
Tota 1 IES 

Female Robbery 88 28.81 17.49 71 17.58 16.99 60 9.63 13.61 23 11.30 19.34 39 9.90 15.39 
Nale Robbery 108 20.92 16.57 80 12.89 14.54 71 11.55 14.47 40 9.05 12.52 43 9.05 13.22 

Avoidance 

Female Robbery 88 14.14 9.22 71 7.14 8.16 60 4.47 6.55 23 4.65 8.96 39 3.59 6.68 
Ma 1 e Robbery lOB 8.93 8.21 80 6.00 7.43 71 4.53 6.77 40 3.53 5.21 43 3.67 5.72 
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Table 5. Cont'd 

One t~onth Three Months Six Months Twelve Months Eighteen Months 
N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO 

Intrusion 

Female Robbery 88 14.67 9.69 71 10.44 9.88 60 5.17 7.93 23 6.65 10.68 39 6.31 9.31 
Ma 1 e Robbery 108 11.99 10.07 80 6.89 8.38 71 7.01 8.51 40 5.53 8.11 43 5.37 8.15 

LIFESTYLE 

Behavioral responses 

Female Robbery 91 13.90 3.27 72 13.33 3.41 66 13.45 3.77 23 13.30 3.85 40 12.98 3.38 
Ma 1 e Robbery 107 12.66 3.20 80 12.01 3.32 71 11.41 2.89 41 12.05 2.88 41 11. 95 2.65 

Symptoms 

Female Robbery 91 13.70 5.41 72 11.11 4.15 66 10.14 3.72 23 10.39 3.83 40 9.50 2.89 
Male Robbery 107 10.98 4.23 80 10.01 4.03 71 9.39 3.19 41 9.44 4.11 41 8.98 2.52 

WORK ADJUSTMENT 

Fema 1 e Robbery 70 1.75 0.52 54 1.45 0.41 50 1.48 0.56 19 1.42 0.42 36 1.44 0.58 
Ma 1 e Robbery 70 1.59 0.52 59 1.40 0.38 55 1. 45 0.42 33 1.36 0.32 36 1.41 0.41 



Table 6. Sample Sizes, Means, and Standard Deviations: Longitudinal Data Set, Rape and Robbery Victims 

One Month Three Months Six Months Twelve Months Eighteen Months 
N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO 

MEASURE 

Global Severity Index (GSI): BRIEF SYMPTOM INVENTORY 

Rape 16 64.38 7.38 16 63.81 9.01 16 60.69 13.57 16 59.81 12.11 16 57.69 13.65 
Robbery 16 66.31 12.09 16 58.31 12.55 16 56.38 13.61 16 58.00 11.46 16 53.06 14.29 

BDl: BECK DEPRESSION INVENTORY 

Rape 12 14.67 7.76 12 10.58 6.91 12 12.00 9.10 12 11. 00 10.62 12 8.58 9.36 
Robbery 15 l3.07 9.04 15 7.07 7.80 15 7.40 8.94 15 6.80 8.09 15 5.27 7.04 

Total Self-Esteem (TSCSTOT): TENNESSEE SELF-CONCEPT SCALE 

Rape 7 52.86 15.29 7 49.43 11.73 7 48.57 10.80 7 53.00 11. 73 7 50.43 12.12 
Robbery 15 48.07 12.27 15 47.20 13.07 15 46.73 l3.04 15 47.53 12.68 15 50.73 14.31 
Rape Robbery 8 39.l3 3.80 8 40.88 7.36 8 41.75 7.17 8 40.00 6.80 8 43.25 10.04 

MFSTOT: MODIFIED FEAR SURVEY -----
Rape 18 56.82 7.41 18 53.93 9.70 18 53.82 8.29 18 53.89 9.05 18 52.51 9.23 
Robbery 15 59.50 10.62 15 56.71 12.14 15 53.96 11.27 15 55.36 13.19 15 52.36 11.53 

IESTOT: IMPACT OF EVENTS -----
Rape 14 46.07 8.51 14 33.29 18.06 14 32.00 16.00 14 27.64 21.34 14 21.00 16.62 
Robbery 14 35.07 19.74 14 24.21 20.85 14 9.86 16.66 14 16.07 23.32 14 10.14 ]8.68 



Table 7. Sample Sizes, Means, and Standard Deviations: Longitudinal Data Set, Male and Female Robbery Victims 

One Month Three Months Six Months Twelve Months Eighteen Months 

N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO N M SO 

Measure 

Global Severity Index (GSI): BRIEF SYMPTOM INVENTORY 

Female Robbery 16 66.31 12.09 16 58.31 12.55 16 56.38 13.61 16 58.00 11.46 16 53.06 14.29 
Male Robbery 25 63.64 9.71 25 56.20 13.02 25 56.56 12.88 25 58.12 12.71 25 55.40 13.30 

BDI: BECK DEPRESSION INVENTORY 

Female Robbery 15 13.07 9.04 15 7.07 7.80 15 7.40 8.94 15 6.80 8.09 15 5.27 7.04 
Male Robbery 23 5.22 4.73 23 3.78 5.62 23 4.48 6.21 23 4.00 6.06 23 3.22 4.94 

Total Self-Esteem (TSCSTOT): TENNESSEE SELF-CONCEPT SCALE 

Female Robbery 15 48.07 12.27 15 47.20 13.07 15 46.73 13.04 15 47.53 12.68 15 50.73 14.31 
Male Robbery 24 51.54 10.06 24 52.33 9.32 24 51.83 10.44 24 53.63 9.51 24 52.46 10.67 

MFSTOT: MODIFIED FEAR SURVEY -----
Female Robbery 15 95.21 21.20 15 89.96 24.41 15 84.30 21.70 15 87.38 24.92 15 81.54 22.52 
Male Robbery 25 77.12 11.37 25 71.32 15.64 25 73.60 16.31 25 71.53 12.32 25 72.28 19.03 

IESTOT: IMPACT OF EVENTS -----
Female Robbery 14 35.07 19.74 14 24.21 20.85 14 9.86 16.66 14 16.07 23.32 14 10.14 18.68 
Ma 1 e Robbery 23 14.65 12.15 23 8.30 10.11 23 8.39 12.35 23 7.91 11.18 23 5.61 10.32 



Table 8. Preliminary Cross-sectional MANOVAs and ANOVAs: 
Female Rape vs. Rape/Robbery Victims 

Brief Symptom Index 
--Global Severity Index ANOVAs 

One Month: F(l, 73) = 1.65, NS 
Three Months: F(l, 57) = 2.04, NS 

One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2123 
F(9, 65) = 1.53, P < .20 

Somatization: F (1, 73) 
Obsessive Compulsive Symptoms: F(l, 73) 
Interpersonal Sensitivity: F (1, 73) 
Depression: F (1, 73) 
Anxiety: F (1, 73) 
Hostility: F (1, 73) 
Phobia Fnxiety: F(l, 73) 
Paranoid Ideation: F (1, 73) 
Psychoticism: F(l, 73) 

Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1189 
F(9, 49) = 0.65, NS 

Beck Depression Inventorf 
-- One Month: F 1, 69) 0.22, NS 

Three Months: F (1, 53) 0.95, NS 

lennessee Sel f-Concept Scale 
Total Self-Esteem AND VAs 

One Month: F (1, 71) 5.54, p < .05 A > 
Three Months: F (1, 56) 6.75, P < .05 A > 

TSCS MANOVAs and ANOVAs 
One Month: Hotell ing-Lalo/ley Trace = .3100 

F(S, 64) = 2.4S, p < .05 

Physical Self: F(l, 71) 
Moral Ethical Self: F (1, 71) 
Personal Self: F (1, 71) 
Family Self: F(l, 71) 
Socia 1 Self: F(l, 71) 
Identity: F(l, 71) 
Self-Satisfaction: F(l, 71) 
Behavior: F(I, 71) 

Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .4929 
F(S, 49) = 3.02, P < .01 

Physical Self: 
Moral Ethical Self: 
Personal Self: 
Family Self: 
Social Self: 
Ident i ty: 
Self-Satisfaction: 
Behavior: 

Modified Fear Survey 
Total MFS ANOVAs 

One Month: F(l, 71) 
Three Months: F(l, 71) 

MFS MANOVAs and ANOVAs 

O.OS, NS 
0.10, NS 

F(l, 56) 
F(l, 56) 
F(l, 56) 
F (1, 56) 
F( 1, 56) 
F (1, 56) 
F (1, 56) 
F(l, 56) 

One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace .1590 
F(S, 64) = 1.27, NS 

Three Months: Hote 11 i ng-Lawl ey Trace .0267 
F(S, 51):: 0.17, NS 

Impact of Event Scale 
-one-MOiiffi': --Hote11 ing-Lawl ey Trace .0206 

F(2, 67) = 0.69, NS 

Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace .0329 
F(2, 55) = 0.91, NS 

0.05, 
6.88, 
0.55, 
1. 93, 
2.81, 
0.07, 
0.05, 
0.02, 
0.45, 

C 
C 

= 12.61, 
4.05, 
4.7S, 
0.03, 
1. 45, 
3.16, 
3.56, 
6.22, 

" 15.9S, 
5.22, 
3.62, 
0.09, 
2.32, 
7.19, 
2.71, 

= 5.S7, 

NS 
p < .05 C > A 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

P < .001 A > C 
p < .05 A > C 
P < .05 A > C 
NS 
NS 
NS (p < .OS) 
NS (p < .07) 
P < .05 A > C 

P < .001 A > C 
p < ,.05 A > C 
NS (p < .07) 
NS 
NS 
P < .01 A > C 
NS 
p < .05 A > C 



" Table 8. Cont'd 

Lifestyle 
One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace .0242 

F(2, 71) = 0.86, NS 

Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace .0439 

Work Adjustment 
One ~lonth: 
Three Months: 

Note: 1\ - Rape 

F(2, 56) 1.23, NS 

F (1, 54) 
F(l, 45) 

0.00, NS 
2.26, NS 

C - Rape/robbery 



Table 9. Cross-sectional MANOVAs and ANOVAs: Female Rape vs. Female Robbery Victims 

Brief Symptom Inventory 
~05al Severity Index ANOVAs 

One Month: F(l, 164) 3.00, NS 
Three Months: F(l, 130) 
Six Mon th s : F ( 1, 117) 
Twelve Months: F(I, 50) 

11.50, P < .001 A>B 
= 6.96, P < .01 A>B 

1. 59, NS 
Eighteen Months: F(l, 60) = 3.05, NS (p < .09) 

as! MANDVAs AND ANOVAs 

One Nonth: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1101 
F(9, 156) = 1. 91, P < .10 

Somiltiziltion: F (1 , 164 ) = 0.77. 
Obsessive-Compulsive Symptoms: F (I, 164) = 1. 45, 
Interpersonal Sensitivity: F (1, 164) = 1. 54, 
Depression: F(l, 164) = 6.50, 
Anxiety: F(l, 164 ) = 4.95, 
Hostil ity: F(I, 164) = 0.03, 
Phobia Anxiety: F(I, 164 ) = 9.22, 
Paranoid Ideation: F(l, 164) = 0.65, 
Psychotic ism: F (1, 164 ) = 1. 50, 

Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2413 
F(9, 122) = 3.27, p < .01 

NS 
NS 
NS 
P < .05 
P < .05 
NS 
p < .01 
HS 
NS 

Somatization: F(l, 130) = 3.54, NS (p < .07) 
Obsessive-Compulsive Symptoms: F(l, 130) = 7.12, P < .01 
Interpersonal Sensitivity: F(l, 130) = 12.86, P < .001 
Depress i on: F(l, 130) = 9.14, P < .01 
Anxiety: F(l, 130) = 16.14, P < .0001 
Hostility: F(l, 130) = 2.08, NS 
Phobic Anxiety: F(l, 130) = 17.48, P < .0001 
Paranoid Ideation: F(l, 130) = 6.55, P < .05 
Psychot icism: F(l, 130) = 13.04, P < .001 

Six Months; Hote 11 i ng-Lawl ey Trace = .1358 
F(9, 109) = 1. 64, p < .15 

Somatization: F(I, 117) 7.12, p < .01 
Obsessive-Compulsive Symptoms: F(I, 117) 4.30, P < .05 
Interpersonal Sensitivity: F(I, 117) 4.84, p < .05 
Depression: F (1, 117) 3.57, NS (p < .07) 
Anxiety: F(l, 117) 4.41, P < .05 
Hostil ity: F (1, 117) 2.18, NS 
Pnobic Anxiety: F(l, 117) 10.25, P < .01 
Paranoid Ideation: F(l, 117) 2.82, NS 
Psychoticism: F(l, 117) 6.53, P < .05 

T\~el ve Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .4580 
F(9, 42) = 2.14, P < .05 

Somatization: F(l, 50) 4.44, P < .05 
Obsessive-Compulsive Symptoms: F(l, 50) 
Interpersonal Sensitivity: F(l, 50) 
Depress i on: F(l, 50) 
Anxiety: F(l, 50) 
Host i 1 i ty: F(l, 50) 
Phobic Anxiety: F(l, 50) 
Paranoid Ideation: F(l, 50) 
Psychot icism: F(l, 50) 

Eighteen Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2085 
F(9, 52) = 1.20, NS 

Beck Depression Inventor1 -- One Month: F 1, 153) 
Three Months: F(l, 122) 
Six Months: F(l, 110) 
THelve Months: F(I, 48) 
Eighteen Months: F(l, 59) 

Tennessee Self-Concept Scale 

= 10.98, P < .01 
8.28, P < .01 
9.24, P < .01 
1. 42, NS 
7.38, p < .01 

Total Self-Esteem ANDVAs - 3 Group 

= 0.65, 
= 0.47, 
= 1.15, 
= 2.94, 
= 0.49, 
= 2.91, 
= 0.72, 
= 2.28, 

A>B 
A>B 
A> 13 

A>8 

One Month: F(2, 161) = 3.54, p < .05 A,B>C 
Three Months: F(2, 127) = 3.69, p < .05 A,B>C 
Six Months: F(2, 117) = 3.78 p < .05 B>C 
Twelve Months: F(2, 49) = 2.89, NS (p < .07) 
Eighteen Months: F{2, 58) = 2.78, NS (p < .08) 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

A>B 
A>B 

A>13 

A>B 
A>B 
A>B 
A>B 

A>B 
A>B 
A>B 

A>B 
A>B 
A>B 

A>B 

A>B 

A>B 

A>B 



Tuble 9 (cont'd) 

Tennessee Self-Concept Scale - 2 Group 
Total Self-Esteem ANOVAs 

One Month: F(I, 162) = 2.06, NS 
Three Months: F(l, 128) = 2.85, NS (p < .10) 
Six Months: F(I, 118) = 4.07, P < .05 B>A 
Tl4elve J~onths: F(I, 50) = .42, NS 
Eighteen Months: F(I, 59) = 4.29, P < .05 B>A 

TSCS MANOVAs and ANOVAs 
One Month: Hotelling-La· .... ley·Trace:: .2304 

F(16, 306) = 2.20, p < .01 
Physical Self: F(2, 161) = 5.48, p < .01 A>B,C 
Moral Ethical Self: F(2, 161) = 1.96, NS 
Personal Self: F(2, 161) = 3.56, p < .05 A,B>C 
Family Self: F(2, 161) = 2.13, NS 
Social Self: F(2, 161) = 2.32, NS 
Identity: F(2, 161) = 3.18, P < .05 B>C 
Self-Satisfaction: F(2, 161) = 1.85, NS 
Behavior: F(2, 161) = 3.66, p < .05 A,B>C 

Three Months: Hotell ing-La'dley Trace = .3272 
F(16, 238) = 2.43, p < .01 

Physical Self: F(2, 127) = 6.45, p < .01 A,B>C 
Moral Ethical Self: F(2, 127) = 1. 73, NS 
Personal Self: F(2, 127) = 2.33, NS 
Family Self: F(2, 127) = 2.26, NS 
Social Self: F(2, 127) = 3.91, P < .05 B>C 
Ident ity: 
Self-Satisfaction: 

F(2, 127) 
F(2, 127) 

= 3.68, P < .05 A,B>C 
= 2.07, NS 

8ehavior: F(2, 127) = 3.56, P < .05 A,B>C 

Six Months: Hotelling-La~iley Trace = .2386 
F(16, 218) = 1.63, p < .10 

Physical Self: F(2, 117) = 3.70, P < .05 A>C 
Moral Ethical Self: F(2, 117) = 0.68, NS 
Personal Self: F(2, 117) = 1.33, NS 
Family Self: F(2, 117) = 2.80, NS (p < .07) 
Social Self: F(2, 117) = 5.22, P < .01 B>C 
Identity: F(2, 117) = 3.75, p < .05 B>C 
Self-Satisfaction: F(2, 117) = 2.63, NS (p < .08) 
Behavior: F(2, 117) = 2.70, NS (p < .08) 

Twelv'e Months: Hote11ing-LaHley Trace = .5960 
F(16, 82) = 1.53, p < .15 

Physical Self: F(2, 49) = 1.88, NS 
Moral Ethical Self: F(2, 49) = 3.77, p < .05 A,B>C 
Personal Self: F(2, 49) = 1.07, NS 
Family Self: F(2, 49) = 1.09, NS 
Social Self: F(2, 49) = 4.64, P < .05 A,B>C 
Identity: F(2, 49) = 1.17, NS 
Self-Satisfaction: F(2, 49) = 3.01, NS (p < .06) 
Behavior: F(2, 49) = 2.89, NS (p < .07) 

Eighteen Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace:: .2698 

Modified Fear Burvey 
Tota 1 MfSAN VAs 

One t1onth: 
Three Months: 
Six Months: 
Twelve Months: 
Eighteen Months: 

MFS HANOVAs and ANOVAs 
One Month: 

Vul nerabil ity: 
Classical: 
Sexua 1 : 

F(16, 100) = 0.84, NS 

F(l, 158) 
F(l, 124) 
F(l, 115) 
F(I, 48) 
F (1, 58) 

0.02, NS 
0.04, NS 
0.25, NS 
0.04, NS 
0.03, NS 

Hate 11 i ng-Lawl ey Trace = .1832 
F(8, 155) = 3.55, p < .001 

F (1, 162) 
F(I, 162) 

Social Evaluation and Failure: 
F (1, 162) 
F(l, 162) 
F(l, 162) 
F (1, 162) 
F (1, 162) 
F(1, 162) 

Medical: 
Agoraphobia: 
Unexpected Loud Noises: 
Weapons: 

= 2.23, NS 
= 1.70, NS 
= 8.18, P < .01 
= 0.13, NS 
= 0.33, NS 
= 0.11, NS 
= 3.57, NS (p < .07) 
:: 0.49, NS 

A>B 
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Three Months: Hotelling-LaHley Trace = .2109 
F(8, 124) = 3.27, P < .01 

Vulnearabi lity: 
Class ica 1: 

F(I, 131) 2.56, 
F(I, 131) = 0.57, 

Sexua 1 : 
Social Evaluation and Failure: 
Medical: 
Agoraphobia: 
Unexpected Loud Noises: 
Weapons: 

F (1, 131) = 7.69, 
F (1, 131) • O. 09 , 
F(I, 131) = 2.09, 
F(l, 131) = 0.00, 
F(l, 131) = 0.13, 
F(I, 131) = 1.20, 

Six Months: 

Vulnerabi lity: 
Classical: 
Sexua 1 : 

Hotelling-LaHley Trace = .1103 
F ( 8, 112) = 1. 54 , P < • 15 

F(l, 119) 
F(l, 119) 

Social Evaluation and Failure: 
F(l, 119) 
F(I, 119) 
F(I, 119) 
F(l, 119) 
F(l, 119) 
F(l, 119) 

Medi ca 1: 
Agoraphobia: 
Unexpected Loud Noises: 
Weapons: 

Twelve Months: Hotel1ing-Lawley Trace = .1196 
F(8, 43) = 0.64, NS 

Eighteen Months: Hotel1ing-La~lley Trace = .1641 
F (8, 53) = 1. 09, NS 

Impact of Event Scale 
IESTOT ANOVAs 

One Month: 
Three Months: 
Six Months: 
T\~elve Months: 
Eighteen Months: 

F (1, 158) 
F(l, 129) 
F(I, 111) 
F (1, 45) 
F(l, 54) 

= 21.55, P < .0001 
= 30.83, P < .0001 
= 47.85, P < .0001 

8.18, P < .01 
= 6.34, P < .05 

IES 11ANOVAs and ANOVAs 
One Month: Hotell ing-LaHley Trace = .1851 

F(2, 157) = 14.53, P < .0001 
Intrusion: F(l, 158) = 8.14, P < .01 A>B 
Avoidance: F(l, 158) = 29.08, P < .0001 A>B 

Thre~ Months: Hotelling-LaHley Trace = .2592 
F(2, 128) = 16.59, P < .0001 

Intrusion: F(l, 129) = 16.35, P < .0001 A>B 
Avoidance: F(l, 129) = 32.67, P < .0001 A>B 

Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .4803 
F(2, 110) = 26.42, P < .0001 

Intrusion: F(l, Ill) = 26.33, p < .0001 A>O 
Avoidance: F(l, 111) = 53.16, P < .0001 A>B 

T\oIelve Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1820 
F (2, 44) = 4.00, P < .05 

Intrusion: F(l, 45) = 6.90, p < .05 A>B 
Avoidance: F(l, 45) = 7.45, P < .01 A>B 

Eighteen Months: Hotelling~Lawley Trace = .1175 
F(2, 53) = 3.11, p < .10 

Intrusion: F(l, 54) = 5.61, P < .05 A>B 
Avoidance: F(l, 54) = 5.65, p < .05 A>B 

L ifesty 1 e 
One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2071 

F(2, 162) = 16.77, P < .0001 

= 2.38, 
= 0.01, 
= 3.63, 
= 0.00, 
= 0.29, 
= 0.27, 
= 1. 04, 
= 0.41, 

A>B 
A>B 
A>B 
A>B 
A>B 

NS 
NS 
P < 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

NS 
NS 

.01 

NS (p < .06) 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

Behavioral responses: F(l, 163) = 28.46, p < .0001 A>B 
Symptoms: F(l, 163) = 18.:,0, p < .0001 A>B 

Three Months: 

Behavioral 
Symptoms: 

Hotell ing-Lawley Trace = .1792 
F(2, 129) = 11.56, p < .0001 

responses: F(l, 130) = 10.38, P < .01 
F(l, 130) = 22.09, P < .0001 

A>B 
A> 13 

A>B 
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Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1703 
F(2, 115) = 9.79, p < .0001 

Behavioral responses: F(I, 116) = 6.67, p < .05 A>B 
Symptoms: F(l, 116) = 19.73, P < .0001 A>B 

TI4clve Months: Hotell ing-Lawley Trace = .1061 
F(2, 48) = 2.55, P < .10 

Behavioral responses: F(I, 49) = 0.94, NS 
Symptoms: F(l, 49) = 4.83, P < .05 A>B 

Eighteen Months: Hotell ing-Lawley Trace = .1144 
F(2, 57) = 3.26, p < .05 

Behavioral responses: F(l, S8) = 4.08, P < .05 A>B 
Symptoms; F(I, 58) = 6.28, P < .05 A>B 

Hork Adjustment 
-- One Month: F (1, 124) = 2.74, NS 

Three Months: F (1, 100) = 0.74, NS 
Six Months: F(l, 88) = 1. 05, NS 
Twel ve Months: F (1, 38) = 1. 95, NS 
Eighteen Months; F(l, 51) = 2.84, NS 

Note: A = Rape 
B = Robbery 



~ 

Table 10. Clinical Cut-off Scores for Three Victim Groups on Major Outcome Measures 

~, Global Severity Index: Brief Symptom Inventory 

Rape Victims 

Score 1 month 3 months 6 months 12 months 18 months --- --- --- --- ----
> 70 26 / 34.7 12 I 20.4 11 / 21.1 9 / 33.3 4 / 20.0 

60-69 36 / 48.0 34 / 57.6 24 / 46.2 5 / 18.5 7 / 35.0 

50-59 10 / 13.3 8 / 13.6 10 / 19.2 9 / 33.3 4 / 20.0 

< 50 3 / 4.0 5 / 8.5 7 / 13.4 4 I 14.8 5 / 25.0 

Female Robbery Victims 

Score 1 month 3 months 6 months 12 months 18 months --- ---- --- --- ---
> 70 28 / 30.8 7 / 9.6 8 / 12.0 4 / 16.0 4 / 9.5 

60-69 34/37.4 25 / 34.2 21 / 31.3 6 / 24.0 11 I 26.2 

50-59 20 / 22.0 21 / 28.8 18 I 26.9 11 / 44.0 9 / 21. 4 

< 50 9 / 9.9 20/27.4 20 / 29.8 4 / 16.0 18 / 42.9 

Male Robbery Victims 

Score 1 month 3 months 6 months 12 months 18 months --- ---- --- --- ---
> 70 33 / 30.8 16 / 20.5 16 I 21.7 8 / 14.6 9 / 20.9 

60-69 29 / 27.1 24 / 30.8 21 I 28.4 9 I 22.0 10 I 23.3 

50-59 34 / 31.8 22 / 28.2 12 / 16.2 11 I 26.8 9 I 20.9 

< 50 11 I 10.2 16 / 20.5 25 / 33.8 13 I 31.7 15 I 34.9 



Table 10. Clinical Cut-off Scores for Three Victim Groups on Major Outcome Measures (continued) 

Beck Depression Inventory 

Rape Victims 

Score 1 month 3 months 6 months 12 months 18 months --- --- --- ---- ---
> 24 10 / 14.3 6 / 11.1 3 / 6.1 3 / 11.1 2 / 10.5 

16-23 18 / 25.7 4 / 7.4 9 I 18.4 5 / 18.5 4 I 21.1 

10-15 19 / 27.1 17 / 31.5 8 / 16.3 1 / 3.7 1 I 5.3 

0-9 23 I 32.9 27 / 50.0 29 / 59.2 18 / 66.7 12 / 63.2 

Female Robbery Victims 

Score 1 month 3 months 6 months 12 months 18 months --- --- --- --- ---
> 24 7 / 8.3 3 / 4.3 3 / 4.9 1 I 4.5 1 / 2.6 

16-23 11 I 13.1 2 / 2.9 3 I 4.9 2 I 9.1 1 / 2.6 

10-15 16 / 19.0 9 / 13.0 7 / 11.5 2 I 9.1 3 / 7.7 

0-9 50 / 59.5 79 / 7.0 48 / 78.7 17/77.3 34 I 87.2 

Male Robbery Victims 

Score 1 month 3 months 6 months 12 months 18 months --- --- --- --- ---
> 24 1 I 1.0 2 I 2.8 1 / 1.5 2 I 5.4 - I -

16-23 10 / 10.4 6 / 8.3 2 I 2.9 - I - 2 / 5.0 

10-15 20 / 20.8 9 / 12.5 10 / 14.7 6 / 16.2 4 / 10.0 

0-9 65 / 67.7 55 / 76.4 55 / 80.9 29 / 78.4 34 / 85.0 



Table 10. Clinical Cut-off Scores for Three Victim Groups on Major Outcome Measures (continued) 

TSCSTOT: Tennessee Self-Concept Scale 

Rape Victims 

Score 1 month 3 months 6 months 12 months 18 months --- ---- --- ---- ---
> 70 3 / 4.1 - / - - / - 2 / 7.1 - / -
60-69 9 / 12.3 7 / 12.1 6 / 11.3 4 / 14.3 2 / 10,5 

50-59 16 / 21.9 17 I 29.3 14 I 26.4 3 I 10.7 3 / 15.8 

40-49 22 I 30.1 17 I 29.3 19 / 35.8 9 / 32.1 7 I 36.8 

< 40 23 / 31.5 17 I 29.3 14 / 26.4 10 / 35.7 7 / 36.9 

Female Robbery Victims 

Score 1 month 3 months 6 months 12 months 18 months --- --- --- --- ---
> 70 3 / 3.3 4 / 5.6 6 / 9.0 1 / 4.2 3 / 7.1 

60-69 17 I 18.7 13 / 18.1 9 / 13.4 5 / 20.8 9 / 21.4 

50-59 30 / 33.0 22 / 30.6 22 / 32.8 7 / 29.2 10 / 23.8 

40-49 20 / 22.0 16 / 22.2 19 / 28.4 6 / 25.0 11 / 26.2 

< 40 17 I 23.1 17 / 23.7 11 I 16.4 5 I 20.9 9 I 21. 4 

Male Robbery Victims 

Score 1 month 3 months 6 months 12 months 18 months --- --- --- --- ---
> 70 5 I 4.8 3 / 3.8 7 / 9.6 2 / 4.8 3 / 7.0 

60-69 22 I 21.0 16 I 20.3 9 / 12.3 11 I 26.8 9 I 20.9 

50-59 28 / 26.7 21 / 26.6 22 I 30.1 10 / 24.4 14 / 32.6 

40-49 33 I 31.4 21 / 26.6 17 I 23.3 12 I 29.3 8 / 18.6 

< 40 17 / 16.2 18 I 22.8 18 / 24.7 6 / 14.6 9 / 20.9 



Table 10. Clinical Cut-off Scores for Three Victim Groups on t4ajor Outcome Measures (continued) 

MFSTGT: Modified Fear Survey 

Rape Victims 

Score 1 month 3 months 6 months 12 months 18 months --- --- --- --- ---
> 70 5 / 6.8 4 / 6.7 3 / 5.6 2 I 7.1 1 / 5.0 

60-69 19 / 26.0 8 / 13.3 6 / ILl 5/17.9 3 / 15.0 

50-59 38 I 52.1 30 / 50.0 30 / 55.6 10 / 35.7 8 / 40.0 

< 50 11 / 15.1 17 / 28.4 15 / 27.8 11 / 39.3 8 I 40.0 

Female Robbery Victims 

Score 1 month 3 months 6 months 12 months 18 months --- --- --- ---- ---
> 70 12 I 13.2 4 I 5.5 5 / 7.5 2 / 8.4 3 I 7.2 

60-69 16/17.6 19 I 26.0 10 / 14.9 3 / 12.5 5 / 11. 9 

50-59 42 / 46.2 24 / 32.9 26 I 38.8 10 / 41.7 17 / 40.5 

< 50 12 / 23.1 26 / 35.6 26 / 38.8 9 I 37.5 17 / 40.5 

Male Robbery Victims 

Score 1 month 3 months 6 months 12 months 18 months --- --- --- --- ----
> 70 - / - 1 / 1.3 - / - - / - 1 I 2.3 

60-69 9 I 8.4 6 / 7.5 5 I 6.8 1 / 2.4 - I -

50-59 42 / 39.3 20 I 25.0 21 / 28.4 10 I 24.4 13 / 30.2 

< 50 56 I 52.4 53 / 66.3 48 I 64.9 30 I 73.2 29 / 67.5 



Table 10. Clinical Cut-off Scores for Three Victim Groups on Major Outcome Measures (continued) 

" rESTOT: Impact of Event Scale 

Rape Victims 

Score 1 month 3 months 6 months 12 months 18 months --- --- --- ---- ----
> 38 49 / 66.2 30 / 50.8 18 i 34.6 9 / 34.6 3 / 15.0 

19-37 16 / 21.6 17 I 28.B 21 I 40.4 5 I 19.2 8 / 40.0 

0-18 9 I 12.2 12 / 20.3 13 / 25.0 12 / 46.2 9 / 45.0 

Female Robbery Victims 

Score 1 month 3 months 6 months 12 months 18 months --- ---- --- --- ----
> 38 31 I 34.4 9 I 1~.3 3 I 4.5 2 / B.3 4 / 9.8 

19-37 29 / 32.2 21 / 28.B 11 I 16.7 2 / 8.3 4 / 9.8 

0-18 30 / 33.3 43 / 58.9 52 / 78.8 20 / 83.3 33 / BO.5 

Male Robbery Victims 

Score 1 month 3 months 6 months 12 months 18 months --- --- --- --- ----
> 38 18 / 16.8 4 / 5.1 4 / 5.5 2 / 4.9 4 I 9.3 

19-37 39 I 36.4 19 I 24.4 14 I 19.2 7 I 17.1 4 / 9.3 

0-18 50 I 46.7 55 I 70.5 55 I 75.3 32 I 78.0 35 / B1.4 



Table 11. Cross-sectional MANOVAs and ANOVAs: Male vs. Female Robbery Victims 

Brief Symptom Inventor* 
Global Severity Index NOVAs 

One Month: F(1, 196) = 0.49, NS 
Three Months: F(l, 149) = 0.68, NS 
Six Months: F(l, 139) = 0.65, NS 
Twelve Months: F(l, 64) = 0.00, NS 
Eighteen Months: F(l, 83) = 1.53, NS 

BSI MANOVAs and ANOVAs 
One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace ~ .0738 

F(9, 188) = 1.54, P < .15 

Somatization F(l, 196) 
Obsessive-Compulsive F(l, 196) 
Interpersonal Sensitivity F(I, 196) 
Depression F(I, 196) 
Anxiety F (1, 196) 
Hostility F (1, 196) 
Phobic Anxiety F (1, 196) 
Paranoid Ideation F(l, 196) 
Psychoticism F (1, 196) 

Three Months: Hctelling-Lawley Trace = .1247 
F(9, 141) = 1.95, p < .05 

Somatization F(I, 149) 
Obsessive-Compulsive F(l, 149) 
Interpersonal Sensitivity F(l, 149) 
Depression F(I, 149) 
Anxiety F(l, 149) 
Host i 1 ity F(I, 149) 
Phobic Anxiety F(l, 149) 
Paranoid Ideation F(I, 149) 
Psychot i ci sm F(I, 149) 

Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1184 
F(9, 131) = 1. 72, p < .10 

Somatization F(l, 139) 
Obsessive-Compulsive F(I, 139) 
Interpersonal Sensitivity F(l, 139) 
Depression F(l, 139) 
Anxiety F(I, 139) 
Hostility F(I, 139) 
Phobic Anxiety F(l, 139) 
Paranoid Ideation F(I, 139) 
Psychoticism F(I, 139) 

Twelve r~onths: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .3345 
F(9, 56) = 2.08, P < .05 

Somatization F(1, 64) 
Obsessive-Compulsive F(I, 64) 
Interpersonal Sensitivity F(I, 64) 
Depress i on F(l, 64) 
Anxiety F (1, 64) 
Hostil ity F(I, 64) 
Phobic Anxiety F(1, 64) 
Paranoid Ideation F(l, 64) 
Psychoticism F(l, 64) 

Eighteen Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1845 
F(9, 75) = 1.54, p < .20 

Somatization F(I, 83) 
Obsessive-Compulsive F(I, 83) 
Interpersonal Sensitivity F(I, 83) 
Depression F(I, 83) 
Anxiety F(l, 83) 
Hostil ity F(I, 83) 
Phobic Anxiety F(I, 83) 
Paranoid Ideation F(I, 83) 
Psychoti c ism F(I, 83) 

1.26, NS 
2.10, NS 
0.27, NS 
0.34, NS 
1.16, NS 

:: 2.69, NS 
0.52, NS 
2.44, NS 
2.70, NS 

1. 24, NS 
0.35, NS 
0.80, NS 
2.96, NS 
0.93, NS 
0.16, NS 
1.26, NS 
0.08, NS 
0.17, NS 

1.45, NS 
0.02, NS 
0.33, NS 
1.00, NS 
0.00, NS 
0.17, NS 
2.86, NS 
0.28, NS 
0.20, NS 

1. 09, NS 
1. 41, NS 
2.13, NS 
0.28, NS 
0.01, NS 
0.65, NS 
0.44, NS 
0.45, NS 
0.35, NS 

0.89, NS 
0.40, NS 
0.36, NS 
5.67, P < .05 M > F 
0.99, NS 
0.09, NS 
3.02, NS 
0.35, NS 
0.76, NS 



Table 11 (cont'd) 

Beck Depression Inventory 
One Month: F(l, 179) = 4.81, P < .05 F > M 
Three Months: F(l, 141) .13, NS 
Six Months: F(l, 129) .20, NS 
Twelve Months: F(l, 59) .63, NS 
Eighteen Months: F(l, 81) .09, NS 

Tennessee Self-Concept Scale 
Total Self-Esteem AND VAs 

One Month: F(l, 194) 0.27, NS 
Three Months: F(l, 149) 0.02, NS 
Six Months: F(l, 138) 0.04, NS 
Twelve Months: F(l, 63) 0.73, NS 
Eighteen Months: F(l, 83) 0.04, NS 

TSCS MANOVAs and ANOVAs 
One Month: Hotelling-La~iley Trace = .1582 

F(8, 187) = 3.70, p < .001 

Physical Self F(l, 194) 9.92, p < .01 M > F 
Moral-Ethical Self F(1,194) 1.28, NS 
Personal Self F(l, 194) 1.51, NS 
Family Self F(1,194) 0.93, NS 
Socia 1 Se lf F(l, 194) 0.21, NS 
Identity F (1, 194) 0.21, NS 
Self-Satisfaction F(l, 194) 0.15, NS 
Behavior F (1, 194) 2.16, NS 

Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1035 
F(8, 142) = 1.84, p < .10 

Physical Self F(l, 149) 3.53, NS (p < .07) 
Moral-Ethical Self F(l, 149) 1.43, NS 
Pers ona 1 Self F(l, 140) 0.98, NS 
Family Self F(I, 149) 0.22, NS 
Social Self F(l, 149) 0.24, NS 
Identity F(l, 149) 0.01, NS 
Self-Satisfaction F(l, 149) 0.01, NS 
Behavior F(l, 149) 0.24, NS 

Six Months: Hotell ing-Lawley Trace = .1516 
F(8, 131) = 2.48, p < .05 

Physical Self F(1, 138) 3.89, NS (p < .06) 
Moral-Ethical Self F (1, 138) 1.16, NS 
Pers ona 1 Se lf F(I, 138) 0.16, NS 
Family Sel f F(I, 138) 0.87, NS 
Social Self F(l, 138) 1.22, NS 
Identity F(l, 138) 0.72, NS 
Self-Satisfaction F(l, 138) = 0.00, NS 
Behavior F(l, 138) 0.10, NS 

Twelve Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2519 
F(8, 56) = 1.76, P < .15 

Phys i ca 1 Self F(l, 63) 5.01, P < .05 M > F 
Moral-Ethical Self F(l, 63) 0.01, NS 
Personal Self F(l, 63) 3.25, NS (p < .08) 
Family Self F(l, 63) 0.06, NS 
Social Self F(l, 63) 0.03, NS 
Identity F(l, 63) 0.51, NS 
Self-Satisfaction F(l, 63) 1.49, NS 
Behavior F(l, 63) 0.49, NS 

Eighteen Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2088 
F(8, 76) = 1. 98, P < .10 

Physical Self F(l, 83) 3.51, NS (p < .07) 
Moral-Ethical Self F(l, 83) 0.19, NS 
Persona 1 Self F(l, 83) 0.53, NS 
Family Self F(l, 83) 1.82, NS 
Socia 1 Self F(l, 83l 0.02, NS 
Identity F(l, 83 0.05, NS 
Self-Satisfaction F(l, 83l 0.18, NS 
Behavior F(! , 83 0.91, NS 



------------ -~---

Table 11 (cont'd) 

Modified Fear Survey 
Total MFS AND VAs 

One Month: F(l, 192) = 39.80, P < .0001 F > M 
Three Months: F(l, 148) = 28.55, P < .0001 F > M 
Six Months: F(l, 136) = 18.82, P < .0001 F > M 
Twelve Months: F(l, 61) = 13.28, P < .001 F > M 
Eighteen Months: F (1, 79) = 5.21, P < .05 F > M 

MFS MANOVAs and AND VAs 

One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .5429 
F(8, 189) = 12.83, P < .0001 

Vulnerability F(l, 196) = 73.23, P < .0001 F > M 
Classical F(l, 196) = 40.69, P < .0001 F > M 
Sexual F(l, 196) 9.04, p < .01 F > M 
Social F(l, 196) 1.14, NS 
Medical F(l, 196) = 10.84, P < .01 F > M 
Agoraphobia F(l, 196) = 2.57, NS 
Noises F(l, 196) = 2.20, NS 
Weapons F(l, 196) = 26.13, p < .0001 F > M 

Three Months: Hote11ing-La\~ley Trace = .5517 
F(8, 144) = 9.93, P < .0001 

Vul nerabil ity F(l, 151) = 47.16, P < .0001 F > M 
Classical F(l, 151) = 34.22, P < .0001 F > M 
Sexual F(l, 151) = 4.04, P < .05 F > M 
Social F(l, 151) = 1.24, NS 
Medical F(l, 151) = 20.66, n < .0001 F > M 
Agoraphobia F(l, 151) = 4.73, P < .05 F > M 
Noises F(l, 151) = 0.58, NS 
Weapons F (1, 151) = 21. 95, P < .0001 F > M 

Six Months: Hote 11 i ng-Lawl ey Trace = .5455 
F(8, 132) = 9.00, p < .0001 

Vulnerability F(l, 139) = 34.30, p < .0001 F > M 
Classical F(l, 139) = 28.31, p < .0001 F > M 
Sexual F(l, 139) 0.72, NS 
Social f(l, 139) 0.95, NS 
Medical F(l, 139) = 7.22, p <: .01 F > M 
Agoraphobia F(l, 139) = 1.00, NS 
Noises F(l, 139) = 1. 31, NS 
Weapons F(l, 139) = 30.33, P < .0001 F > M 

Twelve Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .5744 
F(8, 56) = 4.02, P < .001 

Vu 1 nerabil i ty F (1, 63) = 16.16, P < .001 F > M 
Classical F(l, 63) = 18.76, P < .0001 F > M 
Sexual F(l, 63) 1.21, NS 
Social F(l, 63) 2.35, NS 
Medical F(l, 63) 5.99, p < .05 F > M 
Agoraphobia F(l, 63) 2.61, NS 
Noises F(l, 63) 0.68, NS 
Weapons F(l, 63) 2.46, NS 

Eighteen Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .4290 
F(8, 76) = 4.08, p < .001 

Vulnerability F(l, 83) 8.10, P < .01 F > M 
Classical F(l, 83) = 18.37, p < .0001 F > M 
Sexual F(l, 83) 1.12, NS 
Social F( 1, 83) 0.03, NS 
Medi ca 1 F(l, 83) 5.85, P < .05 F > M 
Agoraphobia F(l, 83) 0.19, NS 
Noises F (1, 83) 0.02, NS 
I-Jeapons F(l, 83) 4.84, p < .05 F > M 
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Table 11 (cont'd) 

Impact of Event ~ 

Total lES ANOVAs 

One Month: 
Three Months: 
Six Months: 
Twelve Months: 
Eighteen Months: 

IES MANOVAs and ANOVAs 

One Month: 

F(l, 194) 
F(l, 149) 
F(l, 129) 
F(l, 61) 
F(l, 80) 

10.46 P < .01 F > M 
3.34 NS (p < .07) 
0.60 NS 
0.32 NS 
0.07 NS 

Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0981 
F(2, 193) = 9.46, P < .0001 

Intrusion = F(l, 194) = 17.49, p < .0001 F > M 
Avoidance = F(l, 194) = 3.55, NS (p < .07) 

Three Months: Hotell ing-Lawley Trace = .0489 
F(2, 148) = 3.62, p < .05 

Intrusion = F(l, 149) = .08, NS 
Avoidance = F(l, 149) = 5.70, P < .05 F > M 

Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0301 
F(2, 12S) = 1.93, p < .15 

Intrusion = F(l, 129) = .00, NS 
Avoidance = F(l, 129) = 1.63, NS 

Twelve Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0068 
F(2, 60) = .20, NS 

Eighteen Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0117 
F(2, 79) = .46, NS 

Lifestyle 
One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0880 

F(2, 195) = 8.5S, p < .001 

Behavioral responses F(l, 196) = 7.21, P < .01 F > M 
Symptoms F(l, 196) = 15.75, p < .0001 F > M 

Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0419 
F(2, 149) = 3.12, p < .05 

Behavioral responses F(l, 150) = 5.84, p < .05 F > M 
Symptoms F(l, 150) = 2.74, NS 

Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0973 
F(2, 134) = 6.52, p < .01 

Behavioral responses F(l, 135) = 12.S4, p < .001 F > M 
Symptoms F(l, 135) = 1.5S, NS 

Twelve Months: Hotelling-LawleY Trace = .0355 
F ( 2 , 61) = 1. 08, NS 

Eighteen Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0297 
F (2, 78) = 1. 16, NS 

Work Adjustment 
One f'ionth: 
Three Months: 
Six Months: 
Twelve Months: 
Eighteen Months: 

F(l, 138) 
F(l, 111) 
F( I, 103) 
F(l, 50) 
F(l, 70) 

3.33, NS (p < .OS) 
0.48, NS 
0.06, NS 
0.36, NS 
0.04, NS 



Table 12: Sample Sizes, Means, and Standard Deviations: Single Test Robbery Groups 

12 months 18 months 

N M SD N M SD 

MEASURE 

GLOBAL SEVERITY INDEX (GSI): BRIEF SYMPTOM INVENTORY 

Female Robbery 10 57.40 13.91 13 58.77 11.08 Ma 1 e Robbery 9 64.00 15.21 6 55.50 11.93 

TOTAL SELF ESTEEM (TSCSTOT): TENNESSEE SELF-CONCEPT SCALE 

Fema 1 e Robbery 10 52.60 8.19 13 50.08 13.85 Male Robbery 9 51. 78 12.64 6 50.83 10.52 

MFSTOT: MODIFIED FEAR SURVEY -----
Female Robbery 10 62.59 6.81 13 54.18 i1.22 
Male Robbery 9 49.27 4.86 6 48.96 5.39 

IESTOT: IMPACT OF EVENT SCALE -------
Female Robbery 9 7.22 8.73 13 12.69 13.53 
Male Robbery 8 15.00 14.29 5 8.20 17.78 



Table 13. Longitudinal ANOVAs: Rape vs. Robbery Victims 

Variable Group Sessions Interaction 

df F df F df F 

GSI 1 , 39 .73 4, 120 6.05***a 4, 120 1. 01 

TSCSTOT1 
3 group 2, 41 1. 76 4, 108 .98 8, 108 .91 
2 group 1, 37 .36 4, 112 1. 40 4, 112 .30 

MFSTOT 1, 40 .18 4, 124 6.47****a 4, 124 .68 

IESTOT 1, 35 5.85*b 4, 104 15.04****c 4, 104 1.11 

BOI 1, 34 1. 55 4, 100 6.70****d 4, 100 .34 

Note: 1. The three groups were rape, rape-robbery and robbery. Because 
sample sizes were small TSCS was also analyzed after collapsing the 
rape and rape-robbery groups. 

* p < .05 
** P < .01 

*** P < .001 
**** P < .0001 

a. 1 > 3, 6, 12, 18; 3 > 18 
b. rape > robbery 
c. 1 > 3, 6, 12, 18; 3 > 6, 18 
d. 1 > 3, 6, 12, 18 



Table 14. Longitud ;nal ANOVAs: Male vs. Female Robbery Vi ct ims 

Variable Group Sessions Interaction ----
df F df F df F 

GSI 1, 48 .02 4, 156 7.93****,a 4, 156 .49 

TSCSTOT 1, 46 1. 63 4, 148 1.10 4, 148 1.00 

MFSTOT 1, 47 7.22*b 4, 152 5.84**a 4, 152 2.23 

IESTOT 1, 44 5.54* 4, 140 19.41**** 4, 140 6. 43****C 

BOI 1, 45 4.10 4, 144 7.42**** 4, 144 2.92*d 

Note: * p < .05 
** P < .01 

*** P < .001 
**** P < .0001 

a. 1 > 3, 6, 12, 18 
b. F > M 
c. F : 1 > 3, 6, 12, 18 

3 > 6, 18 
M : 1 > 3, 6, 12, 18 

d. F > M at 1 
F : 1 > 3, 6, 12, 18 
M : NS 



Table 15. Multivariate Analyses of Variance: History 
vs. Rape-Robbery Victims. 

One month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace ~ .1781 
F(7, 63) = 1.60, P < .20 

ANOVAs 
TOTCHAB: F(l, 69) .16, NS 
CHDSXAB: F(l, 69) .48, NS 
INCEST: F(l, 69) 1.38, NS 
EMABUSE: F (1, 69) .10, NS 
OBSVIOL: F(l, 69) .20, NS 
DOMVIOL: F(l, 69) .80, NS 
PREVXC: F(l, 69) 2.35, NS 

Three months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0797 
F(7, 48) = .55, NS 

Six months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .4683 
F(7, 41) = 2.74, P < .05 

ANa VAs 
TOTCHAB: 
CHDSXAB: 
INCEST: 
EMABUSE: 
OBSVIOL: 
DOMVIOL: 
PREVIC: 

F(l, 47) 
F(l, 47) 
F(l, 47) 
F( 1, 47) 
F(l, 47) 
F (1, 47) 
F(I, 47) 

2.18, NS 
1. 53, NS 
.00, NS 

1.16, NS 
1.18, NS 

.20, NS 
1. 93, NS 

Twelve months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .7275 
F(7, 18) = 1.87, P < .15 

ANOVAs 
TOTCHAB: 
CHDSXAB: 
INCEST: 
EMABUSE: 
OBSVIOL: 
DOMVIOL: 

.74, NS 

.72, NS 

.01, NS 

.78, NS 

.06, NS 

. 07, NS 

of Victimization, Rape 

PREVIC: 

F( 1, 24) 
F(1, 24) 
F(l, 24) 
F (1, 24) 
F(l, 24) 
F (1, 24) 
F(l, 24) 8.80, P < .01 C > A 

Eighteen months: Hotelling-La\~ley trace = .5749 
F(7, 14) = 1.15, NS 

Note: TOTCHAB = Extent of child abuse 
CHDSXAB = Childhood sexual abuse (non-incest) 
INCEST = Incest 
EMABUSE = Childhood emotional abuse 
OBSVIOL = Childhood observation of violence 
DOMVIOL = Domestic violence 
PREVIC = Extent and severity of previous criminal victimization 

A = Rape 
C = Rape-robbery 



Table 16. Multivariate Analyses of Variance: History of Victimization, Rape 
vs. Robbery Victims. 

One month: Hote 11 i ng-Lawl ey Trace = .1456 
F(7, 153) :: 3.18, p < .01 

ANOVAs 
TOTCHAB: F(l, 159) 1. 31, NS 
CHDSXAB: F(I, 159) 2.53, NS 
INCEST: F (1, 159) 2.71, NS 
EMABUSE: F(l, 159) .68, NS 
OBSVIOL: F(l, 159) 5.44, P < 
DOMVIOL: F(l, 159) .66, NS 
PREVIC: F (1, 159) 1. 78, NS 

Three months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1805 
F(6, 117) = 3.52 p < .01 

ANOVAs 
TOTCHAB: F(l, 122) .82, NS 
CHDSXAB: F(l, 122) 2.05, NS 
INCEST: F(l, 122) .82, NS 
EMABUSE: F(l, 122) 1.53, NS 
OBSVIOL: F(l, 122) 1.15, NS 
DOMVIOL: F(l, 122) .82, NS 
PREVIC: F(l, 122) = 10.13, P < 

Six months: Hotelling-Lawley trace = .1127 
F(7, 107) = 1.72, P < .15 

ANOVAs 
TOTCHAB: F(l, 113) .34, NS 
CHDSXAB: F(l, 113) .J5, NS 
INCEST: F(l, 113) :: .28, NS 
EMABUSE: F(l, 113) .04, NS 
OBSVIOL: F(l, 113) .51, NS 
DOMVIOL: F(l, 113) .03, NS 
PREVIC: F(l, 113) 5.94, P < 

Twelve months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1923 
F(7, 51) = 1.40, NS 

Eighteen months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1563 
F(7, 66) = 1.47, P < .20 

ANOVAs 
TOTCHAB: 
CHDSXAB: 
INCEST: 
EMABUSE: 
OBSVIOL: 
DOMVIOL: 
PREVIC: 

F(l, 72) 
F(l, 72) 
F(l, 72) 
F(l, 72) 
F(l, 72) 
F(l, 72) 
F(l, 72) 

Note: TOTCHAB = Extent of child abuse 

.35, NS 
1. 65, NS 

.02, NS 
1. 02, NS 

.97, NS 

.60, NS 
2.48, NS 

CHDSXAB = Childhood sexual abuse (non-incest) 
INCEST = Incest 
EMABUSE = Childhood emotional abuse 
OBSVIOL = Childhood observation of violence 
DOMVIOL = Domestic violence 

.05 B > A 

.01 A > B 

.05 A > B 

PREVIC = Extent and severity of previous criminal victimization 

A = Rape 
B = Robbery 



Table 17. Multivariate Analyses of Variance: History of Victimization, Male 
vs. Female Robbery Victims. 

One month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0781 
F (7, 184) = 2.05, P < .10 

ANOVAs 
TOTCHAB: F(I, 90) .60, NS 
CHDSXAB: F (1, 90) 1. 31. NS 
INCEST: F (1, 90) .01, NS 
Er~ABUSE : F (1, 90) .38, NS 
OBSVIOL: F( 1, 90) 1. 45, NS 
DOMVIOL: F(l, 90) 7.49, P < .01 F > M 
PREVIC: F(l, 90) .04, NS 

Three months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1118 
F(6, 138);: 2.57, p < .05 

ANOVAs 
TOTCHAB: F(I, 143) 1.13, NS 
CHDSXAB: F(I, 143) .00, NS 
INCEST: F(l, 143) 1.13, NS 
EMABUSE: F(l, 143) .03, NS 
OBSVIOL: F(I, 143) 1.16, NS 
DO~IV IOL: F(I, 143) 1.13, NS 
PREVIC: F(I, 143) .15, NS 

Six months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1862 
F(7, 128) = 3.41, P < .01 

ANOVAs 
TOTCHAB: F (1, 134) 4.12, p < .05 M > F 
CHDSXAB: F(I, 134) 3.75, NS (p '" .055) M > F 
INCEST: F(I, 134) 1. 24, NS 
EMABUSE: F (1, 134) 5.64, p < .05 M > F 
OBSVIOL: F (1, 134) .38, NS 
DOMVIOL: F(I, 134) 4.96, p < .05 F > M 
PREVIC: F(l, 134) .28, NS 

Twel ve months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2910 
F(7, 73) =: 3.03, p < .01 

ANOVAs 
TOTCHAB: F(I, 79) .05, NS 
CHDSXAB: F(l, 79) .00, NS 
INCEST: F(I, 79) .96, NS 
EMABUSE: F(I, 79) 1.39, NS 
OBSVIOL: F(I, 79) .86, NS 
DOMVIOL: F(I, 79) = 13.15, P < .001 F > M 
PREVIC: F(I, 79) =: 1. 47 , NS 

Eighteen mcnths: Hotelling-Lawley Trace ;: .2629 
F(7, 92) ;: 3.46, P < .01 

ANOVAs 
TOTCHAB: F(I, 98) .98, NS 
CHDSXAB: F(I, 98) 5.70, P < .05 M > F 
INCEST: F(I, 98) .12, NS 
EMABUSE: F(I, 98) .49, NS 
OBSVIOL: F(I, 98) 2.41, NS 
DOMVIOL: F(I, 98) 5.90, P < .05 F > M 
PREVIC: F(I, 98) .06, NS 

Note: TOTCHAB ;: Extent of child abuse 
CHDSXAB = Childhood sexual abuse (non-incest) 
INCEST ;: Incest 
EMABUSE = Childhood emotional abuse 
OBSVIOL = Childhood observation of violence 
DOMvrOL = Domestic violence 
PREVIC = Extent and severity of previous criminal victimization 

-----~------- ~ 



Table 18. Covariance Analyses of History of Victimization: Cross-sectional 
ANCOVAs of Female Rape vs. Female Robbery Victims 

Global Severity Index! Brief Symptom Inventory 
Session 1: F(l, 163) = 4.85, p < .05 A > B 
Session 3: F(l, 129) = 13.02, p < .001 A > B 
Session 6: F(l, 116) 7.63, p < .01 A > B 
Session 12: F(l, 49) 1.58, NS 
Session 18: F(l, 59) 2.07, NS 

Beck Depression Inventory 
Session 1 : F (1, 152) 16.88, P < .0001 A > 
Session 3: F(l, 121) 8.91, P < .01 A > 
Session 6: F(l, 109) 10,98, P < .01 A > 
Session 12: F(l, 47) 1.49, NS 
Session 18: F(l, 58) = 5.47, P < .05 A > 

TSCSTOT: Tennessee Self-Concept Scale 

Sess i on 1 : F(l, 161) = 3.85, NS (p < .06) 
Session 3: F(l, 127) = 3.20, NS (p < .08) 
Session 6: F(l, 117) = 4.54, p < .05 A > 
Session 12: F(l, 49) = .45, NS 
Session 18: F(l, 58) = 3.18, NS (p < .08) 

MFSTOT: Modified Fear Survey 

Session 1 : F(l, 161) = 0.21, NS 
Session 3: F(l, 130) = 0.03, NS 
Session 6: F(l, 118) = 0.31, NS 
Session 12: F(l, 49) = 0.00, NS 
Session 18: F(l, 59) = 0.00, NS 

IESTOT: Impact of Event Scale 

Sess i on 1 : F(l, 157) = 27.72, p < .0001 A > 
Session 3: F(l, 128) = 31. 90, p < .0001 A > 
Session 6: F(l, 110) = 48.60, P < .0001 A > 
Session 12: F(l, 44) 8.08, P < .01 A > 
Sesison 18: F (1" 53) = 6.11 , p < .05 A > 

Note: A = Rape 
B = Robbery 

B 
B 
B 

B 

B 

B 
B 
B 
B 
B 



Table 19. Covariance Analyses of History of Victimization: Cross-sectional ANCOVAs 
of Male Robbery vs. Female Robbery Victims 

Global Severity Index: Brief Symptom Inventory 
Session 1: F(I, 195) 0.19, NS 
Session 3: F(I, 148) 0.92, NS 
Session 6: F(l, 138) 0.27, NS 
Session 12: F(I, 63) 0.00, NS 
Session 18: F(I, 82) 0.58, NS 

Beck Depression Inventory 
Session 1: F(I, 178) 
Session 3: F(I, 140) 
Se ss i on 6: F ( 1, 128) 
Session 12: F(l, 58) 
Session 18: F(l, 80) 

4.26, P < .05 F < M 
0.20, NS 
1.04, NS 
0.70, NS 
0.86, NS 

TSCSTOT: Tennessee Self-Concept Scale 

Session 1 : F(l, 193) 0.02, NS 
Session 3: F (1, 148) 0.00, NS 
Session 6: F(I, 137) = 0.00, NS 
Session 12: F (1, 62) 0.70, NS 
Session 18: F(l, 82) 0.31. NS 

MFSTOT: Modified Fear Survey 

Session 1 : F(l, 195) = 37.32, P < .0001 F > M 
Session 3: F(l. 150) = 29.49, P < .0001 F > M 
Session 6: F(l. 138) = 23.92, P < .0001 F > M 
Session 12: F(l. 62) =11.57, P < .01 F > M 
Session 18: F(I, 82) = 9.89, P < .01 F > M 

IESTOT: Impact of Event Scale 

Session 1: F(l, 193) 
Session 3: F(l, 148) 
Session 6 F(I, 128) 
Session 12 F(I, 60) 
Session 18 F(l, 79) 

8.91. P < .01 F > M 
3.25, NS (p < .08) 
0.47. NS 
0.34, NS 
0.20, NS 



Table 20. 

Measure 

GSI 

TSCSTOT 

MFSTOT 

IESTOT 

Note: 

Step\~ise Multiple Regression Analyses: The Effect of History of Victimization on Rape Victims 

1 month 6 months --- ----
Step R2 F step 

1.PREVIC .68 5.02* l.DOMVIOL 

None entered 1.0BSVIOL 

None entered 1. DOMVIOL 
2.CHDSXAB 

None entered None entered 

TOTCHAB = Total child abuse 
CHDSXAB = Child sexual abuse 
INCEST = Incest 
EMABUSE = Emotional abuse 
OBSVIOL = Observed violence 
DOMVIOL = Domestic violence 
PREVIC = Previous victimization 

* .05 
** .01 

*** .001 
**** .0001 

R2 

.08 

.09 

.08 

.08 
~ 

12 months ----
F step R2 F 

4.06* 1. TOTCHAB .22 6.53* 

4.30* None entered 

4.16* 1.EMABUSE .30 10.29** 
4.16* 2.PREVIC .12 4.83* 
4.1IT* -:42" ~** 

None entered 

18 months ----
Step R2 F 

None entered 

None entered 

None entered 

None entered 



Table 21. 

~leasure 

GSI 

TSCSTOT 

MFSTOT 

1 ESTOT 

Note: 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: The Effect of History of Victimization on Female Robbery Victims 

1 month 6 months --- ----
Step R2 F SteQ. 

1. PREVIC .14 14.12*** 1.0BSVIOL 

l.EMABUSE .26 31.64**** 1.PREVIC 

1.EMABUSE .10 10.27** 1.0BSVIOL 
2.TOTCHAB 
3.ENABUSE 

l.EMABUSE .21 22.84**"k* l.CIlOSXAB 

TOTCHAB = Total child abuse 
CHOSXAB = Child sexual abuse 
INCEST = Incest 
EMABUSE = Emotional abuse 
OBSVIOL = Observed violence 
OOMVIOL = Domestic violence 
PREVIC = Previous victimization 

* .05 
** .01 

*** .001 
**** .0001 

R2 

.11 

.17 

.21 

.08 

.07 
-:35" 

.14 

F 

7.81** 

13.47*** 

16.93**** 
6.82* 
6.28* 

11.23**** 

9.05** 

12 months 18 months ---- ----
Step R2 F Step R2 

1.EMABUSE .13 4.50* 1.PREVIC .11 

1.EMABUSE .41 20.74**** 1. TOTCHAB .11 
2.PREVIC .14 8.75** 
3.TOTCHAB .09 6.62* 

-:6J 16.07**** 

1.PREVIC .17 6.49* 1.0BSVIOL .19 
2.00MVIOL .11 4.50* 

-:zs 5.86** 

l.INCEST .16 5.29* None entered 
2.CHDSXAB .14 ?36* 

-:30 5.74#* 

F 

6.38* 

6.24* 

12.04** 



Table 22. 

Measure 

GSI 

TSCSTOT 

MFSTOT 

1ESTOT 

Note: 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: The Effect of History of Victimization on Male Robbery Victims 

1 month 6 months --- ----

Step R2 F Step R2 

1.CHDSXAB .08 8.31** I.INCEST .17 
2.TOTCHAB .07 
3.PREVTc .05 

~ 

I.INCEST .09 9.38** I.CHDSXAB .08 
2.EMABUSE .07 7.84** 

~ 8.94*** 

1.CHDSXAB .04 4.57* 1. DOMVIOL .09 

I.INCEST .04 4.43* None entered 

TOTCHAB = 
CHDSXAB = 
INCEST = 
EMABUSE = 
OBSVIOL = 
DOMVIOL = 
PREVIC 
MIL 

Total child abuse 
Child sexual abuse 
Incest 
Emotional abuse 
Observed violence 
Domestic violence 
Previous victimization 
Military experience 

* .05 
** .01 

*** .001 
**** .0001 

12 months 18 months ---- ----
F Step R2 F Step R2 

13.99*** 1. PREVIC .09 4.65* 1.PREVIC .19 
6.39* 2.TOTCHAB .09 5.00* 
4.51* :TIl 5.02* 
ll4**** 

6.02* None entered l.PREVrC .12 

6.38* None entered 1. CHDSXAB .23 

None entered None entered 

F 

10.53** 

6.37* 

13.53*** 



Table 23. Simple Regression Analyses: 

RAPE VICTIMS 

GSI 
T5CSTOT 
MFSTOT 
IES 

FEMALE ROBBERY VICTIMS 

GSI 
TSCSTOT 
MFSTOT 
IES 

MALE ROBBERY VICTIMS 

GSI 
TSCSTOT 
MFSTOT 
IES 

Note: * .05 
** .01 

*** .001 
**** .0001 

1 month ---
R2 F 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

.19 2.82* 

.32 5.55**** 

.18 2.63* 

.24 3.60** 

.21 3.02** 

.19 2.66* 
NS 
NS 

Histm"y of Victimization of Rape and Robbery Groups. 

6 months 12 months 18 months --- --- ---
R2 F R2 F R2 F 

NS .65 4.52** .60 2.99* 
NS NS NS 
NS .56 3.24* NS 
NS NS NS 

NS NS NS 
.31 3.65** .69 7.52**** NS 
.39 5.29**** NS .29 2.56* 
.30 3.15** .43 2.36* NS 

.31 3.38** NS NS 

.22 2.15* NS NS 
NS NS .31 2.16* 
NS NS NS 



------~~---------

Table 24. Multivariate Analyses of Variance: Indicators of Prior Psychological 
Problems, Male vs. Female Robbery Victims 

One month: Hote 11 i ng-Lawl ey Trace = • 0848 
F(3, 193) = 5.45, P < .01 

ANOVAs 
PPT: F(l, 195) = 3.42, NS ( P < .07) 
DAS: F(l, 195) = 8.92, P < .01 F > M 
CD: F(l, 195) = 1. 22, NS 

Three months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .9253 
F (3, 143) = 3.85, P < .05 

ANOVAs 
PPT: F(l, 145) = .73, NS 
DAS: F(l, 145) = 6.88, P < .01 F > M 
CD: F(l, 145) = 1. 82, NS 

Six months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0937 
F (3, l31) = 4.09, P < .01 

ANOVAs 
PPT: F (1, l33) = 1. 26, NS 
DAS: F(l, 133) = 5.85, P < .05 F > M 
CD: F (1, l33) = 2.93, NS (p < .09) 

Twelve months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0788 
F(3, 78) = 2.05, P < .15 

ANOVAs 
PPT: F (1, 80) = 4.48, P < .05 F > M 
DAS: F(l, 80) = 2.93, NS (p < .09) 
CD: F (1, 80) = .01, NS 

Eighteen months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0676 
F (3, 96) = 2.16, P < .10 

ANOVAs 
PPT: F (1, 98) = .16, NS 
DAS: F (1, 98) = . 61, NS 
CD: F (1, 98) = 3.19, NS (p < • 08) 

Note: PPT = Prior psychological/psychiatric treatment 
DAS = Depression and suicide 
CO = Treatment for chemical dependency 

F > M 

F > M 

F > M 

M > F 



Table 25. Covariance Analyses of Precrime ~sychological Problems: ANCOVAs of Male 
vs. Female Robbery Victims. 

Global Severity Index 
Session 1: F(I, 193) = .07, NS 
Session 3: F(l, 143) = 1.57, NS 
Session 6: F(l, 132) = 1.80, NS 
Session 12: F(l, 61) = 1.42, NS 
Session 18: F(I, 80) = .68, NS 

Beck Depression Inventory 
Session 1: F(I, 176) = 3.75, NS (p < .06) 
Session 3: F(l, 135) =: 0.01, NS 
Session 6: F(l, 123) = 0.00, NS 
Session 12: F(I, 56) = 0.04, NS 
Session 18: F(I, 78) = 1.13, NS 

Tennessee Self-Concept Scale 
Session 1: F(I, 191) 
Session 3: F(I, 142) 
Session 6: F(I, 131) 
Session 12: F(I, 60) 
Session 18: F(l, 80) 

.00, NS 

.34, NS 

.28, NS 

.02, NS 

.50, NS 

Modified Fear Survey 
Session 1: F(I, 193) 
Session 3: F(I, 144) 
Session 6: F(I, 132) 
Session 12: F(I, 60) 
Session 18: 'F(I, 80) 

= 35.71, 
= 27.59, 
= 19.58, 

p < .0001 
P < .0001 
P < .0001 
P < .05 

Impact of Event Scale 

4.76, 
=: 9.89, P < .01 

F > M 
F > M 
F > M 
F > M 
F > M 

Session 1: F(l, 191) = 7.88, p.( .01 F > M 
Session 3: F(I, 142) = 4.34, p < .05 F > M 
Session 6: F(I, 123) = 1.21, NS 
Session 12: F(I, 58) = 0.12, NS 
Session 18: F(I, 77) = 0.02, NS 



Table 26. 

Measure 

Gsr 

TSCSTOT 

MFSTOT 

rESTOT 

Note: 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: The Effect of Precrime Psychological Problems on Recovery in 
female Rape Victims 

1 month 6 months --- ----
Step R2 F Step R2 F 

l.DAS .06 4.68* None entered 

l.DAS .10 7.18** None entered 

None entered None entered 

None entered None entered 

Depression and suicide history DAS 
PPT 
CD 

Prior psychiatric/psychological treatment 
Chemical dependency treatment 

* .05 
** .01 

*** .001 
**** .0001 

12 months 18 months ---- ----
Step R2 F Step R2 

None entered None entered 

None entered None entered 

None entered l.PPT .19 

None entered None entered 

F 

4.49* 



Table 27. 

Measure 

GSI 

TSCSTOT 

MFSTOT 

I ESTOT 

Note: 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: The Effect of Precrime Psychological Problems on Recovery in 
Female Robbery Victims 

1 month 6 months --- ----

Step R2 F Step R2 F 

l.DAS .16 17.20**** 1.DAS .12 8.76** 

1.DAS .16 16.35**** I.DAS .21 17 .26**** 
2.PPT .04 4.25* 

-:-m lo.liIT**** 

1.DAS .11 11.31** N one entered 
2.PPT .04 4.12* 

~ D'l*** 

1.DAS .13 12.65*** l.PPT .19 13.61*** 
2.PPT .05 5.47* 

~ "9.""39*H 

Depression and suicide history DAS 
PPT 
CD 

Prior psychiatric/psychological treatment 
Chemical dependency treatment 

* .05 
** .01 

*** .001 
**** .0001 

12 mnths ----
Step R2 F Step 

None entered l.DAS 

None entered I.PPT 

N one entered l.PPT 

None entered l.PPT 

18 months ----
R2 F 

:13 7.17*·.\: 

.15 8.68** 

.13 7.42** 

.13 6.74* 



Table 28. 

Measure 

G S1 

TSCSTOT 

MFSTOT 

1ESTOT 

Note: 

... 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: The Effect of Precrime Psychological Problems on Recovery in 
Male Robbery Victims 

1 month 6 months --- ----
Step R2 F Step R2 F 

1.DAS .08 9.05** 1.DAS .13 10.22** 

I.PPT .17 21.05**** I.PPT .07 5.10* 
2.DAS .04 5.69* 

-:TI 11":80**** 

None entered None entered 

None entered None entered 

Depression and suicide history DAS 
PPT 
CD 

Prior psychiatric/psychological treatment 
Chemical dependency treatment 

* .05 
** .01 

*** .001 
**** .0001 

12 months 18 months ---- ----
Step R2 F Step R2 

1.DAS .14 7.82** 1.PPT .11 

l.DAS .22 13.10*** l.DAS .33 

l.DAS .19 11.33** 1.DAS .21 

None entered None entered 

F 

5.86* 

22.87**** 

12.18** 



Table 29. Multivariate Analyses of Variance: Assault Variables, Rape vs. 
Robbery Victims. 

One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .9277 
F(7, 131) = 17.36, P < .0001 

ANOVAs 
NUMBER: F(I, 137) 16.54, p < .0001 B > A 
ACQSTAT: F(l, 137) .17, NS 
OISWEAP: F(l, 137) 1.42, NS 
THREAT: F(l, 137) = 16.91, p < .0001 A ) B 
RESTRAIN: F(l, 137) = 25.31, P < .0001 A > B 
LENGTH CRIME: F(l, 137) := 66.06, p < .0001 A > B 
INJURY: F(l, 137) = 9.39, P < .01 A ) B 

Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = 1.2004 
F(7, 104) = 17.83, P < .0001 

ANOVAs 
NUMBER: F( 1, 110) 18.25, P < .0001 B > A 
ACQSTAT: F(l, 110) = 1. 02, NS 
OIS~JEAP : F(l, 110) .33, NS 
THREAT: F(l, 110) = 25.52, P < .0001 A > B 
RESTRAIN: F(I, 110) := 29.23, p < .0001 A > B 
LENGTH CRIME: F(I, 110) := 21.36, P < .0001 A > B 
INJURY: F(l, 110) .67, NS 

Six Months: Hotell ing-Lawley Trace = .9993 
F(7, 90) = 12.85, P < .0001 

ANOVAs 
NUMBER: F (1, 96) 12.08, P < .001 B > A 
ACQSTAT: F (1, 96) = 2.43, NS 
OISWEAP: F (1, 96) = 5.22, P < .05 A > B 
THREAT: F (1, 96) =13.77, P < .001 A > B 
RESTRAIN: F( 1, 96) := 36.99, p < .0001 A > B 
LENGTH CRIME: F( 1, 96) = 40.83, P < .0001 A > B 
INJURY: F (1, 96) = 9.G1, P < .01 A > B 

Twelve Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = 1.6169 
F(7, 49) = 11.32, P < .0001 

ANOVAs 
NUMBER: F (1, 55) 2.87, NS 
ACQSTAT: F (1, 55) .32, NS 
OISWEAP: F( 1, 55) 1.27, NS 
THREAT: F(l, 55) 9.42, P < .01 A > B 
RESTRAIN: F( 1, 55) = 38.51, P < .0001 A > B 
LENGTH CRIME: F( 1, 55) = 43.99, P < .0001 A > B 
INJURY: F( 1, 55) = 3.73, NS (p = .06) A > 

Eighteen Months: Hotel I i ng-Lawl ey Trace = 1. 6696 
F(7,60) = 14.31, p < .0001 

Note: 

AND VAs 
NUMBER: F(I, 66) 5.91, p < .05 B > A 
ACQSTAT: F (1, 66) .32, NS 
OISWEAP: F( 1, 66) 2.10, NS 
THREAT: F (1, 66) 8.27, P < .01 A > B 
RESTRAIN: F(l, 66) = 16.67, P < .0001 A > B 
LENGTH CRIME: F(l, 66) = 64.18, P < .0001 A > B 
INJURY: F (1, 66) .35, NS 

= The number of perpetrators 
= Acquaintanceship status with the perpetrator 
= The perpetrator displayed a weapon(s) 
= The extent to \~hich the victim was threatened 
= The extent to which the victim was restrained 

B 

NUMBER 
ACQSTAT 
OrSWEAP 
THREAT 
RESTRAIN 
LENGTH CRIME = The time from the beginning of the crime until the victim 

vias free 
INJURY = The extent of injuries sustained by the victim 



Table 30. Multivariate Analyses of Variance: Assault Variables, Male vs. 
Female Robbery Victims. 

One month: Hate 11 i ng-Lar/l ey Trace :: .2165 
F(7, 179) = 5.54, P < .0001 

ANOVAs 
NUMBER: F(l, 185) :: 22.41, p < .0001 I~ > F 
ACQSTAT: F(l, 185) 3.44, NS (p < .07) F > M 
DISWEAP: F(l, 185) 4.26, P < .05 M > F 
THREAT: F(l, 185) 9.54, P < .01 M > F 
RESTRAIN: F(l, 185) 1. 06, NS 
LENGTH CRIME: F(l, 185) .24, NS 
INJURY: F(l, 185) 4.71, P < .05 M > F 

Three months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1899 
F(7, 134) = 3.64, P < .01 

ANOVAs 
NUMBER: 
ACQSTAT: 

p < .001 M > F 
NS 

DISWEAP: 
THREAT: 

F(I, 140) 
F(l, 140) 
F(I, 140) 
F(l, 140) 
F (1, 140) 
F(l, 140) 
F(l, 140) 

= 13.99, 
.16, 

3.67, 
6.79, 

.58, 

.64, 
1.12, 

NS (p < .06) M > F 
P < .05 M > F 

Six months: 

RESTRAIN; 
LENGTH CRIME: 
INJURY: 

NS 
NS 
NS 

Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2083 
F(7, 124) = 3.69, P < .01 

ANOVAs 
NUMBER: F(I, 130) =11.87, P < 
ACQSTAT: F(l, 130) 2.25, NS 

.001 M )0 F 

DISWEAP: F(I,130) 8.12, p < .01 M > F 
THREAT: F(l, 130) 3.33, NS (p < .07) 
RESTRAIN: F(l, 130) .30, NS 
LENGTH CRIME: F(l, 130) .02, NS 
INJURY: F(l, 130) 3.11 , NS (p < .08) 

Twelve months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace :: .2816 
F(7, 75) '" 3.02, P < .01 

ANOVAs 
NUMBER: F(I, 81) = 12.76, P < .001 M > F 

M > 

M > 

F 

F 

ACQSTAT: F (1, 81) 3.08, NS (p < .08) F > M 
DISVIEAP: F(l, 81) 2.54, NS 
THREAT: F( 1, 81) 3.22, NS (p < .08) M < F 
RESTRAIN: F(l, 81) 1. 91, NS 
LENGTH CRIME: F (1, 81) .46, NS 
INJURY: F( 1, 81) .99, NS 

Eighteen months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2982 
F(7, 90) = 3.83, P < .01 

ANOVAs 
NUMBER: F (1, 96) = 12.25, P < .001 M > F 
ACQSTAT: F(l, 96) 4.57, P < .05 F > M 
DISWEAP: F(l, 96) 2.94, NS (p < .09) M > F 
THREAT: F( 1, 96) 3.96, P < .05 M > F 
RESTRAIN: F(l, 96) 3.27, NS (p < .08) M > F 
LENGTH CRIME: F ~1, 96) 2.92, NS (p < .09) M > F 
INJURY: F 1, 96) .00, NS 

Note: NUMBER = The number of perpetrators 
ACQSTAT = Acquaintanceship status with the perpetrator 
DISWEAP :: The perpetrator displayed a weapon(s) 
THREAT = The extent to which the victim was threatened 
RESTRAIN = The extent to which the victim was restrained 
LENGTH CRIME:: The time from the beginning of the crime until 

the victim was free 
INJURY :: The extent of injuries sustained by the victim 



Table 31. Covariance Analyses of Assault Variables: Cross-sectional ANCOVAs 
of Female Rape vs. Female Robbery 

Global Severity Index: Brief Symptom Inventory 

Session 1: F(I, 145) 0.16, NS 
Session 3: F(I, 115) 4.49, P < .05 A > B 
Session 6: F(I, 97) 1. 74, NS 
Session 12: F(I, 44) 0.25, NS 
Session 18: F(I, 53) 0.55, NS 

Beck Depression Inventory 

Session 1: F(I. 135) 5.44, p < .05 1 > 2 
Session 3: F(I, 107) 5.55. p < .05 1 > 2 
Session 6: F(I, 91) 4.35, P < .05 1 > 2 
Session 12: F(l, 43) 0.59, NS 
Session 18: F(I, 52) 2.52, NS 

TSCSTOT: Tennessee Self-Concept Scale 

Session 1 : F(I, 144) 0.14, 
Session 3: F(I. 113) 1.40, 
Session 6: F(I, 98) 1.53, 
Session 12: F(I. 44) 0.19. 
Session 18: F(I, 52) 0.63, 

MFSTOT: Modified Fear Survey 

Session 1: 
Session 3: 
Session 6: 
Session 12: 
Session 18: 

IESTOT: Impact 

Session 1: 
Session 3: 
Session 6: 
Session 12: 
Session 18: 

Note: A = Rape 

F(I, 144) 0.42, 
F(l, 116) 0.43, 
F(I. 99) 0.77, 
F(i, 44) 2.55, 
F(l, 53) 0.76, 

of Event Scale 

F(l. 139) 
F(I, 114) 
F(I, 91) 
F(I, 39) 
F(I, 47) 

= 11.19, 
= 16.11, 
= 17.62. 

3.54, 
= 1. 27, 

B = Robbery 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

p < • 01 A > B 
P < .0001 A > B 
P < .0001 A > B 
NS (p < .07) 
NS 



-I 

Table 32. Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: Assault Variables for Rape Victims 

Measure 

GSI 

TSCSTOT 

MFSTOT 

I ESTOT 

Note: 

1 month 6 months 12 months --- ---- ----
Step B.2 F Step R2 

None entered I.THREAT .21 

None entered None entered 

None entered None entered 

None entered l.RESTRAIN .18 

NUM = Number of perpetrators 
RESTRAIN = Effect of restraint 
THREAT = Extent of threat 

F Step R2 

7.86** None entered 

None entered 

None entered 

6.79* None entered 

ACQSTAT = Acquaintanceship status with perpetrator 
DISWEAP = Displayed weapon 
LC = Length of crime 
INJ = Extent of injury 

* = p < .05 
** = p < .01 

*** P < .001 
**** = p < .0001 

F 

18 months ----
Step R2 F 

None entered 

None entered 

None entered 

None entered 



Table 33. 

Measure 

GSI 

TSCSTOT 

MFSTOT 

IESTOT 

Note~ 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: Assault Variables of Female Robbery Victims 

1 month 6 months --- ----
Step R2 F Step 

None entered None entered 

None entered l.ACQSTAT 

None entered 1.0ISWEAP 

None entered 1. THREAT 

NUM = Number of perpetrators 
RESTRAIN = Effect of restraint 
THREAT = Extent of threat 

R2 F 

.16 12.06*** 

.08 5.04* 

.16 10.92** 

ACQSTAT = Acquaintanceship status with perpetrator 
DISWEAP = Displayed weapon 
LC = Length of crime 
INJ = Extent of injury 

* = p < .05 
** = P < .01 

*** = P < .001 
**** = P < .0001 

12 months ----
Step R2 F 

.1.RESTRAIN .22 9.04** 

l.ACQSTAT .20 8.15** 

1.THREAT .20 7.77** 

I.THREAT .23 8.49** 

18 months ----
Step R2 F 

None entered 

l.ACQSTAT.ll 6.32* 

1. INJ .10 5.86* 

1.ACQSTAT .10 5.14* 



Table 34. Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: Assault Variables of Male Robbery Victims 

Measure 

GSI 

TSCSTOT 

t4FSTOT 

IESTOT 

Note: 

1 month --- 6 months ----
Step R2 F Step R2 F 

l.NUM .05 5.49* I.RESTRAIN .06 4.31* 

None entered None entered 

None entered None entered 

l.NUM .04 4.63* None entered 

NUM = Number of perpetrators 
RESTRAIN = Effect of restraint 
THREAT = Extent of threat 
ACQSTAT = Acquaintanceship status \'lith perpetrator 
DrSWEAP = Displayed weapon 
lC = Length of crime 
INJ = Extent of injury 

* = p < .05 

12 months 

Step R2 F 

None entered 

I.NUH .08 

None entered 

None entered 

18 months 

Step R2 F 

None entered 

4.34* None entered 

None entered 

None entered 



Table 35. Multivariate Analyses of Variance: Within-Assault Reactions for Rape 
vs. Robbery Victims. 

One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace:: .8324 
F(9, l30} :: 12.75, p < .0001 

ANOVAs 
PASSIVE: 
ACTIVE: 
AGGRESSIVE: 
ANGRY: 
ANXIOUS: 
CAL.M: 
PIO: 
PII: 
POD: 

F(l, 138} :: 73.67, p < .0001 A > 8 
F(l, 138}:: 7.57, p < .01 A> B 
F(l, 138} '" 2.15, NS 
F(l, 138} " 1.78, NS 
F(l, 138} '" 12.68, P < .001 A > B 
F(l, 138) '" 3.85, NS (p:: .052) B > A 
F(l, 138} :: 23.72, p < .0001 A > B 
F(l, 138} '" 33.64, P < .0001 A > B 
F (1, 138):: 2.32, NS 

Three Months: Hotell ing-La~lley Trace" .9265 
F(9, 103) = 10.60, p < .0001 

AND VAs 
PASSIVE: F(l, 111) '" 57.82, P < .0001 A > B 
ACTIVE: F(l, 111) = 17.03, P < .0001 A > B 
AGGRESSIVE: F(l, 111) .- 8.51, P < .01 A > B 
ANGRY: F(I, Ill} = 2.93, NS (p < .09) A > B 
ANXIOUS: F(1, 111) :: 13.65, p < .001 A > B 
CALM: F(l, 111) :: 3.25, NS (p < .08) B > A 
PIO: F(I, Ill) = 41. 59, P < .0001 A > B 
PII: F(l, lll} = 27.49, P < .0001 A > B 
POD: F(l, Ill} .24, NS 

Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace:: 1.3104 
F(9, 88) = 12.81, p < .0001 

ANOVAs 
PASSIVE: F(l, 96} :: 62.07, p < .0001 A > Il 
ACTIVE: F(l, 96) :: 14.42, p < .001 A > B 
AGGRESSIVE: F(l, 96) " 5.30, P <: .05 A > Il 
ANGRY: F(l, 96) .60, NS 
ANXIOUS: F(I, 96) :: 13.80, p < .001 A > B 
CALM: F(l, 96) :: 3.24, NS (p :: .07) B > A 
PIO: F(l, 96) = 34.80, P <: .0001 A > B 
PIl: F(l, 96) :: 19.72, P < .0001 A > B 
POD: F(l, 96) .40, NS 

Twelve I~onths: Hotelling-Lawley Trace:: 1.B244 
F(9, 45):: 9.12, p < .0001 

AND VAs 
PASSIVE: F(l, 53) " 28.84, P < .0001 A > Il 
ACTIVE: F(l, 53) = 10.17, P < .01 A > Il 
AGGRESSIVE: F(l, 53) '" 3.29, NS (p = .08) A > B 
ANGRY: F(l, 53) .03, NS 
ANXIOUS: F(l, 53) .69, NS 
CALM: F(l, 53) 8.29, P < .01 B > A 
pro: F(I, 53) '" 51.15, P < .0001 A > Il 
PII: F(l, 53) = 45.27, P < .0001 A > B 
POD: F(l. 53) :: 2.23, NS 



Table 35. Cont'd 

Eighteen Months: Hote 11 i ng-Lawl ey Trace = 
F(9, 56) = 3.34, P < 

ANa VAs 
PASSIVE: F(l, 64) = 25.81, 
ACTIVE: F(I, 64) .40, 
AGGRESSIVE: F(l, 64) .81, 
ANGRY: F (1, 64) .00, 
ANXIOUS: F(I, 64) 3.73, 
CALM: F(I, 64) .01, 
PIO: F(l, 64) 5.49, 
PII: F(l, 64) 6.96, 
POO: F(l, 64) .06, 

Note: pro:: Perception of imminent death 
PII :: Perception of imminent injury 
POO = Perception of danger to others 

A = Rape 
B = Robbery 

.5375 

.01 

P < .0001 A > B 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS (p = .058) A > B 
NS 
p < .05 A > B 
p < .05 A > B 
NS 



Table 36. Multivariate Analyses of Variance: Within-Assault Reactions of Male 
vs. Female Robbery Victims 

One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2846 
F19, 177) = 5.60, P < .0001 

ANOVAs 
PASSIVE: Fl1, 185) 5.92, P < .05 M > F 
ACTIVE: FIl, 185) 2.34, NS 
AGGRESSIVE: F(l, 185) .51, NS 
ANGRY: FIl, 185) 2.13, NS 
ANXIOUS: F(I, 185) = 13.82, P < .001 F > M 
CALM: F ( 1, 185) 3.58, NS (p = .06) M > F 
PIO: Fl1, 185) .39, NS 
PII: Fl1, 185) .90, NS 
POD: F(l, 185) 7.05, P < .01 F > M 

Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .3393 
F19, 133) = 5.01, p < .0001 

ANOVAs 
PASSIVE: F11, 141) 3.53, NS (p < .06) M > F 
ACTIVE: Fl1, 141) .00, NS 
AGGRESSIVE: F(l, 141) .97, NS 
ANGRY: F(l, 141) 3.SS, NS (p < .06) F > r~ 
ANXIOUS: Fl1, 141) = 21.39, P < .0001 F > M 
CALM: F(l, 141) 3.13, NS Ip < .OS) ~1 < F 
PIO: Fe1, 141) .12, NS 
PII: Fl1, 141) .00, NS 
POD: F(I, 141) 6.35, p < .05 F < M 

Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2326 
FI9, 120) = 3.10, p < .01 

ANOVAs 
PASSIVE: F(l, 12S) 2.76, NS 
ACTIVE: F (1, 12S) .27, NS 
AGGRESSIVE: F(l, 12S) .03, NS 
ANGRY: F (1, 12S) 6.26, p < .05 F > M 
ANXIOUS: F(I, 128) = 10.92, P < .01 F > M 
CALM: F(l, 12S) 1. 48, NS 
PIO: F(l, 12S) .02, NS 
PII: F(l, 128) .04, NS 
POD: Fll, 128) 2.67, NS 

Twelve Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .4305 
F(9, 72) = 3.44, P < .01 

ANOVAs 
PASSIVE: F(l, SO) 1.11, NS 
ACTIVE: F(l, SO) .00, NS 
AGGRESSIVE: F(l, SO) .07, NS 
ANGRY: Fl1, SO) .77, NS 
ANXIOUS: Fl1, 80) = 15.S3, P < .001 F > M 
CALM: F(l, 80) .00, NS 
PIO; F(l, 80) .24, NS 
PII: F(l, 80) .44, NS 
POD: F(l, 80) .00, NS 

Eighteen Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1391 
F(9, 87) = 1.34, NS 

Note: PIO = Perception of imminent death 
PIr = Perception of imminent injury 
POD = Perception of danger to others 



Table 37. Covariance Analyses of Within-Assault Reactions: Cross-sectional 
ANCOVAs of Female Rape vs. Female Robbery Victims 

Global Severity Index: Brief Symptom Inventory 
Session 1: F(I, 144) = .07, NS 
Session 3: F(l, 113) = 5.56, p < .05 A > B 
Session 6: F(l, 97) = 2.79, NS 
Session 12: F(I, 43) .22, NS 
Session 18: F(l, 52) .31, NS 

Beck Depression Inventory 
Session 1 : F (1, 133) = 1.46, NS 
Session 3: F(I, 105) = 3.76, NS 
Session 6: F(l, 91) = 3.48, NS 
Session 12: F(I, 41) = 1. 53, NS 
Session 18: F(l, 51) = 3.58, NS 

TSCSTOT: Tennessee Self-Concept Scale 
Session 1: F(I, 143) = .21, NS 
Session 3: F(1, 111) = .76, NS 
Session 6: F(I, 97) = .76, NS 
Session 12: F(l, 43) = .22, NS 
Session 18: F(I, 51) = 1. 90, NS 

MFSTOT: Modified Fear Survey 

(p < .06) 
(p < .07 ) 

(p < .07) 

Session 1: F(l, 143) = 3.22, NS (p < .08) 
Session 3: F(l, 114) = 1.05, NS 
Session 6: F(l, 98) = .93, NS 
Session 12: F(I, 43) = 8.04, P < .01 B > A 
Session 18: F(I, 52) = 1.01, NS 

IESTOT: Impact of Event Scale 
Session 1: F(I, 138) = 3.06, NS (p < .Og) 
Session 3: F(l, 112) = 3.02, NS (p < .09) 
Session 6: F(I, 90) = 16.10, P < .0001 A" B 
Session 12: F(I, 38) .01, NS 
Session 18: F(l, 46) .00, NS 

Note: A = Rape 
B = Robbery 



Table 38. Covariance Analyses of Within-Assault Reactions: Cross-sectional 
ANCOVAs of Male vs. Female Robbery Victims 

Global Severity Index: Brief Symptom Inventory 
Session 1: F(I, 191) .01, NS 
Session 3: F(l, 143) = 1.39, NS 
Session 6: F(I, 133) = .67, NS 
Session 12: F(I, 60) = .02, NS 
Session 18: F(I, 78) = 1. 33, NS 

Beck Depression Inventory 
Sess i on 1 : F(I, 174) = 5.22, p < .05 F > M 
Session 3: F(I, 135) = .01, NS 
Session 6: F(l, 123) = .00, NS 
Session 12: F(l, 55) = 1. 23, NS 
Session 18: F(I, 76) = .09, NS 

TSCSTOT: Tennessee Self-Concept Scale 
Session 1: F(I, 189) .12, NS 
Session 3: F(I, 143) .02, NS 
Session 6: F(I, 132) .16, NS 
Session 12: F(I, 59) .17, NS 
Session 18: F(I, 78) .03, NS 

MFSTOT: Modified Fear Survey 
Session 1: F(I, 191) = 27.58, p < .0001 F > M 
Session 3: F(I, 145) = 20.05, P < .0001 F > M 
Se s s ion 6: F ( 1, 133) = 13. 53, P < .001 F > M 
Session 12: F(I, 59) = 13.52, P < .001 F > M 
Session 18: F(l, 78) = 4.93, p < .05 F > M 

IESTOT: Impact 
Session 1: 
Session 3: 
Session 6 
Session 12 
Session 18 

of Event Scale 
F(l, 189) = 7.03, 
F(I, 143) = 3.63, 
F(l, 123) = 1.86, 
F(l, 57) = 1.17, 
F(I, 75) = .10, 

p < .01 
NS (p < 
NS 
NS 
NS 

F > M 
.06) 



Table 39. 

Measure 

GSI 

TSCSTOT 

MFSTOT 

rESTOT 

Note: 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: Within-Assault Reactions of Rape Victims 

1 month 6 months --- ----
Step R2 F Step R2 

None entered 1. ACT .14 
2.ANG .14 
~ 

None entered None entered 

None entered None entered 

None entered None entered 

PASS = Passive behavior 
ACT = Active resistance 
AGG = Aggressive resistance 
ANG = Angry during assault 
ANX = Anxious during assault 
CALM = Calm during assault 

F 

5.12* 
6.05* 
6.00** 

PIO = Perception of imminent death 
PII Perception of imminent injury 

12 months ----
Step R2 F 

None entered 

I.CALM .26 6.68* 
2.ANG .15 4.72* 

-:4T b.'3b** 

None entered 

l.ANG .28 6.53* 
2.ANX .21 6.83* 

~ T.1r0** 

PDO = Perception of imminent death or injury of significant others 

* = p < .05 
** = P < .01 

*** P < .001 
**** = P < .0001 

18 months ----
Step R2 F 

1.ANG .44 11.18** 
2.ACT .20 7.29* 
3.PII .13 6.72* 

-:rr 13.52*** 

1.PID .41 9.15** 

None entered 

None entered 



Table 40. 

Measure 

GSI 

TSCSTOT 

HFSTOT 

IESTOT 

Note: 

Stepwise Hultiple Regression Analyses: Within-Assault Reactions of Female Robbery Victims 

1 month 6 months --- ----
Step 

1. PASS 
2.ANG 

l.AGG 
2.PID 

1. PIO 

l.ANX 
2.AGG 

R2 F Step 

.11 9.85** 1.ANX 

.07 7.29** 
-:18 8.95*** 

.11 10.07** 1.AGG 

.06 5.78* 
-:rr "If.7Z*** 

.10 9.47** l.ANX 

.10 8.87** l.ANX 

.06 5.66* 
~ 7.53*** 

PASS = Passive behavior 
ACT = Active resistance 

R2 

.09 

.07 

.16 

.10 

AGG = Aggressive resistance 
MIG = Angry during assault 
ANX = Anxious during assault 
CALM = Calm during assault 

F 

6.10* 

4.78* 

11.44** 

6.45* 

12 months ----
Step R2 F 

l.PII .25 10.73** 
2.POO .09 4.41* 
3.AGG .09 4.60* 

~ 7.59*** 

1.AGG .18 6.84* 

l.PIO .28 12.20** 
2.ANX .10 5.13* 

-:-:m- 9:48*** 

1. pro .56 37.19**** 
2.AGG .13 11.70** 

-:69 31.30**** 

PIO = Perception of imminent death 
PIr = Perception of imminent injury 
POO = Perception of imminent death or injury of significant others 

* = p < .05 
** P < .01 

*** P < .001 
**** P < .0001 

18 months ----
Step R2 

l.AGG .09 

None entered 

None entered 

1.AGG .09 

F 

4.69* 

4.57* 



Table 41. Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: Within-Assault Reactions of Male Robbery Victims 

Measure 

Gsr 

TSCSTOT 

MFSTOT 

rES 

Note: 

Session 

Step 

l.ANX 

1 month 

R2 F 

.08 9.30** 

6 months 

Step R2 F 

I.PII .11 8.11* 

None entered None entered 

l.ANX 
2.ACT 

l.PID 

.12 14.06*** 1.ANX 

.05 5.45* 
--:rr n:r:06**** 

.09 10.67** l.PID 
2.ANG 

PASS = Passive behavior 
ACT = Active resistance 

.21 

.16 

.10 
-:-26 

AGG = Aggressive resistance 
ANG = Angry during assault 
ANX = Anxious during assault 
CALM = Calm during assault 

16.73**** 

12.16*** 
7.98** 

IT.ffi*** 

pro = Perception of imminent death 
PIr Perception of imminent injury 

12 months ----
Step R2 F 

l.ANX .15 8.14** 

I.CALM .14 7.68** 

LANX .20 11. 24** 

None entered 

POD = Perception of imminent death or injury of significant others 

* = p < .05 
** P < .01 

*** P < .001 
**** P < .0001 

Step 

I.ANX 

18 months 

R2 

.14 

None entered 

I.ANX 
2. PII 

.13 

.09 
-:z2" 

None entered 

F 

7.59** 

6.70* 
5.07* 
!>.T9"** 



Table 42. Multivariate Analyses of Variance: Postcrime Social Support, Rape 
vs. Robbery Victims. 

One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0174 
F(3, 135) = .78, NS 

Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0049 
F(3, 101) = 1. 51, NS 

Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace .1644 
F(3, 86) = 4.71, P < .01 

ANOVAs 
TALKCRIME: F(l, 88) = 1.49, NS 

Twelve Months: 

NREGTALK: 
PERCEIVE: 

F(l, 88) = 14.29, P < .001 B > A 
F(l, 88) = .58, NS 

Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0102 
F(3, 42) = .14, NS 

Eighteen Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace .0453 
F(3, 59) = .89, NS 

Table 43. Multivariate Analyses of Variance: Postcrime Social Support, Male 
vs. Female Robbery. 

One month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0761 
F (3, 162) = 4.11, P < .01 

ANOVAs 
TALKCRIME: F(l, 164) =: 10.02, p < .01 F > M 
NREGTALK: F(l, 164) .00, NS 
PERCEIVE: F(l, 164) .19, NS 

Three months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0079 
F(3, 110) = .29, NS 

Six months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace =: .0409 
F(3, 94) = 1.28, NS 

T\~e 1 ve month s: Hotelling-Lawley Trace: .0151 
F(3, 56) =: .28, NS 

Eighteen months: Hotell i ng-Lawl ey Trace = .0533 
F(3, 77) = 1.37, NS 

Note: TALKCRIME =: The number of people and frequency the victim talked about 
the crime 

NREGTALK =: The number of people the victim talks to on a regular basis 
PERCEIVE =: Perceived social support 

A =: Rape 
B =: Robbery 



Table 44. Covariance Analyses of Social Support: Cross-sectional ANCOVAs of 
Female Rape vs. Female Robbery Victims 

Global Severity Index: Brief Symptom Inventory 
Session 1: F(l, 136) ;: 2.77, NS 
Session 3: F(I, 101) = 5.95, P < .05 A > B 
Session 6: F(I, 86) = 4.65, p < .05 A > B 
Session 12: F(I, 35) = 2.02, NS 
Session 18: F(I, 47) = 3.01; NS (p < .09) 

Beck Depression Inventory 
Session 1 : F(I, 129) = 6.17, P < .05 A < B 
Session 3: F(I, 95) = 3.24, NS (p < .08) 
Session 6: F(I, 83) = 4.42, P < .05 A < B 
Session 12: F(l, 32) = 2.77, NS 
Session 18: F( 1, 46) ;: 4.95, p < 

TSCSTOT: Tennessee Self-Concept Scale 
Session 1: F(I, 134) = 1.12, NS 
Session 3: F(l, 100) = 2.29, NS 

.05 A > B 

Session 6: F(I, 86) = 4.48, p < .05 B > A 
Session 12: F(I, 35) = .84, NS 
Session 18: F(I, 46) = 3.13, NS (p < .09) 

MFSTOT: Modified Fear Survey 
Session 1: F(I, 134) = 0.11, 
Session 3: F(I, 102) = 0.03, 
Session 6: F(I, 87);: 2.44, 
Session 12: F(I, 35) = 0.26, 
Session 18: F(I, 47) = 0.06, 

rESTOT: Impact of Event Scale 
Sess'ion 1: F(l, 131) = 19.98, 
Session 3: F(l, 101) = 21.81, 
Session 6: F(I, 83) = 48.67, 
Session 12: F(l, 32) = 10.72" 
Session 18: F(l, 41);: 7.14, 

Note: A = Rape 
B = Robbery 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

p < 
P < 
P < 
P < 
P < 

------------------------_._--_ .. 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.01 

.05 

A > 
A > 
A > 
A > 
A > 

B 
B 
B 
B 
B 



Table 45. Stepwise ~lultiple Regression Ani'llyses: The Influence of Social Support on Recovery of Rape Victims 

14easure 

GSI 

TSCSTOT 

MFSTOT 

IESTOT 

Note: 

1 month 6 months ---
Step R2 F Step R2 F 

1.PERCEIVE .16 11. 22** N one entered 
2.TALKCRIME .07 5.20* 

:TI 8.61*** 

None entered None entered 

None entered None entered 

None entered None entered 

TALKCRIME = Number of people talked to about the crime 
NREGTALK = Number of people has regular contact with 
PERCEIVE = Perceived social support 

* = p < .05 
** = p < .01 

*** P < .001 
**** = P < .0001 

12 months 

Step R2 

N one entered 

None entered 

None entered 

None entered 

., ................ ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

18 months 

F Step R2 

N one entered 

None entered 

None entered 

None entered 

F 



·.-;;. 

Co" 

. -",., 

Table 46. Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: The Influence of Social Support on Recovery of Female RObbery Victims 

Measure 

Gsr 

TSCSTOT 

MFSTOT 

I ESTOT 

Note: 

1 month '.6 months --- ----
Step R2 F Step R2 F 

1.PERCEIVE •. 12 10.59** 1.NREGTALK .11 5;,84* 
2.TALKCRIME .05 4.22* 

-:IT 7:6J*** 

1. PERCEIVE- .18 16.50**** None entered 

1. PERCEIVE .13 11.80*** None entered 

I.PERCEIVE .11 9.24** 1.NREGTALK .13 6.34* 

TALKCRIME = Number of people talked to about the crime 
cNREGTALK = Number of people has regular contact with 
PERCEIVE = Perceived social support 

* = p < .05 
** = p < .01 

*** = P < .001 
**** = P < .0001 

12 months 18 months 

Step R2 F Step 

1.PERCEIVE .15 4.75* None entered 

1. TALKCRIME .• 14 4.32* l.PERCEIVE 

None entered None entered 

1. PERCEIVE .53 25.83**** None entered 

R2 F 

.136.25* 

-;.. ... 

s,'!.;· 



Table 47. 

Measure 

GSI 

TSCSTOT 

MFSTOT 

IESTOT 

Note: 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: The Influence of Social Support on Recovery of Male Robbery Victims 

1 month 6 months 12 months --- ---- ----
Step R2 F Step R2 F Step 

None entered l.PERCElVE .19 11.06** 1. TALKCRIt4E 
2.TALKCRIME .07 4.52* 

.26 nO*** 

None ent.ered 1.PERCElVE .21 13.01*** 1.PERCEIVE 

None entered None entered None entered 

1. TALKCRIt4E .05 4.37* None entere:d None entered 

TALKCRIME = Number of people talked to about the crime 
NREGTALK = Number of people has regular contact with 
PERCEIVE = Perceived social support 

* = p < .05 
** = P < .01 

*** = P < .001 
**** = P < .0001 

R2 

.13 

.24 

18 months ----
F Step R2 

4.64* None entered 

9.52** l.PERCElVE .20 

l.PE RCEIV E .21 

None entered 

F 

8.50** 

9.31** 



Table 48. 

Measure 

GSl 

TSCSTOT 

MFSTOT 

lESTOT 

Note: 

Stepwise Hultiple Regression Analyses: The Effect of Behavioral Responses among Rape Victims 

1 month 6 months 12 months --- ---- ----
Step R2 F Step R2 F Step R2 

l.AVOIOAL .20 10.85** 1. HABITS .14 4.51* None entered 

None entered None entered None entered 

1. AVOIDAL .24 12.89*** 1. HABITS .44 22.43**** 1. HABITS .44 
2.PHYSEX .09 5.08* 2.SELFDEF .12 7.79** 

:TI 9:6J*** 36 1"T.8J**** 

N one entered l.SAFETY .13 4.30* l.SPIFETY .48 

[-lOVED = Victim moved because of the t:.rime 
CHGLIVE = Victim changed with whom he/she lived 
CHLOSTJOB = Victim changed or lost job because of crime 
HABITS = Victim changed daily habits & patterns (doesn I t 

PHYSEX 
SAFETY 
SELFDEF 
AVOIDAL 

* 
** 

*** 

go out, leaves lights on at night) 
= Victim changed amount of physical exercise 
= Victim changed use of safety measures 

Victim started taking a self-defense class 
= Victim avoids being alone 

.05 

.01 

.001 
**** - .0001 

F 

8.80* 

9.18* 

18 months ----
Step R2 F 

1.PHYSEX .27 4.87* 

None entered 

None entered 

1.AV OIDAL .73 30.49*** 



Table 49. 

Measure 

GSI 

TSCSTOT 

MFSTOT 

IESTOT 

Note: 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: The Effect of Behavioral Responses among Female Robbery Victims 

1 month 6 months 12 months --- ---- ----
Step R2 F Step R2 F Step R2 F 

I.AVOIDAL .12 7.72** 1. AVOIOAL .20 10.11** I.AVOIDAL .35 12.86** 
5.PHYSEX .11 5.90* 

-:3I 8.64*** 

1. SAFETY .22 16.05*** None entered l.SELFDEF .19 5.38* 
2.SELFDEF .09 7.43** 

-:3I 12.61>**** 

1. AVOIDAL .21 14.53*** 1. CHLOST JOB .16 7.50** LAVOIDAL .51 23.63**** 
2.PHYSEX .07 5.04* 2. SAFETY .09 4.50* 2.SELFDEF .09 4.86* 

:28 1lf.1I*** -:25 6.34** 3.CHGLIVE .08 4.96* 
.6"1l 14~*** 

l.HABITS .09 5.64* loCH GLIVE .44 27.01**** l.SELFD EF 
2.PHYSEX .11 7.74** 
3.HABITS .06 4.78* 

~ 16:49**** 

MOVED = Victim moved because of the crime 
CHGLIVE = Victim changed with whom he/she lived 
CHLOSTJOB = Victim ch3nged or lost job because of crime 
HABITS = Victim changed daily habits & patterns (doesn't 

PHYSEX 
SAFETY 
SELFDEF 
AVOIDAL 

go out, leaves li~hts on at night) 
= Victim changed amount of physical exercise 
= Victim changed use of safety measures 
= Victim started taking a self-defense class 
- Victim avoids being alone 

* .05 
** .01 

*** .001 
**** .0001 

.68 45.04**** 

18 months ----
Step R2 

1. AVOIDAL .27 

l.PHYSEX .20 

1.CHLOSTJOB .21 
2.AVOIDAL .12 

"33 

N one entered 

F 

10.11** 

6.77* 

7.16* 
4.49* 
l>.'2"9"** 

-' 



Table 50. 

Measure 

GSI 

TSCSTOT 

MFSTOT 

rESTOT 

Note: 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: The Effect of Behavioral Responses among Male Robbery Victims 

1 month 6 months --- ----
Step R2 F Step R2 F 

I.AVOIDAL .10 7.15** I.AVOIDAL .11 4.74* 

1.~IOVED .07 4.96* None entered 

1. HABITS .OB 5.57* I.SAFETY .15 6.29* 
2.t~OVE[) .08 6.0B* 

-:TO 1).04** 

1.HOVED .16 12.55*** 1.HABITS .22 10.23** 
2.SAFETY .07 5.41* 

:TI 9.41*** 

MOVED = Victim moved because of the crime 
CHGLIVE = Victim changed with whom he/she lived 
CHLOSTJOB = Victim changed or lost job because of crime 

12 months ----
Step R2 

l.AVOIDAL .19 

1. AVO IDAL .16 

1. HABITS .24 

1.CHLOSTJOB .18 

HABITS = Victim changed daily habits & patterns (doesn't 

PHYSEX 
SAFETY 
SELFDEF 
AVOIDAL 

* 
** 

*** 

go out, leaves lights on at night) 
= Victim changed amount of physical exercise 
= Victim changed use of safety measures 
= Victim started taking a self-defense class 
= Victim avoids being alone 

.05 

.01 

.001 
**** = .0001 

IB months ----
F Step R2 

B.57** l.HAIJITS .12 

6.B6* None entered 

11.26** 1. HABITS .113 

7.62** 1.AVOIDAL .30 

F 

4.56'* 

6.BB* 

13.70*** 



Tab 1 e 51. Ana lyses of Variance: Treatment after Crime. 

Rape ~ Robbery Victims 

One Month: F(l, 162) 11. 37 , P < .001 A ;; B 

Three ~1onths: F(l, 129) .72, NS 

Six Months: F(l, 117) 4.29, P < .05 A > B 

Twelve Months: F(l, 61) 1.72, NS 

Eighteen Months: F(l, 75) 6.63, P < .05 A > B 

Male Versus Female Robbery Victims 

One Month: F (1, 197) = 3.38, NS 

Three Months: F (1, 148) = 12.00, P < .001 F ;; M 

Six Months: F(l, 138) 4.30, P < .05 F ;; M 

Twelve Months: F(l, 81) 5.12, P < .05 F > M 

Eighteen Months: F(l, 102) 1.07, NS 

Note: A = Rape 
B = Robbery 



Table 52. Regression Analyses: 

Measure 1 month 
R2 --- F 

GSI None entered 

TSCSTOT None entered 

MFSTOT None entered 

1ESTOr None entered 

Note: * = p < .05 
** = p < .01 

*** = p < .001 
**** = P < .0001 

Treatment after Crime of Female Rape Victims 

6 months 12 months 
R2--- F R~--F 

.09 4.47* None entered 

.13 7.49** None entered 

None entered None entered 

.10 5.19* None entered 

18 months 
R~--F 

None entered 

None entered 

None entered 

None entered 



-~-----

Table 53. Regression Analyses: Treatment after Crime of Female Robbery Victims 

Neasure 

GSI 

TSCSTOT 

MFSTOT 

I ESTOT 

Note: 

1 month 
R2 --- F 

.11 10.85** 

.05 5.07* 

.12 12.55*** 

.08 7.53** 

* = p < .05 
** = P < .01 

*** = P < .001 
**** = P < .0001 

6 months 12 months R2--- F RL---F 

.08 5.94* None entered 

.10 7.35** None entered 

None entered None entered 

.15 9.85** None entered 

18 months 
RL---F 

.10 6.15* 

None entered 

.11 6.47* 

None entered 



Table 54. Regression Analyses: Treatment after Crime of Male Robbery Victims 

Measure 

GSI 

TSCSTOT 

t1FSTOT 

IESTOT 

1 month 
R2 --- F 

.04 4.72* 

.13 15.62**** 

None entered 

.08 9.44** 

Note: * = p < .05 
** = p < .01 

*** P < .001 
**** = P < .0001 

6 months 12 months 
R2---F R~--F 

None entered None entered 

None ~ntered None entered 

None entered None entered 

None entered .11 5.67* 

18 months 
R~--F 

None entered 

.18 10.01** 

None entered 

None entered 



Table 55. Percentages of Subjects Participating in Criminal Justice System 

1 month 3 months 6 months 12 months 18 months --- --- ---- --- ---
Total Sample Size 274 213 195 94 106 

1. Was a suspect 
apprehended? 

No 131/47.8 103/48.4 94148.2 41143.6 49/46.2 
Yes 93/33.9 75/35.2 66/33.8 35/37.2 36/34.0 
Don' t knO\~ 39114.2 22110.3 26/13.3 14114.9 15/14.2 

2. Was warrant for 
arrest issued? 

No 96/35.0 75/35.2 62/31.8 23/24.5 28126.4 
Yes 71/25.9 62/29.1 61131.3 36/38.3 32/30.2 
Don't know 45116.4 33115.5 33/16.9 14114.9 17116.0 

3. Did you go to the 
grand jury or 
preliminary hearing? 

No 150/54.7 119155.9 99/5!l.8 44/46.8 45/42.5 
Yes 34112.4 30114.1 27/13.8 19/20.2 23/21.7 

4. ~las defendent held 
over for trial? 

No 91/33.2 81/38.0 65/33.3 27128.7 30/28.3 
Yes 271 9.9 26112.2 32116.4 19/20.2 19117.9 
Don't know 40/14.6 26/12.2 161 8.2 12/12.8 16115.1 

5. How did the defendent 
pl ea? 

Guilty 10/ 3.6 91 4.2 51 2.6 10/10.6 12111.3 
Not Gui lty 141 5.1 21/ 9.9 20/10.3 11111. 7 11110.4 
Don't know 59/21.5 31/14.6 31/15.9 20/21.3 16/15.1 

6. Did you testify in 
the trial? 

No 73/26.6 60/28.2 57/29.2 30/31.9 34/32.1 
Yes 111 4.0 111 5.2 71 3.6 11111.7 14/13.2 



----------------- -~ ---- --~-- -- ---

Table 55. Cont'd 

7. What was the out-
come of the case? 

Case dropped 
Convicted 
Don't know 

8. How were you treated 
during the legal 
process (since 

121 4.4 
2/ 0.7 

42115.3 

subject's apprehension)?* 
Positive, supportive 49/74.2 
Natural, matter-of-fact 7110.6 
Negative 10/15.2 

9. I1hat was your reaction 
to the legal process 
(since subject's appre­
hension)?* 
Glad I went through 38/64.4 
legal process 

Regret having gone 21 3.4 
through 

I~ixed feelings 19/32.2 

101 4.7 
71 3.3 

26/12.2 

40170.2 
8/14.0 
9/15.8 

40176.9 

11 2.0 

11/21.1 

111 5.6 
5/ 2.6 

35/17.9 

34/68.0 
8/16.0 
8/16.0 

36178.3 

11 2.2 

9/19.5 

5f 5.3 
13/13.8 
15/16.0 

22/71.0 
5116.1 
4112.9 

20174.1 

21 7.4 

5118.5 

Note. Not applicable answers and missing data have been excluded from the table but 
percentages were based on entire sample. 

N/%. 

* Percentages were based on number of cases in which there was an apprehension of a 
suspect (i.e. involvement in legal system) rather than the entire study sample. 

61 5.7 
13112.3 
17116.0 

23/63.9 
7/19.4 
6116.7 

25178.1 

11 3.1 

6118.8 



Figure 1. Mean GSI (Global Severity Index) scores of female 

rape and robbery victims: Cross-sectlonal ~ample. 
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Figure 2. Mean TSCS (Tennessee Self-Concept Scale) scores 

of femaale rape and robbery victims: Cross-sectional 

sample. 
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Figure 3. Mean MFS <Modified Fear Survey) scores of female 

rape and robbery victims: Cross-sectional sample. 

• 
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Figure 4. Mean IES (Impact ot Event Scale) scores of female 

rape and robbery victims: Cross-sectional sample. 
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Figure 5. Mean aSI (Global Severity Index) scores of female 

and male robbery victims: Cross-sectional sample. 

(Individual data points indicate single-test samples). 
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FIgure 6. Mean TSCS (Tennessee Self-Concept Scale) scores 

of female and male robbery victims:' Cross-sectional sample. 

(IndIvidual data points indicate single-test samples). 
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and male robbery victims: Cross-sectional sample. 

(IndivIdual data points indicate single-test samples). 

\ . ,. 
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Figure 8. Mean IES (Impact of Event Scale) scores of female 

and male robbery victims: Cross-sect)onal sample. 

(Individual data points indicate sIngle-test samples). 
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Figure 9. Mean GSI (Global SeverIty Index) scores of female 

rape and robbery victims: Longitudinal sample. 
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.. 

Figure 10. Mean TSCS (Tennessee Self-Concept Scale) scores 

of female rape and robbery victims: Longitudinal sample. 

~---~--
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Figure 12. Mean lES (Impact of Event Scale) scores of 

female rape and robbery victims: Longitudinal sample. 
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Figure 13. Mean GSI <Global Severity Index) scores of 

female and male robbery victims: Longitudinal sampie. 
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Figure 14. Mean TSCS (Tennessee Self-Concept Scale) scores 

of female and male robbery victims: Longitudinal sample. 
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Figure 15. Mean MFS (Modlfied Fear Survey) scores of female 

and male robbery victims: LongitudInal sample. 
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Figure 16. Mean IES (Impact of Event Scale) scores of 

female and male robbery victims: Longitudinal s~mp)e. 
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