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Background: Mozambique is one of the countries hardest hit by the HIV epidemic with a
significant portion (12.5%) of adults 15 years and older being HIV positive. Women are infected
with HIV at higher rates than men are. This can cause issues during pregnancy, at birth, and for
the child post-birth. Partner support is a key facilitator to engaging in the healthcare system,
including relationship empathy, which can have a positive impact on health outcomes.
Interventions that focus on male (and partner) engagement through the improvement of concepts
like partner empathy and the elimination of existing barriers can help change healthcare-seeking
barriers. The Homens Para Saude+ (HoPS+, “Men for Health " in English) program is a
couples-counseling program that is based on curriculum from a previous program,
CouplesConnect. The couples-counseling focuses on areas like sexual health and well-being,
communication, and trust.

Methods: This study was a cluster randomized control trial in the Zambezia province of
Mozambique. 24 health facilities were randomized to either the control group, which was
standard ANC services, or to the intervention which was the standard services, plus counseling.
Each clinic had 45 partners, for a total of 1,079 couples. Couples were given a questionnaire at
baseline, 6 months, and at 15-18 months. This questionnaire included questions about topics like
social support, HIV stigma and knowledge, relationship empathy, and others. This analysis
focuses on relationship empathy, measured by an adapted version of the empathy scale, the
Interpersonal Relativity Index. Mean affective and cognitive empathy scores from baseline to 6
months were compared using paired t-tests.

Results: While there were some significant decreases and increases in scores for a few groups,
overall there was little to no overall significant changes after the intervention. Reasons for this
may include duration of intervention or a lack of desire to improve or change behavior.
Conclusion: While the HoPS+ intervention did not improve overall empathy, there is still
evidence that interventions targeting empathy are still important. Empathy, combined with the
other subscales measured, may provide insight for the best methods for relationship

improvement and to the overall value of partner support and the HoPS+ intervention.



Figures and Tables in Presentation:

Figure 1. Difference in Baseline to 6-Month Cognitive and Affective Empathy Mean Scores.
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Figure 2. Baseline to 6-Month Cognitive and Affective Scores.
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Table 1. (Thesis Appendix 1) Four Subscales of the Interpersonal Relativity Index [IRI] (Davis,
1983).

Appendix 1. Four Subscales of the Interpersonal Reacthvity index [IRI] (Davis, 1983)

(1) Perspective-Taking (PT): Asscsses the tendency o spontancously adopt
the psyehological point of view of others.

{2) Fantasy (FS): Taps respondents’ tendencies 10 transpose
themselves imaginatively into the feelings and
actions of fictitious characters in books,

movies, and plays.

(3) Empathic Concern (EC): Asscases “other-oriented” feelings of
sympathy and concern for unfortunate others

(4) Personal Dhstress (PD): Measures * sel Fonented” feelings of personal

anxicty and uncasc in fense interpersonal
seftings.

Table 2. (Thesis Appendix 2) Validated Cognitive and Affective Empathy Subscales.
Appetais L Vafubsted Cogmsive asd Affetme Enpari Subacaio
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Table 3. (Thesis Table 1) Baseline Demographics.
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Table 4. (Thesis Table 2) Changes in scores from baseline to 6 months, by intervention group

and sex.

Table 2. Change in soores from baseline to & months, by intervention group and sex,

Contral “slagnificant p-value

Crender: Change in Cognitive Soore: Change in Affective Score:

Male baseline (niean=19.2, SD=4_T), haseline (mean=10.2, SD=5.6),
6 months (mean=18.7, 5D=6.3), & months (menn=9, 8, S0=5 6],
BI26)= - 1640, p= 00H Y¥32=-122 p=133

Female baseling (mean=17.3, 5D=T), baseline (mean=9.7, 3D=5.5],
& months (mean=17.0, 5D=56.5), & months (mens=9.4, 50=5.7),
13E80)= .68, p=50 384 = 027 p="T9

Tatervention

Male baseling (mean=20.5, SD=4 1), baseline [mean=12.9, SD=4.3),
& months (mean=19.5, 5D=5.7), fi months (mear=12.3, 5D=6.1),
L185) = -2.57, p=.01* W1T6) = <1.34, p=_1E.

Female baseline (mean=18.6, SD=6.5), baseline (mean=13. 1, SD=6.0), six
& months (mean=1T7.6, SD=6.4}), months [mear=12 6, S0=3 0],
1[203)= -1 .90, p= 06, PRET) = -1.19, p= 23

Table 5. (Thesis Table 3) Significant Cognitive and Affective Scores, by age, group, sex.

Table 3. Significant Cognitive and Affective Scores, by age, group, xex.

Cogalive Seores Affective Seares

ignillenn s I ————

Control Age (sex) Intervention Age | Comirel Age (sex) Intervention Age
(sex}) (sex)

=20 (Female) 1544 (Female) =20 {Male) =20 (Malc)

20-24 (Male) <20 {Female) <20 (Female)

20-24 (Femalc) 20-24 (Female) 20-24 (Malc)

35-44 (Male) 25-30 (Male) 25-30 (Male)

11-34 (Female): 11.34 (Female) 1544 (Male)

baseling (mean=8.9 3544 (Female)

SD=5.5) 45.54 (Male)

bm{mean=11.1 SD =

6.0}

WL29)=2.16, p=04.*




significant results.

Table 6. (Thesis Table 4) Baseline to 6-Month Results by Group and Clinic, summary of

Table 4, Baseline to 6-Month Results by Group and Clinic, summary of significant results.

Contral

Climic: Change in Cognitive Mean Score | Change in Affective Mean Score
{ip=valze, mesn differencel: ip=value, menn difference):

Gile C8 11 =5, +1.67

Cianhang ©5 11 =04, =106

Inbassunps C5 1 p=mii, -1.5 i, -2.72

Pebane CS 11 p=03, +2.17 p=A5 =17

Istervention

sizixing C35 111 p=207, -3.52

by C8 11 P07, -3.84 p=o1, -2.53

Pele-Pele C5 p=A83 +1.73




