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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
numper of variables which might affect recovery. Finally,
the effects of participation in the criminal Jjustice system
on psychological functioning of victims were examined. As
a continuation of a prior grant (NIMH grant no. ROl MH
37296 this proJect assessed victims of rape and robbery at
five postecrime 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 ropbery victlims.
Among the data being collected was information on
participation In the c¢criminal Jjustlce system. All
participants completed a computer-~administered battery of
psychological tests. A number of other varlables examined
as contributors to victims’ reactlons were: prior history
of victimlzatlon, precrime psychologlcal problems, assault
variables, within-assault victim reactions, social support,
postcrime behavioral responses, and treatment after the
crime. Among the findlngs were that, overall, many of the
victims exhlilbited clinlcal levels cf distress followlng the
crime. The greatest amount of recovery occurred between one
and three months postcrime and then stablllzed, ERape
victims reported significantly more problems on most
measures than robbery victims. However, when the effects of
assault varlables and wlthin-assault victim reactlons were
elimlnated there were very few dlfferences between the ftwo
groups. Within gach crime group it was found that all 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 postcrime
behavicral responses following the crime. There were
significant differences between male and female robbery
victims on a few of the measures at one month postassault.
Bevond the first session, the only measures on which there
were differences were those which probably reflect
preexlsting sex differences. Although assault variables
were not very predictive of reactions or recovery in male
robbery victims, the rest of the variables examined in this
study were found to be associated wlth reactlons and
recavery of male robbery victims. Examination of subjects
who particlipated in the c¢riminal Justice system wlth those
who did not, revealed essentially no differences between the
two groups. Findings are dlscussed within the context of
cognitive-behavioral theory.




II. Literature Review and Regearch Questions.

A. ; n C e r i i .

There have been three longltudinal studies of 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
vears, particularly focuslng on fear and anxlety reactions.
Calhoun and Atkeson (19813 also compared rape victims with
nonvictims for one vear followlng thelr assaults. Thelr
study focused somewhat more strongly on depressive
reactions. Most recently, under 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 gsexually assaulted or are due to the trauma of
facing imminent death. Rape and robbery victims might also
experlience somewhat different patterns of reaction and
recovery because of the greater social stligma that rape
carries,

From a theoretical perspective, all three studies have
guestioned and examined an assumption that was made by early
researchers and clinicians in the fleld, that victims’
reactions are explainable by crisis theory (Burgess &
Holmstrom, 1974). Crisis theory (Caplan, 1964) proposes
that following a traumatic event, the victim experiences a
disorganization in functioning because the event exceeds the
person’s ability to cope appropriately. Crlsls theory
suggests that within 4-6 weeks, the crisis is resolved
either successfully through new adaptive coplng or
unsuccessfully through maladaptive coping strategles.

Either way, the person should be symptom-free In a few
months.

Longltudinal studles have not found this to be the
case. While some symptoms 1lke depression, other
disruptions of mood, and most types of social adjustment
usually improve by three months postassault (Atkeson,
Calhoun, Regick & Ellis, 1982; Kilpatrick, Veronen & Resick,
1979; Resick, Calhoun, Atkeson, & Ellis, 19812 fear and
anxiety problems may continue indefinitely (Calhoun, Atkeson
& Resick, 1982; Kilpatrick, Resick & Veronen, 1981>, One
vear after beling raped 35% of a victim group scored more
than one standard deviation above a control group mean on




the Modified Fear Survey (Calhoun et al., 1982>. Kllpatrick
and Veronen (1988) found differences in fear and anxiety
between victims and nonvictims for at least three years
postcrime. : :

A speciflc anxiety disorder which may be prevalent in
victims of trauma such as crime victims is post-traumatlc
stress disorder (PTSD). In addltion to anxiety, PTSD
symptoms include intrusive recollections of the event and
attempts to avoid reminders of the incident. In a random
survey of lifetime victimization among women, Kilpatrick et
al. €1987) found that almost &0% of the rape victims they
interviewed had met the criteria for PTSD and, although
their crimes had occurred many years previously on the
average, 16% of the rape victims currently met the criteria.
This percentage was in contrast to the 3.4% of victims of
crimes other than rape.

Other researchers have observed chronlc anxiety-related
problems with sexual functioning (Becker, Abel & Skinner,
1979; Becker, Sklnner, Abel & Treacy, 1982; Burgess &
Holmstrom, 1979; Ellls, Atkeson & Calhoun, 1981
Feldman-Summers, Gordan & Meagher, 197%9; Miller, Willlams &
Bernstein, 1982), Clearly crisis theory s not suffliclent
to explain these findings.

Cognitive-behavloral theory appears to flt the data
petter. Cognitive-behavioral theory proposes that at the
time of the attack, the victim experiences a strong
physiological terror reaction. This sympathetic nervous
system reaction ls so strong that any stimuli which are
present during the assault become conditioned stimuli which
can later 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 very typlical stimuli
present in an attack situation which could later trigger
fear reactions. Because many of these cues are avoldable,
the rape victim is likely to extend and exacerbate the
classically conditioned fear redctlion through avoldance
learning. If a rape victim becomes frightened whenever she
is alone or with men, she then attempts to reduce her fear
by arranging her envirconment so that these stimull do not
occur. Thlis operant avoldance promotes the development of
phoblag and generalized anxiety because, if left untreated,
the victim of rape has no opportunlity to learn that these
cues do not necessarily indicate imminent danger and the
cues do not extlnguish through nontraumatlec exposure,




Cognitlive-pehavioral theory also assumes a cognitlve
component in learning. Fear, depression and loss of
sel f-esteem might be expected to be problems for the rape-
victim because 1) through the unpredictablility of attack and
threat of death, the rape victim will-feel that she has lost
control over her life and 2> it is to be expected that rape
victims will carry many of the same beliefs regarding rape
that soclety in general holds. She may belleve that she is
a less worthwhile person because she has been "defliled".
She may believe she was attacked for.some reason, such as
poor Judgement or provocatlive behavlor on her part, or to
punish her sins. These beliefs will then affect how she
views herself and interacts wlth others.

Cognlitlions also affect the extent of the fear reactlon
and the coanltlve symptoms of post-traumatlc stress disorder
(Bandura, 19569; Foa & Kozak, 19863 Lang, 1977>. While
awareness s not necessary for condltioning to occur, In
most cases classical conditioning Is mediated through covert
gsymbolic activity. The Information processing model of Foa
and Kozak (19862 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 meanling
of stimull and responses. This fear network 1s 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 reliable
gsignal of environmental harm while an anxiety expectancy s
the anticlpation that encountering a specliflec stimulus will
produce anxietly even when the stimulus |Is known to be
harmless. Even wlthout avoldance behavior, extinction is
slow if a person stil] belleves she/he 1Is In danger (Bandura
1969,

Therefore, according to cognitive-behavioral theory,
there should be few differences In the fear reactlons of
female rape and robbery victims because of the conditioned
nature of fear in a llfe-threatening sltuation. The one
exception would be sexual functioning/dysfunctions.' Rape
victims would be expected to exhiblt more anxiety-related,
sexual dyvsfunctions and lesz sexual activity because of the
palring of terror with sexual contact. There might be
differences however, in the way that rcbbery and rape




victims respond cognltively and are treated by others
because of the greater socletal stigma surrounding rape.
Rape victims might well exhlibit greater problems wlth
depression and self-esteem.

The findlngs 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. O0On 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 thelr Initial reactions were similar, rape victims
took longer to recover than robbery victims.

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

Finally, some regression analyses were conducted to
determlne If prior victimlzatlon, assault varlables, or ths
victims’ reactlons durling the crime affected thelr recovery.
Although the findlngs are too numerous to detall hers, i
appeared that a history of victimlzation was predictlive of
post-traumatic stress dlsorder reactlons, particularly In
the robbery victims. A&t one month postcrime, the set of
historical variables explalined 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 avgldance subhscale at one
month posterime and 51% at six months posterime. The IES
Intrusion subscale was significantly predicted by the set of
assault predictors only at the six month session but
accounted for 41% of the variance., With regard to the
victims’ within-assault reactions, the set of variables
predicted symptoms such as nightmares and flashbacks at

session one (R2x 25) and avoldance at six months (R2=.58).




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 recduce some of the
equivocal results or 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 varlables are
important in predicting who will have greater trauma
reactions and what varlables affect recovery.

B. Importance of Comparing Male and Female Victims.

The most Important reason for comparing the reactlions
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 likely to be taught tao 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 differential training in the meaning of
violence. Therefore, it might be hypothesized that women
will 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
pogsibilities by comparing male and female robbery vigtims.
The findings after data collection from 1, 3, and & months
posterime appear to support & cognltive-behavioral theory.
Overall, the reactions of men and women were more slmilar
than they were different. In most of the measures of




symptomatology, there were no dlfferences between the two
groups. However, based on the Modlfled Fear Survey, the
findlngs of the comparison of female and male robbery
victims were as predicted wlith regard to fear reactlions;
female subjects reported greater fear across the six months
of assessment.

There were also some unexpected findlngs. Male robbery
victims exhiblited 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 traditlonal
male sex role. Therefore, negative cognitions about thelr
experience may affect men’s view of themselves and their
interactions with others.

Another surprising flnding was that, rather than
suppressing classical conditioning, anger appeared to
facilitate it. It was found that, among male robbery
victims, those who experienced more anger durling the crime
were more likely to have problems with fear and anxiety
later. Apparently, any kind of arousal, whether anger or
fear, will facillitate classical condltloning and subsequent
fear reactions. An Important goal of this continuatlion
grant was to determine i1f the findlngs of the flrst project
continued with the larger sample size and across another
vear of assessment. As with the rape and robbery
comparison, a number of secondary analyses were also
conducted to determine what varlables Influence reactlons
and recovery in male robbery victims,

C. Importance of Studving Victlms’ Reactions to
Participation in the Criminal Justice Svstem.

In an eloquent speech to the Natlonal Conference of the
Judiciary on The Rights of Victims of Crime (1983),
Assistant Attorney CGeneral Lols Haight Herrington spoke of
her legal training in which the victims of crime were
treated as nc more than evidence. All of the focus of the
criminal justice system had been on criminals and their
rights, to the excluslon of the rights of victims (Sparks,
1982>. After hearing thousands of hours aof testimony, the
President’s Task Force on Victims of Crime determined that
"the neglect of crime victims is a national disgrace"
(Herrington, p.viil). The Task Force heard again and again
how stressful participating in the c¢riminal justice system
can pbe. One victim stated, "Peoples have to reallze that
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emotional scabs are constantly being scraped off as you
appear tlme after time in court® (p 75).

Considering that the victim of crime should be an
essential concern of the criminal Jjustice system and that
victim cooperation is the backbone of successful
prosecution, it is important that we understand what effect
participation in the criminal Jjustice system has on the
victim. Unfortunately, while the Task Force and a few other
researchers (Holmstrom & Burgess, 1983; Kelly, 1984) have
documented reactions of victims to the system (le. their
criticisms and concerns), there has been little research to
investigate the impact of participation on psychological
functioning. One cannot necessarily conclude that because
many victims do not like the way they are treated during
criminal prosecution that the process has an adverse effect
on thelr psycholcogical functioning. While participation
might have an adverse effect with regard to fear, anxiety,
depression or self-esteem, it could also be the case that
thege areas of functioning might benefit from participation.

If crime victims recelve counseling or therapy as a
result of their contact with ¢riminal Jjustice practitioners
(via referrals to a victim assistance agency’, or recelve
appreopriate social support throughout the process, they may
develop better coping skills than if they had not had-
contact with such agencies. It is an empirical gquestion
that has not been examined sufficiently. One of the major
purposes of the proposed project iIs to compare the
psychological reactions and recovery of those who
participate in the criminal Jjustice system with those who do
not. In addition to psychological symptoms, possible
differences in uyocial support and work adjustment will also
be examined.

None of the studies reviewed earllier 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, testifving in court was always in the top five most
fearful cues. At the 12 month assessment, it caused the
greatest fear in victims out of 120 fear ltems on the
Modified Fear Survey. The courtroom sltuatlon could be
highly traumatic tor several reasons. There are a number of
very potent cues during the trial: the assallant, the
weapon used, clothling, and photographs or other evidence
from the crime scene. The victlm must rellive the attack In
the presence of those cues while having hershis credibillty




and integrity attacked and guestiocned. Therefore, problems
with anxliety, depression and self-esteem could be
exacerbated.

On the other hand, partlcipatlion in the crimlinal
Justlice system could be therapeutlc 1f accompanled by
approprliate social support by friends, family, victim
service advocates or therapists. It mlght be posslbie for
the victim to desensitize to fearful cues; to regaln a sense
of control! and self-esteem through particlipation. Which of
these ocutcomes s typlcal now and what varlables affect
psychologlical outcomes are not currently known.

There has been only one study that has examined the
effects of participating in the criminal Jjustice system.
Cluss, Boughton, Frank, Stewart, and West (1983) compared
rape victims who participated in the criminal justice system
with those who either were unable to particlpate or who did
not want to participate in the crimlnal 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 higher self-esteenm.
Unfortunately, there were two major problems with the study.
One was that the women had not completed their participation
in the criminal Jjustice 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 reactlion or
recovery between those people who complete the criminal
Justice system process and those who do not particlpate at
all. At this point 1t is not possible to predict which way
participation might affect victim reactions. Appearing in
court could be psychologically damagling, therapeutic or have
‘no effect at all,
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III. Methodology

A. Particlpants

1. Participant sampllindg, participaticon rates.

For the original NIMH grant upon which this study is
based, 18085 introductory letters were sent to potential
participants between July 1, 1983 and February 28, 1985.

The letters stated that we might be calling them to request
their participation. Of the initlial 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
thelr numbers were long distance. Participation rates are
hased on the people we actually contacted by telephone (we
sent letters to people with no telephdnes asking them to
call us. Very few did call but those who did are
incorporated with those we contacted). & total of 465
recple were contacted. Of thgse, 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 sheow up, and 240
were scheduled and came in for at least one session.
Therefore the participatlion rate, those who actually came in
for at least one session out of those who were contacted,
was B52%.

Since these statistics were calculated, some additional
people were included in the project. There was a period of
time after we clased cut the NIMH sample to ready it for
analysis, and before the NIJ prolJect began, in which we
continued to recruit new particlpants into the project. The
final sample size at session one was 274, including 75 rape
victims, 91 female rcbbery 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
menths posterime. The reason for this delayed zample was to
determine the effect of repeated testing on the participants
in the main sample. HNot encugh rape victims participated at
these single-test sessions to analyze so they have not besn
included., At 12 months 19 robbery victims participated and
at 18 months another 19 participated. Therefore, the total
sample for thils 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 fto control for was the age of the robbery
victims. Our initial examination of Daily Crime and
Haprenings 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. Populaticon 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 police 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 periocd. 0f 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 fell 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 unknocwn.

First, this coded sample of the population was compared
to the study sample collected during that same four month
period by means of Chi-Squares analyses. Unfortunately, the
validity of the analyses is questionable because data in the
cells of the study sample were so sparse. However, 1t was
found that there was a sex differsence between the two
samples, ChiZ ¢(2) = 7.6, p< .05. The study sample during
that period had more female victims (79%> than the
population sample. There was also a significant difference
in the age distribution of the samples, Chi2¢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 s
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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 raclial composition of the two samples or the percentage
falling under each crime category.

The second comparlison was to compare the four months of
c¢rime reports with the sample of the entire NIMH study
sample. The validity of this method requires the assumption
that the demoaraphlcs from the four months of crime reports
is representative of the population as a whole. However, by
analyzing the entire study sample, the chil-square tests may
have greater validlty because of the larger sample size.
Among the findings of this comparison, there was nc sex
dlifference between the study sample and the poputation
~comparison. There was an age dlfference between the two
samples (Chi2 (9, N=959) = 64.27, p< .0001). Agaln, the
difference is due to a greater number of victims falling in
the older age category in the population sample. There were
no differences in racial distribution but there was a
difference in crime classification (Chi? (2, N=958) = 99.1,
p< .0001>. This study had proportionally more rape and
rape/robpbery victims than the population sample. 0Of course,
this is not surprising because the study was attempting to
fill the cells equally rather than proportiocnally.

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). Chl-sqguare 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
necegsary to collapse all marital categories into single vs.
married. In the male vs. female robbery comparison, men
were more likely to be single than women, ChiZd (i, N=199) =
7.4, p<.01. In the comparison of the female groups, there
was also a significant Chi square, Chi< (i, N=166) =8,95, p
< .01. Rape victims were more likely to be single than
robbery victims., While male and female robbery victims dic
not differ on any other demographic variables, rape and
roebbery victims differed on years of schooling. Rape




victims reported more vears of schooling than robbery
victims.

For the Chi-sgquare analyses, Table 1 indlcates the
percentages of participants from each group at session one
who fell into the various demographic categories. Regarding
vears of schooling, t-tests were performed; thus, for this
measure, Table 1 reports means and standard deviations.

4, Descriptive analvsis 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 were 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 before 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 remainlng
18% were more negative). There were differences on the'’
number of perpetrators, the number of people present, where
the crime occurred, whether threats were used, or weapons
used. There were aiso differences whether the victim was
restrained with arms or legs, restrained with tape, rope or
pillow, length of crime, whether they were inJured and
whether and how they were treated by medical personnel.

Robberies were more likely to have more than ons
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 own home by & single assailant who threatened
her, brandished a knife, and restrained her with his arm,
leg, rope, tape, or pillow. Rapes lasted longer than
robberies and there was a trend for rape victims te 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-sguare 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 presant and 32% lncluded
more than one other person), where the robbery occurred (&0%
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on the street or in a parking loty, the use of weapons (45%
guns, 36% no weapon), gags (94% no), blindfolds (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 medical care was gliven (76% no) and the
attitude of medical professionals (most said helpful and
understanding>. :

However, the robberles of male and female victims
differed on several important dimenslons., Male victims were
more llkely to have more than one perpetrator, to receive
threats and to be restrained with arms or legs. The
.frequency of Injurles reached a borderline level of
significance, wlth male victlms reporting more injurles (p«
.08,

B. Instruments.

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

1. Demographics. The hattery began with seven
demographic questions that were assumed to be less
sensitive than scme others.

2. Work Adiustment. Work adjustment was assessed from
cne of three subscales of the Social Adjustment Scale
(Weissman & Paykel, 1974). After answering a question
about emplovment, participants completed aone of three
six—-item scales: work outslde home, work at home, or
work as a student. Those who were unemploved and did
not consider themselves to be homemakers did not fi]l
ot any of the subscales.

3. Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS: Fitts, 19640,
The TSCS Is a 100-item self-report scale which provides
both an overall self-esteem score and the following
subscales: identity, self-satlisfaction, bkehavior,
physical, moral-e2thical, personal, family and soclal
zelf-esteem. Women and men have the same norms on this
measures.
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4. Veronen-Kilpatrick Modlfled Fear Survey

(MF3: Veronen and Kilpatrick, 1980>. The MFS is a
120-1tem llkert-type fear survey that was developed to
assess fear in rape victims compared to nonvictims. The
elght factors of the MFS are vulnerablllity, classlcal,
sexual fears, social evaluation and failure, medical
fears, agoraphobia, unexpected or loud nolses, ‘and
weapons. Because male norms are not avallable, both
men and women were compared based on the norms for
nonraped women.

5. Beck Depression Inventory (BDI: BRBeck, Ward,
Mendelson, Mock & Erbaugh, 19612, The BDI is a 21-~item
guestionnaire 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 whlich of the four
statements best describes the way hes/she feels at the
present {ime.

&. Brief Svmptom Index (BSI: Derogotis and Spencer
1983>. The BSI is a B4~item factor-analytically derivea -
scale that is a hlghly correlated, shortened version of
the SCL-90-R. The nine symptom clusters are:
somatizatlion, obsessive-compulsive symptoms,
interpersonal sensitivity, depression, anxiety,
hostility, phoblic anxiety, paranoid ldeation and
psychotlicism. There is also a global severity lndsx
(GSI> which reflects overall distress. For this study,
t-scores based on male or female nonpatient norms were
used.

7. History of Vicolence Questionnaire. This
guestionnalre was developed for this prolect. It
consists of 126 ltems covering seven topics: parental
discipline/abuse, domestic violence (family ©of criginy,
sexual abuse, experience with contact sports, domestic
violence (spouse abuse), military combat experience,
and history of criminal victimization.

8., Crime Information Questionnaire. There are three
versiong of the Crime Information Questionnaire: one
for ropbbery victims, one for rape victims and one for
rapesrobbery victims. In order to cross-check the
crime ¢lassification given to us by the police and
victims, robbery victims were asked 1f they had
been sexually assaulted and rape victims were asked 1f
they had begn robbed. Ag a result of this check a
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number of rape victims were reclassified as
rape/robbery victims. The gquestionnaires consisted of
123-126 questicns that covered the following topics:
circumstances of the c¢rime, 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 subljects’
participation in the criminal Jjustice system, thelr
perception of their treatment during the process and
their reactions to it.

10. Social Support. The soclal support section, which
was developed for this project, conslsts of 47
questlons that assess the range and fregquency of pecople
the victim talked to about the assault, thelr
reactlons, the victim’s feelings about their reactions,
and the number of people talked to In general,.

11. Lifestvle, The llfestvile questionnaire, also
developed for this project, assesses behavicoral changes
resulting from the crime (e.g., moving, self-detense,
losing Job) and symptoms such as flashbacks,
nightmares, or panic attacks. The lifestvle section
consists of 15 ltems.

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

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

14, Counseling Questionnaire. Thig 24-item
questionnalire developed for thig prolect assesses
major symptoms and major therapy experlences, such as
hospitallzatlon, medication, other therapy., alcohol! or
drug use and treatment, lllness, depresslion, sulcldal
ideation and attempts.
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15, Sexual Functionlng. Several of the Derogotis Sexual
Functioning Inventory subscales (Derogotis, 1979) were
modified for lower reading level and to accommodate
homosexual ity or people without a sexual partner. 1In
addltion to a one-ltem global sexual relatlonshlp
satisfaction index (GSSI), there are flve subscales:
body image, satisfaction, drive (frequency of
activities), experlence pbefore the crime, and
experience since the crime (range of actlivities). There
are two forms, one for women (101 items) and one for
men (100 items).

i6. Final demographics. Ten demographic questions
concerning dependents, education, employment and age
were also included in the battery.

C. Procedure.

FEach week during the data collection period, three
police departments, St. Louls 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 c¢chief and a
pamphlet about the project to all rape victims, and to those
robbery victims who fell within the same age range as the
rape victims, (generally under 3%5). The one exception to
this was the procedure for rape victims in St. Louis City.
Because the sex crimes unit was already sending a itist to
the Victim-Witness Assistance Unit, they preferred for us to
get the list from the Victim-Witness unit. The
Victim-W!ltness Assistance Unit, part of the Clrcoult
Attorney’s office, sent out a cover letter from the Circuit
Attorney and the project pamphlet along with thsir own
materials. The cover letter Informed potential participants
about the projJect and the sponsorshlp of the police or
Circuit Attorney. They were also Informed that we might be
callling to request their particlipation. Durlng the two
vears of data collection 1,605 letters were sent out.

Potential participants were called within two weeks of
the one month target date and, if interested in
participating, were scheduled for interviews. People could
pe scheduled one week on elther side of their targst date.
If it was not possible to schedule them within that two wesk
time period, they were not invited or were dropped from the
study. Althouah we had considered that 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 wlthout 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 1f they
did. Many people were never contacted although repeated
attempts were made to reach them at various times of aay.

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 agrant projJect. 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 reportling of symptoms,

The assessment battery was programmed Into an Apple I1
Computer. The program was set up with branchlng programs to
skip guestions or secticns that were not appropriate for a
particular participant. For lnstance, 1f someone responded
"ves" 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 batterv was completed with a paper and
pencil version when the computer was being serviced or when
it was necessary to schedule two subjects 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 menths posterime. If particlpants
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 schedule them. Of
those people we triled to schedule for more than one sesslion
auring the first grant, 71% completed all three sesslions.
An attrition rate of 29% is comparable to other longitudinal
studies of rape victims over the same length of time
(Kilpatrick & Veronen, 1982 personal communication, 30%
acrogss 6 months; Resick et al, 1981, 34% across 4 months).
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12 and 18 month sessions the attrition rate was much
because of the time lag between the two grants. A

of the subjects who had participated at the beginning
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, |t 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 analysls. 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 sesslions, the
subject would be eliminated from the study entirely.

The second check was to determine the rellabllity of
responding across sessions. We generated a list of 43 items
from the History of Viclence and Crime Sectlons for which
there should be stable responses over time (e.g., Where did
the crime occur?>. Although it is possible for particlpants
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 ellmlnation of
some other subjects whose responses were considered to be
invalld (e.g., subject was drunk, or produced unscorable
responses on the paper and pencl! version), we slminated 32
particlipants from any analyses, The total number of ;
subjects who produced analyzable data, for at least one
session, was 313 (274 at sesslon 1. Tables 4-7 represent
the breakdown of analyzable subjects for the cross-sectiocnal
and longlitudinal analyses as well as the means and standard
deviations on all measures.

B. Preliminary Analvses,

In order to determine the impact of the c¢rime on the
vietims, 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 all measures, except the TSCS,
were nonsignificant. Therefore, the two groups were
col lapsed except on that measure. Henceforward, except
where specifically mentlioned, the rape and rape/robbery
groups will be referred to as the rape group. On the TSCS,
the rape and rapesrobbery groups differed on both the ANOVA
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 Iists'the
results of the analyses including the individual ANQVAs of
the subscales.

Second, because there were small sample sizes at the
later sessions, it was necessary to reduce the number of
dependent variables, particularly for the longltudinal
analyses. With all 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 relationshlp between the
measures. It was hypothesized that there would be a few
factors representing different types of symptomatology
underlying the scales (e.g., anxlety, depression). It was
planned that the resulting factors would be used in all but
the cross-sectional analyses. In addlition to the 29
independent outcome variables, sex of subject and type of
crime were also included as varlables In order fo determlne
if separate factor analyses would be necessary. '

The first factor analysis consisted of 271 partlcipants
included in session one (3 subjects did not have complete
data). The principal components analysls resulted in &
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 subscaless
formed the third (except for the "unexpected and loud
noises" subpscalel, and the IES formed the fourth. The last
two factors did not have any substantial lcadlings
(*"unexpected and loud noises" loaded on factor five) and did
not contribute much to the overall varlance accounted for,
so they were dropped. Neither gender nor type of crime
loaded on any of the factors; therefore, the factor analysls
is representative of all subjects in the project.

In order to determine the rellablliity of the orlginal
factor analysis, the entire sample of respondents was
randomly divided into two groups (n = 135 & 1386) and the
cutcome varlables for each group were subjJected to factor
analysis. The results of these two factor analyses were
essentially the same., Flnally, the data for the entlire
sample at the three month sesslion was factor analvzed 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 facter that included
the subscales of the TSCE but not sufficlently heavy to
include [t ¢ >.45>. The BDI was not included in the
regression analyses, bub because of lts lmportance in
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clinical work, BDI analvses were lncluded 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 (TSCSTOTY, 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 coverall distress and is a
compilation of a number of symptom scales. TSCSTOT assesses
overall self-esteem. MFSTOT assesses the range of
fear-producing stimuli. 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. Qverview of Analyses.

There were several different ways of examlinlng
reactions to and recovery from victimization. First,
cross—-sectional analyses and longltudinal analyses were
conducted on the majJor outcome variables of the study. The
outcome varlables examlned were: Brlef Symptom Index
(glopal index plus ¢ subscales), Beck Depression Inventory,
Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (total scale plus 8 subscales?,
Modifled Fear Survey (total score plus 8 subscales), Impact
of Event Scale (total score plus 2 subscales), Lifestvie (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-sectional MANQVAs
using all of the avalilable subjects at each session. The
larger sample sizes allowed a complete analysis including
all of the subscales of the outccome measures. It should be
noted that on all standardized scales for which normative
data are avallable, t-scores were used in the analyses,
Therefore a score of 50 would indicate that participants
were scoring at the mean of the normative sample. A score
of 80 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 gquestlionnaire that
had subscales, at each session, including all 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 BSI 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 with the
repeat-test sample. Third, longitudinal analyses were
conducted. Because the repeated measures longitudinal
analyses require complete subject data from all sessions,
the longltudlnal analyses were conducted with a rather small
sample. The longitudinal analyses were conducted with the
four summary scores derlived from the factor analyses plus
the Beck Depression Inventory.

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

The first analyses were MANOVAs and ANOVAs to determine
whether there were differences betwsen the two crime groups
or sex differences on the variables of interest. After the
MANOVAs were conducted, if there were signlflicant sex
differences or group differences on the variables, then
covariance analyses were performed. These analyses repeated
the cross-secticonal analyses while covarying the identified
variables in order to determine if they were responsible for
the group or sex differences.

Finally, stepwlse regression analyses were executed %o
determine whether these sets of prsadictor variables were
assoclated with later problems In recovery within sach of
the groups. Bach of the three groups, female rape, female
robbery, and malg robbery were analyzed separately. In
order to reduce the number of regresszion analyses someswnat,
the 3 month session was eliminated and the analvses used
oniy the four major summary variables. Thesrefore, 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 sesslions to determine if they could examine
long term problems with recovery. The outcome varliables that
were subjected to covariance analyses and regression
analyses were: MPFSTOT, GSI, TSCSTOT, and IESTQT. These
were measures derived from the factor analyses.

It should be noted at thls polnt that the entire
battery of questions was given to participants at each
session. Rather than attempting to determine what the
actual history or perceptlons of a victim were at the time
¢of the crime, for these analyssas, perceptions 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 crime
changed over time, it was assumed that the most relevant set
cf perceptions were the ones they repcorted at the given
session in gquestion.

Although it might seem advisable to raise the alpha
level due to the large number of analyses conducted, it 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
variables or patterns of reactions from emerging. However,
as It would be expected that § of every 100 analyses would
be significant by chance alone, isolated findings will not
be given undue lmportance and the results wlill not be
overinterpreted.

The final analyses of the project were concerned with
participation in the criminal Justlce system. Those who
completed participation in the criminal Jjustice system by
means of a trial or guilty plea were compared to a matched
sample of project participants who did not partlclpate in
the criminal Jjustice system at all because no one was
apprehendecd. These two samples were compared with regard to
psychological functioning at the end of the process and at
earlier polints in time. ’
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D. Cross—-Sectional Analvses.

1. Female rape versus robbery victims.

Table 9 presents the results of the MANOVAs, and when
appropriate, ANOVAs on all subscales. Before a MANOVA 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, ot 18 months
postcrime. Figure 1 depictis the mean GSI scores of rape and
robbery victims at the five sessions.

Table 10 presents the percentage of rape and robbery
victims who scored at the mean, one, and two standard
deviations above the mean based on nonpatient norms of the
GSI. 1t can be seen that at one month postcrime, 48% of
rape victims scored one standard deviation above the mean
whlle 35% scored two standard deviations above the mean.
Derogotls’ recommended cutoff point for c¢linical cases is a
t-score of 63 but two standard deviations is a more
conservatlive estimate of "caseness".. Thirty-seven percent
of female robbery victims were glevated 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 tc the same extent. At 18
months postcrime, 55% of the rape victims were at least one
standard deviaticn 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.

Following the univariate analyses of GSI, multivariate
analyses of variance were conducted at each of the flve
sessions on all of the BSI subscales. All cof the MANOVAs
were siagnificant except at 18 months posterime. On the
univariate analyses at one month, the rape victims scored
significantly higher on depression, anxietyv, and phoblc
anxiety, but did not differ on the other six subscales. At 3
menths, rape victims reported more distress than female
robbery victims on seven of the nine subscales. They did
not differ on hostility or somatlizatlon, although there was
a trend on the latter. At six months postcrime, rape
victims reported greater problems wlth somatlzatlion,
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obsessive-compulsive symptoms, interpersonal sensitivity,
anxiety, phoblc anxiety, and psychoticism. They did not
differ on depression, hostility,; or parancid ideation. At
12 months, the rape victims reported significantly 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 thelr scores continued to be
somewhat elevated, particularly on subscales tapping anxlety
and fear throughout the study period.

On the Beck Depression Inventory, rape victims repocted
greater depressive symptomatology at all but the 12 month
session. Usling standard cut-off points for the BDI, the
rape group scored in the mildly depressed range on the
average tnroughout 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 fell intoc the categories
of nondepressed, mild, moderate, or severe symptomatoloay.
At one month postcrime, 40% of rape victims scored as
moderately or severely depressed. At 18 months postcerime
32% still fell within the moderately or severely depressed
range. Twenty-one percent of the female robbery victims
scored as moderately or severely depressed at one month
postecrime. By 18 months postcerime, only 5% continued to
score in the moderate to severe range.

On the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCSY, rape and
rapes/robbery victims were examined separately so the
analyses were three~way initially. ANOVAs on the summary
score, TSCSTOT, were significant at 1, 3, and & months, but
there were only trends at 12 and 18 months. At 1 and 3
months, rape and robbery victims reported signlflcantly
higher self-esteem than rapesrobbery victims, and at ©
months posterime, robbery victims continued to report higher
self-esteem than rapes/robbery victims. The scores of the
rape and robbery victims at all sessions were right at the
mean for populatlion norms for the scale, while the mean
score of rape/robbery victims was approximately one-half
standard deviation below the mean. Lower scores Indicate
lower self-esteem. (See Flgure 2.

Because later analvses Indicate that the dlfferences
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 well as three, for better comparablillity. The
results of these ANOVAs were that rape victims (collapsed
with rapes/robbery victims) reported slagniflcantly lower
self-esteem than the robbery victims at 6 and 18 months with
a trend at 3 months (p<.093.

Table 10 depicts breakdown of subjects by the normative
nonpatient t-scores for the scale. Rape and rape/robbery
were collapsed for this table because of relatively small
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 a t-score
of 40, while 21% of the robbery victims scored in that
range.

On the TSCS subcales, MANOVAs were significant through
the 12-month session but not at the 18-month session. At
one month there were significant.differences on physical,
persocnal, identity, and behavioral self-esteem. 0On physical
self-esteem, rape victims reported greater self-esteem than
either robbery or rapes/robbery victims. 0On the personal and
behavioral subscales, both rape and robbery victims reported
greater self-esteem than rapes/robbery victims. On ldentity,
roppery victims reported greater self-esteem than
rapesrobbery victims.

At 3 months postcrime, rape and robbery victims
reported greater self-esteem than rapesrobbery victims on
physical, identity, and behavior, Robkery victimes also
reported more self-esteem than rapesrobbery victims on
soclal self-esteem. At 6 months, rape victims reported
greater physical self-esteem than rapes/robbery victims, and
robbery victims expressed higher self-esteem on the soclal
and jdentity 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 half to one
full standard deviation below the normative mean for the
scale, while rape and robbery victims scored at or near the
mean.

ANDVAs for the total score of the Modified Fear Survey
(MFS) revealed no differences between rape and rcbbery
victims at any session. (See Figure 3), MANOVAsS on the MFS
subscales were signlficant at 1, &, and 8 months posterlme,
but not at 12 or 18 months. At all three sessions the only
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subscale that emerged as significant cn the ANOVAs was
sexUal fears, and at the 6-month session that was only a
trend. At the first two assessment pericds, rape victims
had significantly greater sexual fears than robkery victims.
Table 10 again presents a breakdown of scores of the total
MFS based con comparison group norms of nonraped women. At
one manth postecrime, 7% of rape victims scored at least two
standard deviations above nonrape-victim means while another
26% scored one standard deviatlon 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 BEvent Scale (IES), ANOVAs on the
overall score and MANOVAs Including the two supscales werse
significant at all five sesslons. Kape victlms scored
significantly higher than female robbery victims., (See
Figure 4). Table 10 presents the breakdown of victlms who
are classifled as having mlld, 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 postcerime, 66% of rape victims scored in the severe
range of symptcomatology compared to 34% of female robbery
victims. At 18 months postcerime, 15% of rape victims and
10% of robbery victims fell into the severe range.

Univariate analvses on the two subscales, avoldance and
intruslion, were also significant for the two groups at all
five sessions. Rape victims reported greater problems with
avoidance and intruslive recollections of the svent than did
robbery victims although both groups scored in the moderate
to severe rangs initially.

Results of analvses on the lifestyle questionnaire were
similar to the IES. MANOVAs were significant at all 5
sesslions. Rape victims scored slgniflcantly higher on
symptoms than robbery victims at all five sesslions and on
behavioral responses at all but the 12-month session., There
were no significant differences between ths two groups In
work adjustment at any of the sessions.

Contlusions. Rape victims have slignlificantiy greatsr
symptomatology than robhery victims, particularly in the
first six months postcerime. In fact, there are some
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indicatlons from the results on the BSI that differences areg
especlally strong durling recovery, from three to six months
posterime. The IES, the scale that taps PTSD symptoms, and
the lifestyle questionnaire revealed the most pronounced

di fferences, lasting the entire 18 months of the study. OUn
the other hand, the only tralt-like scale, the TSCS,
indicated that over that time perlod, there were no

" significant differences between women who were raped and

those who were robbed. However, women who were both raped
and robbed had significantly lower self-esteem than the
other women through six months posterime. '

At this point it is not clear whether differences
between the groups are due to differences in the assaults,
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 guestions.

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
GS1 of the BSI. Figure 5 depicts the GSI scores of male and
female robbery victims at the five sesslions. Table 10
presents a breakdown of subjects’ scores based on normative
t-scores. Table 11 containsgs the results of all MANOVAs, and
ANOVAs where appropriate., At one month posterime, 31% of
each group scored at least two standard deviations above the
mean. By 18 months postcrlime, 10% of female robbery
victims and 21% of male victims still scored at least two
standard deviations above the norms.

MANQOVAs on the BSI .subscales reached significance at
all five sessions but only one subscale reached the .05
alpha level set for the unlvariate analyses. At the
18-month session, men had significantly higher depression
scores than women. OQOverall, It cannot be concluded that
there are any sex differences in male and female robbery
victims’ distress levels over time as measured by the BSI.
Inspection of group means indicates that both male and
female robbery victims were slevated a bit over one standard
deviation initially and continued to exhibit some elevations
across the 18 months after the crime.

On the BDI, the only session for which there were
differences hetween female and male robhery victims was
session one. Female robbery victims eyperlenced more
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depressive symptoms In the flrst 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 ANCVAs on the total self-esteem scale. All were
nonsignificant. (See Figure 6 and Tapble 10 for a breakdown
of scores.) MANOVAs were significant at all 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, &, and 18. The only
other trend was for the male robbery victims to score higher
on personal sezlf-esteem at the 12-month session. The means
of both groups were within the normal range on all of the
subscales at all of the sessions. :

ANOVAs on the MFS total were significant at all five
sessions, with women scoring higher than men at all
sesslons. (See Tables 10 and 11 and Flaure 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,
MANQVAs were also =significant at all assessment perijiocds.
Female rape victims scored hicher than male victims on the
vulnerapitity, classical, sexual, medical, and weapons
subscales at one and three months postcerime. They also
scored higher on the vulnérability scale at session three.
At six months posterime 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 contlnued to be
different through 18 months postecrime.

There were signiflcant sex differences on the IESTOT
score at the one month session and a trend at three months.
There were no differences at 6, 12, or 18 months posterime.
At the one month session, female robbery victims scored
significantly higher than male victims. (8See Figure 8). On
the MANQOVAs, there were signlficant differences through six
months. On the univarlate analyses, women reportéd more
problems with Intrusive memeorles 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 posterlime. At the slx-month sesslon,. although
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there was a signiflicant MANOVA, neither of the subscales was
significant on the univariate analyses. There were no
differences 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 sScores
were ln the moderate range of post-traumatlc symptomatology
based on clinical cut-coff levels for the IES. At 18 months,
scores fell in the low end rather than the hlgh end of the
moderate range. See Table 10 for a breakdown of the robbery
victims’ scores into mlld, moderate, or severe categorles
for the two scales. Using the clinical cutoff scores for
the total sample at one month, 34% of women and 17% of men

fell into the severe range. By 18 months, 10% of women and
9% of men fell Into the severe range of symptoms.

The Lifestyle Scale MANQOVAs resulted in significant
differences at 1, 3, and & 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 adjJustment 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 (g <
.08), indicating meore 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 18-maonth session.
However, on the BDI, women reported more depresslve symptoms
than men at one month postcerime only. Women also scored '
higher than men on the total IES at the flrst sesslon but
continued to have more avoldance at the 3-month sesslon.
There were no self-esteem differences except physical
self-esteem, which praobably refects natural sex differences
rather than reactions to victimization.

The same may be sald of differences that emerged on the
MFS. Unlike the BSI, pre-existing sex differences on the
scale were not controlled for, thus differences may well
reflect sex differences in fear which has been well
established in the literature. 1In fact, women have been
found to be more fearful of crime than men so scme of the
crime related stimull on the scale that were endorsed more
by women (e.g., vulnerablility, weapons) may have producsad
sax differences even without the current victimization.
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Purther research on this scale is needed. Neverthetless, |t
appears that women have stronger reactions to the event at
one-~month postcrime, and thereafter report very similar
reactions to the men. '

3. Single versus rerpeat assessment.

In order to determine whether effects across sessions
might be due in part to repeated assessment, t{wo addltional
groups of participants were recruited. They were seen for
the first time at elther 12 or 18 months postcrime. All
were robbery victims. There were 10 women and ¢ men in the
12 month group and 13 women and & men in the 18 month group.
Because sample sizes were small and no strong sex
differences emerged at the later smessions, groups were
tollapsed to form one 12 month and one 18 month group.

These two groups were ccmpared to subjects from the
main sample for whom we had 12 or 18 month data. The groups
were compared on the four summary varlables determined by
the factor analysis: GS8I, TSCSTOT, MFSTOT, and IESTOT.

There was only one significant finding out of elght
comparlisons. The single test group had slgnificantly higher
scores on the MFS than the regular sample at 12 months
posterime, FC1, 82)= 7.11, p<.01. These findings may
indlicate that people who have not participated in studlies
such as this one have greater fear at 12 months postcrime
than those who have been exposed to repeated assegssment.

However, there were no other significant findings on
other measures or for the 18-month-only aroup. It is qulte
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 declded to collapse these two groups into
the main sample for regression analyses in order to increasse
sample sizes at the later sessions. Means and standard
deviations for the single test samples are listed in Table
12. Flgures 5-8 include the mean scores of the single-test
groups as well as the larger cross-sectional samples.

E. Longitudinal Analvses,
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E. Longitudinal Analvses.

Longitudinal analyses included only those participants
who successfully completed all five sessions. Because
sample sizes were relatively small, 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 .05. Tables
13 and 14 present results of these analyses.

i. 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 scale and right
apove Derogotis’ cutoff point for clinical caseness., They
remained elevated approximately one standard deviation (M=
58.9) through the 1Z2-month assessment and were 1/2 standard
cgeviation elevated at 18 months postassault (M=.55). Figure
9 depicts the data from the longitudinal sample.

As with the cross-sectional analyses, longitudinal
analyses on the TSCS were first conducted with three groups:
rape. robpery, and rapesrobpbery. The sample sizes were so
small for the two rape groups that findings are
questionable. On this analysis there were no interaction,
group or sessions main effects. However, further analysis
collapsing the rape and rape-robbery groups did not change
the ocutcome. (See Figure 10,

On MFSTOT there was no Interaction and no group main
gffect but there was a significant sessions effect. The
post~hoc analyses indicated that there was a significant
decrease in fearfulness to specific stimulil between one and
three montns postcrime. The scores at one month were
asignificantly higher than any of the other sesslions., In
addition, 3-month session scores were slgniflicantly higher
than those at 18 months postcrime., (See Flgure 11).

An ANOQVA on the IES resulted in significant group and
sessions maln effects, but no interaction. Rape victims nad
significantiy higher scores on the IES than robbery victims.
All subjectis in the longitudinal sample reported improvement
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between 1 and 3 months posterime and agaln followlhg the
3-month session. Scores from session 1| were significantly
higher than the remaining sesslons, and the 32-month scores

were slignificantly hlgher than those at & and 18 months.
(See Figures 12. .

The cutoff score for severe PTSD symptomatology on Lthe
IES is 19 for each of the subscales. An examinatlion of the
mean scores of longitudinal participants reveals that both
rape and robbery victims fell in the severe range on
avoldance at one month postcerime 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 postcrime and there was no further
change thereafter. Mean scored were in the mildly depressed
range at one month and in the nondepressed range thereafter.

Concluysions. Overall, the longlitudinal analyses are
consistent with the cross-sectional analyses. A few of the
group dlfferences that were found wlth the cross-sectional
sample dlsappeared with the smaller sample sizes (i.e., GSI
at 3 and & months, rape-raobbery differences on the TSCS, BDI
at all but 12 months). No new group differences emerged
where they had not kbsen found before.

Longitudinal analyses indicate that victims’ greatest
amount of lmprovement occurred hetween ! and 3 months
posterime 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 nelther group reached the
point of being asymptomatic by the 18 month point. In
contrast, this sample showed no partlicular effect with
regard to self-esteem.

2. Male versus female robbery victims.

On the GS5I there were no interaction or group main
effects. There was however, a significant sessions effect.
Post-hoc analyses indicated that session 1 differed
significantly from all of the later sessions. 28s with the
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rape and robbery victims mentioned in the previous sectlion,
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
postecrime. Filgure 13 depicts the mean GSI scores of female
and male robbery victims in the longltudinal sample.

On the TSCS there was not a slgnlficant interactlon,
group, or sessions effect. As a group, self-esteem scores
of the robbery victims were not affected by the crime. At
all of the assessment sesslons, the mean scores of this
sample fell at the normatlive mean for the scale. (See
Figure 14>,

On the two other measures of fear, there were both
grour and sesslons effects. An ANOVA of the total score of
the MFS Indicated that there was no Interaction, pbut there
were group effects and sessions effects as follows: female
robbery victims had significantly higher MFS totals than
male robbery victims, and all subjects improved
significantly from one month to three months postcrime. The
improvement was maintalned across the remaining asssessment
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 1-month and
3-month sessions and did not differ from men at later
sessions. They lmproved signiflcantly between 1 and 3
months posterime and between 3 and 6 months. The 3-month
session also differed significantiy 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 18,

There was also a signiflcant Interaction effect on ths
BDI. Female robbery victlms scored hlgher than male robbery
victims at sesslon one. The weomen Improved signiflcantly
between one and three months while the men did not change
across segsions. Female robbesry victims scored in the
mildly depressed range Initially while male robbery victims
reported no depressive symptoms on the average across any of
the five sessions.
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Conclusions. Results of the longltudinal 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. 0On 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 cone
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. 0On the BDI the women
reported some depressive symptomatology for the first month
after the assault ardd 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 guestionnaires. The first set
of variables lncluded informatlion 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 resesarch team sceored 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
welghted items were each multiplied by their frequency and
then all were summed to create a child abuse index.

One cother varlable was composed of a number of items
that included severity ratings. Partlcipants were asked
about frequency of victimization on 16 crimes. The same
rating procedurs was used to rate the severlity of crimes.
Frequency ratings of the items were multipllied by the
severity rating and then summad together. Therefore,
previous victimization index (PREVIC) was the sum of the
severity ratings for gach tvpe of criminal victimlzation the
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participant had experienced. The remalnder of the variables
concerning the history of victimization were the sums of 2-9
items in the interviews. The "predictor" variables lncluded
in these regression analyses were: physical child abuse,
child sexual abuse, incest, emotlonal abuse, observed
violence in childhood, severity of prlor criminal
victimization, domestic violence, and mllitary combat
experlence.

1. MANQOVAs.

Although one might expect that victims’ 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. AcCross
sSessions 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 jitems were not worded well and response
cholces could not be discriminated adequately. In at least
cne case this latter explanation led to the elimination of
variables from further analyses. Tables 15-17 deplict the
results of the history of victimization MANOVAs and
subsequent ANOVAs.

a. Rape versus rape-robbery victims. Because there
were differences in self-esteem between rape and
rape-ropberv victims, these two groups were compared on the
history of victimlzatlon varlables and the assault varlables
to see iIf these factors might account for differences
between the two groups. Three of flve MANOVAs (1, &, and 12
months) reached the .20 level of significance but only one
of the univarlate analyses achleved the .05 level of
significance. At 12 months postcrime rape-robbery victims
reported a significantly greater hlstory of prlor ¢riminal
victimization. Such a prior history of victimization could
explaln the differences in self-esteem between the two
groups. If that iIs 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
victimizatlion(s).

b. Rape versus robbhery victims. The MANOVA at
sessicon one was significant. ANOVAs which followed resulted
in one significant finding: female robbery victims reported
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observing slgnificantly more violence in chlldhood than did
the rape victims. At three months postcrime the overall
MANOVA was significant but the only individual variable 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 MANQOVA
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 MANQOVA
reached the .20 level of significance, but none of the
ANOVAs were significant at the .05 level.

c. Male versus female robhery victims. MANOVAs
were shkgnificant at all five sessions. At session one, only
one of the seven variables accounted for this finding.
Female robbery victims had a significantly greater history
of domestic violence victimization. At three months, the
overall MANOVA was signlflicant but none of the univariate
analyses reached signiflcance. At six months postcrime,
there were several reported dlfferences 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
again only one dlfference; women toc reported more domestic
violence victimization. A{ 18 months men.reported
significantly more child sexual abuse and women reported
more domestic violence.,

2. Covariancge analvses.

Because there were some differernces between both rape
and robbery victims and female and male robbery victims in
their histories of victimlization, it is possible that these
differences might account for the slgnificant findings
between the groups on the cross-sectional analyses. One way
to eliminate the possible effects of participants’ hlistorles
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
varlables were then added tcgether to form one history of
victimization index. This index was used as a covariate in
the cross-sectional analyses. However, rather than
analyzing all of the subscales of the varlous instruments,
only the four summary variables plus the Beck Depression
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Inventory were used, in order to reduce the number of
analyses.

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
vietims had significantly higher scores than robbery
victims. On the original analyses rape and robbery victims
differed at the three and slx month sessions only.

On the original analyses of the TSCS, rape and robbery
victims differed at the & 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 ANCVAs.
Results of the IES analyses were also the same as the
original analyses, but In this case they were all
significant, with rape victims reporting significantly more
cognitive intrusion and avoidance. BDI results were also
the same after history of victimization was covaried out.

Overall, results of the covariance analyses indicate
that participants” history of victimization did not have a
great impact on findings of the original analyses. 0On 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 females robbery victims. Table 19
presents findings of covarlance analyses of male and female
robbery victims. Covarying the participants’ history of
victimization made no difference in the comparison cof their
reactions to the current robbery. Findlngs were the same as
the original analyses.

3., Stepwise regression analyses,

a. Female rape victims. The results of regression
analyses are pressnted in Table 20. Only one historlcal
variable predicted reactions at one month posterime in rape
victims., The extent of previous victimization predic¢ted
overall dlstress (G812 and accounted for 8% of the
variance. At six months postcrime a greater history of
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domestic violence predicted greater overall dlstress (G331,
This varlable accounted for 8% of the varlance. At 12
months posterime, the extent of child abuse slanlflicantly
predicted global dlistress as measured by the G3I. However,
the relationshlip was lnverse such that gresater levels of
child abuse were associated with lower GSI scores at 12
months. The RZ yag ,22.

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

MFSTOT, the total fear score, was significantly
predicted by several history of victimization variables at &
and 12 months but not at { or 18 months. At © months
postecrime, 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
varlables were examined. In a case such as this, it is
possible that the first variable to enter the equation,
domestic violence, accounted for the fear level while the
sacond varliable, c¢child sexual abuse, which was correlated to
the first (r=.47), accounted for something else. Por
example, 1t could be speculated that a willingness to
digsclose such a nistory is related to lower fear levels., It
could also be that the findlngs are valid as they appear, or
are spurlous due to experlment-wise error.

A comblination of two variables, emotional abuse and
extent of previocus 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 IES scores at any session
or reactions on any of the variables at 18 months postcerime.

Conclusions. Although it appears that a history of
prior victimization plays a role in reactlons and recovery
of rape victims, particularly at six months posterime, the
pattern of varliables iz somewhat obscure. 8Six of the seven
predictor variables emerged in these analyses. More
confusing 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 postcerime. Greater parental
emotional abuse or physical child abuse (which were
correlated .79 with each other) appeared to predict less
distress at 12 months postcrime (or no abuse in childhcod
predicted greater distress after a crime in adulthood).
Almost all of the predictors emerged at 6 or 12 months
indicating that history of victimizatlion was not as
influential in the initial or most long-term reactions, but
was more lmportant during the recovery phase.

b. Female robbery victims. Unlike rape victlms,
the reactions and recovery of female robbery victims were
predicted by prlor history of victimization at every sesslon
on every measure that was examined. Table 21 reveals that
severlity of prior victimization (PREVIC) emerged as the only
signiflcant predictor of GSI scores at l-month and 18-month
sessions. At slx months, childhood observation of violence
emerged as a signiflcant predictor of GSI scores, while at
12 months a history of emotional abuse was a signiflcant
predictor. At all four sessions the variable that entered
the regression equation explained 11-14% of the varlance.

Problems with self-esteem were predicted by a history
of childhood emotional abuse at one month. Severlity of
victimization predicted problems at six months postcrime. A
set of three variables, emotional abuse, previous criminal
victimization, and extent of child 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 hlgh levels of
parental emotional abuse and prior victimization were
associated with low self-esteem. The third variable, total
physical c¢child abuse, entered the equation with a positive
weighting. However, an examination of the flrst order
correlations indicated that physical child abuse was also
negatively correlated with self-esteem (r= -.26). Perhaps
as was discussed in the previocus sectlon, the c¢hild abuse
variable was measuring somethlng other than the
pavchological trauma of prior child abuse, once the cverlap
with emotional abuse had begn partlaled out. At this
session, and with this aroup, emotlonal abuse and total
child abuse were correlated .62, AL 18 months a history of
chlld abuss predicted problems wlith self-esteem,
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Fear scores (MF3) were predlcted at one month postcrime
by emotlonal abuse. At slx months a set of three varlables
best predicted MFS scores. QObserved violence, c¢hlld abuse,
and emotional abuse accounted for 35% cof the varlance.
Observed violence and emotional abuse were loaded positively
while child abuse again loaded negatlvely. As occurred with
TSCS, chlild abuse was positively correlated with MFS wlth
the first order correlation (.14>. At this session,
emotional abuse and child abuse were correlated .7%. 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 wasg also negatively correlated
(-.07> with MFS on the first order correlations. Observed
vioclence 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 IES scores while both incest and
child sexual abuse predicted IES scores at 12 months
postcrime. Incest was positively weighted while child
sexual abuse was negatively weighted. However, the two
variables were correlated .78 with each other. These two
variables, in concert, accounted for 30% of the variance.
None of the history of victimizatlon 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 alsc emerged across
all four time periods and three of the four measures. Child
sexual abuse and incest predicted only the IES scores while
the rest of the predictors were scattered across sessions
and measurss.
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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
GSI scores pbut explained only a small amount of the
variance. At slx months postcrime, three varlables, lncest,
extent of c¢hild abuse and severity of victimization, were
associated with GSI scores and accounted for 29% of the
varlance. The extent of previous victimization and c¢hild
abuse tocgether predicted GSI at 12 months postcrime and
explained 18% of the varliance. Severity of-prior
victimization emerged as a significant predictor of GSI at
18 months postcrime.

Childhood experience with incest predicted greater
sel f-esteem (TSCSTOT> at one month post-assault in male
robbery victims while emotional abuse predicted lower
self-esteem. At six months posterime, child sexual abuss
predlicted lowsr self-esteem. There were no slgnificant
predictors at 12 months postcrime. At 18 months postcerlime,
severlty of previous victimization was assoclated with lower
self-esteem.

The MFS scores of male robbery victims were predicted
at one month by chlld sexual abuse, by domestic violence
histery at six months, and by child sexual abuse again at 18
months. The two variables at the sarlier 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 IES, the only session which was predicted by the
history of violence variables was at one month postcrime. A
history cf incest predicted higher IESTOT scores but only
accounted for 4% of the variance.

Conclusions. Overall, it appears that a history of
victimization plays a small role in predicting reactions of
male robbery victims within the first month after the crime,
and a larger role in predicting long-term reactions. Incest
and child sexual abuse.were particularly noticeable in the
first months after an assault, while previous criminal
victimization was more likely to smerge as a predictor of
problems with recovery at the later sesslions of the study.
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4, Simple redgression analyses.

Although the preceding analyses provide a great deal of
informatlion regarding the possible effects of varlous types
of victimizatlon 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 entlre set of seven history of
victimizatlion variables (HOV) to predlict each of the 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 overall distress (GSI)
and accounted for 5% of the variance. At 18 months the
varliables 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 small
proportions of the variance, the examination of the entire
set of HOV 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 victlims are affected
by their histories of victimization throughout the recovery
process, perhaps because, as a group, thelr reactions are
more variable than those of rape victims, At the one-month
session, all four summary variables were predicted by the
women’s history of victimizatlion. It accounted for 18-382%
of the variance. At six months postcrime, HOV significantly
predicted TSCS, MFS, and IES, but not GSI. At thls session
30-39% of the variance was explalned. AT 12 months
postcrime, TSCS and IES were predicted by the HOV 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 put pervasive effect during the early
months following crime and to effect fewer of .the measures
at the later =sessions. However, much of the variablility in
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self-esteem scores at 12 months was accounted for by the
women®s history of vietimlzation.

It was found that for male robbery victims effects of
thelr victimization history occurred iIn the first six months
for the most part. Both GSI and TSCS were predicted by HOV
at one and six months postcecrime. The HOV variables
accounted for 19-31% of the varlance. 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 all by the HOV variables.
Therefore, the pattern that emerged for male robbery victims
was that overall distress symptoms and poorer self-esteem
were associated with a greater history of victimization
within the first six months postcrime.

5. Freqguencies of victimization.

In order to facilitate iInterpretation of the findings,
some of the history of victimizatlon categories were reduced
further In order to calculate percentages. Because these
historical varliables had been scored as continuous varlakles
for the preceding analyses [t was not possible to determine
the actual number of participants who had been vicgtimized in
various ways. In order to calculate percentages,
definitions were established, Particlpants were considersd
to have been physically abused if they were physically
injured by a parent. Glven this definition, 45% of the rape
victims, 44% of the female robbery victims, and 38% of the
male robbery victims (from session one) reported having been
physically abused by a parent in childhood.

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., " told that I was bad, stupld
or dumb", "cursed at with obscene or viclent language”,
"locked in a closet"), If research participants indicated
that their parents punished them with any of these methods
half of the time or more thev were considered to have been
emotionally abused. By this definition, 4%9% of the rape
victimg, 43% of the female robbery victims, and 50% of the
male robbery victims had been emotionally abused.
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Five gquestions were concerned wlth 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 rind of violence in
their family or neighborhood. The remalning 44% had been
exposed to at least some violence. Flfty-three percent of
the female and 51% of male robbery victims reported no
violence in their families or nelghborhoods.

Domestic viclence was defined as bhelng hit a few times
a year or more or having been beaten by a spouse at least
once. Twenty-five percent of rape victims, 87% of female
robbery victims and 16% of male robbery victlms reported
having been the victim of domestic violence.

Seventeen crimes (nonfamillal) 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 cne incident,

G. Indicators of Prior Psvcholgogical Problems.

Three variables were examined as crude indicators of
prior psychological propblems: prior psychiatric/
psychological treatment (medications, hospltalizations or
therapy for emcotional problems)(PPT), depression and suicide
history (DAS), and treatment for alcohcl or drug abuse (CD».
These variables were constructed from several ltems each
from the Counselling Questionnalre. An examlnatlon of the
frequency of variables revealed that few female participants
had a history of treatment for chemlical dependency.
Therefore, that variable was excluded from the analyses
except the male vs. female MANOVA and the stepwlse
regression analyses with male robbery victims.

1. MANOVAs.

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

b. Male versus female ropbery victims. Overall
MANOVAs of sex dlfferences in prlor psvchological problems
were significant at all five sessions (See Table 24).
Univariate analyses varied somewhat across sessions. At the
flrst 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 all ANOVAs were
nonsignificant but there was a trend for men to report more
treatment for chemical dependency.

It is difficult to draw definltive concluslons
regarding sex differences in precrime propblems. However, it
appears that women were meore likely to have suffered from
depresslion and to have made more sulclde attempts. They
were also somewhat mors llkely than women to have recelved
some type of f{reatment for psychological problems. There
was a slight Indicatlon that men were more llkely to have
recelived treatment for chemical dependency. All 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,
TSC3S, or MFS. There were slight differences on the IES and
BDI. On the original IES ANQOVAs, female robpbery 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
psvchological problems, BDI was nonsignificant at all
sessions, although there was a trend at one month (p<.0&)>.
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3. Regression analyses.

a. Rape victims. Rape victims appear to be
relatively unaffected by any prior history of psychological
problems during the present trauma. Only two 'measures were
predicted by one of the variables at the first session. GSI'
and TSCS scores at session one were predicted by a history
of depression and suicidal [deation and attempts. The only
other variable to predict symptomatology at any other
session was prior psychological treatment (PPT> at 18

months, predicting MFS scores. PPT accounted for 19% of
the variance. These findings are presented in Table 286.
b. Female robbhervy victims. Table 27 presents the

findings of the stepwise multliple regresslion analyses. The
Global Severity Index was significantly predicted by a
history of depression and sulc¢ide attempts (DAS) at 1, 6,
and 18 months postcrime. Problems with self-esteem <TSLS
were predicted at one month by the set of two variables, DAS
and PPT, which explained 20% of the varlance. DAS also
predicted problems with self-esteem at six months posterime

(R2=,21>. None of the three variables predicted self-esteem
at 12 months but prior psvchological treatment (PPT)
predicted problems at 18 months and explaxned 15% of the
variance.

MFS was predicted by DAS and PPT at 1 month; PPT at 6
months, none of the variables at 12 months and CD at 18
months. Similarly, IES scores were predicted by DAS and PPT
at 1 month, PPT at & months, ncne 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
severlty and self-esteem’ at € months. The PTSD measure was
predicted better at & months postcrime by prior
psychiatric/psychological treatment. HNone of the predictors
emerged as signiflcant on any of the symptom. summary
varlables at 12 months posterime., - Flnally, a history of
treatment for psychological/psychiatric problems was most
predictive of longterm problems for female robbery victims.

c. Male robbery victims. G8I was best predicted at
1, 6, and 12 months posterime by a history of depression and
sulclde attempts (DAS) and at 18 months by prlior psychiatrilc
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treatment (PPT). These varlables accounted for B-14% of the
varlance. FProblems with self-esteem were best predicted by
a set of two varlables, PPT and DAS at 1 month, PPT at &
months, and DAS at 12 and 18 months post¢rime. These
variables explained moderate amounts of the varlance.
Neither the MFS nor the IES were predicted by any of the
three variables at 1 or 6 months postcrlime. IES scores were
also not correlated with a history of prior psychalogical
problems at 12 or 18 months postocrime. However, DAS was
associated with greater MFS scores at 12 and 18 menths
postecrime. Table 28 displays the resulits of these analyses.

Overall, fear and PTSD symptoms in the first half vear
following robbery were not predicted by male subjects’
precrime history of psychological problems. However,
general distress and self-esteem were associated with
subjects who had histories of prior treatment or depression
and sulcide attempts. Prlor treatment for chemical
dependency in male robbery victims did not emerge as a
significant predictor of more severe problems following the
current crime.

H. Assault Variables,.

A third set of predictor variables concerned assault
factors. These were generated from the Crime Information
Questionnaire. The seven variables included
acqualntanceship status with the assallant, number of
assallants, whether the assallant threatened the victim or
displayved a weapon, how much the victlm was restralned, the
length of the c¢rime, and the extent of injurlies. Tables 29
and 30 present the findings of MANOVAs, Table 3! 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~rcbbery
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. MNANOVAs comparing
assault variables of rape and robbery victims were
gignificant at all five sessions. At one month posterime,
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 displaved a weapon. The findings at three months
postcrime were similar except there wags no difference in the
extent of injurles 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 acquaintanceshlp status with the
perpetrator.

At 12 months postcrime rape victlims reported greater
use of threats, restraint, Injuries, and greater duratlion of
the crime than did robbery victims. The two groups reported
no differences on number of assallants, display of weapons,
or acquaintanceship status. At 18 months postcrime rape
victims reported more threats, restraint, and greater crime
duration, while the robbery victims agaln reported more
assailants. There were no differences in acqualntanceship
status, the extent of [njuries, or whether the assallant
displayed a weapon.

Desplte some changes In the sample composition, sample
size, and passage of time, these analyses are rather
conzistent. While robbery victims are more likely than rape
victims to be victimized by more than one assailant, rape
victims are subljected to more threats, restraint, induries
and longer crime duration. It is also interesting that
female ropbery victims are as likely to be robbed by an
acqualntance 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. Begcause of the greater
threats, restraint, injuries, and crime duraticn, the crime
of rape may be perceived as more life threatening, which
could lead to greater fear and post-traumatic stiress
disorder.

c, Male versus female vobbery victims. The MANOVAs
were signiflicant at all five sesslons, thus univariate
analvses were conducted at each session. At one month
posterime the research sample reported sligniflcant sex
differences on four of the seven variables. HMale robbery
victims were more likely to report a greater number of
assallants, the display of a weapon(s), more threats, and
greater extent of lnJury than female robbery victims. There
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was a trend on one other varlable; female victims Qere
somewhat more likely to know thelr assalilants.

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 sublJected to more threats.
There was only a trend on whether the perpetrator(s>
displaved weapons. At slx months posterime, two varlables,
greater numpber of assallants and dlisplay of weapond(s)
occurred significantly more often in robberles of men.

There were trends on the extent of threats and injurles. 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 frends 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 assallants,
acquaintanceship status, and the use of fthreats. There were
also trends on whether the assailant displayed weapon(s’,
the extent of restraint, and length of c¢rlme.

The findings of these analyses were rather consistent
despite the passage of time and some differences ln the
composition of the sample across sessions. More force was
used agalinst male than female robbery victims. Men were
significantly more likely than women to have more than one
assalilant, be subjected to threats and the dlsplay of
weapons and be assaulted by strangers. It is not cobvious
from these findings why women report more fear (MFS & 1ESS
following robbery than men. It could be that some of their
fear and anxiety preexisted the c¢rime, they perceived the
crime as more life threatening, they reacted differently
during the c¢rime, 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 dlifferences in their reactions.

2. Covarlance analvses.

Because there were so many assault dlfferences petween
rape and robbery victims, it would ke helpful to elimlinate
these differences to discover whether rape victims still
have more proplems than robbery victims following the c¢rime
aftter 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 lndex
by standardizing the scoring and then summing thes scores of
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the seven varlables. The resultling assault varlable [ndex
was used as the covariate In subsequent ANOVAs. Four
summary variables plus the Beck Depression Inventory were
used to reduce the number of analyses.

Results are presented in Table 31. On the GSI,
di fferences between rape and raobbery victims were reduced
somewhat. There were still significant differences at
session three, although the magnitude of the differences was
reduced. The difference previously found at the six month
session dropped out. In the original analysis of the TSCS
there were differences between rape and robbery victlms in
self-egteem at 6 and 18 months postcerime. 0On the covarliance
analyses of TSCS, dlfferences were ellminated and all
analyses were nonsignificant. There was no change in the
analyses of the MFS. They were nonsignificant at all
sessions on both types of analysis.

The orlglnal analyses of the IES resulted In
significant dlfferences at all five sessions. 0On the
covarlance analyses, rape victims had significantly hlgher
IES scores than robbery victims at the first three sessions
but were no longer signiflcantly dlfferent than robbery
victims at the 12~ and 18-month sessions. There was,
however, a trend at the 12 month session (p < .07). And
tinally, on the original analyses of BDI, the rape victims
scored significantly hlgher than robbery victims at all but
the 12-month session. On the covariance analysis, rape
victims still scored higher than robbery victims through the
six month session, but there were no differences at the 12-
or 18-month sessions.

The results cof covariance analyses indicate that
differences In the assault (e.g. threats, restraint, length
of crime) between rapes 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 overall distress, and after the first six
months no differences in depression or PTSD symptoms.
However, all differences were not eliminated, especially in
the first six months, so It is apparent that some other
variable or varlables account for the remaining differences
between rape and robbery victims.
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3. Stepwise reqression _analyvses.

a. Female rape victims. Almost none of the assault
variables - predicted subsequent symptoms or self-esteem in
the sample of rape victims. The only significant predictors
were the extent of threats which predicted GSI scores and
restraint 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 predlct GSI at any of the sesslions was at 12
months: the extent of restraint which accounted for 22% of
the varlance. Acgualntanceshlp status was the only assault
varlable to predict overall self-esteem. It was not
predictlive at one menth posteorlime, bhut did predict
significantly the three subsequent sessions that were
examined and explained 11~ 21% of the varlance. In these
cases it was negatively related 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 &, 12, and 18 months. At six months,
whether or not the assailant displayed a weapon was related

to the total MFS scores (R2= (gg) 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 IES (R9=.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 ropbery victims while the extent of
threats were assoclated with fear and PTSD symptoms.

Barlier analysis indicated that female robbery victims were
more likely to be assaulted by an acquaintance than male
robpoery victims. No other varlable emerged with any
consistency across sgsessions or knstruménts. It should also
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be noted that none of the assault variables were aésoclated
with problems initially at the one month sesslion.

¢. Male robbery victims. As wlth rape and female
raobbery victims, very few of the assault varlables predicted
subsequent reactions.  GSI was signiflcantly predicted (at
one month postcerime) by the number of assailants and (at six
months postecrime) by the extent of restraint. Nelther of
these varliables accounted for much of the variance (5 and 6%
of the variance respectively). At 12 and 18 months there
were no significant predictors.

None of the assault variables predicted self-esteem at
the 1, &6, or 18 month postcrime assessment periods. At 12
months, number of assallants entered the eguation 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 predict IES scores was the
number of assailants at | month postcrime. Again, this
variable accounted for only 4% of the variance.

Conclusions. The overall picture is that assault
variables played very little role in the reactlions and
recovery of male robbery victims. ‘The only variable to
emerge in the analyses more than once was the number of
assaillants, but even that varlable accounted for very little
of the variabllity in the scores. The finding that number
of assallants predicted reactions 1s consistent with the
fact that male robbery victims were more likely to be
assaulted by more than one assailant than female robbery
victims.

I. Within-Assault Reactions.

The third set of predictor variables concerned victims’
reactlions during the assault. Three variables examined
behavioral responses. Victims’ responses were summarized as
passive (e.g., "kept gquiet and motioniess", "did exactly as
I was told", "tried to talk my way out of it"); active
(e.g., "screamed or velled for help", "tried to run away"“);
or aggressive (e.g., "cursed or threatened", "kicked, hit or
punched">. Three emotional reactions were: included,
anxious, calm, or angry

Finally, three indices were cdeveloped to reflact
perceptiong of imminent harm. Particlipants were asked to
rate how much of the time during the assault they thought
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about the possibility of being injured, killed, or someone
else being injured or killed ¢i.e., a loved one, not the
assaliant). They were alsoc asked to rate their certainty
during the crime of their being injured (or injured
further), killed, 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
multiplied by the certalinty. 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, actlve resistance, aggressive
resistance, anxious, calm, angry, perception of imminent
death, perceptlion of imminent InJury, and perceptlon of harm
to others.

1. MANOVAs.:

a. Rape versus robbery victims. Results of the
rape versus robbery MANOVAs are presented in Table 35. The
comparison of rape and robbery victims’ reactions during the
assault were significantly different at all five assessment
segsions. 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
indJury than robbery victims. Although it did not quite
reach the establlished 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, active, and aggressive behavioral responses, as
well as greater anxiety, and greater perception of imminent
death or injury than robbery victims. Agaln, at both
sessicns there was only a trend for robbery victims to
report heling caimer 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 aggresslilve behavior at this
gsession, However, the variable calm reached significance
wlith robbery victims reporting that they had been calmer
during the crime.

At 18 months postcrime, the only differences between
the rape and robbery victlms 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’
reactions that were most consistently reported were greater
passive behavier 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
nypotheses of this project that some of the differences in
reactions between rape and robbery may be due to the
difference in perception of the life threatening nature of
the crime of rape relative to rohbery.

b. Male versus female robberyv. 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 alsc reported a trend toward being calmer
during the crime. Women reported belng significantly more
anxious and having a greater perception of imminent danger
to loved ones. Men and women were not slgnificantly
different on the fellowing variables: actlve resistance,
aggressive reslistance, angry, perception of lmmlnent death,
or perception of imminent Injury.

The resulis at three months were simllar. 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. There
were only trends for the men to report more passive
resistance beghavior and for them tc be calmer during the
crime. At six months postcrime men and women reported beling
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significantly different on only two of the nine variables,
anxlous and angry. In both cases women reported greater
levels than men. Analyses at 12 months postcrime revealed
cnly 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 time.
Overall, 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
gymptoms between women and men. Such a finding supports a
classical conditioning model of fear.

2. Covariance analvses

The covariance analyses for wlthin-assault variables
ugsed three covarlates rather than one. The reactlions that
were explored concerned thoughts, feellngs, and behavior.
While there is some Justification in summing dlfferent
reactions within thess categorles, there was no reason to
assume that one could sum across categorles. Therefore,
three covariates were entered representing the three
reactions: perceptlons, 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
nigher 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 all but the 12-month session, but
the covariance analyses eliminated these dlfferences. All
of the ANCOVAs were nonsignificant.

The original TSCS analyses resulted in significant
differences between robbery and rapesrobbery .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 postcrime. robbery victims
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scored significantly higher than rape victims. Rape
victims scored significantly higher than ropbbery victims at
all of the sessions on the IES originally. After covarving
participants’ within-assault reactions, rape victims scored
higher than robbery victlms only at the six-month session.

b. Female versus male robbery victims. Table 38
presents the results of the withln-assault covariance
analyses of male and female robbery victims. There were no
changes in the results from the orlglnal analyses after the
effects of within-assault varlables were elimlinated.

Conclusions. Qverall, as with the assault varlables,
the within-assault variables appear to account for much of
the difference between rape and robbery victims but not for
the differences between male and female robbery victims.
Differences between the crimes probably elliclt different
reactions from victims which moderate thelr subsequent
reactions and recovery. When those within-assault
differences are eliminated there are very few differences
between the reactlions of robbery and rape victims. '

It had been speculated that the greater anxiety women
reported experiencing during the crime might help account
for the sex differences on some of the measures at the one
month session. However, when the effect of within-assault
anxlety was eliminated through covariance analyses, the
women still had greater fear, depression and PTSD symptoms
at one month postcrime. Therefore, within-assault anxiety
does not account for the sex differences that were observed.

3., Stepwise reqgression analvses.

a. Female rape victims. Results of the stepwise
regressions are listed In Table 39. At 1 and 12 months
postcrime there were no within-assault reactlion varlables
that predicted rape victims’ GSI scores. At & months
postcrime, a set of two varlables, "active resistance" and
"angry', predicted GS8I. Active resistance was negatively
welighted such that greater reslstance was more predictive of
lower GSI scores at six months postcrime. Angry was
positively weighted such that greater anger during the crime
predicted greater distress as measured by the GSI. These
two variables accounted for 28% of the varlance ln scores.
At 18 months posterime, three varlables, angry, active
resistance, and perception of imminent injury (PII>
accounted for 77% of the variance. Greater levels of active.’
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resistance and PII predicted lower GSI scores while anger
predicted higher sgores,

NMone of the wlthin-reactlion varliables accounted for the
variability in TSCS scores at one or six months. At 12
months two varlables, calm and angry, predlcected greater
self-esteem and accounted for 41% of the variablility 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 (PID) predicted higher sel f-esteem and
accounted for 41% of the variance.

None of the within-assault reactions entered the
prediction eguation for the total MFS scores at any session.
The within—-assault reaction variables did not predict IES
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 PTSD 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 reactlions at one-
month postcrime, did not predict most of the measures at six
months postcerime, and did nct partlicularly predict MFS
scores., However, women’s reactlons durlng the crime are
strongly assoclated wlth overall distress levels at 6 and 18
months, self-esteem at 12 and 18 months, and IES scores at
12 months postcrime.

The variable to emerge most frequently was
within-agsault 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 victims. Results of the stepwise
regression analyses are found in Table 40. 2t 1 month
postcrime, two variables, passive behavior and angry
predicted distress as measured by the GSI. They accounted
for 18% of the variance. At 6 months postcrime 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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agaressive resistance and PDO (perceptlon of danger to
others) predicted 43% of the variance in GSI scores, and at
18 months, one of the nine variables, aggressive resistance,
entered the regression equaticon., However, aggressive
resistance only accounted for 9% of the variance.

On the TSCS at one month postcecrlime, aggressive
resistance and perception of imminent death (PID) predicted
overall self-esteem and accounted for 17% of the variance.
Both were welghted negatively such that greater aggressive
resistance and perceptlion of lmminent death resulted in
lower self-esteem. At six months postecrime aggressive
reslistance contlinued to predict problems with self-esteem
but accounted for only 7% of the varlance. At 12 months
postcrime greater aggresslve 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.

PID predlicted 10% of the variance in MFS scores at
sesslon 1. At six months postcrime, anklous predicted
greater MFS scores and accounted for 16% of the varlange.
At 12 months postcrime both PID and anxlous predicted
greater fear and together accounted for 38% of the variance
in scores. However, at 18 months there were no significant
predictors of MES scores.

A set of two variables best predicted IES total at one
month postcerime. Anxlous and angry during the assault
accounted for 16% of the variance in IES scores. At six
months postcrime, anxlious accounted for 10% of the varlance
in predicting IES scores. PID and aggressive resistance
predicted IES at 12 months and explalned 69% of the
variance. At 18 months postcrime only one variabie
predlcted IES scores. Aggressive resistance explalined 9% of
the variance.

Conclusions. Overall, these withln-assault victim
reactions did emerge as praedictors of later problems with
fear, dlstress, and self-esteem across measures and
sessions. Unllke the reactions of rape victims, these
varlables were assocliated wlith reactions at one month
posterime put were only weakly assoclated at the 18-month
session, Although no c¢lear pattern emerged, the following
observations might be made: 1. Perception of imminent
death emerged as a predictor on two of the measures at 1
month posterime but perceptions of danger {(death, injury, or
harm to others was more associated with the level of
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symptomatoloay at 12 months posterime. 2. Aggressive
reslstance smerged freguently as a predictor, particularly
with regard to self-esteem and PTSD symptoms. 3. Aggressive
reslstance also appeared to ke more Influentlal at the later
sessions. 4. Belng anxious during the assault was
assoclated wlth problems with anxiety, particularly as
measured by the MFS and IES.

¢. Male robbery victims. Table 41 depicts the
results of the stepwlse regressions for the male robbery
group at all four sesslons. The only variable to enter the
equation at session 1 to predict GSI was anxious, which
explained only 8% of the variance. At six months postcrime
perceptlion 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, or 18
months postcrime. However, at 12 months postecrime, 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 anxlety and active
resistance predicted 17% of the varlance. At the remaining
three sessions anxious emerged as a slignlficant predictor.
At 6 and 12 months it accounted 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 varlance., Those men wlth
greater anxlety during the c¢rime apparently had greater
difficulty with fear-produclng stimull later in the recovery
period.

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

Conclusions. Anxlous appears to be the best
within-assault variable In predicting long-term reactions
and recovery in male robbery victims. The level of
within-assault anxlety emerged as the single pest predictor
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for global distress (GSI) at three of the four sesslions and
also predicted MFS at all four sessions. Perceptlion of
imminent death predicted PTSD symptoms (IES) at 1 and &
months, while perception of imminent indury appeared to
predict fear ang 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 had more
proplems with symptomatology, particularly fear and PTSD
symptoms, in the yvear and a half that followed the crime.

J. Pgstcrime 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
pecple victims talk to on a regular basls, thelr network
size (NREGTALK). The third varliable assesses perceived
social support by summing 6 guestions 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. MANQVAs.

a. Rape versus robbery victims. The MANOVAs at the
one and 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 nonsignlficant.

b, Male versus female robbery victims. The MANOVA
coemparing the social support of female and male robbery
victims was significant at 1 month postcrime. ANQOVAS
indicated 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 petween 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 postcerime were all nonsignificant.
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2. Covarlance apalvses of female pape versus ropbnery
victims.

Because of the difference in network size at six months
postcrime between rape and robbery victims, |t was declded
to covary social support to determine its effect on
recovery. There was very llittle change in the results from
the original to the covariance analyses. There was no
change at all on the GBI, MFS, or IES results. 0On the
original analyses of the BIDI there were significant
differences at 1, 3, 6, and 18 months. 0On the ANCUOVA there
were differences at 1, 6, and 18 months but not at 3 months,
Cn the original TSCS for two groups, there were dlfferences
at & and 18 months but on the covariance analyses there was
a difference between robbery and rape victims only at the &
month session.

3. Reagaression analvses,

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 soclal support and discussion with
more people over more occasions were associated with greater
overall distress at one month postcrime. Although it might
pbe possible to speculate about the relaticnship between
these variables, [t ls also possible that the findlngs were
by chance. The only conclusion that can be drawn is that
soclial support does not play a majJor role In the reactions
and recovery of rape victims except possiply In a minor way
initially.

b. Female ropbbery 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 percelved 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 & months
postcrime. These variables explained between 11 and 17% of
the variance. In all but one case the relationship was
inverse, wherepy better support or larger network size was
assoclated with lower distress scores, More discussion
apout the crime at one month postcrime was associated with
more distress.
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On the TSCS, at the 1 and 18 month assessment, greater
levels of percelved social support were assoclated with
positive self-esteem. This variable accounted for 18% and
13% of the variance respectively. None of the variables
predicted TSCS scores at 6 months, but at 12 months the
number of people talked to about the crime predicted poorer
sel f-esteem.

MFS was predicted by perceived social support only at
the first assessment session and explained 13% 6f the
variance. Similar to the analyses on G3I, IES scores were
predicted by perceived social support at I and 12 months
postcrime and by network size at 6 months postcrime. At
earlier sessions the varliables accounted for 11% and 13% of
the varliance but at 12 months, perceived sccial support
explained 53% of the varlance. None of the three variables
were predictive at the 18-month sessicon. As with GSI,
relationships between the two variables and JES were lnverse
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 soclal 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 postcecrime. Rather than lndicating
less distress, talking about the crime to more people
appears to be associated with more distress and poorer
self-esteem. These later findings were not as strong
however. :

c. Male robberyv 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
postcrime 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 pbut 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 of symptoms.

Self-esteem was not predicted at session one by any of
the variables. At &, 12, and 18 months postcrime, perceivaed
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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 soclal support was associated with
lower MFS scores.

IES was predicted at one month postcrime by the number
of people that the victim discussed the c¢rime with, agaln
indicating that those who talked about [t more had more PTSD
symptoms. IES was not predicted by any of the soclal
support variables at any ot the three later assessment
sessions. \

Conclusions. Stepwise regression analyses examining
the relationship of soclal support variables and symptoms In
male robbery victims resulted in dlfferent patterns of
findings than those of female robbery victims. Unlike the
the findings for female robhery victims, social support
variables were not strongly assocliated 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 scocial support was assocliated with
lower symptom levels and greater self-esteem. On the other
hand, as with female victims, the variable, total numnber of
people talked to about the crime, was associated with mere
distress. QOne cannot assume that talking to more people is
narmful however, because correlation of the two variables
does not imply a causal connection. It could be that thoses
victims who are meore distressed seek out more people to talk
to and that the variable is merely a reflection of the level
of distress in these people., Overall, however, on all of
the analyses of all three crime groups, better reactlions
from loved ones and others was associated with less
symptomatology and ketter self-esteem.

K. Posterime Behavicoral Eesponses.

Postcerime behavioral responses were at first considered
to be an outcome varlable and were sublected to analyses
with the initial cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses
{See sectlions III.0.1 and I11.D. 22, However, hecause some
recent ressarch has considered such behavioral changes to be
"coping" mechanlsms on the part of the victims, it was
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decided to include these variakles with the regression
analyses. If such beshaviors constitute good coping, then we
would expect them to be associated with better symptom
scores across sessions. If, however, they are assoclated
with more svmptomatology over time, then they should not be
consldered coping but merely another form of reactlon to the
crime. The elight 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 ocutcome variables. BSee Tables 48-50.

1. Female rape victims.

GS1 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 daily habits
and patterns were associated with greater distress. At 18
months postcrime, change in the amount of physical exercise
was assocliated 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 iltems, avoidance of being alone and change in
phvsical exercise. Together they accounted for 33% of the
variance. At six months 55% of the variance was predicted
by a set of two variables, change in hablts 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 varliance, but none of the items
predicted reactions at 18 months.

IES was not predicted by any of the behavioral response
items at one month pastassault 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 all cases except cne, postcrime
pehavioral responses rape victims engaged in following the
crime were assoclated with greater symptomatology. In fact,
at 18 months, avolidance of being alone accounted for a
remarkable amount of the variance in IES scores. At 18
months posterime, an increase in physical exercise was
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associated with lower GSI while a decrease in exercise was
assocliated with higher symptoms. The item was
by-directional such that a low score indicated stopping or
decreasing exercise while a high number indicated an
increase. A medium number (3> indicates no change in
behavior. The mean scores rape victims obtained on this

- item ranged from 2.26 at one month postecrime to 1.85 at 18
months posterime. The means for rape victims on this item
indicate that the average response was to decrease the usual
amount of exercise. .The standard deviations were less than
one. Therefore, the majority of rape victims reported that
they decreased their exercise.

Except for those who Increased their physical exerclse,
these behavioral changes cannot be construed as "copling" In
any pasitive sense but ' merely reflect the level of fear and
avoidance that victims experlence. Interestingly, these
behavioral responses were not associated with self-esteem at
all. Two items, avoldance 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 clear]y Illustrated the
avolidant nature of the victim reactions.

2. Female robbery victims.

Avcocidance of being alone emerged as a significant
predictor of GSI scores at all four sessions and accounted
‘for 12-3%5% of the varitance. At six months 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 robbery 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. DHNone 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 {n exercise.

HMFS scores were predicied at one month by a set of two
variables, avoidance of being alone and a change in physical
exercise. Again, an lncrease in physical exercise was
associated with lower MFS scores, while a decrease was
assoclated with more fear. At six months, a different set
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of two variables, changed or lost lob because of the crime
and increase in safety measures, accounted for 25% 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 changlng 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 avoldance of keing alone.
Together they explained 33% of the variance.

Higher IES scores were assocliated with changes in daily
habits and patterns at session one and wlith 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 in
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. Most prominent were avolidance of
being alone, a change in physical exercise, and taking a
self~defense class. As with the responses of rape victims,
the postcrime reactlions 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
tinding 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 habits and patterns
was the best predictor of GSI at 18 months.

The best predictor of self-esteem at one month
postassault was whether the victim moved because of the
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assault. It was lnversely related such that moving was
assocliated with poorer self-esteem. None of the response
items was associated with TSCS scores at & or 18 months but
avolidance 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 nmoving 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 & months lncreasing the
use of safety measures was associated with more fear (R2

=.150.

IESTOT was predicted best at one month postcerime by two
items: moving because of the crime and an increase 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
IES scores at 12 months postcrime, while avoiding being
alone was the best predictor at 18 months (RZ2 =.30).

Conclusions. Postcrime behavioral responses of male
robbery victims are quite indicative of the level of
distress they are expeéeriencing. At one month postcrime
moving because of the crime predicts the victims’ 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
vear after the c¢crime, as measured by the GSI, while changes
in habits and patterns (different types of avoidance?
predict greater levelis of fear.

L. Postcrime Psvchological 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 posterime treatment was related to
symptoms. Tables 51-~54 display the findings from thsse
analyses,




70

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 some type of counseling 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 recelved some kind of
medication for emotional problems since the crime and 29%
recéeived 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%
sald 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 analvses.

a. Female rape victims. There was no relationship
between treatment and level of symptoms at 1, 12, cor 18
months postcerime on any cf the measurss. At & 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
recelved treatment by six months posterime, were those who
were reporting significantly more sympiomatology and lower
sel f-esteem.

The implications of these findings are that, for the
most part, receiving some type of psychological/psychiatric
treatment iz net related to level of symptomatology. The
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only exception was at six months posterime when recelving
treatment was assoclated wlth more psychologlical problems
and lower self-esteem.

b. Female robbery victims. Receiving treatment was
significantly related to the sgverity of problems on all
four scales at 1 and & months postcrime but not 12 months.
At 18 months posterime 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 rcbbery 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 & months nor three of the four measures at 12 months
posterime. Higher IES scores at 12 months were related to
receiving treatment postcrime. At 18 months only one of the
scales was predicted by this varlable. Recelving treatment
was related to poorer self-gesteem at (8 months.

Conclusions. The pattern of flndlings that emergsd for
all three groups was a small but significant relationship
between severity of symptoms and recelving treatment within
the first six moenths after the crime. Interestingly, the
rape victim group had significant findings at only the slx
month session. The greater levels of distress are more
frequently associated with treatment seeking. 1t 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 Svmtem Participation.

1. Descrivtive analvses.

Table 55 lists the freguencies and percentages of
participants” participation in the criminal justice system
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across the five assessment sessions. At the one month
sesslon (N=274), 34% of the particlipants (g=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 understandling. By that time, 12%
(n=34) had been to a preliminary hearling or Grand Jury and
10% (n=27) of the particlipants reported that the defendants
had 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 crimlnal Jjustice 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
througn the process, 3% regretted it and 32% had mixed
feelings. ;

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> salid they had
testified in a preliminary hearing or Grand 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 acguittal, and two cases
had been convicted of a lesser offense. Eleven of the
varticipants (5.6%) reported that their cases had beef
dropped and 18% (n=35) didn’t know what had happened to
their cases. ERegarding thelr treatment during the legal
process, 68% said it was positive and supportive, 18%
reported it to be neutral, and 16% sald it was negative.
Seventy-elight percent were glad they went through the
process, 2% had regrets and 20% had mixed feelings.

By 12 months postcrime, 12% (n=11) of the remaining
sample (N=94) had testified in a trial and 14% (n=13) said
that thelr cases ended in a conviction. Sixteen percent
(n=15) did not know what had happened with their case. (f
the 231 people participating in the criminal Justice system,
71% felt that their treatment was positive and supportive
and 74% were glad they went .through it. Of 106 people
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 were too small to analyze satlisfacticon by the ocutcome
of the case.
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2. Work adjustment, sccial support or treatment during
participation'in the criminal Jjustice system.

It is possible that prolonged involvement with the
criminal Jjustice 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 Jjustice system
entails. In order to examine these effects on those
participating in the criminal Jjustice system two groups were
compared.

Because of the small sample sizes of people completing
the criminal Jjustice system process, only limited analyses
could be conducted. However, it was possible to compare the
work adjustment, social support, psychologlcal treatment and
psychological functioning of those who completed the process
with a group of partlcipants whose cases never had a suspect
apprehended and so never started the process. Twenty-four
participants completed thelr participation in the system by
12 or 18 months post-crime. These participants formed the
CJ8 group. From the pool of particlpants 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). Bevond the inlitial matchling,
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 Jjustice system. The MANOVA
was not significant. HNext, 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. Likewise, there were no
differences in work adjustment between the two groups at any
of the four postcrime periods.

Originalily, it had been speculated that participants in
the criminal Justice system might fare better because they
might have greater access to counsellng. An ANOVA was
conducted on the treatment variabhle in order to determine {f




74

the CJS was more llkely to recelve treatment than the
comparison group. The analvyses were nonsignificant,
indicating that the two groups were equally likely to have
received counseling.

3, Effects of particlpation on recoverv.

In order to determine whether partliclipating In the
crimlnal Justlice system effects recovery from the crime the
following analyses were conducted. The flrst analyses were
4 ANOVAs using the four predetermined dependent variables
(G8I, TSCS8TQT, MFSTOT, IESTOT> at the end polnt In the
process, 12 or 18 months. All were nonsignlificant.

The second analyses were conducted to determine if
there were differences between these two groups at earller
points in the process. The CJS and comparison groups were
analyzed via ANOVAs at cone, 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(1, 402= 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 must be concluded that there
are no differences in work adjustment, social support,
receiving treatment or psychological recovery between people
who participated in the criminal Jjustice system and those
who did not. Apparently, participating in the criminal
Justice system has no particular effect on these varlables
either for good or ill,
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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 severe, 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 following
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, rapre 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 thelr crimes lasted longer. Probably more
important, rape victims resisted more, were more anxious,
and had greater perceptions of imminent death or injury.
Their heightened anxiety would faclltitate classically
condltioned fear reactions. As confimatlion of thls, 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 few 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 toc move bevond 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 arcusal 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 wlth 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 avoldance is one of
the-hallmarks of PTSD and probably serves to maintain
condltlioned 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 reactlons to having been robbed than men. This,
in fact, was not entirely the case. Women dld have graater
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 robbery 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 guestion,

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 particlipants who were assessed only once at
12 or 18 months indicated that the improvement was not due
to the effect of repeated assessment. Single and
repeatedly assessed robbery victims reported similar levels
of symptomatology.
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It had been speculated that men mlght experlence more
anger during the c¢rime and therefore, classlical 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 withln-crime :
anger than men. The regression analyses indicated the
greater the anger durlng the assault, the greater the
symptoms following 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 reacticons and avoldance following
the event.

With regard to sex differences, it must be remembered
that there were very few differences in reactions .overall.
Male robbery victims experience significant distress and
fear for several months following the crime. Because men ‘
‘are less likely to seek out counseling, it will be necessary
for victim advocates and crlminal Jjustice system persvonnel
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 possibility of counseling should be
explored, :

The history of the victim should not be lgnored. Both
prior victimization and a history of prior freatment for
psychological disorders or depression and suicide attempts
are assocliated with more severe reactions and difficulty
recovering from crime. Assessment of the victim’s history
should be a routine part of counseling for victimization.

Social support., contrary to hypothesis did not play a
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 predictor of the
reactions of rape victims.

However, soclal support did appear to be more
influential with robbery victims. OGreater perceived social
-support and general network size were associated with better
psychological functlioning while talking more about the event
was assoclated with more symptomatology. These findings
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appear to indicate that general social support anrt the
initial and current reactions about the crime by people in
robbery victims’ 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, probapbly 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 regression 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
speciflic variables affect reactlions and recovery. The
difficulty with these analyses probably stem from several
sources. The measures used to assess the varlables of
interest (e.g., history of victimization, assault,
within-assault) were all developed for this project because
standardized measures were not avallakble, The validity and
reliablility of the measures may not have been optimal, It
is possible that reliablility of reporting by subljects may
have peen 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 scome of the variables are highly correlated it is
possible that one variable will emerge as a significant
predictor on one measure at one session, while a related
variable will emerge as the best predictor at another
session. The pattern of responses would then be obscured
somewhat .

Because the number of participants who completed all
sessions was relatively small for regression analyses, it
was necessary to use the cross—-sectional sample for these
analyses. Consequently, the composition of subljects changed
somewhat from session to session. This could have obscured
the pattern of results somewhat. Nevertheless, it was
possibie to conclude that the within-person variables were
important variables in determining the reactions of rape
victims and all seven types of varlables were associated
with the level of reactions and recovery experienced by
robbery victims.
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Future research should determine the exact pattern of
influence of these variables and should begin to study the
Interaction between these variables. In order to accomplish
this, more research will be needed to determine the
reliablilty and validity of the measures of these variables.
Large sample slzes will be needed to accomplish the kind of
statistical analyses that will be required.

This study found that participation in the criminal
Justice system had 1ittle, if any, effect on the
participants’ psychologlical functioning or work adjustment
following the crime. Victims who completed the criminal
Justice system process also reported that they received no
mare or less social support than those who never entered the
system because no one was apprehended. These participants
also reported that they were no more likely to have received
any kind of treatment than the comparison group.

It is possible that participating in the criminal
‘Justice system is not as traumatic for most victims as has
been previously portrayed. Perhaps the system has become
more humane to victims. However it is possible that these
findings were unique to this sample. The two comparison
groups were those who did not enter the system at all versus
those who completed the system; that is, there was a trial
or the defendant pleaded guilty. It is possible that the
system is most difficult te a different group of people,
those who enter the system but are unable to complete it
pecause there is inadequate evidence to proceed, the
evidence is contaminated in some fashion or lost, or because
the case is dropped after the preliminary hearing or Grand
Jury. We did not have a sufficient sample of such cases to
include them in analysis.

Finally, In survevying this sample of victims who had
reported their crimes to the police, approximately 15% of
the sample at any of the sessions did not know what had
happened to their case. And although three-gquarters of the
sample who procceded through the system felt that the
treatment they received was positive and supportive, 15%
reported negative treatment and either regreted going
through the process or had mixed feelings about 1t. It is
encoulrraging that sco many pecople feli positively about their
participation in the legal process, but there is still room
for improvement.
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics: Female Rape, Female Robbery Victims and Male Robbery Victims

Variables

Race
Black
White

Age
17-20
21-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
over 40

**Marital Status
Single
Married

Highest Degree Earned
Elementary School Diploma or less
High School Diploma/G.E.D.
Technical Training Certificate or Associate Degree
Bachelor's Degree and above

Years of School
Mean
S.0.

Female

Rape Robbery
N=75 N =90
60.81% 60.00%
29.19 40.00
N=75 N=29l
26.67% 14.29%
21.33 19.78
24.00 24.18
14.67 13.19
4.00 13.19
9.33 15.38
N=175 N=91
73.33% 50.55%
26.67 49.45
N=72 N =288
30.55% 23.86%
26.39 31.82
26.39 20.46
16.67 23.86
N=73 N=90
12.90 12.80
2.69 3.91

Male

Rape

N = 108
66.67%
33.33

N =108
13.89%
36.11
17.59
9.26
10.19
12.96

N =108
69.44%
30.56

N =105
13.33%
47.62
24.76
14,29

N = 106
12.40
3.44

Robbery

N =90
60.00%
40.00

N=291
14,29%
19.78
24.18
13.19
13.19
15.38

N=2091
50.55%
49.45

N =288
23.86%
31.82
20.46
23.86

N =90
12.80
3.91




Table 2. Chi-Squares Analyses of Assault Variables: Female Rape vs. Robbery Victims
Variable Rape Robbery
**xkNumber of Perpetrators
one 91.53% 57.78%
two 6.78 32,22
three 1.69 6.67
four or more c.00 3.33
N = 59 N = 90
**Number of people present (besides victim and perpetrator(s))
none 67.24 37.36
one 17.24 30.77
more than one 15,52 31.87
N =58 N =01
****yhere the crime occurred
Victim's home 37.29 14.44
Home of the perpetrator 10.17 0.00
Someone else's home 3.39 4,44
Place of business (store, bank, etc.) 1.69 13.33
Empty public building 1.69 1.11
Abandoned building 5.08 0.00
Car 15.25 4,44
On the street 5.08 45,56
In a park 1.69 3.33
On a parking lot “ee= ——--
In a parking garage 5,08 10.00
Other N =259 13.56 3.33 N=90
Acquaintanceship status of perpetrator
Stranger 72.41 79.12
Knew stightly 17.24 7.69
Friend (including relative, date,
ex-boyfriend/ex-girlfriend,
husband/wife) 6.90 10.99
Other N =58 3.45 2.20 N =91
*%*%(se of threat by perpetrator
yes 94.64 56,67
no N = 56 5.36 43,33 N = 90
****Display of weapon by perpetrator
No weapon 33.33 43.33
Gun 14.81 45,56
Knife or sharp object 44,44 6.67
Blunt object 5.56 2.22
More than one weapon N = 54 1.85 2,22 N =90
*Victim blindfoided
yes 15.52 4.40
no N =58 84,48 95.60 N =91
Victim gagged
yes 7.02 4.40
no N =257 92,98 95.60 N =91
*kkk{ictim restrained with arm or leg
yes 76.86 25.27
no N =58 24.14 74.73 N =91
**%Yictim restrained with rope or tape
yes 20.69 4,40
no N =58 79.31 95.60 N =91




TABLE 2 (cont'd)

Variable

Injuries as a result of crime
yes
no N

**x%ength of assault
Less than 1 hour
More than 1 hour N

Length of time before victim told someone
Within first 30 minutes
Within first hour
Within first 2-4 hours
Within first 24 hours
Within 1 week
Within 1 month \

58

59

else of crime

59

*xxkAttitude of medical people who treated victim

Victim did not receive medical care
Helpful and understanding
Matter of fact N

****Place of medical care
Victim did not receive medical care
Emergency room only
Private physician's office

Clinic
Hospital ward/room
Other
N
Treatment by police
Helpful and understanding
Matter of fact
Negative
N
Note: * =p < 05
hk = p < ‘01
*kk = p o< 001
kbR = p o<, 0001

13

50

55

59

Rape Robbery
53.45% 36.26%
46.55 63.74 N
54,24 97.75
45.76 2.25 N
72.88 89.01
6.78 3.30
6.78 3.30
g.47 3.30
3.39 1,10
1.69 0.00
N
8.00 80.28
76.00 18.31
16,00 1.41 N
10.91 86.08
69.09 8.86
3.64 2.53
1.82 0.00
14,55 2.53
N
69.49 71.11
10.17 12.22
20.32 16.66
N

it

"

n

91

8%

91

71

79

90



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

Variable Male Female

**¥%*Number of Perpetrators

one 25.23% 57.78%

two 48.60 32.22

three 21,50 6.67

four or more 4.67 3.33

N = 107 N =90

Number of people present (besides victim and robber(s))

none 48,15 37.36

one 19.44 30.77

more than one N =108 32.41 31.87 N =81
Where the robbery occurred

Victim's home 2.78 14,44

Home of the robber 1.85 0.00

Someone else's home 1.85 4.44

Place of business (store, bank, etc.) 12.96 13.33

Empty public building 0.93 1.11

Abandoned building ———— “—m-

Car 7.41 4,44

On the street 53.70 45,56

In a park 4,63 3.33

On a parking lot 9.26 10.00

In a parking garage 0.93 0.00

Other 3.70 3.33

N = 108 N =90

*Acquaintanceship status of perpetrator

Stranger 79.44 79.12

Knew slightly 16.82 7.69

Friend (including relative, date,
ex-boyfriend/ex-girifriend,

husband/wife) 2.80 10.99
Other .93 2.20
N =107 N=91
****|Jse of threat by robber
yes 80.37 56.67
no N =107 19.63 43.33 N = 90
Display of weapon by robber
No weapon 29,52 43.33
Gun 43.81 45.56
Knife or sharp object 14,29 6.67
Blunt object 4,76 2.22
More than one weapon 7.62 2.22
N = 105 N = 90
Victim blindfolded
yes 1.85 4,40
no 98.15 95.60
N =108 N=091
Victim gagged
yes 7.41 4.40
no N =108 92.59 95.60 N = 91
*Victim restrained with arm or Jeg
yes 40.74 25.27
no N =108 59,26 74,73 N =91
Victim restrained with rope or tape
yes 1.89 4.40
no : N =106 98.11 95.60 N = 91




v

TABLE 3 (cont'd)

Note:

Injuries as a result of robbery

ye
no

S

Variable

Length of assault
Less than 1 hour
More than 1 hour

Length of
Within
Within
Within
Within
Within
Within
Within

i

107

106

time before victim told someone else of robbery

first 30 minutes
first hour
first 2-4 hours
first 24 hours

1 week

1 month

6 months

N = 108

Attitude of medical people who treated yictim

Victim did not receive medical care
Helpful and understanding

Matter of fact

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
More negative

*%
Fokk
dokdok

TV TUT

.05
.01
.001
.0001

87

100

107

Sex
Male Female
45,79 36.26
54,21 63.74
99.06 97.75
0.94 2.25
78.70 89.01
8.33 3.30
5.56 3.30
4.63 3.30
1.83 1.10
0.93 0.00
71.26 80.28
27.59 18.31
1.15 1.41
72.00 86.08
14.00 8.86
2.00 2.53
6.00 2.83
6.00 0.00
70.09 71.11
14.02 12.22
15.87 16.66

91

89

91

71

79

90




Table 4. Sample Sizes, Means, and Standard Deviations:

Cross-sectional Data Set, Female Rape and Female Robbery Victims

Robbery 91 65.81 10.77 73 57.10 11.75 67

57.63

One Month Three Months Six Months
NN osD NooMoos N M S0

Measure
BRIEF SYMPTOM INVENTORY
Global Severity Index (GSI)

Rape 75 66.68 . 9.64 59 63.63 11.26 52 62.06 12.06

Robbery 91 63.86 11.07 73 56.79 11.70 67 55.82 13.34
Somatization

Rape 75 57.47 12.38 59 53.54 13.62 52 55.33 12.68

Robbery 91 55.60 14.47 73 .49.25 12.54 67 49.12 12.51
Obsessive-Compulsive Symptom

Rape 75 62.05 11.37 59 60.73 10.39 52 58.90 12.57

Robbery 91 59.87 11.87 73 55.44 12.03 67 54.06 12.68
Interpersonal Sensitivity

Rape 75 62.80 11.90 59 62.42 10.58 52 60.85 12.58

Robbery 91 60.40 12.87 73 54.85 13.14 67 55.37 14.10
Depression

Rape 75 61.52 10.37 59 57.81 12.19 52 b56.52 13.66

Robbery 91 56.82 1z.88 73 50.92 13.66 67 51.82 13.28
Anxiety

Rape 75 69.39 9.6% 59 65.15 11.08 52 62.33 12.21

12.04

Twelve Months

kil

26
25

26
25

26
25

26
25

26
25

26
25

M

61.
57.

54,
.40

47

54.
58.

60.
58.

55.
52.

61.
55!

04
28

46

50
04

27
48

27
48

08
32

SD

13.01
12.37

14.03
12.56

13.21
9.15

11.74
11.72

12.47
10.52

11.71
14.33

Eighteen Months

§

20
42

20
42

20
42

20
42

20
42

20
42

M

59.25
52.64

51.80
47.00

57.40
52.81

59.85
54.17

54.85
47.26

60.80
52.81

sD

13.54
14.10

13.75
14.87

12.96
11.74

12.97
12.60

13.78
13.67

11.15
13.23




Table 4. Cont'd

One Month
NooM

Hostility

Rape 75 61.91

Robbery 91  61.59
Phobic Anxiety

Rape 75 - 68.40

Robbery 91 63.98
Paranoid Ideation

Rape 75  65.73

Robbery 91 64.54
Psychoticism

Rape 75 68.12

Robbery 91  65.70

BECK DEPRESSION INVENTORY

Rape 71 14.03
Robbery 84 9.68

TENNESSEE SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

Total Self-Esteem

Rape 33  50.64
Robbery 91 49,97
Rape-Robbery 40 44.68

11.64
11.20

7.97
10.33

10.82
11.82
10.73

Three Months
N M sb

59 58.76 12.22
73 55.71 11.98
59 65.39 9.62
73 57.95 10.60
59 = 64.07 10.14
73 59.16 11.56
59 68.69 10.78
73 61.38 12.16
55 10.49 8.23
69 6.46 7.33
29 49.93  9.52
72 50.21 12.74
29 43.66 8.87

52
67

52
67

52
67

52
67

51
62

25
67
28

Six Months
N M

59.
56.

62.
56.

61

57.

66.
61.

50.

51
44

81
48

75
18

.79
94

92

.16
.13

00
.18
.36

sb

12.89

11.66

10.93
11.24

11.13
13.31

11.21
12.78

.35
.53

~

12.41
8.69

Twelve Months

™0
(S e)]

26
25

26
25

26

26
23

14
24
13

M

58.88
57.12

61.35
55.96

64.27
61.80

65.96
61.24

52.93
49.88
42.62

sD

12.
12.

12

11.
12.

11.
13.

~ o

12.
13.
9.

53
83

.63
12.

45

35
21

51
52

.35
.30

44
57
65

Eighteen Months

N

20
42

20
42

20
42

20
42

20

41

42
11

i}

56.00
52.07

57.45
53.83

60.30
56.60

66.45
57.67

10.05
4.44

48.38
51.64
42.18

s

13.31
12.13

12.65
11.48

11.41
12.55

11.79
13.65

10.67
5.53

12.64
12.42
9.08




Table 4.

Physical Self

Rape
Robbery
Rape-Robbery

Moral-Ethical Self

Rape
Robbery
Rape-Robbery

Personal Self
Rape
Robbery
Rape-Robbery
Family Self

Rape
Robbery
Rape-Robbery

Social Self
Rape

Robbery
Rape-Robbery

Cont'd

N

33
91
40

33
91
40

33
91
40

33
91
40

33
91
40

One Month
M

50.94
45.42
41.15

53.79
51.11
48.18

53.42
52.80
47.38

44.70
49.11
45.20

52.30
53.74
49.18

11.
13.
.88

11

11.
12.
11.

10.
11.
12.

12.
.19
12.

11
11

11.

53
22

87
31
85

98
43
37

22
29

.10
.27

01

Three Months
NooMo s
29 50.55 9.56
72 46.76 13.41
29 39.28 11.80
29 54,07 9.48
72 50.96 13.32
29 48.31 9.70
29 53.38 11.37
72 53.54 13.30
29 47.90 10.56
29 43.66 9.61
72 48.63 13.94
29 44.41 10.14
29 50.24 10.11
72 53.08 11.88
29 46.48 8.65

Six Months

N

25
67
28

25
67
28

25
67
28

25
67
28

25
67
28

L}

50.44
46.79
41.43

52.92
52.22
49.50

52.04
54.28
49.86

46.44
49 .67
42.96

51.04
54.39
46.32

sn

i2.
12.
11.

10.
13.
.59

11.
12.
12.

10.
11.

11.
11.

9.

53

53"

20

08
24

01
80
26

44
18

43
72
46

Twelve Months

L}

14
24
13

14
24
13

14
24
13

14
24
13

14
24
13

Lk

53.
44,
44.

55.
51.
44,

56.
52.
49,

46.
47.
40.

52.
54.
43.

50
88
85

64
96
15

50
79
62

71
04
92

07
04
08

sD

12.02
14.88
15.56

13.43
13.69
6.71

10.24
13.22
12.53

12.69
15.74
13.12

13.94
11.13
9.71

Eighteen Months

N

42
11

42
11

42
11

42
11

42
11

M

49,63
46.43
39.82

50.63
52.17
45.64

53.25
56.26
47.55

44.50
51.50
41.91

48.38
52.88
44.73

SD

15.55
12.79
10.06

13.68
12.58
10.15

12.67
12.27
6.47

9.21
11.84
12.26

9.62
12.49
10.22




Table 4. Cont'd

Identity

Rape
Robbery
Rape-Robbery

Self-Satisfaction
Rape
Robbery
Rape-Robbery
Behavior
Rape

Robbery
Rape-Robbery

MODIFIED FEAR SURVEY

33
91
40

33
91
40

Total MFS

Rape
Robbery

Vulnerability

Rape
Robbery

Classical

Rape
Robbery

70
90

73
91

73
91

One Month
M

49.91
51.40
45.40

52.97
51.13
47.58

48.36
47.55
42.60

57.52
57.33

65.71
62.73

52.74
54.66

10.86
13.78
10.73

12.14
12.76
12.18

10.67
11.19
9.07

12.57
12.76

8.38
10.12

Three Months

N

29
72
29

29
72
29

29
72
29

56
70

60
73

60
73

M

50.24
50.44
43.97

51.90
52.57
47.31

46.72
47.28
40.97

54.96
55.27

62.58
59.05

52.03
53.31

sD

8.77
12.77
9.05

11.35
12.85
9.80

9.27
12.30
8.82

14.22
11.25

9.24
10.18

Six Months

N

25
67
28

25
67
28

25
67
28

51
66

55
67

55
67

M

48.40
52.25
45.32

53.32
52.67
46.93

47.32
48.30
42.54

54.52
53.69

61.70
57.95

52.44
52.43

Sb

10.95
13.03
8.05

9.75
13.30
10.47

10.23
12.25
8.59

Twelve Months

N

14
24
13

14
24
13

14
24
13

27
23

27
24

27
Z24

M

49.43
50.04
44.00

56.71
50.21
45.23

49.43
48.42
40.92

54.01
54.62

59.31
57.88

51.78
53.37

sD

10.55
12.21
12.07

13.03
14.17
10.98

11.43
13.21
6.82

9.90
10.79

14.23
15.63

8.68
11.16

Eighteen Months

N

42
11

42
11

42
11

20
40

20
42

20
42

il

46.25
51.81
43.82

52.13
54,17
45.55

46.88
48.00
39.55

52.98
52.55

57.58
55.36

51.31
52.37

s

13.65
12.35
11.38

11.87
12.38
10.07

12.11
12.15
7.23

8.85
10.10

13.10
12.64

8.13
10.42




Table 4. Cont'd

N

Sexual
Rape 73
Robbery - 91

One Month

M SD

60.99 11.
56.11 10.

Social Evaluation and Failure

Rape 73

Robbery 91
Medical

Rape 73

Robbery 91
Agoraphobia

Rape 73

Robbery 91

Unexpected Loud Noises

Rape 73

Female Robbery 91
Weapons

Rape 73

Robbery 91

53.99 7.
54.47 8.
52.51 7.
53.33 9.
48.22 6.
47.90 5.
49.17 6.
51.81 - 10.
57.24 9.
58.35 10.

72
12

64
91

79
85

19
a3

30

97
16

Three Months

N

60
73

60
73

60
73

60
73

60
73

60
73

M

57.28
52.75

52.68
53.20

50.93
53.14

47.21
47.28

49.00
49.50

54.34
56.28

sD

10.13
8.69

9.36
10.13

9.87
10.42

Six Months
sD

N

55
67

55
67

55
67

55
67

55
67

55
67

M

54.

51

51.
51.

50.
51.

47.
46.

47

54.
55,

30

.43

74
79

93
89

32
43

.79
49.

43

65
66

10.26
8.27

O Y
PN
— O

10.94
10.60

27
24

27
24

27
24

27
24

27
24

27
24

M

Twelve Months
N

sp

53.50 11.70

50.

50.
53.

51.
52.

46.
46.

49.
48.

54.
52.

93

83
30

63
47

14
96

53
55

68
43

7.54

10.38
10.21

8.92
106.33

10.41
9.85

N

20
42

20
42

20
42

20
42

20
42

20
42

Eighteen Months

HosD
54,21 10.52
50.57 8.67
50.13 8.63
51.54  9.66
50.86 8.16
52.08 9.32
46.04 5.53
45.79 7.04
51.04 11.62
49,16 8.92
52.96 10.14
53.52 10.73
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Table 4. Cont'd

IMPACT OF EVENTS

Total IES

Rape
Robbery

Avoidance

Rape
Robbery

Intrusion

Rape
Robbery

LIFESTYLE

=

72
88

72
88

72
88

Behavioral Responses

Rape
Robbery

Symptoms

Rape
Robbery

WORK ADJUSTMENT

Rape
Robbery

74
91

74
91

56
70

One Month
M

40.71
28.81

18.18
14.14

22.53
14,67

16.64
13.90

17.26
13.70

14.29
17.49

Three Months

N

60
71

60
71

60
71

59
73

59
73

47

M

33.53
17.58

13.17
7.14

20.37
10.44

15.29
13.37

14.92
11.12

sp

15.64
16.99

Six Months
NoMoso
53 29.66 17.
60 9.63 13.
53 11.83 8
60 4.47 6
53 17.83 10
60 6.17 . 7
53 15.11 3
66 13.45 3
53 13.47 4
66 10.14 3
4 1.60 O
50 1.48 0

13
61

.66
.55

.48
.93

.58
.77

71
.72

Twelve Months

N

24
23

24
23

24
23

27
23

27
23

21

M

27.54
11.30

12.25
4.65

15.29
6.65

14.41
13.30

13.56
10.39

so

19.
19.

11

56
34

.75
.96

.01
10.

68

Eighteen Months

N

17
39

17
39

17
39

20
40

20
49

17

M

21.65
3.90

12.88
6.31

15.00
12.98

11.90
9.50

SD

17.55
15.39

10.00
9.31




s

Male Robbery 107 - 63.91

Table 5. Sample Sizes, Means, and Standard Deviations:
One Month Three Menths
N osH N M
Measure
BRIEF SYMPTOM INVENTORY
Global Severity Index
Female Robbery 91 63.86 11.07 72 56.71 11.76
Male Robbery 107  62.69 12.15 79 58.38 13.05
Somatization
Female Robbery 91 55.60 14.47 72 . 49.10 12.56
Male Robbery 107 53.34 13.86 79 5l.44 13.21
Obsessive-Compulsive
Female Robbery 91 59.87 11.87 72 55.35 12.08
Male Robbery 107 57.37 12.26 79 54,15 12.59
Interpersonal Sensitivity
Female Robbery 91 60.40 12.87 72 54.86 13.24
Male Robbery 107 59.43 13.36 79 56.76 12.86
Depression
Female Robbery 91 56.82 12.88 72 50.75 13.68
Male Robbery 107 57.95 14.20 79 54.59 13.73
Anxiety
Female Robbery 91 65.81 10.77 72 56.92 11.73
13.62 79 58.95 14.00

Six Months

N

67
74

67
74

67
74

67
74

67
74

67
74

M

55.
57.

49.
51.

54.
54.

55.
56.

51.
54.

57.
.47

57

82
72

12
88

06
39

37
74

82
15

63

sD

13.
i4.

12.
14.

12.
12.

14,
14.

13.
14,

12.
14,

34
53

51
52

68
63

10
08

28
26

04
11

Twelve Months

N

25
41

25
41

25
41

25
41

25
41

25
41

i

57.28
57.24

47.40
50.90

58.04
54.46

58.48
53.56

52.48
54.29

55.32
55.73

)

12.37
15.11

12.56
13.58

9.15
13.26

11.72
14.15

10.52
15.13

14.33
15.02

Cross-sectional Data Set, Male and Female Robbery Victims

Eighteen Months

N

42
43

42
43

42
43

42
43

42
43

42
43

M

52.
56.

47.
49,

52.
54.

54.
55.

47.
54.

52.
55.

64
51

00
88

81
47

17
95

26
63

81
88

S0

14.10
14.70

14.87
13.24

11.74
12.31

12.60
14.89

13.67
14.82

13.23
15.16




A&
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Hostility

Female Robbery
Male Robbery

Phobic Anxiety

Female Robbery
Male Robbery

Paranoid Ideation

Female Robbery
Male Robbery

Psychoticism

Female Robbery
Male Robbery

One Month
NN

91 61.59
107 59.06
91 63.98
107 62.84
91 64.54
107  62.09
91 65.70
107  62.66

BECK DEPRESSION INVENTORY

Female Robbery
Male Robbery

84  9.68

97 7.36

TENNESSEE SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

Total Self-Esteem

Female Robbery
Male Robbery

91 49.97
105 50.84

11

10.
11.

10.
11.

11.
11.

.20
10.

54

33
64

00
74

82
56

Three Months

N

72
79

72
79

72
79

72
79

68
75

71
80

M

55.75
55.01

57.89
59.95

59.07
59.59

61.63
60.78

6.40
5.99

50.18
50.49

SD

12.06
10.78

10.66
11.77

11.61
10.95

12.07
13.06

6.25

12.83
12.50

Six Months

N

67
74

67
74

67
74

67
74

62
69

67
73

M

56.48
55.68

56.18
59.47

57.94
59.08

61.19
60.20

51.18
50.74

SBb

11.66

11.55

11.24
11.82

13.31
12.16

12.79
13.16

7.53
5.64

12.41
12.94

Twelve Months

N

25
41

25
41

25
41

25
41

23
38

24
41

L)

57.12
54.58

55.96
58.02

61.80
59.68

61.24
59.27

49.88
52.63

s

12.83
12.06

12.45
12.17

13.57
11.98

Eighteen Months

N

42
43

42
43

42
43

42
43

41

42
43

L}

52.07
52.84

53.83
58.23

56.60
58.26

57.67
60.21

4.44
42 4.10

51.64
52.14

sB

12.13
11.18

11.48
11.83

12.55
13.30

13.65
13.31

5.53
4.94

12.42
12.02
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Physical Self

Female Robbery
Male Robbery

Moral-Ethical Self

Femate Robbery
Male Robbery

Personal Self

Female Robbery
Male Robbery

Family Self

female Robbery
Male Robbery

Social Self

Female Robbery
Male Robbery

Identity

Female Robbery
MaTle Robbery

Self-Satisfaction

Female Robbery
Male Robbery

One Month
NooM
91 45.42
105 51.44
91 51.11
105 49.15
91 52.80
105 54.91
91 49.11
105 47.36
91 53.74
105 53.04
91 51.40
105 52.25
91 51.13
105 50.48

13.22
13.45

12.31
11.88

11.43
12.47

13.19
12.17

11.27
10.05

13.78
12.26

12.76
10.87

Three Months

N

71
80

71
80

71

71
80

71
80

71

71
80

M

46.82
51.00

50.94
48.44

53.39
55.49

48.49
47.49

53.17
52.20

50.49
50.69

52.48
52.26

SO

13.50
13.81

13.41
12.34

13.33
12.64

13.99
12.22

11.94
12.43

12.86
12.24

12.91
12.0Y

Six Months

N

67
73

67
73

67
73

67
73

67
73

67
73

67
73

M

46.79
51.36

52.22
49.90

54.28
55.19

49.67
47,55

54.39
52.15

52.25
50.37

52.67
52.78

SD

12.53
14.67

13.24
12.26

12.80
14.02

14.14
12.77

11.72
12.18

13.03
13.13

13.30
13.38

Twelve Months

N

24
41

24
41

24
41

24
a1

24
a1

24
41

24
41

M

44.88
52.71

51.96
51.71

52.79
58.59

47.04
47.95

54.04
53.54

50.04
52.27

50.21
53.98

sD

14.88
12.84

13.69
11.68

13.22
12.07

15.74
13.34

11.13
11.16

12.21
12.13

14.17
10.58

Eighteen Months

N

42
43

42
43

42
43

42
43

42
43

42
43

42
43

il

46.43
51.88

52.17
51.09

56.26
58.21

51.50
48.02

52.88
53.23

51.81
52.44

54.17
53.12

s

12.79
14.02

12.58
10.11

12.27
12.46

11.84
11.93

12.49
12.89

12.35
13.53

12.38
10.18
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N

Behavior

Female Robbery 91
Male Robbery 105

MODIFIED FEAR SURVEY

Total MFS

Female Robbery 90
Male Robbery 104

Vulnerability

Female Robbery 91
Male Robbery 107

Classical

Female Robbery 91
Male Robbery 107

Sexual

Female Robbery 91
Male Robbery 107

One Month

M

47.55
50.02

57.33
50.12

62.73
50.08

54.66
46.95

56.11
52,22

Social Evaluation and Failure

Female Robbery 91
Male Robbery 107

54.47
53.15

so

11.19
12.20

12.76
7.77

10.12
6.78

10.12
8.07

8.91

Three Months

NooM

71

70

80

72
81

72
81

72

72
31

47

55.
47.

59.
48.

53.
45.

52.
50.

53.
51.

.24
48.

25

27
98

01
27

49
33

85
26

27
46

SD

12.39
12.66

11.32
7.87

10.13
6.98

19.18
9.92

Six Months
N

67
73

66
72

67
74

67
74

67

67
74

M

48.30
48.94

53.69
47.56

57.95
47.76

52.43
45.10

51.43
50.29

51.79
50.31

Sb

12.25

12.32

Twelve Months

N

24
41

23
40

24
41

24
41

24
41

24
41

L

48.42
50.71

54.62
46.70

57.88
46.65

53.37
44.00

50.93
48.82

53.30
50.05

SD

13.21
12.46

10.79
6.50

15.63
6.76

11.16
6.32

10.21
6.90

N

42

40

41

42
43

42
43

42
43

42
43

M

48.00
50.58

52.55
47.89

55.36
48.48

52.37
44,15

56.57
48.78

51.54
51.18

Eighteen Months
sD

12.15
12.81

10.10
8.22

12.64
9.46

10.42
6.94




Table 5. - Cont'd

Medical

Female Robbery
Male Robbery

Agoraphobia

Female Robbery
Male Robbery

N

91
107

91
107

Unexpected Loud Noises

Female Ragbbery
Male Robbery

Weapons

Female Robbery
Male Robbery

IMPACT OF EVENTS

Total IES

Female Robbery
Male Robbery

Avoidance

Female Robbery
Male Robbery

91
107

91
107

88
108

88
108

One Month

M

53.
49.

47.
46.

51.
49,

58.
50.

28.
20.

33
21

81
80

35

81
92

.14
.93

so

16.53
8.50

10.16
10.22

17.49
16.57

Three Months
Sp

N

72
81

72
81

72
81

72
81

71
80

71
80

o

53.25
47 .17

47.29
45.42

49.48
48.56

56.33
48.29

17.58
12.89

10.49
10.70

16.99
14.54

Six Months

N 5D

67
74

67

67
74

67
74

60
71

60
71

il

51.
48.

46.
45.

49.
a7.

55.
46.

a0

89
23

43
45

43
36

66
56

.63
.55

.47
.53

10.60
9.01

13.61
14.47

Twelve Months

ik

24
41

24
41

24
41

24
4]

23
40

23
40

ik

52.47
47.72

46.96
44.48

48.55
47.03

52.43
48.19

11.30
9.05

S0

10.33
4.36

9.85
10.88

19.34
12.52

N

42
43

42
43

42
43

42
43

39
43

39
43

M

52.08
47.790

45.79
45.22

49.16
49.50

53.52
48.53

Eighteen Months
Sb

9.32

4.74

8.92

10.73
10.18
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N

Intrusion

Female Robbery 88
Male Robbery 108

LIFESTYLE
Behavioral responses

Female Robbery 91
Male Robbery 107

Symptoms

Female Robbery 91
Male Robbery 107

WORK ADJUSTMENT

Female Robbery 70
Male Robbery 70

One Month

M

14,
11.

13.
12.

13.
10.

67
99

90
66

70
98

.75
.59

9.69

10.07

Three Months

71
80

72

72

80

54
59

13.33
12.01

11.11
10.01

Six Months
N M
60 - 5.17
71 7.01
66 13.45
71 11.41
66 10.14
71 9.39
50 1.48
55 1.45

oo

.93
.51

vy
.89

.J2
.19

.56
.42

Twelve Months
NooMoSD

23 6.65 10.68
40 5.53 8.11

23 13.30  3.85
41 12.05 2.88

23 10.39 3.83
41 - 9.44 4.11

33 1.36  0.32

Eighteen Months

N

39
43

40
41

40
41

36
36

il

6.31
5.37

12.98
11.95

Sb

W
=t
(S R




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
NooM 0SB N M SO N M SD N M B N M S

MEASURE
Global Severity Index (GSI): BRIEF SYMPTOM INVENTORY

Rape 16 64.38 7.38 16 63.81 8.01 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

BDI: 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 13.07 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 13.04 15 47.53 12.68 15 50.73 14.31

Rape Robbery 8 39.13 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 16.82

Robbery 14 35.07 19.74 14 24.21 20.85 14 9.8 16.66 14 16.07 23.32 14 10.14 18.68




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

One Month
N M Sb N

Measure

Global Severity Index (GSI): BRIEF SYMPTOM INVENTORY

L}

Three Menths
SD

Female Robbery 16 - 66.31 12.09 16
Male Robbery 25 63.64 9.71 25

BDI: BECK DEPRESSION INVENTORY

Female Robbery 15 13.07 9.04 15
Male Robbery 23 5.22 4.73 23

58.31

12.55

56.20 13.02

7.07.
3.78

7.80
5.62

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

Female Robbery 15 - 48.07 12.27 15
Matle Robbery 24 51.54 10.06 24

MFSTOT: MODIFIED FEAR SURVEY

Female Robbery 15 .95.21 21.20 15
Male Robbery 25 77.12 11.37 25

IESTOT: IMPACT OF EVENTS

Female Robbery 14 35.07 19.74 14
Male Robbery 23 14.65 12.15 23

47.20
52.33

89.96
71.32

24.21
8.30

13.07
9.32

24.41
15.64

20.85
10.11

Six Months

N

16
25

15
23

15
24

15
25

14

23

M

56.38
56.56

46.73
51.83

84.30
73.60

)

13.61
12.88

13.04
10.44

21.70
16.31

16.66
12.35

Twelve Months

N

16
25

15
23

15
24

15
25

14
23

i

58.00
58.12

47.53
53.63

87.38
71.53

16.07
7.91

SD

11.46
12.71

12.68
9.51

24.92
12.32

23.32
11.18

N

16
25

15
23

15
24

15
25

14
23

L4

53.06
55.40

50.73
52.46

81.54
72.28

10.14
5.61

Eighteen Months
S

14.29
13.30

14.31
10.67

22.52
19.03

18.68
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(t, 73) = 1.65, NS
Three Months: F(1, 57) = 2.04, NS
One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,2123
F(9, 65) = 1.53, p < .20
Somatization: F(1, 73) = 0O
Obsessive Compulsive Symptoms: F(1, 73) = 6
Interpersonal Sensitivity: F(1, 73) = 0
Depression: F(1, 73) = 1
Anxiety: F(1, 73) = 2
Hostility: F(1, 73} = 0
Phobia Fnxiety: F(1, 73) = 0
Paranoid Ideation: F(1, 73) = 0
Psychoticism: F(1, 73) = 0
Three Months: Hotelling~Lawley Trace = .1189
F(9, 49) = 0.65, NS
Beck Depression Inventory
One Month: F(1, 69) = 0.22, NS
Three Months: F(1, 53) = 0.95, NS
Iennessee Self-Concept Scale
Total Self-Esteem ANOVAs
One Month: F(1, 71) = 554, p < .05 A>¢C
Three Months: F(1, 56) = 6.75, p < .05 A>C
TSCS MANOVAs and ANOVAs
One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,3100
F(8, 64) = 2.48, p < .05
Physical Self: F(1, 71) = 12
Moral Ethical Self: F(1, 71) = 4
Personal Self: F(1, 71) = 4
Family Self: F(1, 71) = 0
Social Self: F(1, 71) = 1
Identity: F(1, 71) = 3
Self-Satisfaction: F(1, 71y = 3
Behavior: F(1, 71) = 6
Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,4929
F(8, 49) = 3.02, p < .01
Physical Self: F(1, 56) = 15
Moral Ethical Self: F(1, 56) = 5§
Personal Self: F(1, 56) = 3
Family Self: F(1, 56) = O
Social Self: F(1, 56) = 2
Identity: F(1, 56) = 7
Self-Satisfaction: F(1, 56) = -2
Behavior: F(1, 56) = §
Modified Fear Survey
Total MFS ANOVAs
One Month: F(1, 71) = 0.08, NS
Three Months: F(1, 71) = 0.10, NS
MFS ‘MANOVAs and ANOVAs
One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1590
F(8, 64) = 1.27, NS
Three Months:  Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0267
F(8, 51) = 0.17, NS
Impact of Event Scale .
One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0206
F(z, 67) = 0.69, NS
Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0329

F(2, 55) = 0.91, NS

.05,
.88,
.55,
.93,
.81,
.07,
.05,
.02,
.45,

.61,
.05,
.78,
.03,
.45,
.16,
.56,
.22,

.98,
.22,
.62,
.09,
.32,
.19,
71,
.87,

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 < .08)
NS (p < .07)
p<.05 A>C¢C
p<.001 A>¢C
p<.05 A>C
NS (p < .07)
NS

NS

p<.0l A>¢C
NS

p<.05 A>C




-Table 8, Cont'd

Lifestyle
One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace

F(2, 71) = 0.85, NS

.0242

Three Months:  Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0439

F(2, 56) = 1.23, NS

Work Adjustment
One Month: F(1, 54)
Three Months: F

0.00, NS
(1, 45) = 2.26, NS

Note: A - Rape
€ - Rape/robbery




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

Brief Symptom Inventory
GlobaTl Severity Index ANOVAs

One Month: F(1, 164) = 3.00, NS
Three Months: F{1, 130) = 11.50, p < .001 A>B
Six Months: F(l, 117} = 6.96, p < .01 A>B
Twelve Months: F(l1, 50) = 1,59, NS
Eighteen Months: F(l, 60) = 3.05, NS (p < .09)
BST MANOVAs AND ANOVAs
One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1101
F(9, 156) =1.91, p < .10
Somatization: F(1, 164) = 0.77, NS
Obsessive-Compulsive Symptoms: F(1, 164) = 1.45, NS
Interpersonal Sensitivity: F(1, 164) = 1.54, NS
Depression: F(1, 164) = 6.50, p < .05 A>B
Anxiety: F(1, 164) = 4,95, p < .05 A>B
Hostility: F(1, 164) = 0.03, NS
Phobia Anxiety: F(1, 164) = 9.22, p < .01 A>B
Paranoid Ideation: F(1, 164) = 0.65, NS
Psychoticism: F(l1, 164) = 1.50, NS
Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2413
F(9, 122) = 3.27, p < .01
Somatization: F(1, 130) = 3.54, NS (p < .07)
Obsessive~Compulsive Symptoms: F(1, 130) = 7.12, p < .01 A>B
Interpersonal Sensitivity: F(1, 130) = 12.86, p < .001 A>B
Depression: F(1, 130) = 9.14, p < .01 A>B
Anxiety: F(1, 130} = 16.14, p < .0001 A>B
Hostility: F(1, 130) = 2.08, NS
Phobic Anxiety: F(1, 130) = 17.48, p < .0001 A>B
Paranoid Ideation: F(1, 130) = 6.55, p < .05 A>B
Psychoticism: F(1, 130) = 13.04, p < .001 A>B
Six Months: Hotelling-lLawley Trace = ,1358
F(9, 109) =1.64, p < .15
Somatization: F(1, 117) = 7.12, p < .01 A>B
Obsessive-Compulsive Symptoms: F(1, 117) = 4,30, p < .05 A>B
Interpersonal Sensitivity: F(1, 117) = 4.84, p < .05 A>B
Depression: F(1, 117y = 3.57, NS (p < .07)
Anxiety: F(1, 117) = 4.41, p < .05 A>B
Hostility: F(1, 117) = 2.18, NS
Phobic Anxiety: F(1, 117) = 10.25, p < .01 A>B
Paranoid Ideation: F(1, 117) = 2.82, NS
Psychoticism: F(1, 117) = 6.53, p < .05 A>B
Twelve Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .4580
F(9, 42) = 2.14, p < .05
Somatization: F(1, 50) = 4.44, p < .05 A>B
Obsessive-Compulsive Symptoms: F(1, 50) = 0.65, NS
Interpersonal Sensitivity: F(1, 50) = 0.47, NS
Depression: F(l, 50) = 1.15, NS
Anxiety: F(1, 50) = 2.94, NS
Hostility: F(1, 50) = 0.49, NS
Phobic Anxiety: F(1, 50) = 2.91, NS
Paranoid Ideation: F(1, 50) = 0.72, NS
Psychoticism: F(1, 50} = 2,28, NS
Eighteen Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2085
F(9, 52) =1.20, NS
Beck Depression Inventor
One Month: F%l, 153) = 10.98, p < .01 A>B
Three Months: F(1, 122) = 8.28, p < .01 A>B
Six Months: F(1, 110) = 9.24, p < .01 A>B
Twelve Months: F(l, 48) = 1.42, NS
Eighteen Months: F(1, 59) = 7.38, p < .01 A>B

Tennessee Self-Concept Scale
Total Self-Esteem ANOVAs - 3 Group

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)




Table 9 (cont'd)

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

.42, NS
4,29, p < .05 B>A

One Month: F(1, 162) = 2.06, NS
Three Months: F(1, 128) = 2.85, NS (p < .10)
Six Months: F(1, 118) = 4.07, p < .05 B>A

Twelve Months: F(1, 50)
Eighteen Months: F(1, 59)

TSCS MANQVAs and ANOVAs

One Month: Hotelling-Lawley' 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: Hotelling-Lawley 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
Identity: F(2, 127) = 3.68, p < .05 A,B>C
Self-Satisfaction: F(2, 127) = 2.07, NS
Behavior: F(2, 127) = 3.56, p < .05 A,B>C
Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2386
F(l6, 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)

Twelve Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .5960
F(l6, 82) =1.53, p < .15

Fhysical Self: F(2, 49) = 1.88, NS
Moral Ethical Self: F(2, 49) = 3.77, p < .06 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,BsC
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
F(16, 100) = 0.84, NS
Modified Fear Survey
Total MFS ANOVAs
One Month: F(Ll, 158) = 0.02, NS
Three Months: F(1, 124) = 0.04, NS
Six Months: F(1, 115) = 0.25, NS
Twelve Months: F(1, 48) = 0.04, NS
Eighteen Months: F(1, 58) = (.03, NS
MFS MANOVAs and ANOVAs
One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,1832
F(8, 155) = 3.55, p < .001
Vulnerability: F(1, 162) = 2.23, NS
Classical: F(1, 162) = 1.70, NS
Sexual: F(l, 162) = 8.18, p < .01 A>B
Social Evaluation and Failure: F(1, 162} = 0.13, NS
Medical: F(1, 162) = 0.33, NS
Agoraphobia: F(1, 162) = 0.11, NS
Unexpected Loud Noises: F(1, 162) = 3.57, NS (p < .07)
Weapons: F(l, 162) = 0.49, NS



Table 9 (cont'd)

Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2109
F(8, 124) = 3.27, p < .01
Vulnearability: F(l, 131} = 2.56, NS
Classical: F(1, 131) = 0.57, NS
Sexual: F(l, 131) = 7.69, p < .01 A>B
Social Evaluation and Failure: F(1, 131} = 0.09, NS
Medical: F(l, 131) = 2.09, NS
Agoraphobia: F(1, 131) = 0.00, NS
Unexpected Loud Noises: F(1, 131) = 0.13, NS
Weapons: F(1, 131) = 1.20, NS
Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1103
F(8, 112) = 1.54, p < .15
Yulnerability: F(1, 119) = 2.38, NS
Classical: F(1, 119) = 0.01, NS
Sexual: F(1, 119) = 3.63, NS (p < .06)
Social Evaluation and Failure: F(1, 119) = 0.00, NS
Medical: F(i, 119) = 0.29, NS
Agoraphobia: F(1, 119) = 0.27, NS
Unexpected Loud Noises: F(1, 119) = 1.04, NS
Weapons: F(1, 119) = 0.41, NS
Twelve Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1196
F(8, 43) = 0.64, NS
Eighteen Months:  Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1641
F(8, 53) =1.09, NS
Impact of Event Scale
TESTOT ANOVAs
One Month: F(1, 158) = 21.55, p < .0001 A>B
Three Months: F(1, 129) = 30.83, p < .0001 A>B
Six Months: F(1, 111) = 47,85, p < .0001 A>B
Twelve Months: F(l, 45) = 8,18, p < .01 A>B
Eighteen Months: F(l, 54) = 6.34, p < .05 A>B

IES MANOVAs and ANQVAs
One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1851
F(2, 157) = 14.53, p < .0001
Intrusion: F(1, 158) 8.14, p < .01 A>B
Avoidance: F(1, 158) 29.08, p < .0001 A>B

[/ 18

Threé Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2592
F(2, 128) = 16.59, p < .0001
Intrusion: F(1, 129} = 16.35, p < .0001 A>B
Avoidance: F(1, 129) = 32.67, p < .0001 A>B

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

Intrusion: F(1, 111) = 26.33, p < .0001 A>B
Avoidance: F(1, 111) = 53.16, p < .0001 A>B
Twelve Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,1820

F(2, 44) =4.00, p < .05

Intrusion: F(l, 45)
Avoidance: F(1, 45)

6.90, p < .05 A>B
7.45, p < .01 A>B

o

Eighteen Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,1175
F(2, 53) =3.11, p < .10
Intrusion: F(1, 54) 5461, p < .05 A>B
Avoidance: F(1, 54) = 5.65, p < .05 A>B

Lifestyle
One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,2071

F(2, 162} = 16.77, p < .0001L
Behavioral responses: F(1l, 163) = 28.46, p < .0001 A>B

"

nou

Symptoms: F(1, 163) = 18,50, p < .0001 A>B
Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,1792
F(2, 129) = 11.56, p < .0001

Behavioral responses: F(1l, 130) = 10.38, p < .01 A>B

Symptoms: F(l, 130) = 22.09, p < .0001 A>8



Tabie 9 (cont'd)

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

Behavioral responses: F(l, 116) = 6.67, p < .05
Symptoms: F(1, 116) =

Twelve Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,1061
F(2, 48) =2.55, p < ,10 -
Behavioral responses: F(1, 49) = 0.94, NS
Symptoms: F(1, 49) = 4.83, p < .05

Eighteen Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1144
F(2, 57) =3.26, p < .05
Behavioral responses: F(l, 58) = 4,08, p < .05

Symptoms; F(1, 58) =6.28, p < .05
Work Adjustment
One Month: F(1, 124) = 2.74, NS
Three Months: F(1, 100) = 0.74, NS
Six Months: F(1, 88) = 1.05, NS
Twelve Months: F(1, 38) =1.95, NS
Eighteen Menths: F{1, 51) = 2.84, NS

Note: A = Rape

Robbery

oo
0 ou

A>B
A>B

A>B

A>B
A>B



Table 10.

Global Severity Index:

Brief Symptom Inventory

Score
> 70
60-69
50-59
< 50

1 month
26 / 34.7
36 / 48.0
10 / 13.3
3/ 4.0

1 month
28 / 30.8
34/ 37.4
20 / 22.0

9/ 9.9

1 month
33 / 30.8
29/ 27.1
34 / 31.8
11 / 10.2

3 months 6 months
12 /7 20.4 11 / 21.1
34 / 57.6 24 / 46.2
8/ 13.6 10 7 19.2
5/ 8.5 77 13.4
Female Robbery Victims
3 months § months
77 9.6 8/ 12.0
25 / 34.2 21/ 31.3
21 / 28.8 18 / 26.9
20 1 27.4 20 / 29.8
Male Robbery Victims
3 months. 6 months
16 / 20.5 16 / 21.7
24 / 30.8 21 / 28.4
22 / 28.2 12 / 16.2
16 / 20.5 25/ 33.8

Rape Victims

Clinical Cut-off Scores for Three Victim Groups on Major Qutcome Measures

12 months
9/ 33.3
5/ 18.5
9/ 33.3
4/ 14.8

12 months
4/ 16.0
6 / 24.0

11 / 44.0
4/ 16.0

12 months
8/ 14.6
9/ 22.0

11 /7 26.8

13 /7 31.7

18 months
4/ 20.0
7/ 35.0
4./ 20.0
5/ 25.0

18 months
4/ 9.5
11 / 26.2
9/ 21.4
18 / 42.9

18 months
9/ 20.9
10 7 23.3
g9/ 20.9
15 /7 34.9



Table 10. Clinical Cut-off Scores for Three Victim Groups

Beck Depression Inventory

Score 1 month 3 months
> 24 10 / 14.3 6/ 11.1
16-23 18 / 25.7 4/ 7.4
10-15 19 /7 27.1 17 / 31.5
0-9 23/ 32.9 27 / 50.0
.

Score 1 month 3 months
> 24 7/ 8.3 3/ 4.3
16-23 11 / 13.1 2/ 2.9
10-15 16 /7 19.0 9./ 13.0
0-9 50 / 59.5 797 7.0
Score 1 month 3 months
> 24 1/ 1.0 2/ 2.8
16-23 10 / 10.4 6/ 8.3
10-15 20 / 20.8 9/ 12.5

0-9 65 / 67.7 55/ 76.4

on Major Outcome Measures (continued)

Rape Victims

& months 12 months
3/ 6.1 3/ 11.1
9/ 18.4 5/ 18.5
8/ 16.3 1/ 3.7
29 / 59.2 18 / 66.7
emale Robbery Victims
§ months 12 months
37 4.9 1/ 4.5
3/ 4.9 2/ 9.1
7/ 11.5 2/ 9.1
48 / 78.7 17 71 77.3

Male Robbery Victims

6 months 12 months
1/ 1.5 2/ 5.4
2/ 2.9 -/ -

10 /7 14.7 6/ 16.2

55 / 80.9 29 /7 78.4

18 months
2/ 10.5
4/ 21.1
1/ 5.3

12 /7 63.2

18 months
1/ 2.6
1/ 2.6
37 7.7

34/ 87.2

18 months
-/ -
2/ 5.0
4/ 10.0
34 7/ 85.0




Table 10.

TSCSTOT: Tennessee Self-Concept Scale
Score 1 month

> 70 3/ 4.1
60-69 9/ 12.3
50-59 16 / 21.9
40-49 22 / 30.1
< 40 23/ 31.5
Score 1 month

> 70 3/ 3.3
60-69 17 / 18.7
50-59 30 /7 33.0
40-49 20 / 22.0
< 40 17 /7 23.1
Score 1 month

> 70 5/ 4.8
60-69 22/ 21.0
50-59 28 / 26.7
40-49 33/ 31.4
< 40 17 / 16.2

Clinical Cut-off Scores for Three Victim Groups

3 menths
_/ -
7/ 12.1
17 / 29.3
17 7 29.3
17 / 29.3

3 months

4/ 5.6
13/ 18.1
22 / 30.6
16 / 22.2
17 / 23.7

3 months

3/ 3.8
16 / 20.3
21 / 26.6
21 / 26.6
18 /7 22.8

Female

on Major Outcome Measures (continued)

Rape Victims
6 months
-/ -
6/ 11.3
14 /7 26.4
19 / 35.8
14 / 26.4

6 months
6/ 9.0
9/ 13.4

22/ 32.8

19 / 28.4

11 / 16.4

Male Robbery Victims

6 months
77 9.6
97/ 12.3

22 / 30.1

17 7 23.3

18 / 24.7

Robbery Victims

12 months

2/ 7.1
4/ 14.3
3/ 10.7
g9/ 32.1
10/ 35.7

12 months
1/ 4.2
57 20.8
77 29.2
6/ 25.0
5/ 20.9

12 months
2/ 4.8
11/ 26.8
10 / 24.4
12 /7 29.3
6/ 14.6

18 months
_/...
2 / 10.5
3/ 15.8
7/ 36.8
77 36.9

18 months
3/ 7.1
9/ 21.4

10 / 23.8

11 / 26.2
9/ 21.4

18 months
3/ 7.0
97/ 20.9

14 / 32.6
8/ 18.6
g9/ 20.9




Table 10.
MFSTCT:

Modified Fear Survey

Score
> 70
60-69
50-59
< 50

1 month

5/ 6.8
19 /7 26.0
38/ 52.1
11 / 15.1

1 month

12 /7 13.2
16 / 17.6
42 / 46.2
12 / 23.1

1 month
_/..
9/ 8.4

42 / 39.3
56 / 52.4

Clinical Cut-off Scores for Three Victim Groups on Major Outcome

Rape Victims

3 months 6 months
4/ 6.7 3/ 5.6
8/ 13.3 6/ 11.1

30 /7 50.0 30 / 55.6

17 / 28.4 15/ 27.8

Measures (continued)

12 months
27 7.1
57 17.9

10 / 35.7

11 / 39.3

Female Robbery Victims

3 months. 6 months

4/ 5.5 57 7.5
19 / 26.0 10 / 14.9
24 / 32.9 26 / 38.8
26 / 35.6 26 / 38.8

12 months
2/ 8.4
37 12.5

10 / 41.7
9/ 31.5

Male Robbery Victims

3 months 6 months
1/ 1.3 -/ -
6/ 7.5 57 6.8

20/ 25.0 21/ 28.4

53 / 66.3 48 / 64.9

12 months
-/ =
1/ 2.4
10 / 24.4
30/ 73.2

18 months
1/ 5.0
37/ 15.0
8/ 40.0
8/ 40.0

18 months
3/ 7.2
5/ 11.9

17 / 40.5

17 /7 40.5

18 months
17 2.3
-/ =

13 /7 30.2
29 / 67.5



Table 10.
IESTOT: Impact of Event Scale
Score 1 month
> 38 49 / 66.2
19-37 16 / 21.6
0-18 97/ 12.2
Score 1 month
> 38 31 /7 34.4
19-37 29 / 32.2
0-18 30 / 33.3
Score 1 month
> 38 18 / 16.8
19-37 39/ 36.4
U-18 50 / 46.7

Rape Victims

3 months 6 months
30 / 50.8 18 /7 34.6
177 28.8 21 / 40.4
12 /7 20.3 13/ 25.0

Female Robbery Victims

3 months § months

97/ 12.3 3/ 4.5
21 / 28.8 11 / 16.7
43 / 58.9 52 / 78.8

Male Robbery Victims

3 months § months

4/ 5.1 4/ 5.5
19 / 24.4 14 7 19.2
55 /-70.5 55 / 75.3

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

12 months
9/ 34.6
5/ 19.2

12 / 46.2

12 months
2/ 8.3
2/ 8.3

20/ 83.3

12 months
2/ 4.9
77 17.1

32 / 78.0

18 months
3/15.0
8 / 40.0
9/ 45.0

18 months
4/ 9.8
4/ 9.8

33 / 80.5

18 months
4/ 9.3
4/ 9.3

35/ 81.4




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

Brief Symptom Inventory
Global Severity Index ANOVAs

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

BSI MANOVAs and ANGVAs
One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0738
F(9, 188) = 1.54, p < .15

Somatization F(1, 196) = 1.26, NS
Obsessive-Compulsive F(1, 196) = 2,10, NS
Interpersonal Sensitivity F(1, 196) = 0.27, NS
Depression (1, 196) = 0.34, NS
Anxiety F(1, 196) = 1,16, NS
Hostility F(1, 196) = 2,69, NS
Phobic Anxiety F(1, 196) = 0.52, NS
Paranoid Ideation F(1, 196) = 2.44, NS
Psychoticism F(l1, 196) = 2.70, NS
Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1247
F(9, 141) = 1.95, p < .05
Somatization F(l, 149) = 1,24, NS
Obsessive-Compuisive F(1, 149) = 0.35, NS
Interpersonal Sensitivity F(1, 149) = 0.80, NS
Depression F(1, 149) = 2.96, NS
Anxiety F(1, 149) = 0.93, NS
Hostility F(1, 149) = 0.16, NS
Phobic Anxiety F(1, 149) = 1.26, NS
Paranoid Ideation F(1, 149) = 0.08, NS
Psychoticism F(i, 149) = 0.17, NS
Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1184
F(9, 131) = 1.72, p ¢ .10
Somatization F(I, 139) = 1.45, NS
Obsessive-Compulsive F(1, 139) = 0.02, N§
Interpersonal Sensitivity F(1, 139) = 0.33, NS
Depression (1, 139) = 1.00, NS
Anxiety F(1, 139) .= 0.00, NS
Hostility F(1, 13%) = 0,17, NS
Phobic Anxiety F(1, 139) = 2.86, NS
Paranoid Ideation F(1, 139) = 0.28, NS
Psychoticism F(1, 139) = 0.20, NS
Twelve Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .3345
F(9, 56) =2.08, p < .05
Somatization F(1, 64) = 1.09, NS
Obsessive~Compulsive F(1, 64) = 1.41, NS
Interpersonal Sensitivity F(1, 64) = 2,13, NS
Depression F(l, 64) =" 0.28, NS
Anxiety F(1, 64) = 0.01, NS
Hostility F(1, 64) = 0.65, NS
Phobic Anxiety F(1, 64) = 0.44, NS
Paranoid Ideation F(l, 64) = 0.45, NS
Psychoticism F(1, 64) = 0.35, NS
Eighteen Months: - Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1845
F(9, 75) = 1.54, p < .20
Somatization F(1, 83) = 0.89, NS
Obsessive-Compulsive F{1, 83) = 0.40, NS
Interpersonal Sensitivity F(1, 83) = 0.36, NS
Depression (1, 83) = 5.67, p < .05 M>F
Anxiety F(1, 83) = 0.99, NS
Hostitity F(1, 83) = 0.09, NS
Phobic Anxiety F(1, 83) = 3.02, NS
Paranoid Ideation F(1, 83) = 0.35, NS
Psychoticism F(1, 83) = 0.76;, NS




Table 11 (cont'd)

Beck Depression Inventory

One Month: F(1, 179) = 4.81, p< .05 F>M
Three Months: F(l, 141) = .13, NS
Six Months: F(1, 129) = .20, NS
Twelve Months: F(i, 59) = .63, NS
Eighteen Months: F(1, 81) = .09, NS
Tennessee Self-Concept Scale
Total Self-Esteem ANOVAsS
One Month: F(1, 194) = 0.27, NS
Three Months: = F(1, 149) = 0.02, NS
Six Months: F(1, 138) = 0.04, NS
Twelve Months: F(1, 63) = 0.73, NS
Eighteen Months: F{1, 83) = 0.04, NS

TSCS MANOVAs and ANOVAs
One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1582
F{8, 187) = 3.70, p < .001

Physical Self F(1, 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 (1, 194) = 0.93, NS
- Social Self F(1, 194) = 0.21, NS
Identity F(l, 194) = 0.21, NS
Self-Satisfaction F(1, 194) = 0.15, NS
Behavior F(1, 194) = 2.16, NS
Three Mopths: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1035
F(8, 142) = 1.84, p < .10
Physical Self F(1, 149) = 3,53, NS (p < .07)
Moral-Ethical Self F(1, 149) = 1.43, NS
Personal Self F(1, 140) = 0,98, NS
Family Self F(1, 149) = 0.22, NS
Social Self F(1, 149) = 0.24, NS
Identity F(1, 149) = 0.01, NS
Self-Satisfaction F(1, 149) = 0.01, NS
Behavior F(1, 149) = 0.24, NS
Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1516
F(8, 131) = 2.48, p < .05
Physical Self F(1, 138) = 3.89, NS (p < .06)
Moral-Ethical Self F(l, 138) = 1.16, NS
Personal Self - F(l, 138) = 0.16, NS
Family Self F(1, 138) = 0.87, NS
Social Self F(1, 138) = 1.22, NS
Identity F(1, 138) = 0.72, NS
Self-Satisfaction F(l, 138) = 0.00, NS
Behavior F(1, 138) = 0.10, NS
Twelve Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,2519
F(8, 56) =1.76, p < .15
Physical Self F(1, 63) = 5.01, p< .05 M>F
Moral-Ethical Self F(1, 63) = 0.01, NS
Personal Self F(1, 63) = 3.25, NS (p < .08)
Family Self F(1, 63) = 0,06, NS
Social Self F(1, 63) = 0.03, NS
Identity © F(1, 63) = 0.51, NS
Self-Satisfaction F(1, 63) = 1.49, NS
Behavior F(1, 63) = 0.49, NS

Eighteen Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,2088
F(8, 76) =1.98, p < .10

Physical Self F(1, 83) = 3.51, NS (p < .07)
Moral-Ethical Self F(1, 83) = 0.19, NS
Personal Seif F(1, 83) = 0.53, NS
Family Self F(1, 83) = 1.82, NS
Social Self F(1, 83) = 0.02, NS
Identity F(1, 833 = 0.05, NS
Self-Satisfaction F(1, 83) = 0.18, NS
Behavior F(1, 833 = 0,91, NS




Table 11 (cont'd)

Modified Fear Survey
Total MFS ANOVAs

One Month: F(1, 192) = 39.80, p < .0001 F > M

Three Months: F(1, 148) = 28,565, p < .0001 F > M

Six Months: F(1, 136) = 18.82, p < .0001 F> M

Twelve Months: F(1, 61) =13.28, p < .00l F>M

Eighteen Months: F{1, 79) = 5.21, p < .05 F>M

MFS MANOVAs and ANOVAs
One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .5429
F(8, 189} = 12.83, p < .0001

Vulnerability F(1, 196) = 73.23, p < .0001
Classical F(1, 196) = 40.69, p < .0001
Sexual F(l, 196) = 9.04, p < .01
Social F(1, 196) = 1.14, NS
Medical F(1, 196) = 10.84, p < .01
Agoraphobia F(1, 196) = 2.57, NS
Noises F(1, 196) = 2.20, NS
Weapons F(1, 196) = 26.13, p < .0001

Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,5517
F(8, 144) = 9,93, p < .0001

, Vulnerability F(l, 151) = 47.16, p < .0001

| ' Classical F(1, 151) = 34.22, p < .0001

! Sexual F(1, 151) = 4.04, p < .05

i Social F(1, 1681) = 1.24, NS
Medical F(1, 151) = 20.66, p < .0001
Agoraphobia F(1, 161) = 4,73, p < .05
Noises F(1, 151) = 0.58, NS
Weapons F(1, 151) = 21,95, p < .0001

Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,5455

F(8, 132) = 9.00, p < .0001

Vulnerability F(l, 139) = 34.30, p < .0001
; Classical F(1, 139) = 28.31, p < .0001
! Sexual F(1, 139) = 0.72, NS
: Social F(1, 139) = 0.95, NS
Medical F(1, 139) = 7.22, p < .01
Agoraphobia F(1, 139) = 1.00, NS
Noises F(1, 139) = 1.31, NS
Weapons F(1, 139) = 30.33, p < .0001

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

Vulnerability F(l, 63) = 16.16, p < .001
Classical F(1, 63) = 18,76, p < .0001

[ Sexual F(1, 63) = 1.21, NS

: Sacial F(1, 63) = 2.35, NS

Medical F(1, 63) = 5.99, p < .05
Agoraphobia F(1, 63) = 2.61, NS

; Noises F(1, 63) = 0.68, NS

i Weapons F(1, 63) = 2.46, NS

1

! Eighteen Months: - Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,4290

F(8, 76) = 4,08, p < .001

Vulnerability F(1, 83) = 8:.10, p < .01
Classical F(1, 83) = 18.37, p < .0001
Sexual F(l, 83) = 1.12, NS
Social F(1, 83) = 0.03, NS
Medical F(1, 83) = 5.85, p < .05
Agoraphobia F(1, 83) = 0.19, NS
Noises F(1, 83) = 0.02, NS
Weapons F(1, 83) = 4.84, p < .08
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Table 11 (cont'd)

Impact of Event Scale

Total IES ANOVAs

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

IES MANOVAs and ANOVAs
One Month:

Intrusion
Avoidance

inn

Three Months:

F(1 =
F(1, 194) = 3.55, NS (p < .07)

F(1, 194) = 10.46 p < .01 F
F(1, 149) = 3.34 NS (p < .0
F(1, 129) = 0.60 NS
F(1, 61) = 0.32 NS
F(1, 80) = 0.07 NS

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

, 194) = 17.49, p < .0001

Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0489
F(2, 148) = 3.62, p < .05

Intrusion = F(1, 149) = .08, NS
Avoidance = F(1, 149) = 5,70, p < .05
Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0301
F(2, 128) = 1.93, p < .15
Intrusion = F(1, 129) = .00, NS
Avoidance = F(1, 129) = 1.63, NS

Twelve Months:

Eighteen Months:

Lifestyle

One Month:

Behavioral responses F(1l, 196)

Symptoms
Three Months:

Behavioral responses F(1, 150)

Symptoms
Six Months:

Behavioral responses F(1, 135)

Symptoms

Twelve Months:

Eighteen Months:

Work Adjustment
One Month:

Three Months:
Six Months:
Twelve Months:
Eighteen Months:

Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0068
F(2, 60} = .20, NS

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

Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,0880
F(2, 195) = 8.58, p < .001

7.21, p <.

F(l, 196) = 15.75, p < .

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

5.84, p <.
2.74, NS

"o

F(1, 150)

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

]

12.84, p <.

F(1, 135) 1.58, NS

Hotelling-Lawiey Trace = .0355
F(2, 61) = 1.08, NS

Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .0297
F(2, 78) = 1.16, NS

F(1, 138) = 3.33, NS (p <
F(1, 111) = 0.48, NS
F(1, 103) = 0.06, NS
F(1, 50) = 0.36, NS
F(1, 70) = 0.04, NS

> M
7)

F>M

F>M

01
0001

05

G601

.08}




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

12 months
N Jul s0 N
MEASURE
GLOBAL SEVERITY INDEX {GSI): BRIEF SYMPTOM INVENTORY
Female Robbery 10 57.40 13.91 13
Male Robbery 9 64.00 15.21 6
TOTAL SELF ESTEEM (TSCSTOT): TENNESSEE SELF-CONCEPT SCALE
Female Robbery 10 52.60 8.19 13
Male Robbery 9 51.78 12.64 6
MFSTOT: MODIFIED FEAR SURVEY
Female Robbery 10 62.59 6.81 13
Male Robbery 9 49,27 4.86 6
IESTOT: IMPACT OF EVENT SCALE
Female Robbery 9 7.22 8.73 13
Male Robbery 8 15.00 14.29 5

18 months

M

58.
55.

50.
50.

54.
48.

77
50

08
a3

18
96

.69
.20

11.08
11.93

13.85
10.52

[
[N
O N

13.53
17.78



Table 13. Longitudinal ANOVAs: Rape vs. Robbery Victims

Variable Group Sessions Interaction
af F af L at F
GSI 1, 39 .73 4, 120  6.05%**2 4, 120 1.01
TscsToTl
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***x3 4, 124 .68
IESTOT 1, 35  5.85%D 4, 104 15,04%%wxC 4, 104 1.11
BDI 1, 34 1.55 4, 100  6.70%**xd 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
*dxk 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.

Variable

GSI
TSCSTOT
MFSTOT
IESTOT
BDI

Note: *
*k

*kk
*kkk

a.
b.
c.

bz B g N TOTT O

=Emm=

Longitud:nal ANQVAs:

A AN AN

v

Male vs. Female Robbery Victims

Group
df F
1, 48 .02
1, 46  1.63
1, 47 7.22%D
1, 44  5.54*
1, 45  4.10
.05
.01
.001
0001
, 6, 12, 18
>3, 6, 12, 18
> 6, 18
>3, 6, 12, 18
at 1
>3, 6, 12, 18
S

Sessions
df F
4, 156  7.93%*x*d
4, 148 1.10
4, 152  5,84%*2
4, 140 19,41%¥x*
4, 144 7. 42%%¥x

Interaction
df E
4, 156 .49
4, 148 1.00
4, 152 2.23
4, 140 6. 43%***C
4, 148 2,92%0



Table 15. Multivaria

vs. Rape-R

One month:

ANOVAs

TOTCHAB:
CHDSXAB:

INCEST:

EMABUSE:
0BSVIOL:
DOMVIOL:

PREVIC:

Three months:

Six months:

ANOVAs

TOTCHAB:
CHDSXAB:

INCEST:

EMABUSE:
OBSVIOL:
DOMVIOL:

PREVIC:

Twelve months:

ANGVAs

TOTCHAB:
CHDSXAB:

INCEST:

EMABUSE:
OBSVIOL:
DOMVIOL:

PREVIC:

Eighteen months:

te Analyses of Variance:
obbery Victims,

Hotelling-Lawley Trace =
F(7, 63) = 1.60, p <

F(1, 69) = .16,
F(1, 69) = .48,
F(1, 69) = 1.38,
F(1, 69) = .10,
F(1, 69) = .20,
F(1, 69) = .80,
F(1, 69) = 2.35,

Hotelling-Lawley Trace =
F(7, 48) = .55, NS

Hotelling-Lawley Trace =
F(7, 41) = 2.74, p <

F(1, 47) = 2.18,
F(1, 47) = 1.53,
F(1, 47) = .00,
F(1, 47) = 1.16,
F(l, 47) = 1.18,
F(1, 47) = .20,
F(1, 47) = 1.93,

Hotelling-Lawley Trace =
F(7, 18) = 1.87, p <

F(l, 24) = .74,
F(1, 24) = .72,
F(1, 24) = .01,
F(1, 24) = .78,
F(1, 24) = .06,
F(1, 24) = .07,
F(1, 24) = 8.80,

Hotelling-Lawley trace =
F(7, 14) = 1.15, NS

History of Victimization, Rape

.1781
.20

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS

.0797

.4683
.05

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS

.7275
.15

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
p < .01 C>A

.5749

Note: TOTCHAB = Extent of child abuse
CHDSXAB = Childhood sexual abuse (non-incest)
INCEST = Incest
EMABUSE = Childhood emotional abuse
0BSVIOL = Childhood observation of violence
DOMVIOL = Domestic violence
PREVIC = Extent and severity of previous criminal victimization
Rape

[qp =3

i n

Rape-robbery



Table 16.

vs., Robbery Victims.

One month:

AN

Three months:

AN

Six months:

AN

Twelve months:

0VAs

TOTCHAB:
CHDSXAB:

INCEST:

EMABUSE:
0BSVIOL:
DOMVIOL:

PREVIC:

0VAs

TOTCHAB:
CHDSXAB:

INCEST:

EMABUSE:
0BSVIOL:
DOMVIOL:

PREVIC:

OVAs

TOTCHAB:
CHDSXAB:

INCEST:

EMABUSE:
08SVIOL:
DOMVIOL:

PREVIC:

Eighteen months:

AN

Note: TOTCHAB

w
LI

CHDSXAB
INCEST
EMABUSE
0BSVIOL
DOMVIOL
PREVIC

Rape
Robbery

0VAs

TQTCHAB:
CHDSXAB:

INCEST:

EMABUSE:
0BSVIOL:
DOMVIOL:

PREVIC:

Exte

Ince

Dome

Moo ouon

Hotelling-Lawley Trace

F(7, 153) = 3.18,

, 159)
, 159)
, 159)

1, 159)
, 159)
, 159)
, 159)

Hotelling-Lawley Trace

F(6, 117) = 3.52

F(1, 122)
F(1, 122)
F(1, 122)
F(1, 122)
F(1, 122)
F(1, 122)
F(1, 122)

W onononon

Multivariate Analyses of Variance:

NN =

1.

2

1
1

p <

.31,
.53,
71,
.68,
.44,
.66,
78,

p <

.82,
.05,
.82,
.53,
.15,
.82,

10.13,

Hotelling-Lawley trace

F(7, 107) = 1.72,

, 113)
, 113)
, 113)
, 113)
, 113)
, 113)
, )

F(
F(
F(
F(
F(
F(
F(1, 113

[UEN TN PN PN

f LT S TS T I £ B L 1§

Hotelling-Lawley Trace

F(7, 51) = 1.40,

NS

Hotelling-Lawley Trace

F(7, 66) = 1.47,

F(l1, 72

nt of child abuse
st

stic violence

(1T I R | 1O T3 1}

Childhood emotional abuse
Childhood observation of violence

p<.

.34,
.35,
.28,
.04,
.51,

5

03,
.94,

.35,
.65,
.02,
.02,
.97,
.60,
.48,

.1456
.01

NS
NS
NS
NS
p <
NS
NS

.1805
.01

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
p <

, 1127

15

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
p <

.1923

.1563
.20

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS

Childhood sexual abuse (non-incest)

History of Victimization, Rape

.06 B>A
01 A> 8B
.05 A>8B

Extent and severity of previous criminal victimization



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(t, 90) = .60, NS
CHDSXAB: F(1, 90) = 1.31, NS
INCEST: F(1, 90} = .01, NS
EMABUSE F(1, 90) = .38, NS
0BSVIOL: F(1, 90) = 1.45, NS
DOMVIOL: F(1, 90} = 7.49, p <..01 F>M
PREVIC: F(1, 90) = .04, NS
Three months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,1118
F(6, 138) = 2.57, p < .05
ANQVAs
TOTCHAB: F(l, 143) = 1.13, NS
CHDSXAB: F(1, 143) = .00, NS
INCEST: F(1, 143) = 1.13, NS
EMABUSE: F(l, 143) = .03, NS
0BSVIOL: F(1, 143) = 1.16, NS
DOMVIOL: F(1, 143) = 1,13, NS
PREVIC: F(l, 143) = .15, NS
Six months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .1862
F(7, 128) = 3.41, p < .01
ANOVAs
TOTCHAB: F(l1, 134) = 4,12, p < .05 M>F
CHDSXAB: F(l, 134) = 3.75, NS (p = .0658) M~>F
INCEST: F(1, 134) = 1.24, NS
EMABUSE: F(1, 134) = 5.64, p < .05 M>F
OBSVIOL; F(1, 134) = .38, NS
DOMVIOL: F(1, 134) = 4.96, p < .05 F>M
PREVIC: F(i, 134) = .28, NS
Twelve months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,2910
F(7, 73) = 3.03, p < .01
ANOVAs
TOTCHAB: F(r, 79) = .05, NS
CHDSXAB: F{1, 79) = .00, NS
INCEST: F(1, 79) = .96, NS
EMABUSE: F(1, 79) = 1.39, NS
0BSVIOL: F(L, 79) = .86, NS
DOMVIOL: F(1, 79) =13,15, p < .001 F > M
PREVIC: F(1, 79) = 1.47, NS
Eighteen menths: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,2629
F(7, 92) = 3.46, p < .01
ANOVAs
TOTCHAB: F(1, 98) = .98, NS
CHDSXAB: F(1, 98) = 5.70, p < .05 M>F
INCEST: F(r, 98} = .12, NS
EMABUSE: F(1, 98) = .49, NS
0BSVIOL: F(1, 98) = 2.41, NS
DOMVIOL: F(1, 98) = 5.90, p < .05 F>M
PREVIC: F(1, 98) = .06, NS

Note: TOTCHAB = Extent of child abuse

CHDSXAB = Childhood sexual abuse (non-incest)

INCEST = Incest

EMABUSE = Childhood emotional abuse

0BSVIOL = Childhood observation of violence

DOMVIOL = 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:
Session 1: F(1, 163

rief Symptom Inventory
4.85, p < .05

B
) = A>8B
Session 3: F(1, 129) = 13.02, p < .001 A>B
Session 6: F(1, 116) = 7.63, p < .01 A > 8B
Session 12: F{l, 49) = 1,58, NS
Session 18: F(1, 59) = 2.07, NS
Beck Depression Inventory
Session 1: F(1, 152) = 16.88, p < .0001 A > B
Session 3: F(l, 121) = 8.91, p < .01 A>B
Session 6: F(1, 109) = 10,98, p < .01 A>B
Session 12: F(1l, 47) = 1.49, NS
Session 18: F(l, 58) = 5.47, p < .05 A>B
TSCSTOT: Tennessee Self-Concept Scale
Session 1: F(1l, 161) = 3.85, NS (p < .06)
Sessjon " 3: F(1l, 127) = 3.20, NS (p < .08)
Session 6: F(1, 117) = 4.54, p < .05 A>B
Sessjon 12: F(1l, 49) = .45, NS
Session 18: F(1, 58) = 3,18, NS (p < .08)
MFSTOT: Modified Fear Survey
Session 1: F(1, 161) = 0.21, NS
Sessjon 3: F(1l, 130) = (.03, NS
Sessjon 6: F(1, 118) = 0.31, NS
Sessjon 12: F(l, 49) = 0.00, NS
Session 18: F(1, 59) = 0.00, NS
IESTOT: Impact of Event Scale
Session 1: F(1, 157) = 27.72, p < .0001 A > B
Session 3: F(1, 128) = 31,90, p < .0001 A > B
Sessjon 6: F(l, 110) = 48.60, p < .0001 A > B
Session 12: F(l, 44) = 8.08, p < .01 A>8B
Sesison 18: F(1,, 53) = 6.11, p < .05 A>B
Note: A = Rape
B = Robbery



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(1, 195) = 0.19, NS
Session 3: F(1, 148) = 0.92, NS
Sessjon 6: F(1l, 138) = 0.27, NS
Session 12: F{l, 63) = 0.00, NS
Session 18: F(l, 82) = 0.58, NS
Beck Depression Inventory
Sessijon 1: F(1l, 178) = 4.26, p < .05 F <M
Session 3: F(l, 140) = 0.20, NS
Sessjon 6: F(1, 128) = 1.04, NS
Session 12: F(l, 58) = 0.70, NS
Session 18: F(1, 80) = 0.86, NS
TSCSTOT: Tennessee Seif~Concept Scale
Sessjon 1 F(l 193) = 0.02, NS
Session 3: (1, 148) = 0.00, NS
Session 6: F(1, 137) = 0.00, NS
Session 12: F(1, 62) = 0.70, NS
Session 18: F(1, 82) = 0.31, NS
MFSTOT: Modified Fear Survey
Session  1: F(1, 195) = 37.32, p < .0001 F> M
Session 3: F(1, 150) = 29.49, p < .0001 F > M
Session 6: F(1l, 138) = 23,92, p < .0001 F>M
Session 12: F(1, 62) =11.57, p< .01 F>M
Session 18: F(l, 82) = 9.89, p < .01 F>M
IESTOT: Impact of Event Scale
Session 1: F(1, 193) = 8,91, p < .01 F>M
Session 3: F(1l, 148) = 3.25, NS (p < .08)
Session 6: F(1, 128) = 0.47, NS
Session 12: F(1, Y= 0.34, NS
Session 18: F(1, 79) = 0.20, NS




Table 20. Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: The Effect of History of Victimization on Rape Victims

1 month 6 months 12 months 18 months
Measure Step RZ F Step RZ F Step R? F Step R2
GSI 1.PREVIC .68 5.02*% 1.D0MVIOL ~ .08 4.06* 1.TOTCHAB .22 6.53*% None entered
TSCSTOT None entered 1.0BSVIOL .09  4.30% None entered None entered
MFSTOT None entered 1.DOMVIOL .08 4.16* 1.EMABUSE .30 '10.29** None entered
2.CHDSXAB .08  4.16% 2.PREVIC .12 4,83%
16 430 47 8.30%*
TESTOT None entered None entered None entered None entered
Note: TOTCHAB = Total child abuse
CHDSXAB = Child sexual abuse
INCEST Incest
EMABUSE = Emotional abuse

wowow oo

0BSVIOL = Observed violence
DOMVIOL = Domestic violence
PREVIC Previous victimization
* = 05
** = (01
kkk = . 0 0 1
*kEEk =

.0001




Table 21. Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: The Effect of History of Victimization on Female Robbery Victims

1 month 6 months 12 months 18 months
Measure Step 32 F Step 32 F Step B_Z F Step 52 F
GSI 1.PREVIC .14 14.12%** 1.0BSVIOL .11 7.81%% 1.EMABUSE .13 4.50% 1.PREVIC .11 6.38*
TSCSTOT 1.EMABUSE .26  31.64%*** 1.PREVIC L1700 13.47%%* 1.EMABUSE .41  20.74**** 1.TOTCHAB .11 6.24*

2.PREVIC .14 8.75%*
3.TOTCHAB .09 6.62%
63 16.07F%H=

MFSTOT 1.EMABUSE .10 10.27** 1.0BSVIOL .21  16.G3%*%%* 1.PREVIC 17 6.49% 1.0BSVIOL .19 12.04**
2.TOTCHAB .08 6.82% 2.00MvioL .11 4.50%
3.EMABUSE .07 6.28% .28 5.86%*%
T35 1123
IESTOT 1.LEMABUSE .21 22.84%%+* 1.CHDSXAB .14 9.05%* 1.INCEST .16 5.29% None entered
2.CHDSXAB .14 5.36%
230 5.74%%
Note: TOTCHAB = Total child abuse
CHDSXAB = Child sexual abuse
INCEST = Incest
EMABUSE = Emotional abuse
0BSVIOL = Observed violence
DOMVIOL = Domestic violence
PREVIC = Previous victimization
* = 05
** = (01
**% = 001

*kkKk

.0001




Table 22. Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: The Effect of History of Victimization on Male Robbery Victims

1 month 6 months
Measure Step R F Step R F
6SI 1.CHDSXAB .08 8.31%* 1.INCEST L1700 13.99%**

2.TOTCHAB .07 6.39*
3.PREVIC .05 4.51%
29 9L0fmee

TSCSTOT 1.INCEST .09 9.38** 1.CHDSXAB .08 6.02%
2.EMABUSE .07 7.84%**
16 g, Qfx**

MFSTOT 1.CHDSXAB .04 4.57% 1.DOMVIOL .09 6.38*
IESTOT 1.INCEST =~ .04 4. 43% None entered
Note: TOTCHAB = Total child abuse

CHDSXAB = Child sexual abuse

INCEST = Incest

EMABUSE = Emotional abuse

OBSVIOL = Observed violence

DOMVIOL = Domestic violence

PREVIC = Previous victimization

MIL = Military experience

.05
.01
.G01
.0001

*%
*kk
*xKkk

o onon

12 months

Step RZ
1.PREVIC .09
2.TOTCHAB .09
’ .18

None entered

None entered

None entered

55l

4,65%
5.00%
5.02*

18 months

Step RC F

1.PREVIC .19 10.53%*

1.PREVIC .12 6.37*
1.CHDSXAB .23

13.53%**

None entered




Table 23. Simple Regression Analyses:

RAPE VICTIMS 1 month
RZ F
6SI NS
TSCSTOT NS
MFSTOT NS
IES NS

FEMALE ROBBERY VICTIMS

GS1 .19 2.82*
TSCSTOT .32 5. 5Gkki*
MFSTOT .18 2.63*
1ES .24 3.60**

MALE ROBBERY VICTIMS

GSI .21 3.02%*
TSCSTOT .19 2.66%
MFSTOT NS
IES NS
Note: * = .05
** = 01
k= 001
dokkk = ., 0001

6 months

Y4

NS
NS
NS
NS

NS
.31
.39
.30

.31
.22
NS
NS

F

3.65%*
5. 2Q%kk%
3.15%*

3.38%*
2.15*

History of Victimization of Rape and Robbery Groups.

12 months

R2

.65
NS
.56
NS

NS
.69
NS
.43

NS
NS
NS
NS

E
4,52%%

3.24*%

7. 5kkkk
2.36%

18 months
R2

.60
NS
NS
NS

NS
NS
.29
NS

NS
NS
.31
NS

2.99*

2.56%

2.16*%




Table 24,

Multivariate Analyses of Variance:

Problems, Male vs. Female Robbery Victims

One month:

ANOVAs
PPT:
DAS:
CD:

Three months:

ANOVAs
PPT:
DAS:
CD:

Six months:

ANOVAs
PPT:
DAS:
CD:

Twelve months:
ANOVAs
PPT:
DAS:
CD:

Eighteen months:

ANOVAs
PPT:
DAS:
CD:
Note: PPT =
DAS =
Ch =

Hotelling-Lawley Trace =
F(3, 193) = 5.45, p <
F(1, 195) = 3.42,
F(1, 195) = 8.92,
F(1, 195) = 1.22,
Hotelling-Lawley Trace =
F(3, 143) = 3.85, p <
F(1, 145) = .73,
F(1, 145) = 6.88,
F(1, 145) = 1.82,
Hotelling-Lawley Trace =
F(3, 131) = 4.09, p <
F(1, 133) = 1.26,
F(1, 133) = 5.85,
F(1, 133) = 2.93,
Hotelling-Lawley Trace =
F(3, 78) = 2.05, p <
F(1, 80) = 4.48,
F(1, 80) = 2.93,
F(1, 80) = .01,
Hotelling-Lawley Trace =
F(3, 96) = 2.16, p <
F(L, 98) = .16,
F(1, 98) = .61,
F(1, 98) = 3.19,

.0848
.01

NS
p <.0
NS

p <.
1

.9253
.05

NS
p < .01
NS

F>M

.0937
.01

NS
p<.05 F>M
NS (p < .09)

.0788
.15

p<.05 F>M
NS (p < .09)
NS

.0676
.10

NS
NS

Indicators of Prior Psychological

F>M

F>M

NS (p <.08) M>F

Prior psychological/psychiatric treatment
Depression and suicide
Treatment for chemical dependency




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

Global Severity Index

Session 1: F(1, 193) = .07, NS
Session 3: F(1, 143) = 1.57, NS
Sessijon 6: F(1, 132) = 1.80, NS
Session 12: F(1, 6l1) =1.42, NS
Session 18: F(1, 80) = .68, NS
Beck Depression Inventory
Session 1: F(1, 176) = 3.75, NS (p < .06)
Session 3: F(1, 135) = 0.01, NS
Session 6: F(1, 123) = 0.00, NS
Session 12: F(1, 56) = 0.04, NS
Session 18: F(l, 78) = 1.13, NS
Tennessee Self-Concept Scale
Sessjon 1: F(1, 191) = .00, NS
Session 3: F(1, 142) = .34, NS
Session 6: F(1, 131) = .28, NS
Session 12: F(1, 60) = .02, NS
Session 18: F(1, 80) = .50, NS
Modified Fear Survey
Session 1: F(l, 193) = 35.71, p < .0001 F > M
Sessjon 3: F(1l, 144) = 27.59, p < .0001 F > M
Session 6: F(l, 132) = 19,58, p < .0001 F > M
Session 12: F(1l, 60) = 4.76, p < .05 F>M
Session 18: °F(l, 80) = 9.89, p < .01 F>M
Impact of Event Scale
Sessjon 1: F(1, 191) =7.88, p < .01 F>M
Session 3: F(1, 142) = 4.34, p < .05 F> M
Session 6: F(l, 123) = 1.21, NS
Session 12: F(1, -58) = 0.12, NS
Session 18: F(1, 77) = 0.02, NS




Table 26.

Measure

631
TSCSTOT
MFSTOT
IESTOT

Note:

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses:
Female Rape Victims

1 month 6 months 12 months
Step R2 Step R F Step R?
1.DAS .06 4.68% None entered None entered
1.DAS .10 7.18%* None entered None entered
None entered None entered None entered
None entered None entered None entered

BAS = Depression and suicide history
PPT = Prijor psychiatric/psychological treatment
€D = Chemical dependency treatment
* = .05
** = 0]
*F = 001
*xkk =

.0001

The Effect of Precrime Psychological Problems on Recovery 1in

18 months

Step R
None entered
None entered
1.PPT .19

None entered

4.49*%



Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses:

F

17.20%%*%*

16.35%%%*
4.25%
10, 0%+

11.31%%
4.12*
TgTERE

12.65%%*
5.47*
§T§§%**

6 months
Step R F
1.DAS .12 8.76%*
1.DAS W21 17 .26%%**
None entered
1.PPT .19 13.61%%*

Depression and suicide history
Prior psychiatric/psychological treatment
Chemical dependency treatment

Table 27.
Female Robbery Victims
1 month
Measure Step B?
GSI 1.DAS .16
TSCSTOT 1.DAS .16
2.PPT .04
20
MFSTOT 1.DAS -1
2.PPT .04
15
IESTOT 1.DAS .13
2.PPT .05
.18
Note DAS =
PPT =
b =
* = .05
** = 01
*xk = 001
*kkk =

.0001

12 months
Step R2
None entered

None entered

None entered

None entered

]

The Effect of Precrime Psychological Problems on Recovery in

Step
1.DAS

1.PPT

1.PPT

1.PPT

18 months
R2
.13

.15

.13

.13

7.17%*

8.68%*

7.42%*

6.74%




Table 28.
Male Robbery Victims
1 month
Measure Step B?
GSI 1.DAS .08
TSCSTOT 1.PPT 17
2.DAS .04
MFSTOT None entered
IESTOT None entered
Note: DAS =
CPPT =
o =
* = 05
** = 01
*** = 001
*kkk =

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses:

|

9.05**

21.05%***
5.69%
1T BGF***

& months
Step R?
1.DAS 13
1.PPT .07

None entered

None entered

Depression and suicide history
Prior psychiatric/psychological treatment
Chemnical dependency treatment

.0001

E
10.22%%

5.10*

12 months
Step R2
1.DAS .14
1.DAS .22
1.DAS .19

None entered

F

7.82**

13.10%%*

11.33%*

The Effect of Precrime Psychological Problems on Recovery in

18 months
Step B?
LPPT .11
1.DAS .33
1.DAS .21

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(1, 137) = 16.54, p < .0001 B> A
ACQSTAT: F(1, 137) = .17, NS
DISWEAP: F(l, 137) = 1.42, NS
THREAT: F(1, 137) = 16.91, p < .0001 A> B
RESTRAIN: F(1, 137) = 25.31, p < .0001 A > B
LENGTH CRIME:  F(1l, 137) = 66.06, p < .0001 A > B
INJURY: F(1, 137) = 9.39, p < .01 A>B
Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = 1.2004
F(7, 104) = 17.83, p < 0001
ANOVAs
NUMBER: F(l, 110) = 18,256, p < .0001 B> A
ACQSTAT: F(1, 110) = 1.02, NS
DISWEAP: F(1, 110) = .33, NS
THREAT: F(1, 110) = 25.52, p < .0001 A > B
RESTRAIN: F{1, 110) = 29,23, p < .0001 A> B
LENGTH CRIME:  F(1, 110) = 21.36, p < .0001 A > B
INJURY: F(1, 110) = .67, NS
Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,9993
F(7, 90) = 12.85, p < .0001
ANOVAs
NUMBER: F(l1, 96) = 12.08, p < .00l B> A
ACQSTAT: F(1, 96) = 2.43, NS
DISWEAP: F(l1, 96} = 5,22, p < .05 A>B
THREAT: F(1, 96) =13.77, p< .001 A>8B
RESTRAIN: F(1, 96) = 36.99, p < .0001 A> 8B
LENGTH CRIME:  F(1, 96) = 40.83, p < .0001 A> B
INQURY: F(1, 96) = 9.61, 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
DISWEAP: F(1, 55) = 1.27, NS
THREAT: F(l1, 55) = 9.42, p < .01 A>B
RESTRAIN: F(1, 55) = 38.51, p < .0001 A>8B
LENGTH CRIME:  F(1, 55) = 43.99, p < .0001 A> B
INJURY: F(1, 55) = 3.73, NS (p = .06) A>8B
Eighteen Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = 1.6696
F(7, 60) = 14,31, p < .0001
ANOVAs
NUMBER: F(i1, 66) = 5.91, p < .05 B>A
ACQSTAT: F(1, 66) = .32, NS
DISWEAP: F(1, 66) = 2.10, NS
THREAT: F(1, 66) = 8.27, p < .01 A>8B
RESTRAIN: F(1, 66) = 16.67, p < .0001 A> B
LENGTH CRIME:  F(1l, 66) = 64.18, p < .0001 A> B
INJURY: F(1, 66) = .35, 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 30. Multivariate Analyses of Variance:

Female Robbery Victims.

Assault Variables, Male vs.

One month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2165
F(7, 179) = 5.54, p < .0001
ANOVAs
NUMBER: F(1, 185) = 22.41, p < .0001 WM > F
ACQSTAT: F(1, 185) = 3.44, NS (p < .07) F>M
DISWEAP: F(1, 185) = 4,26, p < .06 M>F
THREAT: F(1, 185) = 9.54, p < .01 M>F
RESTRAIN: F(1, 185) = 1.06, NS
LENGTH CRIME: F(1, 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: F(1, 140) = 13.99, p < .00l M>F
ACQSTAT: F(1, 140) = .16, NS
DISWEAP: F(1, 140) = 3.67, NS (p < .06) M >F
THREAT: F(1, 140} = 6.79, p < .06 M>F
RESTRAIN; F(l, 140) = .58, NS
LENGTH CRIME: F(1l, 140) = .64, NS
INJURY: F(1, 140) = 1.12, NS
Six months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2083
F(7, 124) = 3.69, p < .01
ANOVAs
NUMBER: F(1,.130) = 11.87, p < .00l M > F
ACQSTAT: F(1, 130) = 2.25, NS
DISWEAP: F(1, 130) = 8.12, p < .01 M>F
THREAT: F(1, 130) = 3.33, NS (p < .07) M>F
RESTRAIN: F(1, 130) = .30, NS
LENGTH CRIME: F(1, 130) = .02, NS
INJURY: F(1, 130) = 3.11, NS (p < .08) M>F
Twelve months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .2816
F(7, 75) = 3.02, p < .01
ANOVAs
NUMBER: F(1, 81) = 12.76, p < .00l M>F
ACQSTAT: F(1, 81) = 3.08, NS (p < .08) F>M
DISWEAP: F(1, 81} = 2.54, NS
THREAT: F(1, 81) = 3.22, NS (p < .08) M<F
RESTRAIN: F(1, 81) = 1.91, NS
LENGTH CRIME: F(1l, 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(1, 96) = 4.57, p< .06 F>M
DISWEAP: F(1, 96) = 2.94, NS (p < .09) M>F
THREAT: F(1, 96) = 3.96, p < .05 M>F
RESTRAIN: F(1, 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
The

victim was free

INJURY extent of injuries sustained by the victim



Table 31.

Covariance Analyses of Assault Variables:

of Female Rape vs. Female Robbery

Global Severity Index:

Brief Symptom Inventory

Sessjon 1:  F(1l, 145) = 0.16, NS
Session 3;  F(1, 115) = 4,49, p < .05 A>8B
Sessfon 6:  F(1, 97) = 1.74, NS
Session 12: F(1, 44) = 0.25, NS
Session 18: F(l, 53) = 0.55, NS
Beck Depression Inventory
Session 1:  F(1, 135) = 65.44, p < .05 1>2
Session 3: F(1l, 107) = 5.55, p < .05 1>2
Session 6: F(1, 91) = 4,35, p < .05 1>2
Session 12: F(l, 43) = 0.59, NS
Session 18: F(1, 52) = 2.52, NS
TSCSTOT: Tennessee Self-Concept Scale
Session 1:  F(1, 144) = 0.14, NS
Sessjon 3:  F(1, 113) = 1.40, NS
Session 6: F(1, 98) = 1.53, NS
Session 12: F(1, 44) = 0.19, NS
Session 18: F(l, 52) = 0.63, NS
MFSTOT: Modified Fear Survey
Session 1:- F(1, 144) = 0.42, NS
Session 3:  F(1l, 116) = 0.43, NS
Session 6: F(l, 99) = 0.77, NS
Sessjon 12: F(l, 44) = 2.55, NS
Session 18: F( 53) = 0.76, NS
IESTOT: Impact of Event Scale
Sessjon 1;  F(1, 139) = 11.19, p < .01 A>B
Session 3: F(1l, 114) = 16.11, p < .0001 A > 8B
Session 6: F(1, 91) =17.62, p < .,0001 A > 8B
Session 12: F(l, 39) = 3.54, NS (p < .07)
Session 18: F(1, 47) = 1.27, NS
Note: A = Rape
B = Robbery

Cross-sectional ANCOVAs
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Table 32. Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses:

Measure 1 month
Step R?
GSI None entered
TSCSTOT None entered
MFSTOT None entered
IESTOT None entered
Note: NUM
RESTRAIN
THREAT
ACQSTAT
DISWEAP
LC
INJ
*
sk
*kk
Fkkk

F

LIS T | B O [ B A 1]

(L | |

holhe ey ol

fumber of perpetrators

6 months

Step  R?
1.THREAT .21
None entered
None entered

1.RESTRAIN .18

Effect of restraint
Extent of threat

Acquaintanceship status with perpetrator
Displayed weapon
Length of crime
Extent of injury

A A AN

.05
.01
.001
.0001

F

7.86**

6.79*%

Assault Variables for Rape Victims

12 months

Step R? F

None entered
None entered
None entered

None entered

18 months
Step 52 F
None entered
None entered

None entered

None entered




Table 33.

Measure

GSI

TSCSTOT

MFSTOT

IESTOT

Note:

1 month
Step  R?

None entered

None entered

None entered

None entered

NUM
RESTRAIN
THREAT
ACQSTAT
DISWEAP
LC

INJ

*%
*kk
kkkk

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses:

LI S TR | I TR TR 1

oo n

Assault Variables of Female Robbery Victims

6 months 12 months
Step RZ F Step RZ
None entered LRESTRAIN .22 9.04**
1.ACQSTAT A6 12.06%%* 1.ACQSTAT .20  8.15%*
1.DISWEAP .08 5.04* 1.THREAT .20 7.77**
1.THREAT .16 10.92%* 1.THREAT .23  8.49%*

Number of perpetrators

Effect of restraint

Extent of threat

Acquaintanceship status with perpetrator
Displayed weapon

Length of crime

Extent of injury

.95
.01
.001
.0001

T OTUW
A A AN

18 months
Step RZ

None entered

1.ACQSTAT .11

1.INJ .10

1.ACQSTAT .10

(sl

6.32%

5.86%

5.14*
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Table 34. Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: Assault Variables of Male Robbery Victims
Measure 1 month 6 months 12 months 18 months
Step _&2 F Step BZ F Step _B_z F Step 52

GSI 1.NUM .05  5.49*% 1.RESTRAIN .06 4.31* None entered None entered
TSCSTOT None entered None entered 1.NUM .08 4.34% None entered
MFSTOT None entered None entered None entered None entered
IESTOT 1.NUM .04 4.63% None entered None entered None entered
Hote: NUM = Number of perpetrators

RESTRAIN = Effect of restraint

THREAT = Extent of threat

ACQSTAT = Acguaintanceship status with perpetrator

DISWEAP = Displayed weapon

Lc = Length of crime

INJ = Extent of injury

*
1§

p < .05



Table 35. Multivariate Analyses of Variance: Within-Assault Reactions for Rape
vs. Robbery Victims.
One Month: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,8824
F(9,.130) = 12.75, p < .0001
ANOVAs
PASSIVE: F(1, 138) = 73.67, p <.0001 A >8B
ACTIVE: F(l, 138) = 7.57, p < .01 A> B
AGGRESSIVE:  F(1l, 138) = 2.15, NS
ANGRY: F(1, 138) = 1.78, NS
ANXIOUS: F(l, 138) = 12.68, p <.001 A> 8B
CALM: F(1, 138) = 3.85, NS (p = .052) B>A
PID: F(l, 138} = 23.72, p < .0001 A> B
PII: F(1, 138) = 33.64, p < .0001 A > B
PDO: F(l, 138) = 2,32, NS
Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = .9265
F(9, 103) = 10.60, p < ,0001
ANOVAs
PASSIVE: F{l, 111) = 67.82, p < .0001 A > B
ACTIVE: F(1, 111) = 17.03, p < .000L A > B
AGGRESSIVE: F(1, 111) = 8.51, p < .01 A>B
ANGRY: F(l, 111) = 2,93, NS (p < .09) A > B
ANXIOUS: F(1, 111) = 13.65, p < .001 A > B
CALM: F(1, 111) = 3,25, NS (p < .,08) B> A
PID: F(1, 111) = 41.59, p < .0001 A > B
PII: F(1, 111) = 27.49, p < .0001 A > B
PDO: F(1, 111) = .24, NS
Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = 1.3104
F(9, 88) = 12.81, p < .0001
ANOVAs
PASSIVE: F(1, 96) = 62.07, p < .0001 A>8B
ACTIVE: F(L, 96) =14.42, p < ,001 A> 8B
AGGRESSIVE; . F(1, 96) = 5.30, P < .05 A>B
ANGRY: F(1, 96) = .60, NS
ANXIOUS: F(1, 96) = 13.80, p < .001 A>8B
CALM: F(1, 96) = 3.24, NS (p=.07) B> A
PID: F(1, 96) = 34.80, p < ,0001 A> B
PIL: F(1, 96) =19.72, p < .0001 A>B
PDO: F(1, 96) = .40, NS
Twelve Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = 1.8244
F(9, 45) = 9.12, p < .0001
ANOVAs
PASSIVE: F(1, 53) = 28,84, p < .0001 A> B
ACTIVE: F(1, 53) = 10,17, p < .01 A>B
AGGRESSIVE:  F(1, 53) = 3.29, NS (p = .08) A> 3B
ANGRY: F(1, 53) = .03, NS
ANXIOUS: F(l, 53) = .69, NS
CALM: F(1, 53) = 8.29, p < .01 B> A
PID: F(1, 53) = 51.15, p < .0001 A> B
PII: F(l1, 53) = 45,27, p < ,0001 A>B
PDO: F(1, 53) = 2.23, NS




Table 35, Cont'd

Eighteen Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace = ,5375
F(9, b56) = 3.34, p < .01
ANOVAs
PASSIVE: F{1L, 64) =25.81, p <.0001 A>B
ACTIVE: F(1, 64) = .40, NS
AGGRESSIVE:  F(1, 64) = .81, NS
ANGRY: F(1, 64) = ,00, NS
ANXIOUS: F(1, 64) = 3.73, NS (p = .058) A> B
CALM: F(1, 64) = .01, NS
PID: F(L, 64) = 5.49, p < .06 A>8B
PIIL: F(1, 64) = 6.96, p < .05 A>8B
PDO: F(1, 64) = .06, NS
Note: PID = Perception of imminent death
PII = Perception of imminent injury
PDO = Perception of danger to others
A = Rape
B = Robbery



Table 36. Multivariate Analyses of Varianc

vs. Female Robbery Victims

el

One Month: Hotelling-lLawley Trace =
F(9, 177) = 5.60, p <
ANOVAs
PASSIVE: F(1, 185) = §.92,
ACTIVE: F(1, 188) = 2.34,
AGGRESSIVE: F(1, 185) = .51,
ANGRY: F(1, 185) = 2,13,
ANXTIOQUS: F(1l, 185) = 13.82,
CALM: F(l, 185) = 3.58,
PID: F(1, 185) = .39,
PII: F(1, 185) = .90,
PDO: F(1, 185) = 7.05,
Three Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace =
F{9, 133) = 5.01, p <
ANOVAs
PASSIVE: F(1, 141) = 3.53,
ACTIVE: F(1, 141) = .00,
AGGRESSIVE: F(1, 141) = - ,97,
ANGRY: F(1, 141) = 3.88,
ANXIOUS: F(1, 141) = 21.39,
CALM: F(1, 141) = 3.13,
PID: F(1, 141) = .12,
PII: F(1, 141) = .00,
PDO: F(1, 141) = 6.35,
Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace =
F(9, 120) = 3.10, p <
ANOVAs
PASSIVE: F(1, 128) =  2.76,
ACTIVE; F(1, 128) = .27,
AGGRESSIVE: F(l, 128) = .03,
ANGRY: F(1, 128) = 6.26,
ANXTOUS: F(1, 128) = 10.92,
CALM: F(1, 128) = 1.48,
PID: F(1, 128) = .02,
PII: F(1, 128) = .04,
PDO: F(1, 128) = 2.67,
Twelve Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace =
F(9, 72) = 3.44, p <
ANQVAs
PASSIVE: F(1, 80) = 1.11,
ACTIVE: F(1, 80) = .00,
AGGRESSIVE: F(1, 80) = .07,
ANGRY: F(1, 80) = .77,
ANXTOUS: F(1, 80) = 15.83,
CALM; F(1, 80) = .00,
PID: F(1, 80) = .24,
PII: F(1, 80) = .44,
PDO: F(1, 80) = .00,
Eighteen Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace =
F(9, 87) =1.34, NS

Note: PID = Perception of imminent death
PII = Perception of imminent injury
PDO = Perception of danger to others

Within-Assault Reactions of Male

.2846
.0001

p<.05 M>F

NS

NS

NS

p<.00l F>M

NS (p=.06) M>F
NS

NS
p<.0l F>M.

. 3393
.0001

NS (p < .06)
NS

NS

NS (p < .06) F > M
p < .000L F>M

NS (p < .08) M <F
NS

NS

p<.05 F<M

M>F

.2326
.01

NS
NS
NS
p<.05 F>M
p<.0l F>M
NS
NS
NS
NS

.4305
.01

NS
NS
NS
NS
p < 001
NS
NS
NS
NS

.1391

F>M




Table 37.

Global Sev
Session
Session
Session
Session
Session

Beck Depre
Session
Session
Session
Session
Session

TSCSTOT:
Session
Session
Session
Session
Session

Session
Session
Session
Session
Session

IESTOT:  Impact

Session
Session
Session
Session

Covariance Analyses of Within-Assault Reactions:
ANCOVAs of Female Rape vs.

Female Robbery Victims

erity Index: Brief Symptom Inventory
1: F(1, 144) = .07, NS
3: F(1, 113) = 5.56, p < .05 A> B
6: F(1, 97) = 2.79, NS
12: F(1, 43) = .22, NS
18: F(1, 52} = .31, NS
ssion Inventory
1: F(1, 133) = 1.46, NS
3: F(1, 105) = 3.76, NS (p < .06)
6: F(1, 91) = 3.48, NS (p < .07)
12: F(1, 41) = 1.53, NS
18: F(1, ©51) = 3.58, NS (p < .07)
Tennessee Self-Concept Scale
1: F(1, 143) = 21, NS
3+ F(1, 111) = .76, NS
6: F(1, 97) = .76, NS
12: F(1, 43) = .22, NS
18: F(1, 51) =1.90, NS
MFSTOT: Modified Fear Survey
1: F(1, 143) = 3.22, NS (p < ,08)
3: F(l, 114) = 1.05, NS
6: F(1, 98) = .93, NS
12: F(1, 43) =8.04, p<.01 B>A
18: F(1, 52) =1.01, NS
of Event Scale
1. F(1, 138) = 3.06, NS (p < .09)
3: F(1, 112) = 3.02, NS (p < .09)
6: F(1, 90) = 16,10, p < .0001 A< B
12: F(1, 38) = .01, NS
18: F(1, 46) = .00, NS

Session

Note: A
B

Rape
Robbery

Cross-sectional




Table 38. Covariance Analyses of Within-Assault Reactions: Cross-sectional
ANCOVAs of Male vs. Female Robbery Victims

i

Global Severity Index: Brief Symptom Inventory
Sessfon 1: F(1, 191) .01, NS

Session 3: F(1, 143) = 1.39, NS
Session 6: F(1l, 133) = .67, NS
Sessfon 12: F(1, 60) = .02, NS
Session 18: F(1, 78) =1.33, NS

Beck Depression Inventory
Sessfon 1: F(1l, 174)

5.22, p< .05 F>M
Sessjon 3: F(1l, 135) NS

.01,

wa wn

Session 6: F(1, 123) = .00, NS
Session 12: F(1, 55) =1.23, NS
Session 18: F(1l, 76) .09, NS

TSCSTOT: Tennessee Self-Concept Scale

Session 1: F(l 189) = .12, NS
Session 3: F(1, 143) = .02, NS
Session 6: F(1, 132) = .16, NS
Session 12: F(1, 59) = .17, NS
Session 18: F( 78) = .03, NS
MFSTOT: Modified Fear Survey
Session 1: F(1, 191) =27.58, p < .0001 F > M
Sessfon 3: F(1, 145) = 20.05, p < .0001 F > M
Session 6: F(1, 133) = 13.53, p < .001 F> M
Session 12: F(1, 59) =13.52, p < .00l F > M
Session 18: F(1, 78) = 4.93, p < .05 F>M

IESTOT: Impact of Event Scale

Session F(1, 189) = 7.03, p < .01 F>M
Session 3‘ F(1, 143) = 3.63, NS (p < ,06)
Session 6: F(1, 123) = 1.86, NS

Session 12: F(1l, 57) =1.17, NS

Session 18; F(1l, 75) = .10, NS




Table 39. Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: Within-Assault Reactions of Rape Victims

Measure 1 month 6 manths 12 months 18 months
Step. RZ F Step RZ F Step R F Step RZ F
GSI None entered 1.ACT .14  5.12*% None entered 1.ANG .44 11.18%*
2.ARG .14 6.05* 2,ACT .20 7.29*
.28 - 6.00%* 3.PII .13 6.72*
JJ7 0 13,52%%%
TSCSTOT None entered None entered 1.CAWM .26 6.68* 1.PID .41 9.15%*
2.ANG .15 - 4.72%
AT 6.36%*
MFSTOT None entered None entered None entered None entered
TESTOT None entered None entered 1.ANG .28  6.53* None entered
2. ANX .21 6.83*
49 T7780%*
Note: PASS = Passive behavior
ACT = Active resistance
AGG = Aggressive resistance
ANG = Angry during assault
ANX = Anxious during assault
CALM = Calm during assault
PID = Perception of imminent death
PII = Perception of imminent injury
PB0 = Perceptien of imminent death or injury of significant others
*=p< .05
** =p < .01
% = p < 001
¥rkx = p < ,0001




Table 40.

Measure

GSI

TSCSTOT

MFSTOT

IESTOT

Note:

1 month
Step R2

1.PASS .11
2.ANG .07
18

1.AGG .11
2.PiD .06
17

1.PID .10

LANX .10
2.A66 .06

PASS
ACT
AGG
AMG
ANX
CALM
PID
PI1
PDO

dok
*kk
*kkk

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses:

Within-Assault Reactions of Female Robbery Victims

6 months
R E
.09 6.10%
.07 4.78%
.16 11.44%%
.10 6.45%

F Step
9,85%* 1.ANX
7.29**

‘879‘5***

10.07%* 1.AGG

5.78*

B OTEx*

9.47** 1.ANX
8.87%* 1.ANX
5.66*

7.53%**%

mnonn

nouonn

now Ho

T uoT

Passive behavior
Active resistance
Aggressive resistance
Angry during assault

Anxious during assault

Calm during assault

Perception of imminent death
Perception of imminent injury
Perception of imminent death or injury of significant others

.05
.01
.001
.0001

E

10,73%*
4. 41*
4.60%

7.59%%*

6.84*

12.20%*
5.13*
R

37.19%**x*
11.70**

12 months
Step jﬁ
1.PII .25
2.PD0 .09
3.AGG .09

.43
1.A66 .18
1.PID .28
2.ANX .10

38
1.PID .56
2.A66 .13

.69

31 . 30****

18 months
Step R?
1.AGG .09

None entered

None entered

1.AGG .09

I

4.69%

4.57*%




Table 41. Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: Within-Assault Redctions of Male Robbery Victims

Session
Measure 1 month 6 months 12 months . 18 months
Step R F Step  RZ F Step R F Step R2 F
GSI 1.ANX .08 9.30** 1.PII .11  8.11% 1.ANX .15 8.14%* 1.ANX .14 7.59%*
TSCSTOT None entered None entered 1.CALM .14 7.68** None entered
MFSTOT 1.ANX .12 14.06%** 1.ANX .21 16.73%*** 1 ANX .20 11.24*% 1.ANX .13 6.70%
2.ACT .05  5.45* 2.PII .09 5.07*

17 10.06%*** wZz 6. 19%*

IES 1.PID .09 10.67** 1.PID .16  12.16*** None entered None entered
2.ANG .10  7.98**
26 1Z.Terr*

Note: PASS = Passive behavior

ACT = Active resistance

AGG = Aggressive resistance

ANG = Angry during assault

ANX = Anxious during assault

CALM = Calm during assault

PID = Perception of imminent death

PII = Perception of imminent injury

PD0 = Perception of imminent death or injury of significant others

*=p < .05
** = p < .01
**% = p < ,001
*xEk = p < 0001




Table 42. Multivariate Analyses of Variance: Postcrime Social Support, Rape
vs. Robbery Victims.

One Month:

Three Months:

Six Months: Hotelling-Lawley Trace
F(3, 86) = 4.71, p
ANOVAs
TALKCRIME: F(l, 88) = 1,
NREGTALK: F(l, 88) = 14,
PERCEIVE: F(1, 88) =

Twelve Months:

Eighteen Months:

Hotelling-Lawley Trace

F(3, 135) = .78, NS

Hote]]ing-ﬁaw]ey Trace

F(3, 101) = 1.51, NS

Hotelling-Lawley Trace
F(3, 42) = .14, NS

Hotelling-Lawley Trace
F(3, 59) = .89, NS

= .0174

= ,0049

i

.1644
<, 0

49, NS
29, p < ,001 B> A

.58, NS

.0102

i

.0453

Table 43. Multivariate Analyses of Variance: Postcrime Social Support, Male
vs. Female Robbery.

One month:

ANQVAs

TALKCRIME: F(1, 164)
NREGTALK: F(1, 164)
PERCEIVE: F(1, 164)

Three months:
Six months:
Twelve months:
Eighteen months:
Note: TALKCRIME
NREGTALK

PERCEIVE

Rape
Robbery

W 2=

o

i

o

Hotelling-Lawley Trace
F(3, 162} = 4.11, p

uonon

Hotelling-Lawley Trace
F(3, 110) = .29, NS

Hotelling-Lawley Trace
F(3, 94) = 1.28, NS

Hotelling-Lawley Trace
F(3, 56) = .28, NS

Hotelling-Lawley Trace
F(3, 77) = 1.37, NS

The number of people and
the crime

The number of people the
Perceived social support

= 0761
< .01

10,02, p< .01 F>M

.00, NS
.19, NS

= .0079

= . 0409

= ,0151

= ,0533

frequency the victim talked about

victim talks to on a regular basis



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(1, 136) = 2.77, NS
Session 3: F(1, 101) = 5.95, p < .05 A > B
Session 6: F(1, 86) = 4,65, p < .05 A>8B
Session 12: F(1, 35) NS
Session 18: F(1l, 47) = 3.01, NS (p < .09)

o ono
no

.

[en )

M~

-

Beck Depression Inventory

Session 1: F(1, 129) = 6.17, p < .05 A < 8B

Session 3: F(1l, 95) = 3.24, NS (p < .08)

Session 6: F{l, 83) =4.42, p< .05 A<B

Session 12: F(1, 32) =2.77, NS

Session 18: F(1l, 46) = 4.95, p < .05 A > B
TSCSTOT: Tennessee Self-Concept Scale

Session 1: F(l, 134) = 1.12, NS

Session 3: F(l, 100) = 2.29, NS

Sessjon 6: F{l, 86) = 4.48, p < .05 B> A

Session 12: F(1, 35) = .84, NS

Sessjon 18: F(1, 46) = 3.13, NS (p < .09)
MFSTOT: Modified Fear Survey

Session 1: F(1l, 134) = 0.11, NS

Session  3: F(1, 102) = 0.03, NS

Session 6: F(l, 87) = 2.44, NS

Session 12: F(1, 35) = 0.26, NS

Session 18: F(1, 47) = 0.06, NS
IESTOT: Impact of Event Scale :

Session 1: F(1, 131) =19.98, p < .0001 A > B

Session 3: F(1, 101) = 21.81, p < .0001 A > B

Session 6: F(1, 83) = 48.67, p < .0001 A > B

Session 12: F(1, 32) =10.72, p < .01 A>8B

Session 18: F(1, 41) = 7.14, p < .05 A>8B
Note: A = Rape

B = Robbery




Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses:

Table 45.
1 month
Measure Step RZ
GSI 1.PERCEIVE .16
2_.TALKCRIME .07
.23
TSCSTOT None entered
MFSTOT None entered
IESTOT None entered
Note: TALKCRIME
NREGTALK
PERCEIVE
*
*%k
*kk
*hhk

6 months 12 months
F Step RZF Step R?
11.22:* None entered None entered
'85%***

ouou

L T T

None entered None entered
None entered

Mone entered

None entered None entered

Number of people talked to about the crime
Number of people has regular contact with
Perceived social support

TTTUw

Bl

The Influence of Social Support on Recovery of Rape Victims

18 months
Step B?

None entered

None entered

None entered

None entered

i




o
§

g ph

Table 46. Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyseés: ‘The Influence of Social Support on Recovery of Female Robbery Victihs

R F
11 5:84* -
.13 6.3a%

. Number: of people talked to about the crime
Number of people has regular contact with

: _l_‘month o 6 months
Measure StEp : ,B?.,Ji Steg
GSI . 1.PERCEIVE .12 10.59*% 1.NREGTALK
2. TALKCRIME - .05 * 4.22*
- ’ ’ . T .63x%x
TSCSTOT ' 1.PERCEIVE™ .18 '16.50**** None entered
MFSTOT - JA.PERCEIVE - .13 11.80%*  None entered
IESTOT 1,#ERCEIVE— .11 9.24%* 1.NREGTALK
Note: TALKCRIME = =
: NREGTALK- =
PERCEIVE .. = Perceived social support
*=p < .05
** =p< .01
**k = p < 001
Fkkk = p <

.0001

1.PERC)

1.TALKCRIME

None entered

1.PERCEIVE

EIVE.

R2

a5

.14

+53

“E

4.75*

©4.32%

'lg_months

Step  RZF.

None Enteréd

1.PERCEIVE .13 "*6.25%

“None entered

25.83%*** None entered



Table 47.

Measure

6SI

TSCSTOT

MFSTOT

IESTOT

Note:

Stepwise Multiple Regression Anaiyses:

1 month

Step R2

None entered

None entered

None entered

1. TALKCRIME

TALKCRIME
NREGTALK
PERCEIVE

*kk
*kkk

LU T [ 1]

TToOW

L s i

4.37*

6 months
Step R2

1.PERCEIVE .19
2.TALKCRIME .07
.26

1.PERCEIVE .21

None entered

None entered

et -

F
11.06**

4.52%
8. 20%**

13.01***

12 months
Step RZ F
1.TALKCRIME .13 4.64*
1.PERCEIVE .24 9.52%*

None entered

None entered

Number of people talked to about the crime
Number of people has regular contact with

Perceived

.05
.01
.001
.0001

A A AN

social support

The Influence of Social Support on Recovery of Male Robbery Victims

18 months
Step R2

None entered

1.PERCEIVE .20

1.PERCEIVE .21

None entered

(R

8.50**

9,31%*

sty S




Table 48.

Measure

GSI
TSCSTOT
MFSTOT

IESTOT

Note:

1 month
Step R?
1.AVOIDAL .20
None entered

1.AVOIDAL .24
2.PHYSEX .09

.

None entered

MOVED
CHGLIVE
CHLOSTJ08B
HABITS

PHYSEX
SAFETY
SELFDEF
AVOIDAL

**x
Fedkk
Fkkk

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses:

6§ months
E Step RZF
10.85%* 1.HABITS .14 4.51*
None entered
12.89%** 1.HABITS 44 22 43%%F%
5.08* 2.SELFDEF .12 7.79%*
E_j‘63*** EB‘ 17 .83****
LSAFETY .13 4.30%

ooy nn i

wosonou

Victim moved because of the ¢rime

Victim changed with whom he/she lived
Victim changed or lost job because of crime
daily habits & patterns (doesn't

Victim changed
go out, leaves
Victim changed
Victim changed
Victim started

lights on at night)

amount of physical exercise
use of safety measures
taking a self-defense class

Victim avoids being alone

.05
.01
.001
.0001

12 months
Step R?
None entered
None entered

1.HABITS .44

1.SAFETY .48

The Effect of Behavioral Resporises among Rape Victims

}m

8.80*

9.18*

18 months
Step R’
1.PHYSEX .27
None entered

None entered

1.AVOIDAL .72

fn

4.87*

30.49%*x*




Table 49. Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses: The Effect of Behavioral Responses among Female Robbery Victims

1 month 6 months 12 months 18 months
Measure Step RZ Step R F Step RZF Step R F
GSI 1.AVOIDAL .12 7.72%* 1.AVOIDAL .20 10.11** 1.AVOIDAL .35 12.86%* 1.AVOIDAL .27 10.11%*
5.PHYSEX 11 5.90*
3T 8.64%**
TSCSTOT 1.SAFETY .22 16.05%*%* None entered 1.SELFDEF .19 5.38*% 1.PHYSEX .20 6.77*
2.SELFDEF .09 7.43%%
Tjr 12.66****
MFSTOT 1.AVBIDAL .21 14 .53*%%* 1.CHLOSTJOB .16 7.50%* 1.AVOIDAL .51 23.63%*** . 1 _CHLOSTJ0B .21 7.16%
2.PHYSEX .07 5.04* 2.SAFETY .09 4.50% 2.SELFDEF .09 4.86% 2.AVOIDAL .12 4.49%
28 10.3Tx** 725  6.34%* 3.CHGLIVE .08 4.96% 33 6.20%*
.68 14747Fk**
IESTOT 1.HABITS .09 5.64% 1I.CHGLIVE A4 27.01%%x% 1.SELFDEF .68 45,04%*%%  None entered

2. PHYSEX 11 7.74%*
3.HABITS .06 4.78*
V6L 16.3Gxw

Note: MOVED = Victim moved because of the crime
CHGLIYE = Victim changed with whom he/she Tived
CHLOSTJOB = Victim changed or lost job because of crime
HABITS = Victim changed daily habits & patterns (doesn't
go out, leaves lights on at night)
PHYSEX = Yictim changed amount of physical exercise
SAFETY = Victim changed use of safety measures
SELFBEF = Victim started taking a self-defense class
AVOIDAL = Victim avoids being alone
* = .05
** = 01
**% = 001
ERRE =

.0oo01




[EOQUIPRNR
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Table 50.

Measure
GSI
TSCSTOT
MFSTOT

IESTOT

Note:

1 month
Step RZ
1.AVOIDAL .10
1.MOVED .07
1.HABITS .08
2.MOVED .08
T8
1.MOVED .16
2.SAFETY .07
.23
MOVED
CHGLIVE
CHLOSTJOB
HABITS
PHYSEX
SAFETY
SELFDEF
AVOTIDAL

*%
k&KX
wkxk

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses:

F Step

o

Victim changed
Victim changed
go out, leaves
Victim changed
Victim changed
Victim started

[}

o ono

.05
.01
.001
.0001

The Effect of Behavioral Responses among Male Robbery Victims

6 months

r2

1.AVOIDAL .11
None entered

1.SAFETY .15

1.HABITS .22

4.74*

6.29*

10.23%*

Victim moved because of the crime

Victim changed with whom he/she lived
or lost job because of crime

daily habits & patterns (doesn't
Tights on at night)
amount of physical exercise
use of safety measures
taking a self-defense class
Victim avoids being alone

Step ®
1.AVOIDAL .19
1.,AVOIDAL .16
1.HABITS .24

1.CHLOSTJOB .18

£

8.57**

6.86%
11.26%*

7.62%%

18 months
Step R?
1.HABITS .12

None entered

1.HABITS .18

1.AVOIDAL .30

=n

4,.56*

6.88*

13.70%%%



Table 51.

Rape versus Robhery Victims

Analyses of Variance: Treatment after Crime.

One Month:

Three Months:

Six Months:

Twelve Months:

Eighteen Months:

F(1, 162)
F(1, 129)
F(1, 117)
F(1, 61)
F(1, 75)

11,37, p < .00l A>8B
.72, NS

4.29, p < .05 A>B

1.72, NS

6.63, p<.05 A>B

Male Versus Female Robbery Victims

One Month:

Three Months:

Six Months:

Twelve Months:

Eighteen
Note: A
B

Months:

noun

Rape
Robbery

F(1, 197)

i

3.38, NS
12.00, p < .001 F > M
4.30, p<.05 F>M
5,12, p < .05 F>M

1.07, NS



Table 52.

Measure

GSI

TSCSTOT

MFSTOT

IESTOT

Note:

Regression Analyses:

kk
*%k*k
*kkk

now oW

TOUVTO

1 month
RZ ™ F

None entered

None entered

None entered

None entered

.05
.01
.001
.0001

Treatment after Crime of Female Rape Victims

6 months
R

.09

.13

None entered

.10

E

4,47*

7.49%%

5.19%

12 months
RE F

None entered
None entered
None entered

None entered

18 months
RZ F

None entered
None entered
None entered

None entered




Table 53. Regression Analyses: Treatment .
Measure 1 month
R
GSI ] 10.85%%
TSCSTOT .05 5.07*
MFSTOT .12 12, 55%+*
TIESTOT .08 7.53%*
Note: *=p < 05
** =p < .01
**% = p < 001
X% = p < 0001

(SRR SETON. S

-

after Crime of Female Robbery Victims

6 months
I

.08
.10

None entered

.15

L

5.94*

7.35%*

9.85%*

12 months
RZ F

None entered

None entered

None entered

Neone entered

18 months
Pt

.10

None entered

.11

None entered

R E

6.15%

6.47*




Table 54. Regression Analyses:

Measure

GSI

TSCSTOT

MFSTOT

IESTOT

Note: *

*&

*kk
dkdk

wowenon

L=l B o)
A NN A

1 month
RRZTF
.04 4.72*
.13 15. 62%*%*

None entered

.08 9.44%*

.05
.01
.001
.0001

& months
R2 F

None -entered

None entered

None entered

None entered

Treatment after Crime of Male Robbery Victims

12 months
R

F

None entered
None entered

None entered

5.67*

18 months

R

None

.18

None

None

F

entered

10.01%*

entered

entered




Table 55.

Total Sample Size

1.

Was a suspect
apprebended?

No

Yes

Don't know

Was warrant for
arrest issued?
No
Yes
Bon't know

Did you go to the
grand jury or
preliminary hearing?
No
Yes

Yas defendent held
over for trial?

No

Yes

Don't know

How did the defendent
plea?
Guilty
Not Guilty
Don't know

Did you testify in
the trial?

No

Yes

1 month

274

131/47.8
93/33.9
39/14.2

96/35.0
71/25.9
45/16.4

150/54.7
34/12.4

91/33.2
27/ 9.9
40/14.6

10/ 3.6
14/ 5.1
59/21.5

73/26.6
11/ 4.0

3 months

213

103/48.4
75/35.2
22/10.3

75/35.2
62/29.1
33/15.5

119/55.9
30/14.1

81/38.0
26/12.2
26/12.2

9/ 4.2
21/ 9.9
31/14.6

60/28.2
11/ 5.2

Percentages of Subjects Participating in Criminal Justice System

& months

195

94748.2
66/33.8
26/13.3

62/31.8

61
33

/31.3
716.9

99/50.8

2

7/13.8

65/33.3
32/16.4

1

6/ 8.2

5/ 2.6

20/10.3
31/15.9

57/29.2

7/ 3.6

12 months

94

41/43.6
35/37.2
14/14.9

23/24.5
36/38.3
14/14.9

44/45.8
19/20.2

21/28.7
19/20.2
12/12.8

10/10.6
11/11.7
20/21.3

30/31.9
11/11.7

18 months

106

49/46.2
36/34.0
15/14.2

28/26.4
32/30.2
17/16.0

45/42.5
23/21.7

30/28.3
19/17.9
16/15.1

12/11.3
11/10.4
16/15.1

34/32.1
14/13.2




Table 55. Cont'd

7. What was the out-
come of the case?

Case dropped 12/ 4.4 10/ 4.7 11/ 5.6 5/ 5.3 6/ 5.7
Convicted 2/ 0.7 7/ 3.3 5/ 2.6 13/13.8 13712.3
Don't know 42/15.3 26/12.2 35/17.9 15/16.0 17/716.0

8. How were you treated
during the Tegal
process (since
subject's apprehension)?*

Positive, supportive 49/74.2 40/70.2 34/68.0 22/71.0 23/63.9
Natural, matter-of-fact 7/10.6 8/14.0 8/16.0 5/16.1 7/19.4
Negative 10/15.2 9/15.8 8/16.90 4/12.9 6/16.7

9. What was your reaction
to the legal process
(since subject's appre-

hension)?*

Glad 1 went through 38/64.4 40/76.9 36/78.3 20/74.1 25/78.1
legal process

Regret having gone 2/ 3.4 1/ 2.0 1/ 2.2 2/ 7.4 17 3.1
through

Mixed feelings 19/32.2 11/21.1 9/19.5 5/18.5 6/18.8

Note. Mot 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.



Figure 1. Mean GSI (Global Severlty fndex) scores of female

rape and robbery victlms: Cross-sectlonal sample.
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Figure 2. Mean TSCS (Tennessee Self~Concept Scale) scores

of femaale rape and robbery victims: Cross-sectiocnal

sample.
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Figure 3. Mean MFS (Modified Fear Survey) scores of female

rape and robbery victims: Cross-sectlonal sample.
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Figure 4. Mean IES (Impact of Event Scale) scores of female

rape and robbery victims: Cross-sectional sample.
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Flgure 5. Megan ¢8I (Global Severlty Index) scores of female
and male robbery victims: Cross-sectional sample,

(Individual data polnts indicate single-test samples).
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Flogure 6. Mean TSCS (Tennessee Self~-Concept Jcale) scores
of female and male robbery victims: Cross-sectional sample,

(Individual data points indicate single-test sémples>,
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Flgure 7. Mean MFE (Moditfied Fear SUrveyl scores of females

and male robbery victims: Cross-sectional sample.

(Individual data points indicate single-test samples).

&
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Flgure 8, Mean IES {Impact of Event Scale) scores of female
and male robbery victims: Cross-sectlonal sample.

(Individual data points Indicate single-test samplesy,
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Flgure 9. Mean GS8I (Global Severi{ty 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 11, Mean HFH (Modifisd Pear AUEVEY) Soores

rape and robbery victims:

Longitudinal

sample.
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Filgure 12.

temale rape and robbery victlms: Longltudinal sample. -

Mean IES (Impact of Event Scale) scores of
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Figure 13. Meap GSI (Global Severity Index) scores of

female and male robbery victims: Longitudinal sample.
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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 (Modifled PFear Survey?) scores of female

and male robpery victims: Longlitudinal sample.
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Figure 16. Mean IES (Impact of Event Scale) SCOres of‘

temale and male robbery victims: Longlitudinal sample.
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