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> Two stud1es on the Lauses and

~conducted.  In- the first - study 400 potential victims from four

consequences of report1ng, or not

.report1ng, a- rape weraA;I
ethnic communities -

\TOO each Anglo, “Asian- American,
- to report, if raped.

Black and Hispanic)

Re¢11es varied according. to et
~179 rape victims who did or did not report the ¢rime.

‘were interviewed. regarding 1ntentfon
hnic identity.: "In ‘the-second. study
were interviewed.’ Actual outcbines

exger1enced fo110w1ng the dec1s1oo 0 report or not:

report are d1scussed-?
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R (01} (02) (03) (04)

PHS polucy reqmres that grantees submnt 3 termmal‘
‘progress repart” {final report) within 90 days after )
o “completion of tha gram

Pleass oomple'te" this series of items as this final report.
The report will be filed-with your applications, reports:

and other grant business in NIMH's central files. "It will

be read by staff in research’' program areas, and may be
. read by other Institute staff concerned with pregrarm -
v analysis, communication, svaluation and plsnning. The’
©  report will be used for information about your research,
i.e., to describe and summarize the information {proce-

dural s well as substantive) resuiting from NIMH

support, and to relate that information to mental health

problems and research.- Your report will often be used

apart from your application; however, other documents,

such as publications and applicatizas, will be available

from the project file if needed.
i

Send copies of this report and ai! appendices as indicated below.

Small Grants (RO3’s) ' . All Other Grants.
Send 20 Copies * - .. o Send 3 c"gpies *
: / _
TO: National Center for the Prevention and
Control of Rape

" Division of Special Mental Health Progs.

National Institute of Mental Health
5600 Fishers Lane, Room 10C-03
Rockville, MD - 20857

* Send two copies only uf any books /hqldded..
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These gundelmes have been desngned wnth rc|at|vely small :

response spaces to encourage brevity. However do not
restrict your response if more space is needed: bs cora-
plete, using additional labeled pages inserted wherz
necessary  (sample page included). Extensive descrip-

tions and discussions, " if desired, should be madé in -

addition to your summary response to the item, and
should be placed as appendices. Discussions of issues not
covered by these guidelines are also welcome as appen-

_dices. - Use clear; conciseé fanguage, avoiding highly

technical languagse where practicable (this will vary for

different types of résgarch); appendices could be more . .
techmcal than responsec to the items.

All publlcatzons resu!tmg from this broiect, and not
previously submitted, should be submitted with- this
report for ss soon as available); see the saction on

Dissemination. Publications should not be used in lieu of

. responses to particular items.
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1

" AIMS OF °

. PROBLEM
. STUDIED).

hjective I:

'ing correspond to actual outcomes of reporting a rape- - ., s —
" ‘to identify the actual outcomes of. reportiug a. rape ane to. compa:c

" THE PROJECT:

- bjectiVe V1

E round a rape ‘influence the decision to report the rape

'Describe briefly the specific aims of your pro;ect nducanrg major changes in dlrectton
from the original aims:
to improve our understant‘ing of the factors which determine
whether or not a. rape victim decides to report ‘the assault - = .. .
“Adm #1: " to identify which perceived outcomes of reportimg to various
o agencies and/or individuals are most closely related to intentions
- of potential victims to report or not report a rape ,' :
to identify the normative expectations which influence a Dotential
. victim's intentions to report. or not report a rape 7 .
_to ascertain the extent to which both outcomes and. normative expec-
tations vary as a’ function’of thé agency: and/or individual to whom
* a report might- be made,. and ‘according to characteristics of the
‘potential victim (e 85 age, ethnic identification, etc.) BT

8.

to determine the extent to which anticipated outcomes of report-

ob ective II. '

_these outcomes to perceived outcomes’ +.° .. i
. to ascertain whether or not the outcomes of reporting vary as a
" function of the agency to whom the report is made, and according

to characteriqtics of the victim (e B age, ethnic identification )]

‘bjective III'- to asgsess the psychological impact or consequences of reportmg
(and not reportina) a rape

vary as'a fJ.nction of the agency to whom the report is made, and

to determine the extent to which ‘the c1rcumstances which sur-

JAim #1: to ascertain whether or not. the circumstances surrounding reported
w7 rapes differ from those surrounding unreported rapes :
Aim-#Z' to ascertain how the circumstances are taken into account by rape’
7. Were the aims pursueo a$ or/gmalfy formulated? .:

' Lo . -
i . , \ : N
. N .
e e o : : G :
% R .
| B R
o P
B 8.: ingeneral, how would you characterize your research? ’

TYPE OF
RESEARCH:

{Rank any muitiple answers usmg 1 as most appropnate)

e B1 Gathenngofdata eg surveys
20 Othe' (Specifyl: Theory development

(16 E Hypothesis deve‘opment
(1n [0 Hypothesis testing

Ce B Deveh)pment‘. or refinement )
- of methodology - . \

“Aim #1: to identify the psychological impacts- associated with rapa per se,
o ~as opposed to the impacts cf reporting the rape )
: Afm #2: to ascertain whather or not the psychological impacts of reporting

the characteristics of the victim (e.g.» age, ethnic 1dentif1cation,
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- 9_. Descrlbe the msdmdclagy used in your mrch lnc-udlng characteristics of any sample used:

_ repert recipients; and (c) the perceived social pressures to report. This

' 1in the Seat:tle metropolitan area. .. .. [_. ;

snnwruuuaen RCIMH27830 a R ., L 3

Studz . A questionnaire was constructed to assess (a) likelihood that a ‘ ;
potential vietim would report. having béen raped to each of several potential N
report recipients; (b) the perceived outcomes of reporting a rape to various

" questionnaire was administered to a gample comprised of approximately 100 N EN
Anglo, 100 Asian, 100 Black, and 100 Hispanic women, 18 years of age and over,

Studz 2. A questionnaire was constructed to ussess (a) biographic charac- -? «
teristics of rape victimg; (b) .attitudes toward self and others; (e} ‘beliefs B
“"and attitudes about rape; (d)  sex role attitudes; (e) feelings and. actions
_concerning safety; (f) sexual behavior; (g) circumstances surrounding. the ‘
rape; (h) physical and psychological difficulties before and after the. rape,A
(1), perceived or actual outcomes of reporting to the police and/or a“local
. agency: established to help rape victims (hereafter’ referred to.as. "SAC/RR"); o
and (}) perceived or actual: social pressures to report .to the police and/or - "¢
--SAC/RR. The questionnaire was administered to women who (1) reported to the:
police only (N=48); (2) reported to SAC/RR only (N=8); (3) reported to both
(N=73); and (4). reported to neither (N=50). The groups did not differ signi~"
ficantly in terms of biographic and demographic characteristics. The charae-
teristics of teporters and non—reporters are summarized in Table 1 of Appendix
C. . . . o

I

S et Ao ens

10.  Did you have significant techmcal metheodological difficulties? ’ o o
(Examples: necessery messurement tools undsvsioped, unexpectsd m&dequate datz base) : i LR
If yes, dsecrite. and explain how you dealt with them. : ¢ Bl Yes -

" In Study 2, two difficulties with the data base arose: (1) a2 Dl\' f21)
very small number of victims who reported only. to SAC/RR volunteered
‘to. participate, and (2) a very small number of ethnic minority victims
(N=ll) volunteered to particioate.~

e St

G

)

. 11.. - Did you have sugmflcant pracnce/ operational difficulties? .

(Examinles: trouble with equipment; loss of sample or data; dlfflculttes with cooparatmg o
units) . o C 1 Oes
If yes, descr/be, and explam how you dea!t w:d': tﬂem ’ . E Co 2 Q No (22)

PAGE 3 S ’ CONTINUE ON REVERSE SIDE
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GRANT NUMBER: RO1MH27830 S

12. Describa (a) your conclusions ar results as they relate to your specific aims {please includs  negative results),
and (b) their significance in relation to tha field. Avoid tighly technical fanguage where practicable.

Studx 1. 7The results of Study l zelate to specific aims 1, 2, and 3 under
~Objective I of the Project. In this regard, three findirgs ofnote were .obtained.
First, intentions to report varied substantially according to the ethnic identity
of the participant and according to the potential recipient of her report. -Seconc
in the aggregate, normative expectaticns to report or not to report tended to be
better predictors of intentions to report than did. perceived outcomes of report-
ing. Third, with certain exceptions, the specific perceived. outcomes varied
according to ethnic group, while the normative expectations: which best predicted
-behavioral intentions tended to be the same for all four ethnic groups. For
full details, see the manuscript entitled, "Factors Related to Intentions to
Report a xgpe which is attached as’ Appendix B of this Final Report.-

Studx 2. There were. three objectives for Study 2, and the results relevant
to each are summarized in turn. e . i - :

The first objective was to determine the extent to which anticipated outcomes
of reporting correspond to actual outcomes of reporting a rape. With regard to

. +lethe police, women who reported-indicated the outcomes they experienced, while

women who did not report indicated the outcomes they. anticipated. Significant
differences between the two' groups were obtained on 16 of the 24 outcomes in- .
cluded- on the questionnaire. Specifically, when asked to indicate agreement

or disagreement with statements about whether various outcomes would occur (for
non~reporters) or did occur (for reporters), women who did not repo:rt indicated
stronger agreement with statements of unfavorable outcomes than did women who
reported; the opposite was obtained for statemeptsiof favorable outcomes. Ad-
ditional significant differences were obtained in connection with all three of
the normative referents; i.e., the:women who reported to the police indicated
stronger expectations of husband, family members, and close friends to report
than- did women who dld not _report (see Tables 2 and 3 of Appendix c).

With regard to SAC/RR, significant differences between women who reported to
SAC/RR and those who did not were obtained on.7 of the 24 outcomes. Again,
women who did not report indicated stronger agreement with statements of un-—
favorable outcomes than did those who reported, with the opposite being true
for statements of favorable. cutcomes. Additional significant differences were
obtained in connection with all three normative referents; i.e., the women who
-reported to SAC/RR indicated stronger expectations of husband, family members,
and close friends to report to SAC/RR, than did women who did not report (see
‘Tables 3 and 4 of Appendix c). B S R ¥

Y\ . - - "\. El .
It is possible that the differences obtained here represent after—the~fact‘

rationalizations by the reporters and non-reporters. However, the results of :
Study 1 render that possibility highly unlikely. That is, Study 1 was based on
women who had not yet been required to make a decision about reporting or not

~reporting, and who therefore had not been put into a situation in which after-
the-fact rationalizing might occur. Nevertheless, it was found that their inten-
tions to report, if ever raped, were significantly related to (a) anticipated
outcomes of reporting, and (b) normative expectations to report or not. It.
should be noted that numerous studies have indicated tliat behavioral iantention
tends to be closely related to actual behavior} see the literature review in
"Factors Related to Intentions to Report a Rape" (Appendix B). Thus, the most
plausible conclusion is that the decision to report or not report to the police

(continued on page 8, et. . seq.)
PAGE 4 : ,







" . RESULTS .

‘(Continued)

14, How do the overall results of yeur project fit into these descriptions?
{If you had multipie expectaticns or hypothosss, basa your remonm

& Confirming your hypotheses
on the gmdammmr trend of tha rssuits).

or expectations (24)

L D Disproving your hypomeses '
orexpectatvons T @

i e b

'O Inconciusive - 28)

ADM 442

15. Did your ressarch resuit in ssgnlflunt methodologfml devalopmmc?

If yes, descnbe i p

The use of multiple report recipients in Study 1 permitted the i

applicatlon of a within—subjects decision analysis, as well as the
traditional between~subjects ‘analysis. As pointed out in the attached

"manuscript ("Factors Related to Intentions to Report a Rape"), the within- -

subjects analysis conscitutes ‘an improvement over’ the ‘usual approach.

Rev. 2-75
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16. - How wnuld you describa the lmpact of your project?

_ IMPLICATICNS:

. ! f‘ A
_ {Rank any muluple answers, usmg ‘1” as most appropriate) |

o Opening up_ anew line of research .

[ contributing to the knowledge basa

(30). El Providing facts ready for apphcatlon
of the field

{ ina field

e b 17

an _}D Indicative of a ““dead-end” line of pursuit

/-
: . Do you have |mmedmte plans for further ressarch i in this area?
N R Ifyss describe: - ‘
i
A .
. . N R I
18. Bevond your. own plans, what is your opmlon of the future directions this research area
i should take? -
Findings from Study 1 and Study 2 revoal that "significant others" (e.g.,
husband/boyfriend/lover, parents, close friends) influence the victim's .
- | intention to report, as well as actual reporting behavior. We need to learn
i ., .| more about the ways in which this influence is. exerted, and also about the
i | impacts of these significant others on the psychological adjustment of the
L. ' o .| rape victim. o . . ! . ,
S A . i
4\ ;'-; 1 ' ) ‘,l‘
‘\.{‘v . | - . R
19." Do you have mec:f:c_wggesrioﬁs {experiments, cauticns, etc.) for other research 1 lj‘.’es .
in this area? ; ' N (33).
. ‘If yes, describe: _ ) e 0~ 2 %INo
A ' e Lo o e : : “\ s
\ o
y v
\ .
'\.\ . ‘!'\‘ i
‘.\ ‘. .
- .. "w‘.“ y \
N . ‘
l!\ : R =..‘
.\.‘ t * \~
ADM-442 PAGE 6 . ;
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. GRANTtHuMBEr: ROIMH27830
20. Are ycu aware of other researchers usin

- IMPLICATIONS

”umnmymﬂ

g your techniques, or planning to 1 K ves
replicate your study, or of some individual or organization continuing T L2 [0 Ne B2
your !vork( If yes, describe, and check the type of impact which best -

charectarizes the imy .

wact of your research at this time.

- . Ospecific utilization (38
Numerous.other researchers have requested and have % General field impact
been given copies of

(38) -
my research instruments, and reports
of my findings. o i s C :

-

DISSEMINATION:

21.. Asan apperdix, listalf publications (and articles aécepteqf_ar publication) fesulting from
. : .. this project. Send any publications which have not already been submitted as appendices, .
*. with grant number indicated on each. (See instructions, page 1, regarding submission of books)

publications, papers, and/or demonstrations dealing - 1 Elves: :
f so, describe briefly. ‘Send in any future publications 30
astructions on page one.’ S o2 Ono .

. [P . . AR T B S
Twé additional papers will be written besed on the results of Study 2:
(a)- a paper which focuses on the differences (and similarities

) between :
victims who report to an agency and those who do not; and (b) a paper ‘
which presents a model which predicts psychological impacts of rape on
the viétim. ' v : . : e

22.. Do you have any plans for future
. with the results of this project? |
o baedonmisprqiectasp'eri

H i L4 !
P P SR -
{
+

f

-y
§
74

A

i e
3 .
'

23. The official PHS poticy

iﬁdicates that if results incorporated in the report have
been submitted for-publication but not yet published, contents of the feport
viill, as far as possible, be held as restric

tec information for six months unless
the investigator agrees to an earlier release. Do you request this restriction?
} APPENDICES: See instructions, page 1, paragraph 3. .
. . - . ” T e S h (!
‘ Appendices A, B, and C are attached. ’
| . o ) . o v
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':of-SAbikﬁ;“ié ;'fﬁﬁcfion bf (a) antiéiﬁated dﬁtcomeé of reporting, and{(b) ex-
‘pectations of certain referents, such as husband, family ggmbers, qr fF§ends.

Lo ’ e S T T et P Y A
i‘,1'3ﬁ6éé that indivlidual characteristics of the respondents were assessed in a

‘~_;f5variety of ways: (a) attitudes towerd self, closest male assoclate, and. closest
. female associate; (b) beliefs about the causes of rape; (c) beliefs about ways
~ i to prevent rape; (d) sex role orientation; (e) definition of rape; (f) inter-
_ personal -relations; (8) safety attitudes and actions; and (h) incidence of rape
"7 .. or molestation as a child. No differences between women who reported and those
. who 'did not were obtained on any of the above measures Therefore, the déta were
.pooled to provide a profile of the study sample with regard to‘thesebsect;ogslof

wd

E “y .

. The second objective of Study 2 was to assess the psychological impact
‘reporting or not reporting a rape to an agency. Two sections of the question~
naire asked the victim to indicate changes in her -life which had occurred in
connection with (a) sexual behavior and sexual satisfaction; (b) psychological
~.and physical problem areas; and (c) treatment seeking activities.

are discussed below: v S T T

[ T e

nr .- (a) Sexual behavior and satisfaction. Fach vietim indicated, for each of
.2 ~8lx sexual behaviors, whether frequency of or satisfaction with the sexual
behavior had (1) increased, (2) stayed the same, or (3) décreased. since the
. rape. Chi-squares which compared reporters’ to non~reporters on each of these
six items fafled to yield significant differences, and as a consequence, the
data were pooled for presentation here. Note that a substantial proporcion
' of the victims indicated a decrease in the frequency of their sexual activities,
. 1.e., rangiug from-12,8% for anal sex t0'29.9% for sexual intercourée. Note
. - also that approximately one third of all victims reported a decrease in satis-
17" faction witi: sexual relaticns (see Table 7 of Appendix C). -~ ., - .

D . . . P . R o A R
A E

course prior to the rape, (b) had a steady sexual partner prior to the rape, and.
(¢) had maintained the same partner for at least 2 months following the rape.

.. Satisfaction with purely sexual behaviors decreased significantly after the rape;
" autoerotic and affectional behaviors, however, appeared to be unaffected. More-
"y over; there was evidence that even as late as two years after the rape, vicrtims

" were significantly less satisfied with their current sexual relations than were
a8 matched sample of non-victimized women (see article entitled, "The lmpact of

! Rape on Sexual Satisfaction" by Feldman-Summers, Gordon and Meagher, attached).. -

- T (b) Psychological and physical problem areas. .Each victim indicated, for _
* -each of .18 "problem areas", vhether that problem had been experiénced (1) during
, + the year prior to the rape; (2) immediately after the rape; and (3) one to six
i months after the rape. Of pArticular interest were victims who did not experi-

Y. ence a given problem prior to the rape: did they experience that problem after
. %' .the rape?? Two findings emergzed with regard to immediate impacts. First, as -

v

1 S o . co. R - . - -:.'54. v
i . ‘. .
I

g ‘ :
"No differences were obtained between tho
“SAC/RR only, and both; hence, these three
labeled "reporters". S

se who rfeported to the police cnly,
groups were combined to form a grth

i

} .. \ . . NE
: X . . R

i

i
!

i
A

-, the questionnaire (see Table 6 of Appendix C. coran o LT TR

élof.',J-'

The results .

”'Tfr'Additional data were gathered'froﬁ victims who (a) had engaged in inter-
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'f_ can be‘séen 1ﬁvTable'8 of Appendix,clﬂpver 50% of thé victimg repofted the emer- '

. gence of problems with appetite, sleep, anxiety, changes 1n mood, depression,
. frequent crying, corcentration, and’ loneliness immediately after the rape (i.e.,

immediately after the rape was defined as one- week arter the rape). Second, Chi- 5

_.8quare analyses revealed that the reporters differed from the non-reporters on
only one problem area, namely "use of tranquilizers”. That is, repcrters (38.7%)
were more likely to be using tranquilizers immediately after the rape than were
non-reporters (16.7%), ‘xm = 4.93, p<.03. . As also can be-seen in Table 8 of

_Appendix C, similar results were obtained for the time period of one to six months |
. following the rape. Three differences should be noted, however., First, the per-

" centage of victims reporting a problem tended to decrease, i.e., the percentage

declined for 13 of the 18 problem areas. Second, only five of the eight problems-

experienced by a majority of the victims immediately after the rape continued to
be experienced by a majority one to six months later..- Third, certain group dif-
- ferences emerged during the one to six month period which had not been observed
immediately after the rape, as follows: (a) a higher proportion of re.orters
(65.3%) than non-reporters (42.5%) indicated difficulties sleeping,. QQdﬂ 5.27,

~.p<.03; (b) a higher proportion of reporters (27.5%) than non-reporters (11.47%)
indicated using tranquilizers, y(;)“ 2.90, p_( +10; (¢) a higher proportion of

non-reporters (35.9%) than reporters (13.77) indicated heavy alcohol use,')ng 7.38

p<.01; and (d) a higher proportion of non-reporters (28.2%) than reporters (8.82)

'fndicate_d heavy non-prescription drug use, }'a)-n 7.19, p&Lo1. -

Tl -l R . . . i - ) .

. (c¢) Treatment seeking activities. Each victim indicated whether she had seen
a physician or counselor (1) during the year prior to the rape; (2) immediately

} after the rape; and (3) one to six months after the rape. Again, victims who

had seen a physician or coumselor prior to the rape were omitted from the analyses.

I’Group differences emerged with regard to both types of treatment seeking activities

- immediately following the rape. ‘Specifically,: a higher proportion of reporters
. (75.8%) than non-reporters (36.4%) went to a physician immediately following the
rape, X .'=9.50,.p£.005. Also,.a higher proportion of reporters (40.0%) than
.-non~reporters (14,3%) went to a counselor immediately after the rape, ?a‘ = 6.52,

p<.01. Group differences did not occcur during the one to six month time inter-

.," 3a1.A“During_this time period, 35.2% of the victims saw a counselor and 43.8%

i 8aw a physician. The differences which had been previously observed disappeared
' because of changes in the non-reporters' behavior. Specifically, there was an
increase in'the proportion of non-reporters who sought psychological and medical
treatment. <o \ - ’

. The third and .final objective of Study 2 was te"determine the extent to which »
the circumstances which surround a rape are related to the decision to report or
- mot report a rape. There were several circumstancee of the rape which did not
' - significantly distinguish the reporters from the non-reporters. Specifically,
no significant differences were found as a function of (1) time of day when rape

e

EEE T

i

.~ Note ‘that group'differences prior to the rape were quite small and never reached
. -significance. “Nevertheless, only women who indicated that a given problem had 1ot

'ﬁoccurred ddring the year prior to the rape were included in the analysis for that

problem area; hence, group differences (if any) following the rape are not con-
founded by differences prior to the rape. : B K '
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occurred; (2) ‘whether it was dark outside; (3) whether tha viétim had previosusly .
had sexual relations with the assailant; (4) assailant's drug use; (5) likelihood’
that the victim had. engaged in drug use immediately prior to the rape; (§) as- i
sailant's ethnic identification; (7) assailant's approximate age; (8) assailaunt's
approximate size; (9) whether assailant physically threatened the victim; (1G)°
victin's I erbal response to the assailant; (11) victin's physical respcase to the
agsailant; :(12) type of sexual act performed; (13) presence of bruises requiring
medical attention; (14) presence of bruises not requiring medical attention; :
(IS)fptesence of injuries to the body; and (16) ‘presence of injuries to the genital
area. Because no group differences were obtained for these circumstances, the
data were pooled, and have been summarized in. Table 8 of Appendix C. -

R URE s e 7

P ey

‘Significant differsnces were observed ‘in connection with six of the circum- .
stances ‘surrounding -the rape as follows: (1) Location of the rape. A higher
proportion of non-reporters (31.3%) than reporters. (4.77) were raved-in the
~aggailant's home- (see Table 10 of Appendix C); (2) Acquaintance with assailant. .
Non-reporters (87.5%) tended to have had some amount of contact with the assailant j.
prior to the rape, while reporters (41.8%) tended to have been raped by a stranger - §

(ser Table 11 of Appendix C); (3) Type of victim drug use., Of those victins

using drugs prior to the rape, a higher proportion of reporters (64.1%) than

: : : .non~reporters (33.3%) were using alcohol. In contrast, a higher proportion of .

<% . = ; ~' non-reporters (66.7%) than reporters (35.9%) were using iilegal drugs (e.g.,. .

TR - .-+ marijuana, psychedelics) prior to the rape (see TablelZ? of Appendix C); (4) As-
sailant having a weapon.! A smaller proportion of non~reporters (22.2%) than

' - reporters (58.6%) were raped by an agsailant having a weapon (see Tablel3 of
Appendix C); (5) Verbal threats. A higher proportion of rcportervs (87.0%) than

- non-reporters (70.3%) were verbally threatened by the assailant (see Tablel4 of

‘Appendix C); and (6) Presence of facial injuries. A higher proportion of reporters

-(34.92) than non-reporters (12.0%) indicated the presence of facial injuries (see

.Table 15 of Appendix C%'. ' S ' Eh LI TR 3

R T
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/.~ In short, data heretofore obtained regarding characteristics surround rape } :
..7-'incidents are probably not representative of all rapes.. On the contrary, the oo
‘jfresults‘obtained here clearly indicate that certain rape victims are unlikely g ;
./to report--namely, those who were raped in the assailant's home, who had some T
fprior contact with the assdilant, who were using fllegal drugs prior to the rape, ' |-
" {who were raped by a person who did not: display a weapon and who did not use 4 f

{verbal-threats, and who did not suffeg facial injuries (which would have made
~ ;the victimization apparent to others)!: . R L ) i

.
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‘»'_tended ‘to be the ‘same for all groups.- : T o - :}

Abstract

Approximstely 400 women participated in tnis studyi one hundred women in

.

each of four different ethnic groups (Anglo, Asian, Black and Hiapanic) Each -

;‘ woman completed a questionnaire consisting of items to assess (a) .intentions

Y

;' to report having been raped to each of ten potential report recipients,_(b) pexr-.

- Aceived outcomes of reporting the rape to each of these report recipients, and

(c) the normative pressures for or sgainst reporting. Three types of analyses

ﬂ were conducted. First, acrosg subjccts analyses were conducted in which behavioral

intentions were regressed over all participants, onto perceived outcomes and
normative scores for each of the ten report recipiencs. Second, subject-by-sub-
“Ject analyses vere conducted in which behavioral intentions were regressed over .

the ten report recipients onto each participant s perceived outcomes and norma-~

: tive scores. Finally, for each ethnic group, the most important perceived out~

|

comes "and normetive expectations were assessed by employing a repeated weasures

T regression analysis. Although both the across subjects and subgect-by-subject

analyses indicated that the dec131on making model was successful in predicting R

intentions to report a rape, ‘the latter method was superior. In addition, the.

!

following findings were obtained' (a) normative pressures tended to be a stronger

iy

1- predictor of intentions to report than perceived outcomes, (b) ethnic differ—.

\

‘{ ences were obtained with regard to the intention to report a rape; and (c) with

certain exceptions, the specific perceived Outcomes varied according to ethnic

\

group, while the normative expectations which- best predicted behavioral intentions

14
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f'to ascertain the extent to which Fishbein s model of behavioral intentions is a

'useful research tool in this domain. Each is discussed in turn.

Factors Related to Intentions to Report a Rape

152

ifshirley Feldman—Summers ,'and Clark D. Ashworth »

- University of Washington

AR

The purpose of the presc-*_study was two-fold' (a) to identify the factors

that ‘are related to a woman' 8 intention to report or- not report a rape tc various '

ippotential report recipients (e.g., police, rape crisis center, husband), and (b)

-Intentions to report. It is generally agreed thst many rape victims, per—

haps most, do not report their victimization to the police or to other public

1

authoritiest A recent survey carried out in five metropolitan areas suggests

. that only about 507 of most crimes—-includlng rcpe-—are ever reported to the

police (LEAA, 1974). The FBI Crime Reports (1974) contain estimates that no more
than 25% of all rapes nationally are reported to the police. Other estimates of
the percentage of reported rapes are even lower (e g., see Gager and Schurr, 1976)

Several factors nay contribute to the low rate of reporting. To begin w1th

many victims may decide not to report because they believe that the outcomes of

) reporting would be unfavorsble. There is some evidence, largely anecdotal which

~ supports this view. That is, it has been proposed that rape victims are reluc-

‘dence, “however. e % L P

xS

BN

tant to report because they believe that (a) it wouldn t: "do any good" (LEAA, 1974),

' (b) they will receive harsh treatment by law enforcement officials (Griffin, 1973),

(c) they will suffer embarassment (Flynn, 1974) and (d) the assailant will retali— . f

A

ate 1f they report (MacDonald, 1971 Amir, 1971) The 1mportance of these and
: :f.' '
other perceived outcomes has not been supported bv qystematicallv obtained evi-

-

Another‘fac;or whichAmay contribute to the low reporting rate of'rape'is f







:-social pressurei That is, many rape victims may be responding to what they be-

'lieve are normative expectations not to report. There is some evidence that

;Msuggests that many rape victims are likely to look to their friends or family,

a

'fffk e o ‘f:ffi for support and guidance following the rape (see nurgess and Holmstrom, 1974)

'%’;' S - .Hence, it seema reasonable to. hypothesiee that wh:: the victim dOes in the way

'.of reporting will ‘be affected by what certain significant otners, Such as friends

l or family, think that she ought to do. Insofar as intentions to report a rape .

with perceived outcomes of reporting has not been studied.

! e

include characteristics of the victim such as her ethnic identity, age, marital

i

-;r'r . S status, etc. Although it has been suggested that minority women, for exanple,=

are less likely to report a rape than Anglo women (see Brownmiller, 1973), evi-

.;'>, p' ';i. - dence which indicates the role such a factor may play in the reporting of sexual

victimization (directly or indirectly) is not available.

- ¥ -~
: N bein 's model of behav1oral intentions._ Acco;ding to a widely adopted version of
. L " 3 . N 3

".i":”‘- ‘“this model (Fishbein, 1963),_the intention to engage in a particular behavior :

'i' - . "is a function of two factors. The first factor is product of the perceived

\

_t likclihood of an outcome “and the evaluation of that outcome., Though typically

eferred o as. the "attitude" component, this factor Wlll ‘be referred to here
, T

oo

' as the perceived Outcomes component. The second factor is a product of the o

,perceived expectation of a social referent and the motivation to comply to that .

i N #

referent, and is’ ordinari y referred to as the normative component. Several
o studies have shown that these two factors predict behav1oral intentions quite
well'(Davidson-and Jaccard, 1975 Schlegel Crawford and Sanborn, 1977) More—
Lo . . f Lk ’
"

are concerned, the importance of this type of normative expectation in comparison

Other fectors which should be explored with regard to the lov reporting rate

Fishbein g model The analytic approach employed here was besed upon Fish—







e,

" a crime such as rape has not been ascertained however.

AE bility of the findings, a multi-ethnic sample was obtained.

oy

over, the reiation between behavioral intentions and overt behavior tends to be

strong (Afzen and Fishbein, 1973, 1577; Fishbeln and Ajzen, 1974) . The useful-

" ness of the model as a means of studying the intentions to report or not report

<

o Previous reported studies which have tested the- Fishbein model have done 8o .

. om a nomenthetic basis. That is, correlations between predicted and actual be-

havioral intentions have been carried out across subjects, thus yielding a siugle

index of model effectiveness for the sample as a whole. How adequttely the model

pred cts the behavioral intentions of a given individual, howevez, has not been

demonstrated

i

Here, intentions to report to several potential report r«cipients
will be assessed thereby making it possible to apply the- model on an idiographic

-basis. That is, an inder of model effectiveness will be derived for each member

. of the sample, thus affording a comparison between two quite different ways of

: ' : : O
using the model . . . T

: ! : : :
l In summary, the present study seeks to 1dentify the factors which influence

a potential rape victim s intention to report or not report her sexual victimi-

.-

zation to various agencies and individuals, and to ascertain the extent to which

. the Fishbein model will account for her response. To increase the generaliza—

oA
Method ' . ‘

\
)
3' gyestionnairc construction. To identify (a) the outcomes a potential vic-

tim might assoexate with reporting a rape to various report recipients and (b)
the\relevant gocial referents of these potential v1ctims, interviewa using an

openfended format w1th women from Eour different ethnic groups (Anglo, Asian,

Black,‘and Hispanlc) were conducted Fifty women were interviewed by same—ethnic

female interviewers, and were asked the following questions' 1) "If you.were

17
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A~'think would happen if you told the police (or other potential report recipientb?"

~1likelihood that reporting a rapa to a specific indiVioual or agency would result

énts: husband/boyfriend/lover, close family memberc, and close friends. The i B

Aa','

'raped, who would you tell {or not tell)?"; 2) "If you ‘were raped, what do you}i

,‘» (or 2trte l(; /"?

3) "What persons or groups of oeople would want you to inform the police?" gid O

N AN LR LA

Ab) "What persons or groups of pcople would not want you to inform the police’" £
On the basis of the responses obtained in the interviews, five categories of

questionnaire items ware developed. First, items were generated to assess a po-

tential victim s behavioral intention to report a rape to each of ten report Tre= ""“

, cipients. Respondents were asked to indicate the. likelihood of reporting a rape

to each of the following potential report recipients. police, Sexual Assault

Center or Rape Relief (SAC/RR), hospital or health clinic, pereonal physician,

" mental health profeesional husband/boyfriend/lover, parents, sibling or’ other

relative, closest female friend, and member of the clergy.3 Second, items were

generated to assess a respondent's perception of the likelihnod of 24 outcomes of
I L P _
reporting to each report recipient{ These items asked for a judgmeat of the

1

in adequate medical attention or’ featr of retailiation by the rapist, or treat—

ment as an immoral person, or nothing oeing done. etc. Third, items were gener—

( i

ated to assess the evaluation of these 0utcomes, 1. e., how good"'or "bad" were :
each of these 24 outcomes. For each outcome a rcsponse could be made on a scale'

ranging from -3 (“very bad") to +3 ("very good") Fourth, items were generated
“ AN .
to assess participants' oercnptlons of the normative expectations of three refer-

1 . T - . )

respondent was asked to indicate the likelihood that each of these referents'i

Lo
i

would want her to report to each of the ten report recipients if she aere raped.
Finally, items were oenerated to assess the motivation of the partic pant to com~

ply with these normative expectations. The respondent indicated her agreement or

B A

TV
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W

. items.l In addition. eve*y questionnaire included severaL items to assess the Cod

.-Ag'pation, yearly family income, educational background, and reliOious preference.

'% according‘to the most. common surnames for each ethnic group. Potential partici-

'EA_from the sample unless at least ten attempts had been made to contact her, her

o If she was willing to participate, an interview time was scheduled. Whether or

f

: the refetent thought she should do. Respovses were made .on a scale ranging from:

R ("disagree strongly") to 7 ("agree strongly")

Four torms of. the questionnaire were developed qpecifically, there were o

ltwo English forms, identical except that the order of the‘items was systematical—

.gly varied and there were two Spanish forms, ideutical except for the order of the f:: oY

.-t-, - :-_‘}4
Y

ldemographic characteristics of the participant, e. g., age, marital status, occu—v'

N i P

ggpling Approximately 400 women ‘were recruiLe for Lhe study, about one ‘f

e

'hundred women in each of ‘Our differeut ethnic ‘groups (Anglo, Asian, Black and

:'1’1 T

Hispanic). Using the ueattle phone directory, the interviewers randomly sampled'

o,

f pants were then contacted by telephove. For example, to recruit. Chinese women,

éChinese ‘women interviewars called persons with names such as Wong, Eng, and Chin.__‘

~ . .rl

%To recruit Hispanic women, Hispanic women interviewers called persons with names

:'such as Rivera, Hernandez, and Gonzales. A pOtential participant was not rejected

Core i P

'listed phone was out of service, or she refused to~ participate.‘ When a man or
S / L -
"child anSWered the interviewer would ask to speak to the woman of the household

. b 8 Cee
: Once a woman was on. the phone, the interviewer then described our research prOJect

to her in detail and asked if she would be- willing to’ complete a questionnaire.},_""

'!~; T

'

not a woman agreed to participate, she was asked to indicate her ethnic identifi~,

'

cation, age, and educational bacxground Of those women who were elﬂ!ible to

participate (at least 18 years of age, reading ability in English or Spanish),

-







Administration of the questionnzire.' Women who indicated a willingness to -
l..

participate were interviewed by a woman of the .same ethnic membership wﬁo explained

s

T

-;i the project, answered questions, and asked the potential participant to sign a

C completing the queationnaire, the participant placed lt in an- envelope marked

consent form. When the woman had signed the consent form, "the interviewer gave

o her a questionnaire and explained how the questionnaire was to be completed. She N

- then indicated that in order to insure confidentiality, the questionnaire would

' be self-administered.. The interviewer was present only to answer questions. After

_/»

K "CONFIDENTIAL" and sealed the envelope. The. questionnaire had no identifying marks .
. on it and the c0nsent form was kept Separate from the - questionnaire. The parti—

. cipant was then paid $10 for her time and the interviewer encouraged her to dis-

t
1

cuss any problems or questions about‘the study. WOne of our participants expressed

~any form of dissatisfaction about their role in the project.

i
Response measures; _For each participant, a perceived outcomes and normative

. \

f‘score was computed for each: report recipient. Each of the 24 anticipated outcome -

,'responses wag multiplied by the corresponding outcome evaluation responses. These :

24 products were then Summed to y1eld a perceived outcomes score. Similarly, che

"3 three normatife belief responses were multiplied by the. corresponding motivation

\

-ito comply responses, and tnen summed to yield a normative scorn. Note that 10

outcome and 10 normative belief scores are derived for each participant, one for

\

every report recipient. If a participant did not respond to’ -an item, that item
A

Awas assigned a value of zero.' In the event that .a participant dld not respond

“to any of the outcome or normative items’ for a given report recipient, that par-

\

;\ ticipant wasg omitted from all analyses involving the component in question. Mis-

3sing behavioral 1ntentions were treated in a similar manner, i.e., participants

R R o NS Ot P TR RN







) recipient were omitted from analyses involving that behavioral intention.

.- . g o N o . ;- - . S

» pants, onto the Fishbein model components. i.e., tne perceived Outcomes and norma—

'separate regression modelo;, The effects of individual differences on intentions

_subject-by-Subject analyses were conducted for each participant sepa"ately. Spe- o

i

who failed to provide a. behavioral intention response for a particular report

Results

Three types of analyses were carried out, First, across subjects analyses

‘were conducted in which bePavioral intentions were regressed 'over ell partici-.il‘

tive scores.. Since respondents indicated their behavioral intention to report

to each of ten report recipients, these ~across’ subjects analyses resultcd in ten

to report, independent of the modei components, were also assessed. Second,
l_

l
cifically, behavioral intent ons to report were reoressed over the ten report

recipients, onto each participant s perceived Outcomes and normative scores de-
!

rived for each report tecipient.] Thus a regression model was constructed for

'

each participant. Individual differences in model parameters were then assessed

Finally, for each ethnic group separately, the most important perceived outcomes
and normative expectations Were assessed by employing a repeated measures’ regres-
sion analysis (see Edwa;ds, in press) Specifically, behavioral intentlons were
regreSSed onto th 24 perceived likelihood scores, over all ten report recipientsa
and over,all subJects. In short, all responses were included without resort to

pooling. This approach yielded 24 b-coeff1c1ents, one for each potential outcome

of reporting, where each b-coefficient was based on approximately 1000 obserlations,:

5
i.e., the number of participants in each ethnic group multiplied by the numbcr of

report recipients (10) The ~same procedure was used with the normative componpnt

T

of the model. Namely, behavioral intentions were regresseo onto the perceived

hexpectations for each of the three referents (i e., husband/boyfriend/lover,t

s e s







'if_all subjects.L This approach yielded three b-coefficients, one for each of?the

‘ : . : e

o Across Subjects Analyses

-gressed onto the perceiVed outcomes and normative scores, over ell participants,
3-é_thereby yielding a regression model for each report recipient. The re lts of
‘;:these analyses are presented in Table 1 Columne 2 and 3 of the table present
?the unstandardized regression coefficients obtained ‘for the perceived outcomes f“

g.»and normative components of the model while Columns 4 and 5 present the stan-_

close family members, and cloSe friends), over all ten report recipients and over ;f,

~\.'.~;‘;,-' W

/

referents, where each coefficient was based on approximately 1000 observations. e

MdeI componente.; Here, behavioral intentions to” report a rape were re= L

~ &

‘ B

- \v_.-t,. HEE

‘dardized regression coefficients (beta weigh s) for the two components. All

: regression coefficients repo'*ed in Table 1 are significant at or beyond the

£.01 level. Note that Column 1 presents the mean Behavioral Intention (BI)

score for esch potential report récipient. Averaged over all participants. the'

'

: most likely report recipient was "husband/boyfriend/lover"; while the least }_ikely

was clerOV" g T 5t A,; '~2t s
. ; . ; ;: BN . e LN -

As can be _Seen in Columns 2 and 3 of Table 1 regression coefficients for

i

if the normative components -of the model are typically about twice the size of those
/ Wwv‘d .

: for theﬁoutcomes ccmponent, suggesting that the participants beliefs about norms

)
b /

’ _}and motivation to comply with those norms are strOnger determinants of intentions

. 1.

to report a rape than are the perceived outcomes of reporting. However, when the

.‘\-

analyses are carried out with standardized scores, Such a conclusxon is less easily

\l‘

drawn. That is beta weights for the two components tend to be quite similar with
the normative component yielding a substantially higher ‘beta weight for only

mental health professional" and "clergy . In addition, the beta weight associ—

l

ated with the perceived outcomes component is substantiallv higher for "SAC/RR"fﬂ

i
|
oy J
r
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' ~and thsband/hoyfriend/loner"V

Column 6 of Table 1 presents the sqvared multiple correlation between be-
\

havioral 1ntentions and the two components of the model. These coefficients,
all corrected for shrinkage and all significant at or beyond p“.OOl, represent ""

the percentage of variance in behavioral intention scores accounteu for by a

o weighted linear sum of the perceived outcomes and normative expectations scores.
In shorr the coefficients presented in Column 6 measure the predictive utility
of the two—component moael tested here. On the whole, a fairly good fit is ob—

tained i e., the mean R2 is .27 and the median R2 ie .23

’ Individual differences independent of the model.' Data regsrding age, eth"i-

city, family income, number of children, religious preference, education, and - i?

number of adults in the household were obtained from each participant. Only two

v

of these variables were related to behavioral intentions in a reliable fashion~—'

7 - ot ¥

N

. namely, ethnicity and age. As can be Seen in Table 2 intentions to report varied

TR g e

significantly according to ethnicity of the participant for most report recipients.,

R Insert Table-2 about here ¢ - . - | .- A A & L
: - o ; ' C . ok R Y T I

In addition;‘snall but significant correlations (p 4'05) between age of par-
ticipant and intention to report were found for the following report recipients.’v’szj o E
| : ,
wolicé'( 139),"physician"( 197), parents"(~.131) "female frien@'(- 174), ‘ :‘J
1"clergy (. 115;.,. S " g x' . ' .4ﬁ€ ..,“_. v». :Aff £~- ;'f:w

To determine whether etbnicity and age had effects on behavioral intentions'

which Were not already incorporated into the model (by way- of the perceived out-"







. AL
4 1

Ihe addition of ethnicity improved the predintive utility of

The‘average increase in R2 was' f010. F{nally, when ethnicity and age were aaded

to the model simultaneously t ;

he latgest increase in Rz was .059 for "femalc

:frien ", The average increase ian2 wasv.024. : iﬁ L "“

In short the individual difference variables reliably related to behavioral 5

) . - intentione were found to be adequately incorporated by the perceived outcomes \\

and normative expectation responSes given by the parricipants.
e -\ -.‘.-/ T

Subject—by-Su_ject Analyses

\

e T .The results of this analysis compare favorably with the results obtained L
S _t““ from the across subjects analysis. That is, 537 of the 407 resulting multiple

i ‘ . : ’ ‘,‘ r .‘ _. 1;‘.",
St correlations vere significant at or beyond p<: OS Nofe that an R2 .So‘isvre- i '

- '_ quired for statistical 9ignificance for these‘analyses. After correction'fqr'
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The regression weights obtained from this analysis were similar to those

?,;'obtained from the across subjects analysis. That is, a mean and median rpgres— :

s

mean and median coefficients of 059 and .048 (respectively) were obtained for

"f dized scores were employed. That is, the mean and median beta weights were 198

:

Vl component. A correlated samples ‘t-test performed on the beta weights revea]ed
- the difference betueev the mean weights for the perceived outcomes. and normative
components (. 198 vs. 477) was statistically significant £(339) = 8 36, 2( ool.

In short, when the model parameters are derived on a subject—by~subject basis,
\

-the normative component is a significantly stronger predictor of intentions to”

. 1 - .

' report a rape than is the perceived outcomes component. U

. n +

coefficient and the two beta. weights derived for each part*cipant were related in

v

3 presents the average Rz and beta weights for participants in each of the four

i
\

groups.6 As measured by Rz the two-component model is most effective in pre-

.

dicting intentions to report for the Anglo women and least effective for the V

Black women, alrhough for all grours the model performs well Note also that
L .

while the#might obtained for the normative component differed significantly ac-

\ cording to gIOLp membership, the beta weight for that component was higher thanl

{‘ for the perceived outcomes component for all groups.

' S

: Familv income and marital status were not signif cantly related to the size

A

O E-Ic of the multiple correlation, but were related to the size of the beta waights

§

sion coefficient of 010 was obtained for the perceived outcomes component, while ’
}f the normative component. Moreover, this pattern was observed even when standar—

: and 194 for the perceived outcomes component and 477 and 519 for the normative

' Indivioual differences in model parameters. The squared multiple correlation

a reliable fashion only to ethnicity, family income, and’ marital status.5 Table =

i
H

e et

gt by s
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ot

* for both. components of the model Specifically, income was negatively correlated

.Cr = -.16, 2}‘ 01) with the beta weight for the perceived outcomes component.: In':'
'-‘addition, married participants had smaller beta weights for: the perceived outcomestﬂ
component (H = 7165) than did single participants (M =‘.294), a difference that ; ,
'.ﬂwas statistically significant, t (366) = 2. 96 2}‘ ﬂl (two-tailed) Also, income -
Af_waa positively correlated (r = ,18," p‘- 01) ‘with the normative beta weight. More-
over, married participants had higher beta weights for this component (M e .520)
than did single participants (M é .397), a significant difference, t (344) = 2 72, fnj?\

‘p4.01 (two-tailed)

Identification of SPecific Perceived Qutcomes and No*mative Expectations @ '

Perceived likelihood scores.7 i For. each ethnic group, repeated measures re=—. »:

1

gression analyses were conducted in which behavioral intentions to report were

regreseed onto the 24 perceived outcome predictors over all ten report recipients”

P
W

For each ethnic group, the perceived 1ikelihood that reporting the rape would

result in my feeling calm safe and better having talked to someone about the - :
rape was by far: the best predictor of behavioral intention. The beta wcights ' v

‘and F values for each ethnic group were as follows. Anglo (/3= .435 F = 14/ 06),
Asian (p=‘.3,4 F= 94 42); Black (,4== .399, F = 103 77); and: Hispanic (,9 .361

F = 100. 95) " Thus,: if a woman. believed that reporting the rape would result in \-

- her feeling calm and safe, she indicated an intent to report._ The beta weights

Ll " 3
associated with this outcome were all significant at 2‘- 001 8 ( 3 N

‘»

The other perceived outcomes which significantly predicted behavioral in«.r

¢ .
. l A

i 3 S

R

I
tention varied according to ethnic group and nad substantzally lower F values‘

si0
i

than the‘above outcome; For Black women, no other perceived outcomes were reli-

‘ably related to behavioral intnntlons. For both Asian and Hlspanic women, the

~ outcome, would result in adequate medical attention was the second best predic—

/.‘







tor of behavioral intention The beta weight for this outcome for Asian women

: -.15 (Ij a 13 33), the beta weight for Hispanic women was _.29 (_ = 63 43),

:.,

havioral intention was "would result in my being given the necessary testa to

PR v ,'

detect pregnancy, VD etc. --the beta weight being .23 (F = 40 72, p‘- 001)

Perceived exnecta*ions of referent.

Repeated measures regression analyses .

in which behavioral intentions were regressed over all ten report recipients and

' ovet: all subjectt within each ethnic group were conducted. For each ethnic group,

the perceived expectation of the "husband/boyfriend/lover" referent was a signi- -

e

ficant predictor of behavioral intention.~ If a woman believed tnat her husband

wanted her to report the rape, she was quite likely to intend to report. The

i

beta weights snd F values for each ethnic group were as follows, Anglo (ﬂ=.38,

.. LEa= 64.36); A.sian B= .46, E = 82.38); Black (A= .30, E = 49. 05); and Hispan...c

L B : (ﬁﬂf: 21, F = 22 92). Similarly, the perceived expectation of the "close friends"

' referent was a significant predictor of behavioral intention. 'l'hat is, if a

o
I

woman be-ieved that her close friends wanted her to reoort the rape, she was- likely
B {4 to intend to report. The beta weights and F values tor each ethnic group vere as

i

L - ‘ follows. Anglo (As .39, F = 53, 53), Asian (ﬂa .38 F =59, 63),\ Black (£=" .23,

/...

. . F = 22 38); and Hispanic (ﬁ= .24, F = 19 07) However, "close family members

constituted a significant social referent, insofar as reporting is concerned only

for the Hispanic sample /6 21 F = 28. 52. Thus, if -a Pispanic woman thought
. ( i—, "

that close family members wanted her to report a 'ape,'pshe irdicated a strong

behavioral irte—\tion to report. All of the reported effects vere. significant at

s

the p"‘ 001 level







: Factors Related to Intenttons to Repgrt a- Rape

fin turn. ) ) - : TR ﬁ

D_iec_us.wn'

Three findings of note were obtained. First intentions to report varied :.:.

“4 substantially according to the ethnic idertity of the participant and according'n

to the potential recipient of her report. Second, in the aggregate, normative

expectations to report or not to report tend to be better predictors of inten— -

:

‘f;w~;tions to report than are perceived outcomes of reporting. Third with certain :

:}:exceptions, the specific perceived outcomes varied according to ethnic group,

while the normative expectations which best predicted behavioral intentions

tended to be the same for all four ethnic groups. .Each finding is discussed h

Ethnici;yfand report recipients; Although Anglo women indicated a greater

likelihood of reporting a rape than minority women across all potential report

’ rec ipients, this difference was most marked in relation to the "police" and -

'"SAC/RR" (loeal rape crisis centers) The finding that Anglo women indicated

' a greater intention to report to such public agencies should not be su;prising.

i

\
\

- port sexual victimization to the police because they do not think that they wil‘-

ﬁ‘~ That is,_there is evidence that Blacks, Hispanics,-and Asians tend to be distrust-

4

ful of and alienated from public agencies in this country (see U.S. Commission f

on Civil Rights, 1970 Chu & Trotter, 1974, and- Sue & McKinney, 1975) Along

B

|
these same lines, it has been supgested that minority women “are hesitant to re-

be believed (Wong, 1975 Brownmiller, 1976 and Comment, 1968) In addition, it‘

\

has been proposed that Asian cultural expectations have caused Asian women to be .

more reluctant than most women to discuss matters related to eex (Homma—True,
‘

1976) If so, that reluctance may further explain the relatively weak intentions

to report a rape expressed by the Asian participants in this study. In any event,

Y . . . k]
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' ‘1tne findings obtained here suggest that the underrepresentation of minority
.women as rape victims (Rnsse11,~1975‘ is 11kely to be the result of their failure
- to report victimization rather than a result of minority women being less 1iPely

. to be raped than Anglo women.

The finding that women were more likely to report a rape to some report

3

recipients than others comports well with common sense. For example. these women o
“ indicated that they HOuld be most likely to report a rape to their husband/boy—
o friend/lover. Indeed it would probably be difficult to hide their victimizetion -‘:

from someone vith whom they were intimately involved. This finding suﬂgests,v

K

then, that men often learn of their partner ¢ sexual victimization., Given these

strong intentions to report to a closevmale,-it seems reasonable to propose that
I

such males may be able to play a significant role in helping the victim adqut

. to or recover from her victimization. Needless to 3ay, if su-h males are firm

believers in the usual myths about rape (e g., that. "good" girls cannot be iaped)

they can_ easily increase the emotional burden on the victim. :.1»' ,y'f’

i

Normative expectations vS. perceived outcomes. The data from this study

support the conclusica that normative eypectations are better predictors of be-'

. hav1oral intentions to repor"' rape than are perceived outcomes. This finding
is consistent with well-established observations that virfually any type of volun—

~
I-'

tary behavior is- strongly affected by social norms (e g., see Krech and Crutch—
- i ’ v'.
field 1948) Here, the participants» perceptions of social norms relevant to

N "&* . | . :i‘;'I
rape reporting were more important determinants of intentions to report than were
‘A‘ " l—l
all of the perceived Outcomes of reporting combined. This finding suggests that
vl

efforts to increase reporting °hou1d be focnsed not only on improving the outcomes
'vfor the victim who reports (e. g. better treatment by police, etc ) but also on

changing social norms relevant ‘to. reporting ihat is, efforts should be made—-‘




o



ﬁ,cision to report, and to make that support known to others. Moreover, to the

fzextent that such support for reporting now exists, efforts should also be made-

{ tagain through the media,_the schools, etc.—-to inform actual and potentialfvic-n

tial victins. :

"logical support, medical attention, and legal assistance. To the extent that

- rape victims. ‘

i /

1 ‘.
y E ..-u’"--

S . v

ltims that our: social norms do 1n fact support the decision to report.

§pec'ficgpercfived outcomes and normative expectations.

Of all the per— :

safe. That is, the belief that such an Outcome would oocur was more closely re-

.lated to intentions to rnport than any other perceived outcome of reporting, for

'all four ethnic gTOupS.: This finding suggests that what these participants want d*

most is to recover the seuse of well-being which they assume (probably correctly)

would be lost following a rape. If so, potentia’ report recipients (whether the

_ police, members of the victim 8 family, etc.) who wish to increase the likeli-

5

L hood of receiving a report might be well~advised to take the following steps.j

H

: First they should develop techniaues and procedures for providing a victim

.l
I

E{with the psycnological support needed to help her restore her sense of well- ftv

»\..-: H
being.‘ Secord the availability of this support should be made known to poten—

The other perceived outcomes which were significantly related to intentions

»
"

to report Lended to vary’ according to the ethnic identity of the participant.

'In general however, these other Outcomes can be categorized as follows._ psycho—

o ~'ls

rape victims are assured of these outcomes, reporting of rapes should increase—— -

iy »

.:' at least if the women who participated here are at all representative of most

e e e
o

ooy v
FEISPAH N e i S o et

e pase







As 1ndicated earlier, normative expectations were better predictors of in--lr

r

3 tentions to report than were perceived outcomﬂs. It is of interest that no sin-

5

L gle social referent emerged as the most important source of normative expectatiops*

'

insofar as the decision to report is concerned. That is, the expectations of

,"close friends and close msle associates were closely related to the intention '

'

xially important ethnic difference emerged here as well. That is, close family
'f,imembers were important sources of norma“ive expectations to report only for the )
"fﬂispsnic women.~ Why this should be the case is unclear., .

‘Model Performarce : Avf T "1 TN

Two findinzs of note were obtained with regard to model performance. VFirst,

'~Aregardless of the type of stati tical analysis employed, Fishbein s model tended

to perform well in the domain of rape reporting. That ig, a substantial percent=

age of the variance wasg accounted for whether the model was. used in the trad1t10n—>

al "across subjects method, or in the non—traditional subject—by-subject " man~

;‘ner. Second, even though the model performed fairly well when used in a. tradi—.'[
_-tional manner, 1ts effectiveness 'as a means of predicting behavioral intentions ‘

Awas even more impressive when used on a subject-by—subject basis.” Specifically,

1 y
! ‘even when unreliability due to the very small number of observations per subject

is taken into account by correc ting for shrinkage, the.model performed.very'well

for the majority of 3ubjects. ' ’ L ) 3‘9}, S ”7}~ ‘

-\ It is worth noting -that a design which permits subject-by-subject -anal ysis
may have conceptual as well. as statistical advantageq. It has long been agreed
.\

that the representative design of psychological experlments requires a sampling

B

of stimuli as well as subjecrs (Brunswik 1956)t- To ascertain how people-make

3
'

judgments or decisions, for example, it is- inadequate to obtain responses-. for

N

5
T
i

cmgo report for all ethnic groups, to about the same extent. EVen So, a POtenti- pvf_ﬂ

2
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o

imany participants (even if selected using the best sampling techniques) Rather,

Dl - we must’ also observe their responses to different stimuli or to’ different sets.

:of cues (e g., see Hammond 1955) Here, by obtaining responses to each of ten

-

.,pdifferent report recipients, our understanding about the factors wbich 1nfluence

inten ons to report is certainly better ‘than would be the case if responses to

-only oae repo t recipient, Such as the police, had been obtained In tne latter

case, whatever factots might be identifiea would obviously be tied to thot par-

' as vas true here, we can have some- modicum of confidence that the results ob-'

N J' o _'1 tained apply to report recipients in general

.

ticular type of report recipient. When a sampling of report recipients is used, .

g P G
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the following people for their help in gathering the data-* Rosalyn Bass, Mbyraf‘h

Lori Feldman
Contreras, Diane Dambacher, Monica Diner JoAnne Matsuhira, Jeanette Meagher,

;

Dayle Nelson, Gayle Palmer, Jacqueline Palmer, and Amy Wong. _ o
3 All likelihood judgments were made on a scale ranging from 1 ("very likely"):i
| to 7 ("very unlikely") The Sexual Assault Center and Rape Relief are two rape R
crisis centers in Seattle.. i _ A L "é A?? E “:i'Lej ,.Aﬁlft

The agreement rate was not statistically different as a function of ethnic

membership, although there was a tendency for the women who agreed to be in our
better.

study to be slightly younger and wel@-educated than those who refused. It should

also be. noted that since phone listings typically list the name of the husband

when a couple is married, occasionally a woman at the household woulo be a mem-~

/ i,

ber- of a different ethnic group *han we had anticipated If °be agreeu to par-

ticipate in our study,,she was'’ interViewed and placed in the correcr ethnic cate-'i

) : S u{jﬁn
gory. b . ,.; 5.‘:"klvfaj__ R h.,ﬂAh ,,,? K »‘\’2,3,“~j1 N
3 Prior to any comparisons with demographic indices, the multiple correlation
T ‘ I SR Rt
"coefficients were subjected to az transformation (Edwards, 1076, p. 2)

¥

These parameters. Were also calculated seﬂarateTy for Japanese and Chinestpar-'
b

ticipants. Since no difference1 emerged, the two groups were combined info an

Asian group. Similarly, no difference emerged between Hispanic women who com- :
T

pleted the Spanish form and those who completeo the English form. Thus, those

5

E S

RS

o 1 ‘.,.

‘two grops were comined into a single Hispanic group. ' 2’“ e U

Lt
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.. vation to comply scores.

T 2 o ' ' i

P Multiple R’ 's were substantially higher when perceiVLd 1ikelihood reaponses,

o alone, were used for each predictor, rather than the product of the perceived

likelihood and evaluation responses; €.8.% .46 vs. .33, respectively, for the

Anglo sample. This 18 not surprising in view of the fact that 48 sources of

.',
'

error are represented in the latter analyses as compared with only 24 in the -

former. The multiple R's were also higner when perceived erpectations, alone,-

- were used as predictors, rather than. perceived expectations multiplied by moti-;

Results from the more reliable analyses are reported
here.

_ - ' otireter
" Because the repeated measures regression analysis is not based on, indﬁ;Lndent

observations, the rigk of a Type II error is 1ncreased. To avoid reporting un-
reliable results, only beta weights which are significant at the p".OOl ievel

are reported here. o 1 ‘_ ' 'iﬁ“f:i .‘.1
9

Other perceived likelihood scores that were significancly related to behavioral

intention Q)‘ 001) by at least one ethnic group were as follows. Y'a trial in

which I would have to testify"; gathering the necessary evidence that could be

used in court"'

1

nothing being done to help me"' and "my being treated as an.im-

moral person" ' B , _ R

i







Table 1. 8ehav1ora1 Intentlons and Mode] Parameters Us.ng
Between SubJects Ana]ysxs Accordtng to Report Rec1p1ent

@

,(3) 

@

BON

"vRepbe'Recipieﬁtxv» B

out

norm

" out

}25;1

norm: -

. RZ ‘.'

" Police (Ne40l) = 5.61 -

. SAC/RR (Ngaggy;, :.Lf»s.sz

- Hospital (398) 584
o Phy31c1an (N=398) 5.93

g Mental Health- o
' Profe551ona1 (N 397) - 4.30

‘ Husband/Boyfrxend/Lover 6.26
: (N—39])

“parents (Ne372) 4.5

Sibling (N-394)  4.60
Female Friend (N=391) -5.14

- Clergy (N=383) =~ 2.78

.007
009
o
.006
007
607

017

,010

.007

.008

o1
008

.014

014
.023
.00

021 -
021
020
029

L35

51{413‘ :
219
Lf.zsa;

.415

373
| .333
§.249f |
i.zss.A‘ |

. .327

.203
292
.381

109

PrAT I
D
x B
L
o
22

.380

.301
210
398
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'.Behav1oral Intention to Report a Rape Accord1ng to
Potential Rec1pient of Report and Ethnic

Anglo - Asian ~ Black

Mental Hea]th Pro o 4 16 b 3 65b 4. 75
ifess1onal : ;A,‘A R Lt :',

_Husband/Boyfr1end/
Lover

6.05b

4.32, 4.85, Caar
3. ssb.j 4.91, ‘1‘4'61ab”- 455 L
. 362, . 2m
5.04

R Note: Means w1th1n a row wh1ch share a subscr1pt represent humoneneous
S groups . i.e..means which do not share a subscript are dlfferent at p< .05
b by F1sher s Least S}gnlficant D1fference Test. v

S

TR

oy
=

e







R R TR T

2

N

R AT

s Asian Hispanic

R ey o
"'"ﬁ,"’“"-f,??# LTSl 163,
orm

N

'4_95“?, f42]a

 Note. Means within a -row which share a subscrip
" groups, i.e., mesns which do not s
by Fisher's Least Significant Difference Test.
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7'Appendix C'

(GRANT NUMBER:

[T

Table 1

o Biographic nnd Dcnographic Characteristics of Rape Victims»

' Who Reported and Hho Did Not Reporr to & Publlc Agency*

) I !!E!i E ; s
.. . Mean -
'ikangn

Marital Status
Married
Single - .
Separared -

19001 ~ 12000
12001 = 15000 i
. 15001 - 18000 - !
18001 = 21000 * !
21001 - 24000 3
Over $ 24000

Bducation Completed

]

' .
Elementary . -

!

High School-

GED .
College

T Busineua/Vocationsl
Profesaionallcraduatg

Children
None
One or more

Religion
Protestant
Catholic

.- Jewish | : ,:—I*T'

Other .
None .

Ethnic Identificacion -

Anglo
- Migority

" Living Situation’
. Alone '
With other(s)

.*Public agency includes Police, Jexual Assaul: Centet and/or

Rape Relief

c _Non-Reporters _x‘{ Répoftets

Hes0. - a1z

- 26230 27096
18-61 - 18762
12z L ar
60.4% ' . sg.ox
2 T

22,93 T 7 20028
- R

IBRSER oU29.3 T
#8.3T 0 0 ‘23.81 ¢

15,22 g 14,67,
4.3% S130t
6.52. . 6.5%
6.5% RNt
2.2% R 051
2.2% : 3.3%
6.32 R WY
82.02 - ..  89,1% ‘
70.02  ° , - B0.6%
1c.02 © 16038
36,02 1 32.6%
10.0% © 22052
8.0% D 7.82
i 66,01 64,6
©T L 3802 L 35.4%

L 36.22
S17.32
P3ax

.20.5%
22.8%

; 4.7%
% R R

o 59.01‘
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‘ .Appendix C:.

. Cmequencos of Rgpor\.ingvto the Police &g Expetienced ‘or.
: Antic..pcted by Vicr.m “ho chorted or Did Not Repor:. Reapectivelv"

s“‘
E

Bepoftﬁs the n'p'e.to the ponca (résulted/would reéult) in M, d_f '

Adcqu&te medical attentioe for sny physical vtniutiu 1 recefved as : 5.1'6 4.29/_ 'L-i1163
a result of :ha rape (e.g., bmisea. cuts, ete.). . i

' l!y befng fearful of retaliation by the rapter - o U 418 4'4 42 - 1/172
l!y being trec:od 88 m imoral person (a. 8-, 2 looee vomn) LT 2.0 ' "6.70 : 11173
Ta their fael.ns shockef!. bore, humilisced, or guflty . .7 2.31 3.09 1/169

My betng :reated tn'a pouuv. way (e.g., their being sympathetic).  4.55  2.91 2 22

. / R .o l!y beina ‘given sound advice and help in deallng with tl:e rape T 3,72 0 2.67 17169 .
. e T e Adequate pouce pro:ec:ion ‘ o S S S 3.44.:2.30 17170
PSR L o Effecuve counaeung fot ay husbmd ot tanily to help them deal 2.16 2.19 1/152.
\\ e R wvith the rape : L . . L e
i P e - ‘ ’ haple vhom I did not want to know abou: the rape learning abouc 1t 2.7t 4.93 /1N
sUREET I S <. Their vetalisting ot m:eking vevenge against the rapist L2285 3.8 N c -
SIS . A soTe accurate plcture of the number of rapes bemg comitted than  5.79 6.09 1/169 E
1£Idid not report o . - . By
4 R R Gathering the neceuary evideuca chac could be used ia coure 1f the  5.71 5,47 10169
A case went to trial . oL I
o . . L . v . O B "1 .
e ' . An increase in their \mdetn:mding of rape 3.93  1/168
Lo : - /A trial fa u‘hich 1 vould have to testify 7450 - 1/167
A RN . . i X L
N ,{Subctsncm caa:s to me (c.g., lost time a: work) . - 4.02  1/170
TP L i gy ; \ . Ll
. \ - : P My being rented in an objective. cystenatic, .and profeasioml vay s.oz-~ 3.86 . 1/170
i \ : : Efféctivn adjudication of the cage (e.8., apprehension of the rapist) .47 2.75. 1/168
. \. . .
VN My being treated in a negative way (e.g., as 1f the rape were ay . 2.97 5.04
. . J fault) ’ e [ R . - : . W
i ' t : D | 3 - iy -
FRE i, My feeling uncomfotta.ble, ashmed. upset, or enbnrtassed by baving 4,17. S.70
L to relar.a the details of the rape . . . T
'Hy feeli.n; ulm, safe and better uavmg talked to somecne abou.. - 3.73 '2;32_
the rape L i . v o . ¢ .
,,:,uo:ung beiag done to help.me { - S 3.17 493 17171 2681 .o0l. . 9
i - S Effective counfeling to help e deal with poaaible psychological 2.58 2,57 .1/168- - T -
" ] L S effecte ‘of the rape (e.g., guilt) : . SRR St 3
‘ T Hy being given the necessary tests to datect pregnancy. VD, etc. - 4.18 4011 1/165 - -0
. : Sexual ptoblﬂms with wy husband boyftiend or lover . : 2&2 3.02- vl’/1,58 e e - 4
iy ' ) * 'l'he higher the en:ry ‘in the- tiable, the grea:er the agreement witb tbe sta:ement.‘ i
o L I ’
v .
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‘ Table 3
Normative Expectations of Reporting to the. Police as Experienced o
Or Anticipated by Victims Who Reported or Did Not Report, Respectively*
f: ‘ i :

* The higher the entry in the table, th

s
B PR
LY ’

"kppendixJC* -

Normative ExpectetiOne S e ﬁ“_{ ‘ p e
My husband wanted me to tell the police
about the rape

8 2.32 - 1/80"- ‘28, 97 _.001
My close family wanted me to tell the po‘ice 00
. about the rape R
£ '6. -

5.40 -
My friends wanted me to tell the police : :'5.8¢
o about the rape' e S

40,20 .00

T e

o

the greaier the agreement with:the'étatehent.
T4







e T Table i

’ : ..cnsaﬂunnceu of Reporting to the SA(‘/RR as Experienced or
Anticiputed by Vlctins Who Raported or Did Not Report Respe*t.lvely*

&,

'Reportins the repe :o the SAC/RR (nsulted/wuld reault) in -

Adequate :mdical attention for’ any phyaicel hjeries I recaived w " 612 ‘5.60 _lIlGS.
N -1 tesult of the rape (a.g8., bruises, .cuts, etc.) - '

: Hy being fearful of. tntaliation by the rupiet S R X T 2.28 11168

N ¥y beins treated as m imral pe_’sp;'x (e-g., o loose vomnan) : L2 1.7 1167

' In thetr feeling shocked, hure, humua:ea. or guilty : '”'}{{""1.77. 170 1/161_;'.':
‘Hy being treated in a positive way (e.g.. their being syupathetic) : ‘ 6;30v A 5‘.98" 1:/1‘69 -
My beias glven sound edvice and help 1n denliug vith tha rape ) .5..4_7 A5.53 1/166:
Adequate police ptotectir.m o 5 % . ) ) 3.53 . 3.29 1/162

Effective counseling for iy husband 5: faidly to help thes deuf 3,40 4.83 17157
with che rape ‘ T ' : ‘ :

People vhom I did not want to know about- tha rape leaming about it 1.73 2.3 1111
Their retaliating or seeking reveuge againat the rapist . 2.72  2.65 l/iéB

A more accurate pictute of the number of :apen baing committed than . 6.33 6.2 1/170
if I did not repott . ) A o
Gathering the necessary evidence that could be used in court-1if the . 5.53 5.29 1/167

-case vent to trial o L . R L

An increase in their underatanding of rape L . - DR 5.46 5.79 1n ey

]

CActrial ta which I would have to testify .~ 0 . ' ap 339 17163

Subs;antial coats to me (e.g., lost time at work)

My being treated in en objective, systemtic. end profeesional way 5.48 ‘ 4,82 >1[:L6;9' ’

Effective adjudicntion of .the case (e g.. appreheusiou of the tapiat) 3 29 .. 3.84 1/16S

i
id

My being treated in a negative vay Ce. g., ag if the rape were my :l 1.53 1.#7.' I YAYERY

_fault) il e L

i

My feeling uncomfortable. eshamed, upset, or embartaased by h&ving . 2:251V 2384 1/17}. '

to relate the details of the rape

My feeling calm, -safe and better having talked to someone wbout - . 5.713 - 5.12 lv/170

the Fape o ) . . ) o L e
S S . -3 i'el = i o
Nothing being dome to help’ ze 7 A IR A S LIT 20120 '1/171-.

Effective counseling to help me deal with posatble psychological . § .5.57 :5.40 1/169

effects of the- rape (e.g., suilt)
My being given the necessary tests to detcct Pregnancy, VD. etc. _,6 32 5.78

Sexual ptoblems with my- husbzmd boyfriend or lover o R 1) 75 2._02‘.‘ 1

* The higher ‘the entry !.n the table, the gteatet the agxeemnt v'lth :he statement. :

B

2.16  2.33. 1172

o azgig e T e N

e







" Appendix C

Table ‘5 ,
e "Hofmatiﬁe-Expeétaéions of Reporfing to-the'SAC/Rk aé,Expefiénced‘f<.,
- Or Anticipated by Vietims Who Reported or. Did Not Report, Respectively*

: Nérmative.zxpeétéﬁions o _
‘My husband wanted me to tell the SAC/RR
about the rape - Lol

My close family wanted me to tell the SAC/RR 4.94
- about' the rapi ’ : E e

My friends wanted me-to tell the SAC/RK
about the rape - e Ty

with the statement.

v, - Jie-
-1 ¥
ATy o H
§ - . v







' J:Appendix c.

Tahle 6

-?.Victims Attitudes and Beliefs

‘ Questionnaire items on which the four greups did not differ from each other.-;fi
i Therefore, data are tollapsed acroas groups (N-179) :

- Part II° Attitudes toward self closest male associate snd closest femsle

. associate. Mean -score for 12 bipolar adjectives. l=very positive
and Savery negative..

'i 'Attitudes toward self. }H 7»2.14 L
¢ .~ Attitudes toward closest male associate: M = 1. 99
L Attitudes toward closest female associate. M= 1.88;
'd7Part III: Beliefs sbout the causes of rape.. Meangscore‘for each item, 1 = Strongly.

: disagree, 5 LE Strongly agree. L e T R :

-Rap;,occurs because

1...women in this society are typically regsrded as sex objects.

.2...men who comit rape are psychologically disturbed, or are - L0377 .
B ~ "mentally {111". - R '
" -3...0f inadequate- lighting in downtown areas, inadequate public S T 3.02
: transportation systems, etc. e e
. 4,..there are many sexually frustrated men who do not have anon- ' 2,95
violent way of satisfying their sexual -driveg. | R
A:S...men who commit rape have not been ‘taught that rape is wrong, . .7 2.85
- but instead have learned that it is acceptable. | A
”>6...women who are raped use poor judgment; for example, about whemn 2.82 SR
* i and where to go out alome, accepting rides from strsngers, eLc. LT AP

- |
7...men have been taught to believe that when a woman says no s
she really méans 'yes', j

b l8...rape is an inevitable part of human ‘nature. AR o h'u*”“-1.76“
. 9...women do not resist the. rape attempt as strenuously as they could. jl;69'} h
10...women who are raped dress or behave in a seductive manner. o LA

Part IV' Beliefs about the ways to prevent rape. Mean scores for each item, . . k
. ‘1= Strongly disagree, 5= Strongly agree.. i - :

X : ' N . ,\ Ut e - {

The froquency of rape w0uld be reduced_by o S M. 2

xl...encouraging more rape victims to report the assault to the police 4,080 -

_ %, SO as td increase the likelihood of apprehending the rapist. - . E

, 2sy.encouraging a new way of perceiving women in our society. i T 3495 :
o 3...teaching women .to defend themselves. e ’ 3.91

4...developing programs for early identification of potential rapists, - 3.76

t and providing appropriate treatment for these men. . ' ’:

5...increa31ng the level of police protection in areas of the city where ~3.62
Tape most often .occurs.

L 6...increasing the severity of the penalties for rape. S 3,59 -
4% T...improving street lighting and public transportation systems. 7 3.58 ;:
"‘E.S...instructing all young women about.the dangers of going out alone - 3.40 k
B at night,. accepting rides from strangers, etc. ey o ;
b..‘legallzing prostitution so as to permit sexually frustrated men-a T 2.54 . : i
: . non-violent way of satisfying their sexual. drives. w ' a
10...encoutaging women" -to. dress and behave less seductively than is now A;32.04 ?

the case.
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Appendix C

BRI "4"j3‘=-""" ' Table 6

Victims' Attitudes and Peliefs
RS (continued)

'*paft V'] Sex Role Orientation. Mean score on 20 items, 1= Traditional role

1 orientation, 5= Non-traditiona] role orientation.~

'Total Mean Séare:  4.33. . . "_ }

S - Strongly disagree. »

: I;Q;If a young woman (approximately 16 years of age) consents to-
" - sexual intercourse with a young male (16 years of age), ‘ghe
...+ has been raped. . ;
2. If a young woman (upproximately 16. years of age) consents to

-}sexual intercourse with a male adult 21 years of age), she
has been raped.-

B . :3., If a husband forces his wife to engage in sexual relations,yshe

" has béen raped.
4. If a woman offers verbal resistance (e [- 398 she says, 'no ) but
- shows uo signs of physical resistance (bruises, cuts), she: has
- been raped..
5. If a man forces an obj ect (other than a penis) into a woman's
. vagina, she has been raped. ! :
6.. If a woman has been forced to have oral intercourse, she has '
been raped. i

woman, she has been raped. : . i
8. If a man is forced to have anal intercourse with another man,
" he has been raped. :
9.  If an ex—husband or ex~boyfriend forces a woman to have sexual
-~ intercourse, she has been raped. .- i 5
10. If a woman has been forced to have anal intercourse, she has
- been raped. - :

:ll.r If a woman-: ~has been forced to have vaginal intercourse, she has

'been raped

o0

Part VII' Interpersonai relations. . Mean score for each item, 1 = Positive

7. If a woman is forced to engage in sexual activiry with another y

- Part VI. Definition"of'rape. Mean acore for each item, 1 -iStrongly_agree; -

v

- 6.81
.4;59 SR

CLe

177

'lq3£ ﬂ
s

j'1.17 .
':,’1.151*f
*1;14?'“

113

relations, 5 = Vegative relations (scales labeled differently)

[

acquainted? - -

2. 1In general,. how much dQ:YP? respect the women with whom you are ..

i . acquainted? .
3. In general, how much do you trust the _men with whom you are
., acquainted? . . . . -
4. In general; how muth do you trust the women with whom you are'
acquainted? :
5. How understanding would you rate your husband (or lover)’v
6. How understanding would you Tate your best female friend?
7. How satisfactory. wouid you say your relatlonships with men 5
"~ typlcally are? . . =
How. satisfactory would you say ‘your - relationships with women
typically are’ 3 . . : = .

_l.~ In general how much do you respect the ren w1th whom you are f‘

237

t,1‘99?1éf1'

1.72

: e
3 TR e - :







Appendix C

'l'able 6{ i

Victima Attitudes and Beliers ;1 K
AR (coutinued) L

) i LS How satisfactory w0uld you say your relationships at work with
“Z“f/ o N men typically are? ;
S tE T :10.. How satisfactory would you say your relationships at work vith
S e L women typically are? . Lo
.1 11.  How enjoyable are your social relatione (excluding 1ntimate re—

¢7 - - lations) with men? .

,-lz,n How enjoyable are your soclal relations (excluding intimate re-i'
. ~;lations) with women’ . AN

Part VIII' Safety attitudes and actions. Hean score for each item, 1= Very
B safe (or Very likely) 5= Very unsafe (or Very unlikely)‘., !

R .Hov safe do you think it is for you to walk aloue in your
o ] neighborhood at night? -
i .2, How safe do you think 1t is for. a man to walk alone in your
i ..~ .neighborhood 2t night? RURR
| ;3. How safe do you think it is for you to walk alone in. -any area of 4L 24
I - . Seattle at night? -

- _ 4.. How safe do you think it is for a man to walk alone 1in any area‘ 2.92 :
N of Seattle at mnight? : _ i
SO0 A 015, BHow safe do you think it is for you ‘to use public trausportation' 3.16 .
T Lo at night? ' i

6.h How safe do you think it i3 for z man to use public transporta- o 2.08
‘tion at night? .

How likely are you to lock your house doors when you are at home 1,33 -~ ¢
alone? i : . O S ot
How likely are you to lock your car doors when you are driving
© ‘alone? SR I Ex R
; How . likely are you to lock your house doors when no one 4s" at
",-"home’ T o . .f.\!. - R
! How likely are you to lock your car doors'when no one is driving
the car’ 3*3 . E ' o ¢ T

EFIN

g : X v T
333 G5 A N S b 3o ekl £ g SR T 075 T ey 2t g

[
i

P LA “. ZEEE_ZE;' lncidence of rape or molestation as a child’

R Percpntage of victims who indicated that they had been raped or
T ‘a8 a child: 2 e L T
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) ) .',F:-équ“e‘ncy :of':-:orgaéms' 7

; \'a :Saéisfaétioﬁidiﬁh sexual fel#tioné

- Appendix C:

Table 7 ‘
e " SR AR
4'gIffmpaéf_on)Sexual'Behavior’and_Séxual Satisf

action
s e s T T parcentage ff?ercédfage'l_ o
-+ Sexual Behavior/Sexual Satisfaction Decreased - Increazed/ . N
S o ‘ - . Stayed’the same

. Fteqdéﬁéy'df ot$1 sex

.:‘25‘521:‘

'"?feéﬁenc§‘dflséxualvinteréburse~~' »:29.9Z'f;~;"

-{.};Ftéﬁdeﬁéy”of aﬁal sex 12.8%
'j jF;eQﬁency‘6ftma§turbati§ﬁ 16.37
' 21,77

32,77

T

Note: Of the women who had pattneré prior to the rape, 37.12'did not have o
& partner immediately after the rape. Of the women who had a partner immediately °
after the rape,.12,2% did not have a partner 1-6 months after the rape. 30.72 ’

e a partner at the time

of the victims who participated in this study did not hav
of the rape. ) ’ . o IR :
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Appendix C

Table 8

,‘-

Percentage of Victims Reporting Problems Immediately :
After the Rape and Up to Six Months Following the Rape.

Lo . S Immediately fﬂ"  1-6 Months -
_«Problem S v ‘ After Rage- , After Rage -

‘rQAppecite/eating problems o . 60. 2z_

f;;Difficulties sleepingﬂ'
_A'Vaginitis
r;Cys 1:13‘ ‘
| Menstrualidifficulties 19
e Beadaches o , 3 Aliaa. E fé 26;62A ;
- hﬁeﬁY/uewousoéSS E

Quick mood changes 55.5%

Depression o - v "4‘ - 74.8% '

Exoicsbility 36.07

" Frequent crying = | a 55.9%"
: : e °
. Loss of temper .- . . 33,62 .

" Difficulties in concentration ~ 62.0% | Caevaz
o T F o _ o \ 2‘
Feelings of loneliness . 66‘17- s 60,07 7R

Use of crgnqhilizersz’¥“3nzV: 33 125 L 2347k

. Heavy alcohol use i‘;"“'.lf: 20 07 : 1 g C U 19.92%
'Héavy-cigaretre use 'a"ﬁ o 32 94' SR - ‘. 27.02'

Heavy use of non-preqcription 4 11.52 >"f'g' --}j14.22£'A “
drugs (e.g., marijuana) o Y h 3

i n o

A

) ,.,4'.7 ToEy
‘ ' Vol

.*Note:  Victims who- indicated that they had a. problem prior to the rape
were omitted from the analyses. Note also, items marked with an asterisk *
were those on .which reporters dlffered from non—reporters (see text for
full details). g . :

i
i
L

A B

: -3
N )

Lo s

il R







rgLCircumétances Surrounding_tﬁerRape:
Percentagea for All Participhnts*

- *No group'differences were obtained for the’ circumstances shcwn here.
of Presentation, therefore, data were pooled -
R O Time of day when rape occurred. )

: ‘8 Ol AM ~ 2:00 PM = 6.25%2 L
T 2:01 PM - 8:00 PM =15,50% o o
8:01 PM --2; 00 AM =53,99% DR
2 01 AM - 8: 00 AM a-22 052 '

Whether it wxg dark outside when the- rape occurred'
. Yes = 81.45%7 e . o
No .= 18.55%

“Yes = 6,77
No ;n 93. 32

Note. ‘OF. those indicating yes

; s only 2/3 indicated that the prior sexual
i R relations .were voluntary, o Sl
R 4. Aasailant used" druga.
ST Yes = 32,42 .
- ‘ . . No n__lS.AZ_ S -
: ‘A'1:v = 4922 00

Victim used drugs.w T
o Yes = 36.87 .
o= 6321

Z,Assailant 8 ethnic 1dentif1cacion:
‘Anglo = 43,67

"Black:= 38.5%

! Asian = . 12 ST

. Native American = 2. 82

Unknown = 14, OZ

ige:
Under 15 = .62

15 < 20 = 13.67
21 - 25 = 37.9%
26 - 30 = 31,6%
30 = 40 = 8.57°

! , R ;

i ’ - T

Assailant s approximate : P .
T
H
|

Over 40

'
i
i

. > l \
3 i
i
'

 Assailant's approximate
‘ . Small = 7,37

; ' . Average = 56.4%

R Large = 30.2%

7 el

8.

sy
. o
N
-0
.
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Appendii Cnv’
Table 9 -
‘ (‘ :Circumstances Surrounding the Rape
: S : (continued) -
9. Whether assailant physically threatened the victim"
X : - Yes = 86.6% . . - c. :
2 NO o= 13.42 S . E ‘-; \
. ‘ "‘IO. Victim's verbal response to the assailant‘
o ' ' Kept quiet = 28.5% :
v ' e Other (screamed tried to reason, etc. ) = 71 52
- ,.f}il.‘ Victim 8 physical respoase to the assailant.
: . Dida't move = 40.8%2 - .
; co Other (kicked hit, scratched ete. ) - 59 22'“‘ a
; 12, - Type of sexual act performed. Con ;
. Fellatio = 32.4% : Lo
Cunnilingus = 18.4% - S
- . .Vaginal penetration with. penis = 90. SZ !
. - Vaginal penetration with object = 8.9%
: ' *  Anal penetration +ith penis =.12,8%7 - ;
Apal penetration with object = 3,92 }
: 13, Presence of bruises tequiring medical attention.
= | . Yes = 22.97 - . N
i : No =77.1% i
{ . : , , | :
. -% l ‘14, Presence of bruises not’ requiring medical attention.
; : . . Yes = 45,87 , S .
13 i 7 No = 54.22 R i .
i L L 5 ) o 3
X : 15, _Presence of . injuries to the nody :
L Yes = 45.8% ’ 3

‘Mo = 54.22 E L -

E . M -%’
: o Ji6.;,Presence of injuries to the genital area:
y N ='Yes = 27.97 O
. 4 3 . - S - S
\ ) ’ L
4 p
, N S
51
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17;g;-prpendix Cj
Table 11 -
K A¢4¢§int§5éetﬁit&'Aésailaﬁt fdf’Rebo{téré'

“ Did Not Stranger - = Minor . >§hbétaﬁti#l
~ . See.. " -°.°  “Contact” = . Contact -

-ﬁog}Répo:;ers ’ ;jﬂiQ-PZ_T Co 12,57 95;83' a

Reporters' .. . 7.0 -sL2z 33.31

i
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. i ‘ ; Aﬂﬁendix c
‘ _ . Table 12
..~ Type of Victim D;ué Use for Reporters: and N&n-Repbrters -
: e ©+7 5 Aleohol . Illegal
. - o T - Drugs
f ‘ Non-Reporters' - - 33.3%  66.7%
: ,"',Rgfpiﬁerslva . '6&;12' “,‘ 35.9Z-ﬁ:'M”“
g ;7Z$ 4 dj":,‘ N R ’
CpeesT T
: 2 Ce . 7 '
z |
I
: :
'- I
' |
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TaBle 13:

-wﬁe;hef.or-Nét,Assaiiant Had

-a Weapon_for- Reporters and Non-Reporters

Ve

22.27 -
58.6%

77.8% .
41.6%

Non-reporters

keportefs

R U

PRI S BT

Aq‘

e
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Assailant for Reporters and Non-Reporte

70.3%

‘Table 14
29.7%

o
.
-
e
‘o
o

Non-reporters -
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Appendix C

Table 15

Mo 7 Yes

g

RET

P

. Non-reporters 88.0% ' "12.0% .
: ‘R:eﬁbngrs 65.17 - 34.9%7 ;
'Xw 817" ‘
4 -004 ]
3 % :
- 5F
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et
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