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MINUTES

Welcoming Remarks and Event Outline:

Casey Marie 
Good morning and welcome to Respect’s round table on ‘Evaluating the effectiveness of domestic violence perpetrator programmes’  Thank you all for attending today, I know that most of you have traveled some distance to be with us today. We are grateful to you all for investing your time in what we hope to be an invaluable and productive day. 

This is going to be one of a number of roundtable events that I will be facilitating to bring researchers and practitioners closer together so that the experience of practitioners and policy makers can inform the development of research questions, and address issues that can inform future research. Today’s aims are to discuss the evaluation of domestic violence perpetrator programmes.  We shall look at what evaluation has taken place, what is happening at present, and what more need to be done in evaluating perpetrator programmes. We shall explore what questions have been unanswered, and discuss the Respect accreditation system.
We have fantastic representation from a number of sectors and organisations here today. Respect staff & EC, Practitioners, Academic researchers, Funders /Charitable trusts, Community & voluntary sector, Statutory sector, Home office, National Offender Management Service, Probation, CPS. Bringing people together brings many benefits, for practitioners to have up to date information and knowledge, therefore working with the best information available. Researchers can ensure that they have an ongoing dialogue and link to important information, to gain valuable feedback from those working with perpetrators and running programmes.  For Respect, it is good for us to know what we do is effective, and what works, to assist you with the work that you are doing. Part of my role as Research and Policy manager for Respect is to hold regular roundtables for researchers and practitioners. It is important for Respect as an organisation to get information on whether what Respect is doing is effective and in what ways. 
During this event, we would like to have as much dialog and contribution throughout the day as possible. 
Background to this Event:

Neil Blacklock 
Respects role as the National association for perpetrator programmes and associated women’s services needs to be able to talk about and demonstrate the effectiveness of what our members do. This is crucial, especially in today’s competitive funding environment. Unless organisations are able to demonstrate the positive outcomes for people who attend those services, it will be incredibly difficult for these services to survive or justify what they do. Organisations would need to answer funders and policy maker’s questions on whether men who attend these programmes do actually stop or reduce their abusive and violent behaviors. This is a straight forward question to ask, but for the last 20 years it has remained unanswered. 
I have had experience of being evaluated rather than evaluating. Expectations were that it would tell us whether what they did made men change, how many and how but it didn’t. At the time of the evaluation of DVIP, these programmes were a very new area of work in the UK, but the evaluation would scrutinise them and make them accountable, which was very important, especially in regard to increasing the safety of women and children. The evaluation taught us that we weren’t putting women and children in more danger. The dialogue with the evaluators improved practice, policy and structure of the organisation and produced significant changes in how they work with men as well as in the women’s service, which gave them information on how the women experienced the men being on the interventions programme, but it didn’t show how the men made changes or for how long, which today remain the unanswered questions.
Most evaluations take place within new services, this isn’t necessarily the best way to tell if the intervention itself does what its suppose to do and whether evaluation should take place in services that are already working at their best, to find out if the intervention is working rather than the service. To get to that we need a couple of things; what is good practice; the Respect accreditation process is about bench marking organisations and setting the criteria based on evidence, and what is the consensus on what is best practice. That will give us hopefully a range of organisations that are working to a standard that we can be sure of, because it has been subject to external scrutiny, therefore the data that we get from these organisations is comparable. This is an exciting prospect for us to explore later. Accreditation isn’t the only way to make sure projects are working well, others are process reviews, safety and accountability audits that are being developed by Ellen Pence in Duluth, or looking at the way an organization is implementing  what its set up to do, is it increasing women’s and children’s safety and holding offenders accountable? This tells you that you can prove the service in other ways but it still does not tell you how many men change, but does give you a sense of whether the organisation is working well, and then you can start to ask those questions. These are the questions we should be asking now, how many men change, whether these programmes work and how they work. 
Outcome Evaluation – Possibilities and Limitations:

Linda Regan; London Metropolitan University
It is strange to revise something we did over a decade ago; I think I have to start by placing the evaluation of DVIP into that context. Because when we began doing the work it was 1994, discussions started in 1992. When DVIP started working with perpetrators it was a really new service, we had some information from work being developed in the USA, there did not seem to be any programmes that were the same, they were all varied in content, length of programme, some were free standing and others were part of coordinated approaches to domestic violence. Therefore, there was no benchmark to hook onto. At the same time, the use of safety planning, which we all just take for granted now, was very new, and taking a pro-active approach by going out and making contact with women, and get them into the service was unheard of. There was an awful lot of hostility towards this type of contact and programme. Perpetrator programmes in the UK, faced a huge level of suspicion with almost everybody in the women’s sector, there was a large amount of suspicion including from me. I still think back at the shock at DVIP, who had decided to come to us to evaluate the project, but I think that they were being quite shrewd and knew that if they managed to convince us that what they were doing was useful, then the evaluation would have credence with the women’s sector. It was the women’s  sector that needed to be convinced this was a worthwhile project, particularly because there were concerns about funding, as well as all the issues about ‘well why don’t they just lock them up for life as that would make us all safe.’ One of the first things that struck me during the evaluation was the issue of gender and power and it reflected what was going on in the debates about the work that was going on with men, but there were other issues of gender and power within DVIP. There was a women’s support service (WSS) with an all female staff team, the men’s programme had a mixed sex staff team and the management committee that was also mixed sex and the evaluators were an all female team. There were also issues around resources, there were differences in the women’s support service who felt they were not getting a fair share of the resources. I am not saying any of these things were true; it’s just that these were the issues and the suspicions between the two arms of the service. As an organisation they also had difficulties in communicating generally, the management committee had their own issues which sometimes reflected the issues that the workers had, there was all sorts of stuff like this going on and we ended up calling this the ‘gender agenda,’ it all came down to those kind of issues in the end. The evaluators came up with a system of feeding this back, so that there was constant communication between the evaluators and both arms of the staff team, as well as MC to try to help negotiate some of the things that were going on. At the same time we had to be very clear that we were the evaluators and our role was to observe DVIP, analyse them and at the same time try not to get caught up in it. This was difficult as our hearts were with the women’s sector, so it was difficult to stand back and say, hang on a minute, what’s going on here and can we unpick it? 
Our primary question was ‘to what extent does DVIP increase women’s safety and decrease men use of violence?’ However, we were interested in how those changes occurred and specifically what elements of the work the women identified (partners and ex-partners) as change making. Similarly, what the men thought enabled them to change. The other questions that arose were about the structuring, coordination of the project, so we started thinking, how is that working, and whether or not it was helping or hindering the work they were trying to do. We were very clear from the beginning that the only way we could assess the changes in men’s behaviour was from ex partners and partners reports. This confronted us with a real dilemma, we were very concerned about this from the beginning, that you cannot compel women to take part in an evaluation; we could not say you have to do this or we are not going to let you have the service. And we also had to find ways so that we didn’t pressurize the women into it, but if we didn’t get them involved how on earth would we measure any kind of change, and that was difficult. Not having been put in that position before we had to think very carefully about ways to engage women. This could only be done with the wholehearted support of the women’s arm of the project and we did not have that at the beginning, which was difficult as the women’s support service (WSS) were suspicious of the evaluators, of their work being evaluated, they had not been involved in the development of the evaluation, and they felt that they were being put on at the beginning. We learnt very quickly that we had to get that sorted out right at the very beginning. There was also the concern that being the subject of evaluation was frightening, particularly if you are doing something new, the nervousness about what the evaluators were going to say about what you were doing. 
This evaluation meant an awful lot of commitment from the project; they did have to do an awful lot of work to enable us to do our jobs. They had to collate data, submit forms, fill out evaluation sheets after each session, this was a huge physical workload on DVIP’s part, so projects really need to feel that evaluations are important to them and that the evaluation will give them something back otherwise it will be very difficult to get the data. What we decided to do was pull the staff team in to help design the evaluation tools, not just because we didn’t want to miss anything vital, but also to give DVIP staff some acknowledgement that we saw them as being experts in their work, also it promoted communication and cooperation and made our lives easier. One of the benefits for the project was that it helped them collect and collate data and enabled them to think about continual monitoring after the evaluation was over. We ended up with a multi-methodological interactive research process that involved quantitative and qualitative data, questionnaires, interviews, trawls through records, evaluation sheets, recordings of each session, interviews with project staff, people outside of the project, key informants, and having communications meetings etc… It was an enormous amount of information being gathered, there were loads of different ways of analyzing the data, so where possible, we used computer based programmes to analyse the data because we just had too much of it. 
From the beginning, we were clear that there were going to be difficulties with all of the types of data collection we were doing, as we knew that men lied, minimised, denied or withheld information that is why it was so important to have the partners involved. The workers assessments of what the impact was on the men, ran the danger of what I called the ‘rule of optimism,’  which is the investment in the work leading to over optimistic assessment of change, and the evaluators had to be aware that this was a danger. While we were clear that women’s accounts were most likely to be accurate, many women also minimise, and that is how they cope with the realities of their lives, to play down the extent and the seriousness of the violence. Therefore, at every point, we had to assess whether what we were getting was accurate and taking those issues into account as well. 
The findings and the report are available to be read on our website. I also want to share some of the findings that I feel were influential, in not just perpetrator programmes but also for the women’s service. We found an incredibly positive response from women about the pro-active stance of the WSS, especially the women’s workers taking responsibility for making the contact with the women and persisting in maintaining the contact, we also found that women didn’t resent this kind of contact and that many women welcomed it. This was a shock to some of us in the women’s sector at the time. Other findings were that when the women’s service had serious concerns about a women’s safety they would be upfront with the women about that and they would be very clear, and stated very starkly, what dangers they saw for the women. Moreover, while the women themselves said that they found this quite disconcerting at the time they also reported that the advice and that explicitness was often a turning point for them. Moreover, it meant they could actually reassess the danger and the damage that was going on, and it helped them to start seriously thinking about how they wanted to move on with their lives. I think these findings have been most influential in how many projects now work with women and that for us it was one of the most important findings as we were nervous about how that pro-active stance would work. 
In terms of the content of the programme for men, we concluded that it was fairly effective in communicating key messages, and that it offered some men alternatives to violence and we found that men who completed stage 1 understood the impact of the violence and they thought about what that meant to their partners. We also found evidence of change in other areas of the perpetrator’s lives, for over 1/3 of the men who completed the programme, the perpetrators talked of relating differently to their children, their friends and colleagues. There was evidence of a small proportion of men who completed the programme were less violent and some had changed in more fundamental ways. One of the important findings was that there was no difference between those men who were court mandated and those who ‘volunteered’ and this challenged some of the beliefs that were around at the time, especially with the common assumption that men would only change if they were forced onto a programme. 
The major question underpinning this evaluation was ‘how do you measure success?’ All of the outcomes that we were supposed to be assessing here, was it enough if there was less physical violence? Must it have stopped all together? Should we have been looking for no evidence of coercive control, how do you measure that and over what time period?’ We could only track the men while they were on the programme or if we were lucky for 6 months after the programme , we only had funding for a couple of years and that was a huge draw back because you couldn’t tell what went on afterwards if you couldn’t track them for an extensive period of time. We could only get information from women about what was going on with the men if the women were still in contact with them and an awful lot of these partners no longer were. They’d either split with the men before the programme and a fair few during the programme and again we could only get the information from the women if they were in contact with WSS, this was only the case for a minority of women and it limited, seriously, what could be said about the effectiveness of the programme. 

We knew what we should be doing was to track the outcomes over a few years but it was actually a very expensive proposition and there was no getting around that. Doing an effective piece of work, looking at what happens to these men over a long period of time is not cheap, and it’s also extremely difficult. Any idea that anyone can make an awful lot about outcomes based on short-term evaluations is unrealistic, and you will have to think longer term to get anything meaningful. Another problem that became apparent was the high attrition rate, a large number dropped out after assessment, something that had been found in other evaluations. Of those who started some did not complete so 57% of the men assessed and accepted onto the programme by DVIP failed to complete, but also this brought up the question of whether or not we should see all the non-completers as failures. We actually argued that it is a form of success if the limited involvement with the programme, by some men, enabled a window of opportunity to be created to work with the woman in safety, and enabled women to separate safely if that’s what they were choosing to do. We also argued that it was a form of success that even minimal contact with the programme by a perpetrators puts women in contact with support services they might not otherwise have accessed or might not have accessed that early on in the process. We ended up, surprisingly, supporting the development of and the expansion of programmes for men, as long as they were working with a model that had women’s safety as its primary objective and that it had a properly resourced WSS working with it, which was another successful outcome as far as I was concerned.
The following comments were made in response to Linda Regan’s presentation:

Marianne Hester – Did you managed to track the dropouts, and had you thought about doing this at the time?
Linda Regan - We had difficulty in keeping track of the dropouts so there wasn’t much data on them. In addition, we didn’t look at what kind of contact they were having with other agencies (women included,) there were many things we hadn’t even considered at the time, which would have been useful. We knew about their prior history as that was part of the assessment process but what happened to them post-programme we couldn’t track.
Russell Dobash - in criminal justice evaluation research, non-completers are just non-completers and this is the only area where victims are involved and there is an opportunity there to do some research with that.
Neil Blacklock - some of the people dropped out because they didn’t want contact from DVIP and they wanted to distance themselves from it.
Nicky Stanley - The men who participated did reflect more on their relationships more widely than just their intimate relationship. However, what about men who learned to talk the talk but not walk the walk, how do you research beyond talking the talk?
Linda Regan - There were significant changes from their answers to the evidence given by their partners. You could also talk to extended family members, children (8+,) work colleagues and friends to gain a bigger picture of change, but this would be a costly process in time and money but you do need to look beyond the immediate to get the whole picture and that might be one way of looking at it.
Kate Iwi – There was a subsequent internal evaluation on the DVIP programme length, and whether it can have a positive impact on the men as well. Especially when they do complete the majority of the programme before dropping out, and you don’t necessarily have to have completed the whole programme to bring about some changes, it might be interesting to look at. There are a couple of projects, DVIP and Ahimsa and maybe some others, do investigative risk assessments that do actually speak to some of the people mentioned in the bigger picture, like extended family, colleagues and children at the end of the programme. This would be a rich source of information for researchers to look at.
Neil Blacklock - A number of assessments/projects out there are doing that now, where there could be large amounts of information gathered to be researched to see if this information gives a better idea of change achieved, including NSPCC Liverpool.
Jane Keeper - The impact of the programme, as an intervention, changes how professionals view perpetrators and women, which is a real worry as they may think he has changed as he can talk the talk. It would be interesting for further research to look at the impact of programmes on the way in which professionals treat and work with the survivor. We found anecdotal evidence that showed the intervention increased the harsh and more judgmental treatment towards women within social services and  they focus on working on his needs rather than hers.
Malcolm Cowburn – I did post treatment evaluation on whether the programme had changed men, and on one interview in a man’s home, I found this man, who fitted the profile of change, but when in his home I experienced him as a very controlling man. I am thinking about recidivism for non-completers as previous research on sex offenders showed that non-completion of the programme was a strong indicator of recidivism.
Victoria Lavis - All programmes have problems with perpetrators talking the talk and not walking the walk, there may be a need to do research in a qualitative way to resolve this problem.

Nicky Stanley - You need to know what you are looking for, what the criteria is for change and the need to decide this before you start the research. If the violence has stopped (over what time period?) or attitudinal change, maybe you need to be very clear about what outcomes you are looking for before you devise a system to measure it.
Programme Evaluation ‘The Story So Far’
Rebecca Dobash and Russell Dobash; University of Manchester 
Rebecca Dobash 
Our work has spanned over several decades, within the field of interpersonal violence (IPV.) We started by interviewing women in refuges, in Scotland, Monica Wilson was a researcher, looking at police records, court records and responses to what wasn’t even defined as an offence in the 1970’s. In the 1980’s we looked at the first intervention abuser programmes in Scotland; CHANGE and probation. Men who went through the programme and their partners. In 1990’s and 2000’s we then looked at and studied homicide in Britain, where we looked at a variety of murders, including intimate partner murder. We will be focusing specifically on the evaluation in this presentation, within its wider context of doing research with women, who are victims, and men who are murderers and those who are abusers. In the later part of this we have put together two of our databases on abusers and those who kill an intimate partner (IP) and there are some surprises there, but mostly we will be looking at the evaluation. 
Evaluation is all about change business, changing people, policy and practices, trying to put together a fit between looking at the phenomenon we are worried about and in this case it’s violence, and the policies, practice and transformative process. Moreover, it fits in a wider context about how knowledge enters into this process. There are several models about what we know as a consequence of this and how you enter this process, whether it is to change individuals, policies, practices, governments, agencies etc.
- The Idealised Model; people tend to think that if you have base knowledge and then you get policies based on them, and of course this is the ideal and but this is not the way it works. 
- The Enlightenment Model; which is based on the end of a report where people would have made recommendations and they had an expectation that the policy makers and the funders would do what they said, again this doesn’t usually happen.

- The Pragmatic Model; is where you start with the policy and then you put it in to practice and then you re-write the policy, this is, for example, sometimes done in the Criminal Justice System (CJS.) 
- The Rich Model; rich people in a variety of settings like entrepreneurs, politicians, media and influential people, will make and implement policies. 
- The Incrementalism Model; is the ever expanding and modifying of policies with what you actually do, what works, then change and update the policy. This is how we begin and this is how we end. 
At the same time as doing this we are asking ourselves what are we studying and why? So when we gather this knowledge we may put this in to mix and say what is it that we need to have in terms of the knowledge. And in a transformative process that is about change.  We have to understand the violence, its nature and its extent, definitions how it works, operates, and explanation then of the intervention itself. With every intervention, you will need partner knowledge. What is the intervention? And what is it in a sense doing in respect of the problem that is the violence. What is the intervention working on? Evaluating what parts of the intervention works.
The goals of the transformative process is changing violent men and improving the safety of women, and at the same time developing effective interventions for abusers and victims. A fit between all these elements have to be able to enter into the transformative process in a way in which has some meaningful effect.
Looking at risk factors, which is one of the ways in which you talk about individuals; there is a large body of literature on the general risk factors for offending in the arena of criminal justice work. On the other side, specific problems with intimate partner violence,  include the risk factors as before, as well as a variety of other issues including; cohabiting, contested relationships, breaking up, prolonged and intense conflict, possessiveness and jealously. These are all big factors, particularly when you leap from non-lethal to lethal violence, persistent harassment, stalking, sexual violence, uses of instruments and weapons, to name a few. In terms of the murder study, men who kill an intimate partner sometimes have no known history of using violence against an intimate partner, which means they are unlikely to be discovered with a standard risk assessment tool, and without this known history, end up killing the intimate partner. What we need to worry about, in a sense are the people who may not be known to anyone in a professional way, these are men who specialise in violence towards women. All of this is about assessing who is at risk of offending and who should receive the interventions, the world of evaluation and risk is to some extent about the world of under resources. In a world of not having enough to do everything for everyone, how do you make choices about who is most likely to respond positively to an intervention, and who is at greatest risk or greatest danger. There are these pragmatic issues about risk assessment, and in some ways, you can say there are a broad base of offenders that can’t be looked at in the CJS because many of the offenders are not in the system, or they are not for violence against an intimate partner. Nevertheless, you can look at those who are specific with their abuse or violence to intimate partners and history of abuse, then to capture those who are not known to us through traditional ways. In some ways the ordinary men, are men we need to think about and whether we can include them when we find them, and can we study them. 
Obviously, offender interventions need to provide first and foremost a sanctuary for women but they need to provide effective intervention for men who are abusers. We also need to have a knowledge and understanding about how we are entering into a wider area of the community to the extent of whether these programmes are effective as they also enter into the wider community and have an impact on that community.

Russell Dobash 
What I want to do is  talk a bit about evaluations that have been done elsewhere, what they tell us, what knowledge we gain from those and what their limitations are and pointing of course to what type of evaluations we might want to do in the future. 

Process evaluations, which over time are very valuable, they look at programmes, how have they been implemented, are they delivering what they say they are, these sorts of things are really valuable, these evaluations have been done in America, sometimes well sometimes not so well. 

Randomised designs/ Randomised Controlled Trial (RCT’s) are often seen as the best, involves randomising two groups that start off the same, this, theoretically, deals with all possible contaminating effects. There are serious problems with RCT’s, those who argue for them can point to very few successful examples within the CJS field and interventions work (not really the case in relation to medical testing.) RCT’s can be very  difficult to control in the real life context, its not to say that you shouldn’t work on that kind of ideal, but in this arena they’ve shown little to no effect.

The quasi-experimental/naturalistic designs show some effect. This design looks at real life interventions, and compares them with people who are not receiving any intervention. This can create problems, as you need to compare groups that are meant to be the same in sample type and that has to be evaluated, as you can never rule out that you have missed out important variables that should be considered here. It requires complex statistics and because it requires this to sort out effects it requires large numbers, so can be very difficult. 

Meta-analysis has shown some effect, by putting together a large number of studies, the problem with this is, if you put together crumby studies you end up with crumby results and outcomes, so it really depends on the quality of the studies used.

Randomised design studies completed in the USA; 

· The San Diego study was done in the context of the US Navy, there were alternative interventions; couples counselling, men’s programme, community sanctions and so on. The outcome was that there was no difference in the rates of recidivism across the four interventions. They used a sample size of 800, but this was an unrepresentative sample as they were all in employment, they all had a stake in conformity. If anything is important in aiding change it is a stake in conformity, and the men in the sample were less likely to be recidivist as they were in the Navy. More importantly, the study was conducted on naval bases, and these men were responsible, not just to their immediate supervisor but also to the base commander. The couple counseling didn’t work as 9 out of 10 women refused to participate, so to combat this they used ‘proxy wives,’ I don’t know how this could possibly work, especially in getting meaningful outcomes. For those who have argued criminal justice is an important part of intervention, this study undervalues the success of community response, as these men were under surveillance and under control throughout the study.
Other RCT studies also had some serious design problems. 
· The New York study, which compared programmes versus community service, they had a sample size of 376. There was no difference in the two groups, but this was based on random assignment of those who had an ‘intention to participate’ rather than on actual participation, and 30% of the random assignments were altered by the Judges discretion thereby potentially creating a selection bias. The evaluation had high attrition rates and took no consideration of separation effects. They also used dodgy practices to do their follow-ups by which they used private investigators to get 50% of the successful follow-ups. An evaluation in Florida, which was programme versus probation; they had a sample size of 400. Again, there was no difference between the two groups, but they had very high attrition rates where 80% of female partners were lost from the sample, most of the evaluation was based on the information they had about probation violations that occurred.

In relation to Quasi-experimental research design, these are the results from the ‘Violent Men Study’ (see slides) conducted by Dobash et al. in 1999. This is not exemplary because it is ours, it’s just an example. We were involved in a foundational way in evaluating CHANGE and Lothian Domestic Violence Probation Project;
·  These were court mandated abuser programmes. In these two groups, there were other criminal justice interventions, 80% were fined, very few received a custodial sentence and some were referred to a court-mandated project. They did a pre and post test at three intervals, firstly at the time of intervention, after 3 months and then after 12 months. These interviews and questionnaires were done with 122 men and 132 women, 100 couples, of which, were in tact during the evaluation. We tried to establish some baselines for assessments and to do this we used five indices; violence, injuries, controlling behaviours and two quality of life indicators (one for men and one for women.) For the data analysis, the bottom line was an end to violence, this was considered a success, but we also assessed changes by using the indices already mentioned. At the time, we tried to match the two groups and when we looked at them, it showed they were quite similar, not just in their demographics but also in terms of these indices. (for more information see slides)
Other results from quasi-experimental studies.
·  The results from Gondolf’s et al. study, which compared four programmes, one of the flaws was that he didn’t have a control group, his control group was those who didn’t complete, this wasn’t great for comparing the results but it remains a very good study. The outcomes were that programmes were better at reducing violence in prevalence, frequency and severity and more men ceased using violence, but also those who didn’t complete were also less likely to use violence on a frequent basis. Secondly, they found that if men were on the programme, and they continued their violence it was less severe. The study found that there was a reduction in the controlling behaviours from men on the programmes, but also that men, whether they were on the programme or not, who had reduced their violence had also reduced their controlling behaviors.
In addition, what this shows us is the importance of working on controlling abusive behaviours, and that you can’t be sure what comes first, the end of violence or the end of controlling behaviours. All this points to sustainability, that those men who have not just ceased violence but also reduced their controlling behaviours should be more likely to maintain those sorts of patterns. The importance of dosage, length of programme, it seems to be important, the longer the programme the better the success. 

Both of the studies point to the importance of context. Our study was not merely an assessment of the programme, it was an assessment of arrest, prosecution, conviction, additional sanctions, programme participation/completion and victim support.  Repeat assaulters, in the study, younger unemployed men with alcohol problems were more likely to fail, they were more likely to have criminal careers and it seemed that they had a stronger more intense constellation of violence. In Gondolf et al. study there were similar findings around the alcohol problems, severe previous assault and criminal career, with a small percentage with severe mental disorder and no difference in personality types. The best predictors of violence come from women’s judgments and men’s drunkenness.

There are research issues around evaluation of abuser programmes. Self-assessment by staff is problematic, as you need to assess programme integrity, so you have to check that they are providing what they say they are providing. You need to have outcome measures, and to think about what these outcome measures could be before you start. There needs to be a control or comparison group, as well as deciding whether you include both completers and non-completers in the evaluation assessment. You also need to consider offender characteristics, length of programme, providing a large enough sample size to compensate for high attrition rates especially at follow-up stage, and how long should there be for follow-ups and how do you hold on to them for that period of time, these are some of the issues that I feel are important.

Rebecca Dobash 
All these things will bring up underpinning questions around ethics, studies that may have men included that are a danger and shouldn’t be on group and should be somewhere else etc… As well as pragmatics, resources, time and money, which are also issues that you have to concern yourself with before commencing research and evaluations. To have confidence in underlying what you do in research you have to eliminate as many imperfections as possible for the results to be credible. People changing is not an easy thing to evaluate and it is difficult to achieve meaningful data regarding change. The current public policy tends to be incremental, which is based on evidence, debates and informed judgments. What you can say is that programmes around intimate partner violence in a sense are beneficial to perpetrators, victims, communities and society, especially in terms of reduction of violence and controlling behaviors.
The following comments were made in response to Rebecca and Russell’s presentation:
Neil Blacklock - Gondolf looked at outcomes over a 4-year period and he found that 15 months after the programme re-assaults tailed off and very few re-assaults take place. Therefore, if this could be replicated in the UK context, then that begins to tell us that we need to do more follow ups, would you agree with this?
Rebecca Dobash - There is a drop in the first 3 months after entering the process and 12 months after the process, so just entering the process has an effect, but it seems being on the programme it is more sustainable in stopping violence than no intervention, as without the programme intervention violence returns to its normal level.
Russell Dobash - The issues with Gondolfs study was that he didn’t have a control group to compare his result. On another point, research has to be done on how long to perform the research for, to measure for reconviction and re-arrest where possible. Women are more likely to report continuing abuse but you would need long-term data to confirm this.
Monica Wilson - Programmes should be longer according to Gondolfs research, and problems can occur when they are waiting to get on to a programme. There is a contradiction within pieces of research as others have said that women are less safe in the initial stages of going through the criminal justice system. We need to be providing women with services in the interim, from the time they report the offence to when they are at risk.

Rebecca Dobash - The reduction in risk is due to the initial consequences and cost to him.

Russell Dobash - The research I mentioned was from the start of the intervention/programme and not from the time of the offence.

Marianne Hester - We had researched how men thought they may have changed, which was done over 3 years, and 15 months contact should be from the end of programme, not the start. I don’t know what happens longer term, which is why a longer study is needed to see if they re-offend. Sustainability of change is only really possible, if they change their social circle and habits and create new networks.

Rebecca Dobash - It is difficult to track this client group over a long period of time, so you will end up with a low sample size and a low rate of return of research if the time period goes on for too long and the data loses its validity.
Sue Griffith - Research should commence at the assessment stage not the start of the programme, and recidivism and sustainability should be monitored over a few years.

Evaluation of the domestic violence perpetrator programme in Ireland:

Thangam Debbonaire

I was selected as manager for the evaluation process of DV programmes in Ireland over four years ago, and was involved in designing an accreditation system. I was employed in this post as part of the Department of Justice, who had decided to invest in perpetrator programmes in 2003, this came about as every domestic violence murder cost €1 million, and they wanted to save this money by spending some of the money on interventions to prevent murders and further domestic violence. There were difficulties with some organisations and deep divides in programmes across the country.

After much deliberation, I came up with different aims needed to achieve the evaluation of programmes across Ireland. First I selected 16 groups/projects and came across some concerning working practices in a few of these, like wanting to be the best programme or just the only way in which to work, two men running groups, sometimes co-working with ex-group members, and in some projects providing no women’s service of any kind. Some of these organisations stopped running the programmes, when I started the accreditation process. There were some very good practices within the 16 projects, a lot of them were those trained by CHANGE. I also found that the victims desperately wanted to help with the research, but the men on group hated my team and contributing to the accreditation, but did complete the questionnaires.

No one project got exactly what they wanted from accreditation, but they did get something from the process. During the accreditation process, I did consultancy and mediation, literature and practice reviews, stranger coalitions (work with women’s groups), evaluation against the current Respect standards and the Ireland task force standards, recommendations for safe practice and a funding structure. I then provided a framework to work in, with best practice at the heart of it all. Some of the constraints were; being an outsider, secrecy, money, reputations and jobs being at stake. There was some lack of support for any Respect standards, and disguised hostility to the women’s service. 

What I learnt was; some practice’s were unsafe and had to be stopped, lots for the Respect accreditation post, sexual violence index (women wanted to talk about it and men didn’t), cohort of men on a programme, about 50% had substance misuse problems and 50% witnessed abuse in childhood. In addition, some women didn’t go anywhere else or to any other support services to get support, but some would go to the police but they didn’t think Women’s Aid and Rape Crisis was for them. Quite importantly, some women reported that their lives had changed dramatically since having access to the women’s support services. More than half of the women were unmarried, because a majority of them had a religion that frowned upon divorce, (most women therefore did not marry to avoid divorce) which was a surprise to me. Of the programme tools taught in groups, the ‘time outs’ were the most misused, especially for men manipulating women. I found superb practice in the WSS in rural areas, which was imaginative, high in quantity of contact and varying types of contact that included meeting in public places.
You have to be very careful of who you are seen with, as everyone knows everyone. NDVIA refused to co-operate with the evaluation. There was a great need for minimum standards of practice to be implemented in the projects in Ireland, especially with the resistance, absence, hostility, refusal and shutdown I had to face during the process. This process defends the requirement of minimum standards; with research and practice evidence, this can only improve practice and stop unsafe practice.
Tackling Domestic Violence: Effective Interventions and Approaches:

Marianne Hester, Bristol University
I will be speaking about measures for research, STDAPP (South Tyneside Domestic Abuse Perpetrator programme) evaluation, and the next steps to be undertaken. 

All of the DV programmes I am evaluating are for heterosexual men, so if we are talking about gay men or lesbian, we are talking about different issues, which needed to be made clear. I am focusing on the DV triangle Victim-Perpetrator-Child. There is a need for children’s workers, due to many of the men arriving on groups coming in through the child protection routes and with child protection issues. Gondolf always talks about “The system is what matters” - (multi agency context) – Gondolf 2002, and people always say then it doesn’t matter what system we use then because the system will work and that’s not what he means. The research that I have done recently found that multi-agency work is key in regard to attrition rates, so this means you have to think about the multi-agency network when doing evaluation. In addition, you have to take into consideration the different types of perpetrators during the evaluation too. During the evaluation, you have to also look at the level of motivation and self-helping as well as the different routes of entry onto the programmes and what this can mean for the effectiveness of the programme. We looked at whether men continued offending after programme intervention. Half of the perpetrators were involved in at least one further incident within the 3-year follow-up period. This suggests a need for tracking and using police databases to see if any of the men re-offend. Re-offending was tracked during the research and we found that perpetrators were arrested for more non-DV offences than DV offences and this would suggest that both DV and non-DV re-offending needs to be tracked. I found that, one in five re-offended against a different partner, and this then brought up the issue of whom you interview to get valid research outcomes, old partners, new partners or both.
We had a sample of 356 DV perpetrators, and I categorised them into four groups; the first group were the ‘one incident’ group, there were 112 perpetrators who had one DV incident recorded on the police database. The second group were the ‘mainly non-DV’ group, this was where there was one DV incident recorded but also arrests for non-DV offences, which accounted for 62 of the sample. The third group was called the ‘dedicated repeat DV’ these also accounted for 62 perpetrators from the sample, they had a number of recorded DV offences but no other offences recorded, these are potentially quite lethal perpetrators. The fourth group are the ‘all round repeat offenders’ group, there were 120 from the sample that fit this profile of a number of DV incidents recorded and also arrested for non-DV offences. This seems to back up the need to track both DV and non-DV offenders. We looked at the triggers for change and the motivational factors involved in interventions. I interviewed men about DV intervention programmes, focusing on looking at the issues around loss, impact on their children and partners, and when they began to think about changing. I felt that loss, crisis points (danger points for women) and maturity had a large part to play in the motivation to change.

We looked at the kind of agencies these men were and are in touch with, we found that they mainly had contact with health agencies before but didn’t announce themselves as violent men, but they had gone in with depression or other illnesses. In terms of evaluation of multi-agency working, it is crucial that you know which other agencies they are in contact with, especially for referral rates and picking up men at crisis point.
Agencies men were in contact with, prior to attending the DV programme (45 men interviewed by home office):
32 men had gone to their GP - 26 men had contact with the police (13 non-DV, 21 for other non-DV offences) -13 men had contact with Relate - 11 with social services - 6 with the Samaritans - 5 with hospitals - 5 with alcohol services - 4 with drugs services and some had contact with counselling, legal aid, solicitors and welfare services.

The STDAPP evaluation, which Emma Williamson and I began in September 2006, it started out as a small piece of work on a new programme that had just started out in South Tyneside Barnardos Streetlevel Family Centre. This grew and they joined forces with Sunderland Family support Services and Child Contact Centre, amongst other organisations within these areas, which created something much bigger and a multi-agency team of eight men and women from six different specialist organisations. 

The STDAPP programme approach is based on Action for Change and there are three main elements to the programme. It starts with four initial 1-2-1 weekly hour sessions, then a two-day pre-group run by two practitioners, they then proceed onto the 26-week group-work rolling programme (co-gendered facilitation.) The final part of the process, which is currently not available, (as no one has reached the end of the programme yet) is to offer a peer support group after completion. 
·   Process evaluation, Which is the assessment of multi-agency working and context, development of the programmes, training and database development. The evaluation would be the use of semi-structured interviews with the perpetrators, practitioners, steering group members, other stakeholders locally and regionally, every 12 months.

·   Impact and outcomes evaluation, which is the impact of the interventions over time in relation to perpetrators and partners, and where relevant their children.  The baseline was interviewing both perpetrators and current partners through semi-structured interviews to assess context and history and to get an understanding of whether the perpetrators are walking the walk, not just talking. Secondly, doing an inventory of controlling behaviours, which is based on Dobash et al. inventory, will measure the physical, emotional and sexual violence we ask about. Finally, Q-sort, which is 40 questions that assess attitudes change over a period of time, this goes beyond a tick box system, with statements graded from -5 to +5 (strongly agree to strongly disagree,) which came from Sunderland.

During the programme, data is being recorded; STDAPP RADAR data, this links into the actions for change model mentioned earlier, the data that will be being recorded; 
·  Criminal history cluster, which looks at the perpetrators criminal activity, aggression towards another family member, breach of bail orders/court orders, breach of no contact orders and general aggression 
·  The psychological adjustment cluster, which is there to record information on substance misuse, personality disorders, problem childhoods, exposure to an abusive parental role model, recent suicidal or homicidal thinking. 

·   History of domestic violence or abuse cluster, this data is about aggression or violence towards another intimate partner, violence against current partner, past sexual assault or sexual jealousy, recent escalation of frequency or severity of abuse, extreme minimisation or denial or history, attitude appearing to support or condone partner assault. 
Other important factors to consider within the STDAPP RADAR data is attitude to assessment, acceptance of culpability, acceptance of responsibility, remorse and his attitudes towards change. There will be a third party database with information pertaining to other agencies for example the police and child protection services.
Completion and drop out data for both perpetrators and partners will also be researched, in the same way as previously mentioned with the interviews (semi-structured interview to assess views about the programme and the outcomes,) inventory of controlling behaviours and the Q-sort. The follow-ups will take place every 3 months via email, text, phone, letter; in anyway we can with both the perpetrator and the partner and this will be done with the inventory and Q-sort. The tracking will continue for 15 months after completion of the programme, where criminal and civil data will be collected to check for re-offending and also we are hoping to track the perpetrators through other agencies data on the third party database. Monitoring the issues regarding child abuse or child contact arrangements will be identified via police data, social services and CAFCASS. 
The next steps; the development of longitudinal, large-scale evaluation, UK wide with Universities of Bristol and Sunderland – 2 UNI-PPE) Northern Rock Foundation are currently funding this and I am hoping to build on the work already done on STDAPP, Gateshead and Cumbria evaluations. The 2 UNI-PEE has no control groups, it is a quasi-experimental design that is comparing sites and programmes I am looking at including probation groups and am currently in talks with probation regarding this. In addition, the 2 UNI-PEE allows comparison of different groups of men e.g. rurality, employment status, previous violence history, level of initial risk, involvement in criminal/civil justice systems from within and across sites. As the evaluation is taking place on new projects the evaluation may have different issues to an evaluation on projects that have been running for some time, but we are not sure what impact this would have on the outcomes. We will need 4 years from the start to accommodate the 15 months from completion follow-ups. The ultimate aim of the evaluation is to see what is the impact of perpetrator programmes on the safety of partner’s and children, the evaluation is mainly focused on outcomes but there will be some on the process.
The following comments were made in response to Marianne Hester’s presentation:

Victoria Lavis - What will the sample size be?
Marianne Hester - The sample size would be a minimum of 200 completers so we will need 600 men to start with.
Cullagh Warnoch - Northern Rock are not the only funders, the Lankelly Chase Foundation are looking at funding too.

Monica Wilson - Are you looking at women’s own reports?
Marianne Hester – Yes, tracking the women as well has been discussed, but no decision has been made.

Deborah McIlveen -  What will be the sample you are looking at, and when you are looking at perpetrator profiles are the demographics taken into account, for example their class, employment, poverty etc… as risk indicators. 
Russell Dobash - Unemployment is a big problem within domestic violence as well as criminal history/career.  You should have a comparison group and in particular, if you go through probation they would be a good comparison and control group, which would give a varied sample with those demographics taken into account. There might be too much data to study, with all the third party information and projects that you are trying to evaluate.  The comparison group should be done on the local probation group if at all possible.
Marianne Hester - All of the groups that we are evaluating are mixed with both court mandated and voluntary men.

Jo Day - NOMS are currently looking at quasi-experimental research and process evaluation, looking to see how they were designed and the impact of the programme since accreditation, outcomes in terms of numbers, other policy issues on running two different programmes  IDAP and CDVP comparing them within the probation service.

David Gadd - How will you get the men to speak openly and honestly, and how will you get men to comply with research.
Marianne Hester – We will get them to talk about their first incident of violence, and what might have stopped them being violent at that time. This tends to make them more reflective on what happened and whether they engaged with other agencies at the time. The good questions to ask are ‘have you got children?’ and more exploratory questions to engage them. A couple of men would not allow us interviews; the reasons given were around social services learning their harassment methods.
The Respect accreditation system outcome and data collection:

Neil Blacklock and Thangam Debbonaire, Respect
We want to talk about the accreditation system being developed, designing and piloting the accreditation system, perpetrators and women’s services and writing the accreditation standards
The service standards started to be developed in December 2006, the pilot phase projects started in January 2007 and will run to July 2007. We need to integrate what has been learnt in August 2007 – January 08. We are hoping for National role out in August 2008. From role out members have three years to apply for accreditation. The first stage is a desktop review, forms, procedures, financial stuff, outcome data etc… then site visits. We will focus on how many women they contact and the effectiveness of their women’s service etc… The assessor completes the report and then gives it to the panel; the panel checks its validity against the standards. Members will loose full membership if they are not accredited within those 3 years. Accreditation is granted for 3 years. It is a rigorous process.
 The Accreditation Standards cover:

· management of organization (allocating resources, competencies, accountability)

· service structure and process (working of women service works with the men’s service, timing of passing of info, contact timings, key element of the programme, content of groups and women’s contact, strict guidelines on working with Social Services and child protection issues)
· diversity (don’t do well want to change for best practice) – 2 parts – organizational strategy in place especially with how they engage with the community in which they work and targets within that and best practice with training offered – do they know who lives in the local population? They will not get accreditation unless they can answer this.

· risk management (sign a tier risk assessment process, to identify risk, and once engaged risk assessment bringing together information from partner, kids other agencies/ regular routine review of risk and someone responsible for that/ how this works into a multi-agency context)

· children (essentially these are children that are considered in every risk management review, constantly thinking of the children of clients they are working with, training necessary to do that, CAFCASS and Social Services contact

· partnership working (includes participation in multi-agency forums, social change, have to be engaged in social change work) 
Organistaions have to pass every single standard to be accredited. All will be expected to collect data – they will need to do this for funders and accounts anyway and also for outcome data.

Thangam Debonnaire
In having done all that, once you have a body of organisations in theory who are all going to pass at the same base line; it should mean that you then have comparison groups, which can compare data. In order that we can make use of that we need a standardized outcome data collection tool and it needs to happen as soon as people are to start the accreditation process if not before. Partly to answer the question, do perpetrator programmes reduce DV and if so how? This is something we have been coming back to all day, it’s not going to tell us a lot, but if we’ve got consistency of data across similar organisations we’ll at least be able to make some meaningful comparisons. If they’ve all passed the accreditation we’ll at least know that although they may be doing things in a slightly different way they will be similar enough to get meaningful comparisons. We do need to answer the simple question are they re-offending  because in the effort to answer all the complicated questions we may lose sight of answering the one we need to keep hold of. 

We are developing it with a database maker and are consulting with various practitioners and projects, she is trying make it as simple to use as possible, making it as cheap to use as possible by making it as quick to use as possible and so easy that people will be able to use it with minimal to no training. It’s going to be infinitely adaptable so that as things develop we can add things and take things away. Then my hope is that it will allow a national body of data to be collected and that every week the database is just emailed to a central place where the data can be collated on national basis. This will mean that any future researchers will then have a body of data. They will be able to see a trend which may be worthy of researching/investigating. If you are to become accredited you have to collect this data anyway, so we are hoping this will make things easier. The idea is that groups won’t have to complete two separate computer databases/systems; if there is more than this it is unlikely that they will fill them out. You have to have the demographics on the same system otherwise you can’t interpret the data meaningfully anyway and we are going to have to make sure all the info has to be on the same system, we may have to convince the practitioners to use the system. We have tried to draw on lessons from existing research and tried to build on existing databases that other organistions are already using. We really wanted to have time to consult with everyone here. We would like to send a copy of this so that it can be passed on and anyone who wants to comment on whether its going to work, what improvements need to be made or changes, you can let us know. We need as much consultation as possible We have got one shot at getting it right. We had a list of questions, which was reduced down from a very long list, obviously this can be updated as they have to be meaningful questions to get the information we need. 

The questions we have at the moment are; her reports of his use of physical violence, her feelings of safety and control, any other changes in him, changes in her estimate of risk, changes in children, risk assessment tools like MARAC. We need to see if the risk assessment tools are useful and we will be able to tell this by the outcome data we get. Things we need to know more about are the time limits (start, middle and end of programme and then every six months.) It’s a lot of asking and we might need some help on what to prioritise there. Reliance on women’s feedback, there are pros and cons about that, pros and cons of access and ethics. I think it could provide a model for other countries, we are ahead in Europe. We are hoping it will help in answering the big questions; does it change men and how, other people to then come in and say that’s going on and then research why that’s going on from the outcome data we should receive.

The following comments were made in response to Neil and Thangam’s presentation:
Marianne Hester - When is an individual engaged or disengaged with the programme and how do they record if they become re-engaged with the programme if you only have one box in which to tick the individual as on the programme? We started using the dates of when they attended, including dates for when they started back after dropping out.
Neil Blacklock – We will have to record on the database what sessions he attends and when, so that should sort out the problem.

Thangam Debonnaire - It is a technical problem, which is on the list of things for them to find a solution for, as each programme is different as some programmes run with set groups others are rolling programmes.

Jane Keeper – Have you considered the impact on women of the evaluation process as they could become just research objects? How will you evaluate the things that work, and how would you pick out what women and men think is the change making parts of the intervention.

Neil Blacklock - Respect will have a really simple question and answer format. Unless we can find out the numbers of men who stop using violence against their partners and for how long then the other questions are of no use as the answers to those questions will not be heard unless we have answers to the first ones, that is what policy makers, government and funders want to know. 

Kate Iwi - There is a lot of emphasis on women’s estimate of risk, and this can be rocky due to child contact (exaggerate risk,) social services involvement (minimise risk), you can’t rely on the victims response as the basis for what works and any changes.

Thangam Debbonaire - One of the ways of recognising this and not letting this affect the data is not to have the part of the data collection when there is child protection issues, child contact, CJS involvement and civil involvement, they would then be able to identify when there is a potential for that to happen and they can then cross tabulate this, but don’t know how this can be simple.
Rebecca Dobash - What format will the database arrive, in that the data can be easily used and convince participants that it is useful and not just that it has to be done. Fast turn over of information can help as participants can see the results of using the system, it is not a burden and it can make their life easier and remove some of the paperwork which everyone hates. It should be completely accessible and user friendly and confirm to the users that they don’t need to be statisticians to understand it.

Thangam Debbonaire - The database is an excel database and only involves clicking not typing, this would make the process paperless and all on one system and this should make it user friendly.

Victoria Lavis - How much would it cost to implement the system, and would it be a funding bums on seats style of working, as money is a big issue and related to numbers on groups not quality of work. Will organisations have to have this computer system to become accredited?
Neil Blacklock - The commissioning guidelines are that organisations buy these services, because organisations need to respond to men who are violent to their partners as part of gender duty, what they don’t have is any assurance that these programmes are of any quality. Currently Respect has a code of practice, a voluntary code that not all members meet, so when they do, more money will become available as they will have a standard practice to evidence.

Deborah McIlveen – I agree that the government does want standards.

Dermot Brady – What are the commissioning guidelines, as IDAP have already been accredited, what would be the impact on statutory groups.
Neil Blacklock – I have been thinking about that a lot, Respect’s Accrediting standards don’t clash with the correctional services accreditation because Respect is not accrediting a programme but is accrediting a service quality and delivery. Neil Blacklock said that he would like one of the probation programmes, either CDVP or IDAP to go through the accreditation process and see how it fits and what the advantages of having the accreditation are, because in many ways it could do some of the work of commissioners in ensuring that those bidding for contracts are already meeting the standards required. One of my concerns is that there will be organisations delivering DV programmes, whom have no experience of running DV groups. There needs to be a way of ensuring that if the statutory/probation work does gets contracted out that it goes to someone who is of a certain quality. There will be some good research possibilities in being able to collect the same data from CJS groups to compare with voluntary sector groups. 
Closing remarks

Casey Marie
I would like to thank everyone for their contributions today; I would like to give a special thanks to, Russell and Rebecca Dobash, Linda Regan, Marianne Hester and Thangam Debbonaire for their valuable presentations, and to Charlie Blake for minute taking.
As part of my role at Respect, my longer-term strategic plan is to hold a series of roundtables, whilst also working on:
· Feasibility study into a UK Research Journal - as a first step we wish to develop the Respect newsletter to be more rigorous, to keep practitioners informed, to contain more research and analysis of the work around DV.
· Seminars to disseminate research findings- specifically to develop the practice of Respect  members

· Online research database for Respect members
Today’s meeting contributes to that process.
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