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Background

Social networks are groups of people whose relationships to each other are, or can be, known, or
individuals who are linked to each other through interpersonal relationships'. Social networks
maintain characteristic norms and values'*, which shape their members’ attitudes and behaviors

through processes ot influence i

Social network factors have been linked to intervention program outcomes, individuals’
participation in antisocial behavior, and the perpetration of abuse against one’s intimate partner:

e Having social network members who support abstinence™® and having larger social
networks’ are related to better outcomes for participants in alcohol treatment programs.

e Among youth, friends’ delinquency8 and laughter during conversations about breaking
rules and antisocial behavior "' are related to their own participation in antisocial
behavior. Specifically, friends’ laughter during these conversations is related to youths’
later drug use' "2, risky sexual activity'?, arrests'®, and perpetration of violence". Within
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the corrections field, having friends who are criminal offenders considered a
criminogenic need 13.14.

e Exposure to abuse within men’s families of origin predicts their own perpetration of
partner abuse'”. However, parents’ general antisocial behavior, aggression, and parenting
skills are stronger predictors of their sons’ perpetration of abuse than abuse within
parental relationships'®, and much of the influence of parental abuse is due to the
mediating impact of their sons’ friends. Parental guidance about which peers their sons
should befriend determines boys” exposure to peer influences regarding abuse'’. College-
age men who have witnessed abuse among their parents are more likely to select network
members who perpetrate abuse and who provide explicit advice to do so'®.

e The perpetration of partner abuse among adolescent boys’ friends and abuse within their
parents’ relationships are both correlated with their own concurrent perpetration of
abuse'’. However, only friends’ perpetration of abuse significantly predicts boys’ own
perpetration two years later'’. The extent of adolescent boys’ hostile conversations about
women with their three best friends significantly predicts their perpetration of abuse in
late adolescence and early adulthood®.

e Among adult men, affiliating with violent male peers is related to the perpetration of
partner abuse”'. Individuals’ actual perpetration of sexual assault, specifically, is
predicted by their peers’ attitudes towards that behavior™. Adult men who indicate that at
least one of their friends perpetrates abuse also report greater beliefs that battering is
justified and that perpetrators are less responsible for their behavior than men who do not
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report that any of their friends perpetrate abuse'®. Men who perpetrate abuse also tend to
overestimate the extent of their peers’ perpetration23 :

Despite evidence of interpersonal transmission of messages about abuse within perpetrators’
social networks, we don't know who belongs to BIP participants’ social networks, or how
messages about abuse are communicated therein. The purposes of this study were to identify the
people that belong to batterer intervention program (BIP) participants’ social networks, the
abuse-relevant messages they convey to BIP participants, and the abuse-relevant messages BIP
participants convey to them.

Methods

Procedure

During the summer and fall of 2013, focus groups with (1) BIP facilitators from the Portland-
metro area, (2) a group of voluntary participants at Allies in Change, and (3) a group of
mandated participants at Allies in Change were conducted to develop a survey instrument. Each
successive focus group provided feedback on two inventories of behaviors: those that BIP
participants may engage in and those that their social network members may engage in, to
communicate about abuse. The inventories were revised after each focus group, with the
intention of making them exhaustive and relevant lists of the ways that participants at Allies in
Change and the members of their social networks communicate about partner abuse.

The resulting survey was administered to participants in 22 groups at Allies in Change during the
fall 0f 2013. A final focus group was conducted with a group of advanced voluntary participants
at Allies in Change, to solicit their perspectives on the survey data.

Participants

The survey was completed by 107 male Allies in Change participants. These 107 participants
represent an 86.3% overall response rate: between the 22 Allies in Change groups that were
surveyed, a total of 124 men were given the opportunity to participate in the study. Participants
self-reported having an average age of 36.7 (sd = 10.2, min = 20, max = 65) and a median annual
income of $25,000 - $50,000. The most common level of education that participants reported
having obtained was some college/an Associates’ degree/a technical degree.

Program attendance: Depending on whether participants’ self-reports or Allies in Change’s
records were considered, participants’ average program attendance was either 25.14 group
meetings (sd = 27.16), or 23.76 group meetings (sd = 18.91), respectively.

Participation in criminally oriented groups: Four of the 22 groups were designated for criminally
oriented participants; 17 participants from these four groups completed surveys.
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Participants’ self-reported referral source: Participants’ self-reported race/ethnicity:

Other Referral
Source, 17

Pacific [siander, 1

Partner, 3 Native

American/First
Nation, 1

Did Not Indicate
feferral Source, 20

Ajudge and Parole
or Probation, 4
Children's Services, +

Participants’ self-reported religious affiliation:

Note. Additional
options for religious
affiliation, which were
listed on the survey but
which were not
indicated by any
participants, included
Hinduism, Judaism,
Islam, and Sikh.

Multiple arfiliations, 6 =
Protestant, 5

Nonreligious, 12

Native Traditicnalism, 1
Buddhism, 3

Agnostic, 3\_Atheism. S

Fifty-seven participants were in a romantic relationship, though 5 of them indicated that they
“never” had contact with their partner. Only 38 participants nominated their partners among their
network members, while 19 did not. Nine of these 57 participants indicated that their partners
had no-contact orders against them.

Participants’ self-reported living situation:

Partner, partner’s Partner, own
children from children, 12
another relationship,

2
Partner, only, 5

Did not indicate , 13

Family of origin, 18

Others from multiple Extended family,2

Non-family Group nome or
roommates . 15 halfway house, 2




Measures

Network members: Participants were given the prompt that ““this survey will ask you some
questions about the people you have spent the most time with in the past three months... Please
answer the following questions for as many people as you think would be relevant for you.”
Space was provided for participants to nominate up to 8 network members. For each network
member, participants were asked to identify their gender, their relationship to that person [*What
is your relationship to this person? (for example, are they your parent? Your boss or coworker?
A friend from high school?)”], and how frequently they had contact.

For each network member that they nominated, participants completed 3 measures:

Relationship quality: 7-item scale assessing participants’ satistaction with their
relationship with each network member (ex.:*I like this person a lot,” “I hope that this
person will stay in my life”)**.

Network members’ abuse-relevant communication: 15 discrete behaviors and one open-
ended behavior, that participants’ network members may have engaged in, that would
have conveyed their support for either perpetrating abuse (pro-abuse behaviors) or
avoiding the perpetration of abuse (anti-abuse behaviors). Participants indicated the
approximate number of times that each network member engaged in each behavior during
the prior three months: 0 times, 1 — 5 times, 6 — 10 times, 11 times or more, or not
applicable.

Participants’ abuse-relevant communication: 15 discrete behaviors and one open-ended
behavior, which participants may have engaged in, which would have conveyed their
support for avoiding the perpetration of abuse (anti-abuse behaviors). Behaviors fell into
four categories: intervening in network members’ pro-abuse behaviors, theoretical
discussions about abuse, making abuse-relevant self-disclosures, or sharing information
or resources about abuse. Participants indicated the approximate number of times that
they had engaged in each behavior with each network member during the prior three
months: O times, 1 — 5 times, 6 — 10 times, 11 times or more, or not applicable.
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Findings

What are the characteristics of participants’ social networks? (Note. M indicates average, sd indicates standard deviation)

1 . How many social network members do BIP participants report?

M network members = 3.5

. What are the genders of participants’ reported network
embers?

Approximately equal numbers of male and female
network members: M male network members = 1.8, M
female network members = 1.7

. What are the relational ties that connect participants to their
twork members?

Relational Tie Average # nominated by each

participant
Friends/roommates 98 (sd=1.3)
Family of origin 81 (sd=1.0)
Partners/former partners 51 (sd = .6)
Bosses/Coworkers 40 (sd = .8)
Children 31 (sd=.7)
In-laws 12 (sd = .4)
Other relational ties 09 (sd=.3)

How do BIP participants perceive the quality of their relations with their social network members?

. What is the quality of participants’ relationships with their
stwork members overall?

Participants were most often '"'somewhat'' satisfied or
"very much" satisfied with relationships with network
members (M = 2.4 on a scale of -4 to 4)

. What is the quality of participants’ relationships with their male
1d female network members?

No significant differences were found in participants’
satisfaction with male and female network members:
M satisfaction with relationships with male network
members = 2.5, M satisfaction with relationships with
female network members = 2.3 (on a scale of -4 to 4)

.. What is the quality of participants’ relationships with network
embers to whom they have various relational ties?

Participants were most satisfied with relationships
with friends/roommates (M = 2.8) and least satisfied
with relationships with current/former partners (M =
1.8) and in-laws (M = 1.8)
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1ow do network members communicate about abuse with BIP participants?

> specific behaviors that network members used significantly more often than others were:
e supported you in being more accountable (M = 4.3 times during the last 3 months)
e did or said something that supported your participation at Allies in Change (M = 3.2 times during the last 3 months)
e told you that your current/former partner was taking advantage of you or disrespecting you (M = 3.2 times during the last

3 months)

e accused your current/former partner of trying to harm your relationship with your kids (M = 2.1 times during the last 3

months)

e told you that they wouldn't let their own partner get away with the things that your current/former partner does to you (M

= 1.9 times during the last 3 months)

o supported you in taking legal action against your current/former partner (M = 1.9 times during the last 3 months)
e blamed their partner for their own problems (M = 1.7 times during the last 3 months)
e been abusive towards their partner in front of you (M = 1.5 times during the last 3 months)

. How do BIP participants' network members communicate about
use?

Network members used:

e anti-abuse behaviors (M = 2.6 uses of each)

e pro-abuse behaviors (M = 1.0 use of each)

Overall, M = 22.1 behaviors with participants during
the prior 3 months each

Are network members' abuse-relevant behaviors related to
participants' attendance?

e Network members' use of anti-abuse behavior was
positively related to participants' attendance.

e Network members' use of pro-abuse behavior was
negatively related to participants' attendance.

Are network members' abuse-relevant behaviors related to
participants' enrollment in a criminally oriented group?

Network members of participants in criminally
oriented groups used more behaviors (both anti-abuse
and pro-abuse) than network members of men in other
groups.

. Is the type of relational tie that participants have to their

+-work members related to the number of times that the network

i

mbers use abuse-relevant behaviors?

Current/former partners (M = 32.4 times) and family
of origin (M = 25.5) used abuse-relevant behaviors most
often.

[s this relationship moderated by participants' attendance?

Participants’ children’s use of behavior was
negatively related to participants’ attendance.



e Participants’ family of origin used more behaviors
when participants were enrolled in criminally
oriented groups (M = 54.2), than when they were not

Is this relationship moderated by enrollment in a criminally (M = 24.0).

oriented group? e Participants’ children used more behaviors when

participants were enrolled in criminally oriented

groups (M = 47.2) than when they were not (M =

11.4).

Participants’ friends/roommates, bosses/coworkers,
family of origin, partners/former partners, and

;. Do network members to whom participants have different “other” relational ties all used each anti-abuse
ational ties use different abuse-relevant behaviors? behavior significantly more frequently than they

used each pro-abuse behavior. This was not the case
for participants' in-laws and children.

How do BIP participants communicate about abuse with their network members?

e specific behaviors that participants used significantly more often than others were:

told this person that you go to Allies in Change (M = 4.6 times during the last 3 months)

shared your story about abuse with this person (M = 4.1 times during the last 3 months)

shared information about abuse, and/or resources for victims of abuse with this person (M = 2.9 times during the last 3
months)

challenged this person about their controlling behavior (M = 2.2 times during the last 3 months)

apologized to this person for demonstrating abusive behavior in the past (M = 2.4 times during the last 3 months)
talked with this person about the consequences of being abusive (M = 2.4 times during the last 3 months)

talked with this person about the effects of abuse on children (M = 2.3 times during the last 3 months)

called this person out if you saw them ignoring or being rude to their partner (M = 2.1 times during the last 3 months)
stuck up for this person's partner if they were talking badly about them (M = 2.0 times during the last 3 months)
made amends with this person for your abusive behavior (M = 1.7 times during the last 3 months)

asked this person not to talk about abuse or act abusively around you (M = 1.2 times during the last 3 months)




¢ . How do BIP participants communicate about abuse?

Participants used:

e self disclosures (M = 3.0 uses of each behavior with
each network member)

e theoretical discussions about abuse (M = 2.9 uses
of each behavior with each network member)

e intervening in network members' abusive talk or
behavior (M = 1.4 uses of each behavior with each
network member)

e sharing information about abuse (M = 1.3 uses of
each behavior with each network member)

M = 31.8 behaviors with each network member

during the prior 3 months overall

Are participants’ abuse-relevant behaviors related to their
attendance?

Participants’ use of intervening behaviors was
negatively related to their attendance.
Participants’ use of self-disclosures was positively
related to their attendance.

Are participants’ abuse-relevant behaviors related to their
enrollment in a criminally oriented group?

Participants in criminally oriented groups used more
behaviors than participants in non-criminally oriented
groups.

b. Is the type of relational tie that participants have to their
twork members related to the number of times that BIP
__ rticipants use abuse-relevant behaviors?

Participants used abuse-relevant behaviors most often
with their current/former partners (M = 53.6)

[s this relationship moderated by participants’ attendance?

Participants’ use of behaviors with their
current/former partners was positively related to
their attendance.

Is this relationship moderated by enrollment in a criminally
oriented group?

No.

4 Do participants use different abuse-relevant behaviors with
r work members to whom they have different relational ties?

Participants used self-disclosures, theoretical
discussions about abuse, and information sharing
significantly more often with their current/former
partners than other relational ties.
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_ mbers' use of anti-abuse behaviors and the quality of participants’
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pothesis 1. There is a negative relationship between network members' use of abuse-relevant behaviors and the

ality of participants' relationships with their network members.

pothesis 1a: There is a negative relationship between network

itionships with their network members.

Not supported.

oriented group?

Is this relationship moderated by participants' attendance? No.
Is this relationship moderated by enrollment in a criminally No
oriented group? '
ypothesis 1b: There is a negative relationship between network
_embers' use of pro-abuse behaviors and the quality of Supported.
rticipants’ relationships with their network members.
Is this relationship moderated by participants' attendance? No.
Is this relationship moderated by enrollment in a criminally No

‘pothesis 2. There is a positive relationship between network members' use of abuse-relevant behaviors and the

mber of times that participants use abuse-relevant behaviors with those network members.

pothesis 2a: There is a positive relationship between network

:mbers’ use of anti-abuse behaviors and participants’ use of abuse- | Supported.
evant behaviors with those network members.
Is this relationship moderated by participants' attendance? No.
Is this relationship moderated by enrollment in a criminally No
oriented group? )
- ypothesis 2b: There is a positive relationship between network
embers’ pro-abuse communication and the participants’ use of Supported.
yuse-relevant behaviors with those network members.
Is this relationship moderated by participants' attendance? No.

Is this relationship moderated by enrollment in a criminally
oriented group?

For participants in criminally oriented groups, there
was a negative relationship between network
members' use of pro-abuse behaviors and
participants' use of abuse-relevant behaviors.
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Implications

Network Structure

Participants indicated smaller social networks than the general population, with more
friends and fewer family members>> 2%, They reported that they had the highest quality
relationships with their friends/roommates and family of origin, suggesting that these
people are potentially the most influential members of their social networks®”****. No
participants listed their facilitator or other participants from Allies in Change as members
of their social networks.

Network members’ abuse-relevant communication

‘{)'_Eioth male and female network members engaged in both pro-abuse and anti-abuse
behaviors, as did participants’ parents and children, as well as their peers.

The perpetration of abuse is thought to emerge from the co-occurrence of two beliefs: (1)
that a person is entitled to control their partner’s activities, feelings, or thoughts, and (2)
that they are justified in using violence to do s0°". Based on the content of the inventory
of network members’ behaviors, it appears that network members support the first of
these beliefs, by villanizing participants’ partners and reinforcing participants’ negative
characterizations of them. However, network members do not appear to explicitly
communicate about participants’ use of violence.

BIPs may work with clients to explore the distinction between network members’ support
for controlling their partner, and their support for the use of violence to do so. Programs
may also coach clients on ways to change the messages that they receive from their
network members to limit how much their desires to control their partners are reinforced.
An example might be modeling empathy for their partners while in the company of
network members. Focus group participants indicated that their network members tend to
reinforce whatever they say about their partners; if clients express empathy and
understanding towards their partners, their network members tend to reinforce this
sentiment.

Participants indicated that they are less satisfied in relationships with network members
who use more pro-abuse behaviors than with network members who use fewer pro-abuse

25 Christakis, N.A. & Fowler, J. H. (2007). The spread of obesity in a large social network over 32 years. The New
England Journal of Medicine, 357, 370-379.

26 McDermott. R.. Fowler, J. H., & Christakis, N. A. (2013). Breaking Up Is Hard to Do, Unless Everyone Else Is
Doing It Too: Social Network Effects on Divorce in a Longitudinal Sample. Social forces, 92(2). 491-519.

27 Ajzen, 1. & Fishbein, M. (1970). The prediction of behavior from attitudinal and normative variables. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 6, 466-487.

28 Priester, J. R. & Petty, R. E. (2001). Extending the bases of subjective attitudinal ambivalence: Interpersonal and
intrapersonal antecedents of evaluative tension. American Psychological Association, 80 (1), 19 — 34.

29 Terry, D. J. & Hogg, M. A. (1996). Group norms and the attitude-behavior relationships: A role for group
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behaviors. This tentatively suggests that clients may be more likely to discontinue or limit
their engagement in relationships with network members who are more outwardly
supportive of abuse. Focus group participants agreed with this speculation.

It may be useful for programs to consider how to support participants as their social
networks and the support that they provide, become smaller and less satisfying.

Participants’ abuse-relevant communication

Participants conveyed anti-abuse messages to their network members primarily through
self-disclosures and theoretical discussions about abuse, rather than interventions in
others’ behavior or sharing information or resources. These preferred, less
confrontational ways of communicating about abuse may reflect participants’
understanding that they can’t control others’ behavior. They may also be more etfective
at reaching participants’ network members than more direct or aggressive methods.

BIP participants appear to share the perspectives and beliefs that they learn in the
program with the members of their social networks; it seems that BIPs’ messages are
being spread into the community beyond program participants. Programs may discuss

this phenomenon with clients, to empower and encourage them to make positive changes
in their communities.

Participants engaged in the most abuse-relevant communication with their current and
former partners. Their use of theoretical discussions about abuse and self-disclosures with
their partners suggests that they may process their thoughts about abuse with their
partners. Focus group participants indicated that they turn to their partners as sounding
boards and conversation partners to work through their new understandings of abuse. In
this scenario, abuse-relevant interactions between participants and their partners may
indicate participants’ knowledge of abuse, desire to continue reflecting on abuse, and
intellectual and emotional connections to their partners.

Programs may try to encourage and support these conversations between participants
and their partners, so long as they are confident that the conversations will not be
coercive.

Attendance, network members’ communication, and participants’ communication

Participants’ who had attended more sessions at Allies in Change had network members
who used fewer pro-abuse behaviors, and more anti-abuse behaviors, than participants
who had not attended as many sessions. Participants with greater attendance also
discussed abuse and accountability with their network members using self-disclosures
more often, and intervening behaviors less often, than participants who were newer to the
program. Discussion during the focus groups suggested that more tenured participants’
greater awareness of abuse increases the opportunities that they see to engage in pertinent
abuse-relevant behavior.
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Those who had attended more sessions at Allies in Change used three specific behaviors
less often than those who had attended fewer sessions. These behaviors were (1)
recommending a BIP to their network members, (2) speaking up against sexist jokes or
jokes about abuse, and (3) asking others to limit their abusive behavior. There are [at
least] four potential explanations of these differences:

- Upon beginning at Allies in Change, participants may be excited about the
program, learn quite a bit about abuse very quickly, and have a desire to show off
their new knowledge to others. As they become more accustomed to the program
and its content, they may be less excited to talk about it with others.

. Those with more attendance may have successfully exerted anti-abuse influence
over network members who had previously engaged in pro-abuse behaviors,
reducing the need to recommend a BIP or intervene in inappropriate comments or
behaviors. For example, participants’ children were the only network members to
use significantly fewer abuse-relevant behaviors with participants who had been
in the program for more time. The nature of parent-child relationships may make
participants’ children more prone to their influence than any other network
member, suggesting that this statistical trend is a result of participants’ successful
influence over their children.

- More tenured participants may have tried, unsuccessfully, earlier in their program
participation to influence their network members, and may have given up trying
to do so. These participants may be more likely to direct conversations away from
abuse, instead of attempting to exert abuse-relevant influence over network
members who have been unresponsive to such influence in the past.

- More experienced BIP participants may have stopped spending time with network
members with whom they felt it was necessary to use anti-abuse behavior.

Attendance at Allies in Change is related to positive patterns of abuse-relevant
communication between participants and their network members.

Participants in Criminally Oriented Groups

Participants in groups for criminally oriented men reported significantly fewer network
members than the rest of the sample.

Current findings indicate that participants in groups for criminally oriented men engage
in significantly more abuse-relevant behaviors than participants in other, non-criminally
oriented, groups. Participants in groups for criminally oriented men reported that they and
their network members communicate about abuse more often than participants in other
groups. Network members of men in criminally oriented groups also used significantly
more abuse-relevant behaviors than network members of men in other groups.

R B R LT T SRR A 2 Lo
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these participants’ network members engage in pro-abuse behaviors, the less often
participants engage in anti-abuse behaviors. This is the opposite of the pattern that was
found for all of the participants in the study, taken together.

There appear to be differences between men who participate in groups for criminally
oriented offenders and other participants at Allies in Change. Participants in criminally
oriented groups may be less likely to disagree with network members’ pro-abuse
communication and to receive reinforcement for their anti-abuse communication.

Limitations

The current findings should be interpreted with care, due to a number of limitations in the
study’s design, procedures, and analysis.

e The current study did not explore the relationship between participants’ or their
network members’ abuse-relevant communication and their actual attitudes or
beliefs about abuse, or their perpetration of abuse.

e Participants were surveyed only once. While it is possible to draw comparisons
between those who have attended more or fewer sessions at Allies in Change, it is
not appropriate to draw conclusions about how individual participants may
change over time.

e The sample of BIP participants was drawn solely from Allies in Change. The
unique features of Allies in Change’s program limit the extent to which these
findings may be generalized to participants at other BIPs or located in other
geographic regions.

e Participants reported on their own behaviors and the behaviors of their social
network members and may have been motivated to misrepresent their own
behavior of their network members’ behaviors. They were also asked to reflect on
their interactions during the three months prior to the study, and may have
inconsistently or incorrectly recalled their experiences during this period.

e No distinctions were drawn between participants’ current partners and former
partners. It is likely that they have very different relationships with their current
and former partners, and this grouping may be misleading about their interactions
with them.
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Network Members’ Average Use of Each IPV-Relevant Behavior

Network Members' Behaviors M SE

Supported you in being more accountable? 429 0.21

Did or said something that supported your participation at Allies in
Change? 3.16 0.21

Told you that your current/former partner was taking advantage of you or

disrespecting you? 3.15  0.21
Accused your current/former partner of trying to harm your relationship

with your kids? 212 022
Pointed out the effects of abuse on children or other people? 2.02  0.21
Tried to make amends with you for their abusive behavior? 2.00 0.21
Told you that they wouldn't let their own partner get away with the things

that your current/former partner does to you? 1.95 0.21
Supported you in taking legal action against your current/former partner? 1.89 0.22
Has this person done anything else that made you think about abuse? 1.70  0.30
Blamed their partner for their own problems? 1.68 0.22
Been abusive towards their partner in front of you? 1.46 0.22
Told you ways to avoid the consequences of abuse? 1.31  0.21
Made fun of you for letting your current/former partner call the shots in

your relationship? 1.20 0.21
Refused to accept that you have been abusive? 1.02 0.21
Told you that your current/former partner deserved your abusive

behavior? 0.77 0.21
Contacted your current/former partner to harass or monitor them? 0.60 0.21

Note. The average use of each behavior was based on a sample of 343 network members,
nominated by 99 participants.
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Participants’ Average Use of Each IPV-Relevant Behavior with Network Members
Participants' Behaviors M SE
Told this person that you go to Allies in Change? 456 .19
Shared your story about abuse with this person? 4.09 .32
Shared information about abuse, and/or resources for victims of abuse with this aon 2
person?
Challenged this person about their controlling behavior? 249 .36
Apologized to this person for demonstrating abusive behavior in the past? 242 22
Talked with this person about the consequences ot being abusive? 2.35 .25
Have you done anything else with this person that might have made them think 541 4%
about abuse?
Talked with this person about the effects of abuse on children? 2:29 30
Called this person out if you saw them ignoring or being rude to their partner?  2.10 .37
Stuck up for this person's partner if they were talking badly about them? 1.97 .24
Made amends with this person for your abusive behavior? 1.67 .13
Encouraged this person to be accountable for their abusive behavior? 1.47 .24
Shared books or other materials from Allies in Change with this person? 1.25 .11
Asked this person not to talk about abuse or act abusively around you? 1.20 .19
Spoken up against sexist jokes or jokes about abuse while you were with this
I .79 13
Recommended Allies in Change or a similar program to this person? 33 11

Note. Averages based on 99 participants’ use of behaviors with 343 network members.




