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Overview

High-quality and stable romantic relationships can
have important benefits for both partners and their
children.”?® To promote healthy romantic relationships,
healthy marriage and relationship education (HMRE)
programs provide information and coaching on
relationship skills such as managing conflict, improving
communication, and building intimacy.* In addition to
class or workshop content on relationship skills, many
HMRE programs also offer case management services,
employment assistance, and parenting content, which
are meant to further support the quality and stability
of romantic relationships.>®’ These types of HMRE
programs are designed to work with either individuals

or couples, and the topics that HMRE programs MAST CENTER RESEARCH
address may be similar regardless of whether one
or both partners participate. However, working with The Marriage Strengthening Research and
couples in HMRE programs is different than working Dissemination Center (MAST Center) conducts
with individuals.8 research on marriage and romantic relationships

in the U.S. and healthy marriage and relationship
A couple is typically composed of two people who education (HMRE) programs designed to strengthen
have a romantic and/or co-parenting relationship, these relationships. This research aims to identify
who form a team or unit, and who have some shared critical research gaps, generate new knowledge, and
experiences, concerns, plans, and goals. Those help programs more effectively serve the individuals
two partners are also individuals with separate and families they work with. MAST Center research is
personalities, histories, perspectives, desires, and concentrated in two areas:

needs. Although couples can participate in HMRE
programs together, and may share some goals for
their relationship, each partner may have different
reasons for attending the program. Each partner may
also differ by level of commitment to the relationship,
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This brief draws on implementation evaluation research and descriptive reports on the design of HMRE
programs for couples to provide an overview of HMRE program implementation with couples. First, the
brief describes the characteristics of couples participating in HMRE programs and how these programs
define couples. It then summarizes a range of approaches HMRE programs use to recruit, retain, and
engage couples. When possible, it highlights specific challenges and successes related to these approaches
that have been identified in the literature. Given the unique safety concerns associated with working with
couples, especially in cases where one or both partners disclose violence in the relationship, the brief also
discusses how HMRE programs create opportunities for disclosure of domestic violence and respond to
domestic violence among couples (see Spotlight on preventing and addressing intimate partner violence in
HMRE programs).

Key Findings
Existing HMRE programs may need to be tailored for a wider range of couples.

HMRE programs work with couples with varying sociodemographic characteristics, relationship statuses,
and relationship dynamics. Although HMRE programs are often implemented with couples who are Black,
Indigenous, and people of color (BIPOC), our review found little implementation evaluation research on
how programs are tailored for BIPOC populations or whether they address issues of racism that may shape
couples’ experiences.? We also found limited evaluation literature on whether, or how, HMRE programs are
implemented with couples who are lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, or questioning (LGBTQ).

Gaps in the implementation literature on BIPOC couples point to the importance of culturally responsive
training for facilitators and the value of developing guidance for implementing culturally responsive
HMRE programs for racially and ethnically diverse couples.

HMRE programs working with LGBTQ couples may need to review their practices for assumptions of
heterosexuality and for applicability to LGBTQ couples. Research is still needed on how HMRE programs
can best recruit, retain, and engage LGBTQ couples.

Strategies that respect couples’ unique dynamics can help with recruitment, retention, and
engagement.

The HMRE programs included in the implementation literature reviewed here incorporate a variety of
unique strategies to recruit, retain, and engage couples. Strategies include having pairs of male-female
co-facilitators; designing some workshop activities to allow couples to work together and others that ask
couples to separate and then reunite; conducting relationship inventories with both members of the couple;
and using case management meetings to allow couples to practice workshop skills.

HMRE programs should pay extra attention to the unique dynamics of working with couples. For
example, they should ensure buy-in from both partners during recruitment and balance facilitator and
case manager relationships with each individual when retaining couples.

HMRE practitioners need to establish and maintain trust with couples.

Working with couples requires that facilitators balance relationships with both members of the couple—a
challenging skill to master. Similarly, navigating couples’ conflicts and reinforcing new relationship skills can
be particularly challenging for case managers working with couples.

HMRE programming could benefit from training staff in establishing and maintaining trusting
relationships with both members of a couple.

@ One exception is the Hispanic Healthy Marriage Initiative, which consisted of an implementation evaluation of select federally
funded HMRE programs that served Hispanic families. Findings from the Hispanic Healthy Marriage Initiative are cited throughout
this brief.
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HMRE practitioners should be prepared to respond to intimate partner violence.

Safety concerns related to intimate partner violence can be more immediate when working with couples, as
opposed to individuals.

HMRE practitioners working with couples need to be prepared to respond to disclosures of intimate
partner violence or to provide resources to help prevent future violence.

Methods

For this brief, the research team identified HMRE implementation evaluation studies conducted in the United
States, written in English, and published from 2008 to 2019. We searched multiple research databases using
the search terms “healthy marriage and relationship education,” “couple relationship education,” “marriage
education,” and “relationship education.” In addition, we reviewed the bibliographies and references of meta-
analyses and more recent articles to identify studies for inclusion. We also reviewed the Office of Planning,
Research, and Evaluation (OPRE) website and curriculum developer websites to locate evaluation reports. In
total, we identified 23 implementation evaluations of couple-focused HMRE programs. We supplemented the
implementation evaluations with 13 descriptive reports on the design of HMRE programming for couples to
provide additional information about how programs recruit, retain, and engage couples.

"

Characteristics of Couples in HMRE Programs

HMRE programs target and serve couples in a range of relationship statuses
and stages.

HMRE programs that serve couples work with a wide variety of married and unmarried couples. When
defining couples, programs commonly focus on pairs of individuals who are in a romantic relationship,
although they may also work with pairs of individuals who share parenting responsibilities but are not
romantic partners (i.e., coparents). Some programs also consider the level of commitment that individuals
have to their relationship. For example, the Parents and Children Together evaluation did not require
couples to be married, but it did require that couples self-report their relationship as “committed.”” With
regard to relationship stage, programs may target couples during the transition to marriage (engaged
couples), the transition to parenthood, or during the “middle” of their relationship. Some programs work
with couples in danger of breaking up, whereas others specifically target relationships “not in extreme
relationship distress.”

This review primarily includes programs that work with married or cohabitating couples, although a
substantial number of couples were separated or married previously but in a new relationship (i.e.,
repartnered or remarried).® The majority of programs serve couples who had been together for at least one
year when entering the program. However, participating couples tended to be in longer-term relationships,
with many couples together for three to five years. Although programs may be tailored for a specific
relationship stage, couples’ relationship status is dynamic and may change while a couple is attending a
program. At least one program included in this review continues to work with couples to support their
coparenting relationship if they break up.°

b Although not specifically the target population, single people participated in a few of the programs. For example, the Community
Healthy Marriage Initiative's (CMHI) Jacksonville, FL program site included single parents who may or may not be in a relationship.
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HMRE programs often target couples experiencing poverty or other forms of
economic marginalization.

Programs may target couples based on other factors that affect their relationship quality and stability. In
some couples, one or more couple member may be unemployed, underemployed, incarcerated, or recently
reentering from incarceration.®'"'2 Parents who have recently adopted a child, parents in stepfamilies, and
parents engaging with the child support system are also groups that some programs target.’>'*'4 Some
programs consider couples’ socioeconomic status and target couples living in poverty.'s For example, many
of the implementation evaluations examined for this brief focused on programs that serve couples with low
levels of formal education and couples with at least one unemployed partner. Economic disadvantage, and
its associated stressors, tends to be more concentrated among unmarried HMRE participants than among
married HMRE participants.'®

HMRE programs typically serve people of color who are under age 35 and in
mixed-gender relationships.

The HMRE programs studied serve a wide age range, from teenagers to middle-aged adults; however, the
majority of those served were ages 20 to 35. For example, at the Community Healthy Marriage Initiative
(CMHI) Boston program site, almost one quarter of participants were under age 20, and many were parents
or involved in the justice system.!” Most couples served identified as Black or Hispanic. While programs
served some White participants, very few programs served Asian, Native American, or Pacific Islander
participants. Among the implementation literature reviewed for this brief, reports from the Hispanic

Healthy Marriage Initiative (HHMI) were the only literature that described culturally specific tailoring for a
target population.’®' No implementation evaluations reviewed for this brief discussed whether programs
considered couples’ sexual orientation, but the content seemed to assume that couples were heterosexual.
We found no mention, in any implementation reports, of programs working with same-gender couples,
tailoring for same-gender couples, or even serving same-gender couples. However, some exploratory studies,
including two descriptive reports included in this review, have started to examine the relevance of HMRE to
same-gender couples and explore how HMRE programs could be more inclusive of same-gender couples.?*?’

Approaches to Recruiting, Retaining, and Engaging Couples in
HMRE Programs

Working with couples, as opposed to individuals, creates some

practical implications for programming. For example: Key terms

For a couple to attend an HMRE program, workshops must be held

at a time that fits both partners’ schedules. 2 LTI (9l

efforts to reach and

Child care may be a more pressing need for programs that engage enroll couples in HMRE
both parents than those that engage only with individuals, because programming
neither partner will be able to look after the child during the
workshop. + Retention: program efforts
) . to ensure that couples keep
Programs must make their messaging feel relevant to people who attending and complete HMRE
are already in a relationship and avoid messaging that may be programming
seen as threatening or suggest that couples have problems in their
relationship. + Engagement: program efforts

to connect with couples
through curriculum content,
activities, and additional
services

Navigating couple dynamics in a group workshop may be
more challenging than working with a group of individuals, and
reinforcing workshop skills during case management meetings
requires considerable interpersonal skills, especially when
relationship difficulties are present among couples.??
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Working with couples can also present administrative challenges, such as deciding whether participants
can attend sessions without a partner, tracking attendance if only one partner attends a given session,
managing couple activities when only one partner is present, and determining what to do if a couple
breaks up but one member wants to continue the program.?

Below, we summarize various approaches that programs have used to respond to these unique dynamics
of serving couples. These approaches are drawn from existing research and evaluation findings on HMRE
programming for couples and address strategies related to recruiting, retaining, and engaging couples

in HMRE programs. Unique considerations for HMRE program content and activities for couples are also
discussed.

Recruiting couples

Prioritize recruitment opportunities where both members of the couple are present.

When working with couples, programs face the initial challenge of ensuring that both members of the
couple sign up. Programs report primarily focusing their recruitment efforts on locations where both
members of a couple are often present, including hospitals, clinics, WIC centers, and child support offices.
Programs reported the importance of conducting intakes with both partners; as such, they prioritized in-
person recruitment efforts in these locations on individuals whose partners were also present.?* Multiple
programs required both partners to attend the intake session and consent to enrollment; these programs
reported that this was more difficult when only one partner was present during recruitment.®’2* Programs
that worked with incarcerated men approached recruitment somewhat differently, enrolling male partners
first and then contacting female partners to recruit them.? Programs in correctional facilities were also
exceptions in having greater difficulty recruiting women than men, whereas programs in the community
consistently faced difficulties recruiting men.?

Develop clear recruitment messaging that appeals to both partners.

Programs need to use recruitment messaging that will appeal to both members of a couple. Programs
described the need to address “the potential for confusion with marital therapy and the perception that
participation would represent an admission of marriage problems.”® One strategy was to use “date night”
messaging that described the program as something fun for couples to do together to grow closer.®
Programs also used positive, family-strengthening messaging, as opposed to messaging about fixing
problems in a relationship or therapy-oriented messaging.'® Programs in correctional facilities emphasized
“quality time” for couples during the program that would not otherwise be available.?

Retaining and engaging couples

Working with couples requires program staff to navigate relationships with both partners
as individuals and as a couple.

HMRE programs that work with couples may need specific strategies to retain and engage both partners,
but implementation studies and design reports do not typically differentiate between couple-oriented
and individual-specific approaches. However, some research points to the need for facilitators and case
managers working with couples to balance the relationships they develop with each individual member of
a couple with their relationship with the couple as a unit.® Despite the fact that program staff may more
easily develop rapport with one partner than the other, they must consider the couple unit as their client
and maintain balance in their relationship with the couple to avoid alienating one partner.® Importantly,
program staff must also avoid getting caught in the middle of couples’ disagreements or arguments, as
the perception that staff are taking sides can harm their ability to work with the couple. One area of
disagreement that may arise in workshops is partners' differing levels of comfort with discussing personal
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information or experiences in their relationship in a group setting. Given that a couple is composed of two
individuals, they can be expected to have different boundaries about which information is okay to share
with the group.®

Use mixed-gender pairs of facilitators to support engagement among mixed-gender
couples.

The evaluation studies examined for this brief focus exclusively on programs for mixed-gender couples.
These studies highlight the importance of ensuring that pairs of male-female co-facilitators run the
couple-based workshops, both to help men and women feel welcome and to model positive male-female
interactions.?” Having mixed-gender pairs of facilitators also allows one facilitator to follow up with a partner
of the same gender about any issues. This was noted as particularly important for male participants.?®
Overall, dynamic facilitators can encourage couples to attend workshops, and skilled facilitators are

crucial for retention, as they must navigate relationships with both members of a couple.” In group-based
workshops, some of the activities facilitators use for working with couples include separating couples into
groups with other workshop attendees (sometimes by gender) and then reuniting couples to discuss the
activity.' Facilitators also engage couples through role-playing activities.?

Working with men

A commonly mentioned challenge to working with couples in HMRE programs is recruiting and engaging
male partners.>3 Programs report using the following strategies to promote men'’s participation in HMRE
programming:

Involve male staff in recruitment efforts to increase recruitment of men.?4%’

Offer financial incentives for program participation to attract men.?*

Coach women on how to talk to male partners about the program to help recruit men who were not
present when the female partner was recruited.'®

Offer classes at times that fit with traditional and nontraditional work schedules to allow more men to
attend the program.®

Refer to programs as a relationship “tune up” or “workshop” rather than as a “class” or “group” to make
programs more appealing to men.®18

Create a physical environment in the program space that is welcoming to men—including male-friendly
magazines, posters with positive representations of men, and couches or recliners—to encourage them
to attend the program.?

Incorporate breakout groups by gender as part of the program to engage men and promote social
relationships among male participants.®

Schedule home visits (for programs that include home visits) at times when men are at home to
promote men'’s involvement in the program.?

Contact both partners and focus on the couple unit to promote retention.

Some programs use couple-focused outreach strategies to promote retention. One strategy includes
sending both partners reminder text messages that emphasize the importance of couples attending
workshops together.?® Similarly, some programs call both partners prior to workshop sessions and ask
about transportation or child care needs for the upcoming session.?” These strategies seek to meet
couples’ needs that could otherwise represent barriers to attendance, while also reminding them about
the upcoming session.?* Programs also offer unique incentives when serving couples, including reduced
marriage license fees, wedding-focused door prizes, and social events with other couples.
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Program content and activities for couples

Couple-focused programs encourage reflection on the relationship and provide practical
relationship tools.

HMRE programs for couples often use different curricula from programs for individuals. Content in couples-
based programming emphasizes the value of both partners participating in workshops and the importance
of a “joint investment in improving their marriage.”?” Program content also encourages attendees to focus
on both partners’ “personalities and perspectives,” asks partners to build understanding of each other, and
provides tools for working together.” One commonly employed strategy is for couples to take a “relationship
inventory to help them identify strengths and challenges in their relationship, and encourage efforts to
address potential problems.”?® Another approach is to have practice periods during the workshops when
couples can work on the skills they are learning while facilitators observe and provide coaching.? Stanley

et al. suggest having additional facilitators or educators available during practice periods to offer more
focused coaching for each couple. Programs should also highlight and support a shared understanding
and appreciation of what couples learn together in the program and provide couples with new skills each
session that are “immediately useful” as they head home.?

Social opportunities with other couples are an important component of HMRE programs for
couples.

HMRE programs serve an educational and coaching function, but also as an opportunity for couples to
extend and strengthen their social networks. HMRE programs typically host group social activities, including
date nights, community service events, family activities, groups for moms, and groups for dads.?” Programs
report that the social relationships participants develop with other couples encourage retention in the
program because these friendships motivate attendance.?* The social relationships couples develop also
support their romantic relationships. Throughout the program, couples learn about other couples and

how they have faced challenges in their relationships. Learning about other couples can help to normalize
relationship struggles and model how couples can work out their problems.?*

Case management, or family support coaching, creates a space for couples to work as a
team and practice new relationship skills.

Some HMRE programs include a case management
component in which each couple meets individually with

a case manager. These case management services vary in
duration, intensity, and focus. During case management
sessions, often referred to as “family support” meetings or
coaching, case managers work with couples individually to
assess their needs, define goals and develop plans, connect
with community support services and program partners,
and reinforce and practice skills and behaviors the couple
has learned in the workshops.'>?*?” Case management is

an opportunity for couples to work collaboratively to plan
their future or engage in joint financial planning.?” Case
management may also support retention of couples if
programs successfully address couples’ emergent needs.’
However, case management with couples is a challenging
endeavor. Case managers are tasked with addressing and
balancing both individual (potentially conflicting) needs and joint needs, and with navigating relationship
conflicts. They are also expected to provide positive reinforcement when they observe couples using tools
learned in the workshop to work together on goals—something that may require different skills and/or
additional training for case managers.?
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Spotlight: Preventing and Addressing Intimate
Partner Violence in HMRE Programs

HMRE programs that work with couples face important challenges around intimate partner violence

(IPV). IPV refers to a pattern of violence or aggression between current or former romantic partners that
encompasses physical and sexual violence, stalking, and psychological aggression.3' HMRE programs can
play a role in preventing and addressing IPV, and many HMRE programs use a range of strategies to invite
disclosure of IPV, to respond to IPV, and to teach participants about IPV.32 Because both partners attend
couple-based HMRE programs, if there is violence in the relationship, HMRE programs must consider
participants’ immediate safety in ways that programs for individuals do not. Importantly, federally funded
HMRE programs are required to consult with experts in IPV, including relevant community domestic violence
coalitions, in developing their program models and activities and to comprehensively approach how they
address IPV.3334

Creating opportunities for disclosure of intimate partner violence

Some HMRE programs address IPV by creating opportunities for participants to disclose IPV (screening),
although approaches vary in terms of timing and method.c Some programs invite disclosure of IPV at intake,
others do so over the phone before couples attend any workshops, and still others invite disclosure of

IPV in-person when couples attend on-site registration.'3 Specific examples of approaches to invite IPV
disclosure (drawn from a broader sample of HMRE programs serving a range of diverse couples) include
giving participants a structured IPV assessment tool, asking open-ended questions about the relationship,
and asking whether participants are interested in information about IPV services.3? Some studies indicate
that providing multiple opportunities for disclosure, particularly after participants have had time to build
trust and rapport with program staff, may be the most effective approach to screening.?*3*> More recent
findings from the Responding to Intimate Violence in Relationship Programs (RIViR) study indicate that
HMRE programs should address confidentiality protections and limitations before inviting participants to
disclose IPV.% RIVIR also found that HMRE participants may prefer brief, straightforward IPV assessment
tools, and that questionnaires such as the Intimate Justice Scale are more likely to prompt disclosures from
participants experiencing IPV than approaches focused on universal education.

One common feature across programs’ approaches to creating opportunities for IPV disclosure is that
programs typically separate couples and screen each partner individually. This makes disclosure more
likely, safer, and confidential.>> Most federally funded programs report deliberately creating opportunities
for only female participants to disclose IPV, rather than male participants as well.3®* Some programs did
not want male participants to be aware that they were creating opportunities for female partners to
disclose IPV and took steps to prevent suspicion, such as adding an equivalent number of pages as the IPV
questionnaire to men's intake packets.3 This protocol is in line with guidance from the National Healthy
Marriage Resource Center and the National Resource Center on Domestic Violence, which describes direct
screening of men “for either victimization or perpetration” as “too risky to recommend” when working with
couples.’” However, less direct methods of assessing victimization and perpetration by either partner are
still recommended—for example, watching for indications of victimization, creating opportunities to talk
about abuse, or providing information and access to IPV-related resources.?’

Responding to intimate partner violence

After HMRE program staff learn about violence in a couple’s relationship, responses can include seeking
additional information from the individual partners, conducting a safety assessment, developing a safety
plan, and/or referring one or both partners to domestic violence services.'3? Program staff should respond
to participants' IPV disclosures promptly, follow up proactively, and maintain communication.3® When a
participant discloses violence in their relationship, either at enrollment or later in the program, program

¢ We follow the lead of the Responding to Intimate Violence in Relationship Programs (RIViR) project in choosing to use language such as “creating

opportunities for IPV disclosure” and “inviting IPV disclosure” in place of the more common term “screening.” McKay et al. (2016) explain, “Advocates
have cautioned against relying on the term “screening,” arguing that it invokes a disease model and medical primary prevention approach in which a
pre-symptomatic or mildly progressed condition is identified early, and minimizes the agency of survivors in choosing to disclose their experiences.”
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staff typically discuss the level of violence and immediate safety concerns with the participant. Staff then
typically address immediate safety concerns and provide the participant with referral information, often

for a local domestic violence agency.?? Decisions about whether the couple should continue in the HMRE
program following IPV disclosure should focus on the survivor's wishes and assessment of safety. Programs
may benefit from engaging an IPV advocate to conduct a safety assessment during these conversations.32%”
Program responses to IPV must be tailored to the individual situation and should consider the timing in
relation to the HMRE program (e.g., whether the couple has begun participation), the nature and severity of
the abuse, whether the survivor has chosen to disclose the abuse or staff have identified it indirectly, and
the wishes of the survivor.*”

Teaching about intimate partner violence

HMRE programs typically include some educational content on IPV. The Hispanic Healthy Marriage Initiative
(HHMI) found that couple-serving programs grappled with how best to share information about IPV with an
audience of mixed-gender couples, but this challenge is unlikely to be limited to Latinx-serving programs.'
In the HHMI, some programs focused on the characteristics of healthy and unhealthy relationships,
providing only introductory information about IPV and its signs, whereas other programs took a more
direct and comprehensive approach to teaching about IPV." One program tried separating groups by
gender when discussing IPV, but found that separate groups sent the message that “only (or all) men

were perpetrators and only (or all) women were victims”; this program instead opted for a mixed-gender
format.” Another program located in a small-town setting had concerns about confidentiality related to IPV.
This program used written responses on sticky notes during discussions about IPV to protect participants’
anonymity better than oral responses.’

HMRE curricula vary widely in the level of information they provide on IPV and programs need to be

careful about how they discuss IPV.3? Some developers of couple-focused HMRE curricula have expressed
reservations about including IPV content in curricula because of the potential safety risks for participants
who disclose IPV in the HMRE program, or for those who attempt to communicate openly with their partner
about IPV as HMRE encourages couples to do about other problems.3? For example, “in the relative safety of
the HMRE program group environment and with new insights about what a ‘healthy relationship’ looks like,
a victim might share details of their abusive partner’s behavior that increases the danger of retaliation once
they leave the protective class environment.””

Despite these cautions, HMRE programs can contribute to IPV prevention efforts by educating participants
about IPV, providing information about multiple IPV resources, and helping meet participants’ expectations
for healthy romantic relationships.***® HMRE programs are not designed to be IPV interventions, but some
HMRE participants are IPV survivors who enroll because they are seeking help related to a current or

past abusive relationship.3 HMRE protocols for inviting participants to disclose IPV and connecting some
participants to IPV services can position HMRE programs as stepping stones to IPV interventions. HMRE
programs also focus on more universal relationship education that can serve as a point of prevention; many
programs typically address healthy and unhealthy relationship behaviors, even if they do not discuss IPV
explicitly.3+37

Recommendations for Research and Practice

The findings in this brief draw on implementation evaluation literature to summarize how HMRE programs
work with couples. Factors examined include characteristics of the couples served; programs' approaches
to recruiting, retaining, and engaging couples; and the unique challenges associated with couple-based
programming. Implementation evaluations, also referred to as process evaluations, assess how programs
are implemented and the extent to which implementation is aligned with program models. Implementation
evaluations of HMRE programs have studied a variety of questions. For example: How did programs identify
and recruit participants??* What were the characteristics of participants who enrolled in the program?2
What program supports encouraged participation?? Which services were delivered?” How did the program
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operate?? What challenges did the program face??? As such, implementation research, like the studies
analyzed here, can help practitioners assess how well their program approaches are tailored and responsive
to the unique strengths and needs of couples.

Below, we discuss several key recommendations based on our findings for HMRE program providers, along
with recommendations for future research directions.

HMRE programs for couples—and research on these programs—should
consider couples’ unique strengths and needs to ensure that programming is
appropriate and tailored.

HMRE programs engage couples who are diverse in terms of their relationship and parental statuses,
relationship dynamics, and important sociodemographic characteristics that are relevant for the quality
and stability of their relationships. Evaluated HMRE programs serve married couples, cohabiting couples,
remarried couples in stepfamilies, and parents. These distinctions matter for programming. For example,
recent research suggests that HMRE programs serving unmarried couples should evaluate the strengths of
the couples’ relationships, help them build commitment and trust, and focus on improving their economic
security.' Some couples participating in HMRE programs may end their romantic relationship with each
other, but still may benefit from continued support as coparents.'® Although the literature reviewed for this
brief mentions that HMRE programs work with coparents, little information was available on how programs
work with coparents that was distinct from information on how programs work with participants in romantic
relationships.

Programs should further consider the diversity of the couples they serve,
particularly around sexual orientation.

Our review revealed a notable absence of programmatic approaches to working with LGBTQ couples. We
identified just one exploratory study that examined whether programs work with LGBTQ couples and
discussed approaches that programs could adopt to be more inclusive of LGBTQ couples.?’ Otherwise,
the literature we reviewed had implicit assumptions of couples’ heterosexuality and suggested that HMRE
programming for couples is highly heteronormative. Thus, many approaches to working with couples
identified in this brief are specific to working with mixed-gender couples. These include strategies for
outreach to male partners, the use of mixed-gender pairs of facilitators, and approaches to IPV screening
and response. However, other approaches to working with mixed-gender couples are more likely to
translate to LGBTQ couples, including the use of recruitment messaging that appeals to both members of
a couple; positive, family strengthening messaging; and couple-focused strategies to promote retention
that highlight and support a shared understanding and appreciation of what couples learn together in the
program. Overall, HMRE programs that aim to be more inclusive of LGBTQ couples will need to review their
practices for assumptions of heterosexuality and for applicability to LGBTQ couples; however, research is
still needed on how programs can best recruit, retain, and engage LGBTQ couples.?’

HMRE programs that serve specific cultural groups should consider the cultural
appropriateness of program content and facilitator training.

HMRE programs often work with couples living in poverty. The tailoring of programs to couples’ economic
situations is evident in their use of financial incentives, transportation vouchers, child care support,
scheduling support, financial coaching, and employment supports for both partners. However, similar
considerations for tailoring programs to specific racial, ethnic, or cultural groups were very limited (e.g.,
the Hispanic Healthy Marriage Initiative). Notably, the HMRE programs included in the literature reviewed
for this brief work with high proportions of Black couples. However, the literature made no mention of
tailoring programming for Black participants or of ensuring program staff members’ understanding of
anti-Black racism,* addressing their commonly held misperceptions about Black Americans’ attitudes
toward marriage,*'*? or addressing the effect of mass incarceration on marriage and family formation in
the Black community (to list some examples).#*444> These gaps point to the value of developing guidance for
implementing culturally responsive HMRE programs for racially and ethnically diverse couples.
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Couples-oriented programs need different strategies to recruit, retain, and
engage participants than programs focused on individuals.

The research reviewed in this brief identifies some unique couple-specific strategies implemented by
HMRE programs. For example, some couple-based programs were delivered by pairs of male-female co-
facilitators. Others held some workshop activities that allowed couples to work together, while others had
couples separate and then reunite. Some conducted relationship inventories with both members of the
couple, and some used case management meetings as an opportunity for couples to practice workshop
skills. Overall, programs should pay extra attention to the unique dynamics of working with couples. For
example, they should ensure buy-in from both partners during recruiting and balance facilitator and case
manager relationships with each individual when retaining couples.

HMRE facilitators may benefit from additional training related to working with
couples.

The literature reviewed for this brief highlights both the importance and the challenge of ensuring an
appropriate balance between addressing the needs of individuals and the needs of the couple. For
example, descriptive literature suggests that facilitators and case managers must balance the relationship
and rapport they develop with each partner and prioritize their relationship with the couple as a unit.®
Broadly, it can be considerably more challenging to facilitate workshops and provide case management to
couples (including the practice of relationships skills) than to conduct either activity with individuals.® Thus,
it may be helpful for programs to train facilitators on the differences between HMRE implementation with
couples versus individuals and on maintaining the appropriate balance with partners. Using an appropriate
facilitator structure with trained staff may also improve couples’ engagement and retention by ensuring a
more effective learning environment for both partners.®

Enhance training for facilitators to manage safety concerns related to IPV.

HMRE programs that have IPV protocols typically partner with local DV agencies, conduct some type of
screening for IPV, and provide referrals and safety assessments when participants disclose abuse. Given the
significant challenges and high stakes of responding to disclosures of IPV in couple-based programming,
program staff may need additional training on safely responding to disclosures of IPV, carefully observing
power dynamics during class time and other forms of indirect assessment, and integrating content to
address and prevent violence in HMRE programs in appropriate and safe ways. Given that HMRE programs
often target couples experiencing poverty, programs may also wish to ensure that staff have some
understanding of the relationship between poverty and IPV and the ways in which poverty can constrain
survivors' options.#647

More rigorous testing that links implementation strategies to participant
outcomes may help researchers better determine what approaches work.

Although implementation evaluation research is valuable for describing how a program is implemented,
it does not tell us whether certain aspects of implementation lead to improved outcomes for program
participants without formally testing these associations. None of the evaluations we reviewed explicitly
tested whether the implementation strategies described resulted in better outcomes for couples. More
research is needed to examine whether couple-based implementation strategies result in more effective
programming than strategies that do not consider the unique circumstances of working with couples.
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Conclusion

This brief summarizes descriptive information and implementation evaluation research on HMRE
programming for couples. It draws on information from studies of HMRE programs that vary considerably
in terms of the types of couples they target and serve; their approaches for recruiting, retaining, and
engaging couples; and the activities they conduct. Although it is challenging to draw conclusions about
the overall effectiveness of the strategies described here, they do reflect potentially promising practices
for recruiting, retaining, and engaging couples in HMRE programs. We hope this information will be useful
for HMRE practitioners as they consider the unique challenges and possibilities involved in working with
couples, as well as some strategies for doing so. We also hope this brief encourages researchers to think
more comprehensively about how research and evaluation studies can inform and improve future HMRE
programming for couples.

Implementing Healthy Marriage and Relationship Education Programs with Couples




References

1.

10.

11.

12.

Brown, S. L. (2010). Marriage and Child Well-being: Research
and Policy Perspectives. Journal of Marriage and Family, 72,
1059-1077.

Dush, C. M. K., & Amato, P. R. (2005). Consequences of
relationship status and quality for subjective well-being.
Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 22(5), 607-627.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407505056438

Schwartz, J. (2005). The socio-economic benefits of marriage:
A review of recent evidence from the United States. Economic
Affairs, 25: 45-51. d0i:10.1111/j.1468-0270.2005.00571.x

Scott, M. E., & Huz, I. (2020). An overview of healthy marriage
and relationship education curriculum. Bethesda, MD:
Marriage Strengthening Research and Dissemination Center.

Ramos-Olazagasti, M. A., Scott, M.E., Blechman, J., & Logan,
D. (2020). Healthy marriage and relationship education
(HMRE) program design and implementation: An introduction
to federally funded HMRE grantees. Bethesda, MD: Marriage
Strengthening Research and Dissemination Center.

Zaveri, H., & Hershey, A. (2010). The Building Strong Families
Project: Initial implementation of a couples-focused employment
program. Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research, and
Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services.

Zaveri, H., & Baumgarten, S. (2016). Parents and Children
Together: Design and implementation of two healthy marriage
programs. OPRE Report Number 2016-63. Washington, DC:
Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation, Administration
for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services.

Myrick, M., & Batten, R. (n.d.). Marriage and relationship
education (MRE) program development and management
manual. Fairfax, VA: National Healthy Marriage Resource
Center.

Busby, D. M., Larson, J. H., Holman, T. B., & Halford, W. K.
(2015). Flexible delivery approaches to couple relationship
education: Predictors of initial engagement and retention of
couples. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 24, 3018-3029.

Joshi, P., S. Flaherty, E. Corwin, A. Bir, & R. Lerman. (2010).
Piloting a Community Approach to Healthy Marriage Initiatives
in Five Sites: Minneapolis, Minnesota; Lexington, Kentucky,; New
Orleans, Louisiana; Atlanta, Georgia; and Denver, Colorado.
Final report. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, Administration for Children and Families,
Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation.

McKay, T., Lindquist, C., & Bir, A. (2013). Five years later: Final
implementation lessons from the evaluation of responsible
fatherhood, marriage and family strengthening grants for
incarcerated and reentering fathers and their partners. ASPE
Research Brief. Washington, DC: Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services.

Beard, A., Bir, A, Corwin, E., Lerman, R., Macilvain, B., &
Richburg, K. (2012). Piloting a Community Healthy Marriage
Initiative in four sites: Marion County, Indiana; Clark County,
Ohio; Lakewood, Washington; Yakima, Washington. OPRE

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Report #2012-10, Washington, DC: Office of Planning,
Research and Evaluation, Administration for Children and
Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

Lee, R. E. (2009). “If you build it, they may not come”: Lessons
from a funded project. Research on Social Work Practice, 19(2),
251-260.

Higginbotham, B. J., & Adler-Baeder, F. (2008). The

Smart Steps, Embrace the Journey program: Enhancing
relational skills and relationship quality in remarriages and
stepfamilies. The Forum for Family and Consumer Issues, 13(3).

D'Angelo, A. V., & Bodenlos, K. (2020). Empowering Families:
Implementation of an integrated HMRE, employment, and
financial literacy program for low-income couples. OPRE Report
#2020-61. Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research and
Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services.

Alamillo, J., Friend, D., & Wood, R. G. (2020). Improving Healthy
Marriage and Relationship Education (HMRE) Programs for
Unmarried Couples with Children. OPRE Report #2020-88.
Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation, Administration
for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services.

Joshi, P., Pilkauskas, N., Bir, A., & Lerman, R. (2008). Piloting

a Community Approach to Healthy Marriage Initiatives in Three
Sites: Chicago, lllinois, Boston, Massachusetts, and Jacksonville,
Florida (Community Healthy Marriage Initiative (CHMI)). Office
of Planning, Research and Evaluation, Office of Child Support
Enforcement, Administration for Children and Families, U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services.

Bouchet, S., Torres, L., & Hyra, A. (2012). HHMI grantee
implementation evaluation: Marketing, recruitment and
retention strategies. OPRE Report #2012-24. Washington, DC:
Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation, Administration
for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services.

Bouchet, S., Torres, L., & Hyra, A. (2013). HHMI grantee
implementation evaluation: Addressing domestic violence in
Hispanic healthy relationship programs. OPRE Report #2012-
35. Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research and
Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services.

Peters, E. H., Batten, R., Katz, M., Frei, A, Woods, T., &
Aranda, C. (2018). Approaches to providing healthy marriage
and relationship education programming for lesbian, gay,

and bisexual populations: An exploratory study. OPRE Report
#2018-85. Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research, and
Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services.

Whitton, S. W., & Buzzella, B. A. (2012). Using relationship
education programs with same-sex couples: a preliminary
evaluation of program utility and needed modifications.
Marriage & Family Review, 48(7), 667-688.

Miller Gaubert, J., Gudibts, D., Principe Alderson, D., & Knox,
V. (2010). The Supporting Healthy Marriage Evaluation: Final
implementation findings. OPRE Report #2012-12. Washington,

Implementing Healthy Marriage and Relationship Education Programs with Couples



https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407505056438

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

DC: Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation,
Administration for Children and Families, US Department of
Health and Human Services.

Stanley, S. M., Carlson, R. G., Rhoades, G. K., Markman, H.
J., Ritchie, L. L., & Hawkins, A. J. (2020). Best Practices in
Relationship Education Focused on Intimate Relationships.
Family Relations, 69(3), 497-519.

Dion, M. R., Avellar, S. A., & Clary, E. (2010). The Building
Strong Families Project: Implementation of eight programs to
strengthen unmarried parent families. Washington, DC: Office
of Planning, Research, and Evaluation, Administration for
Children and Families, US Department of Health and Human
Services.

McKay, T. E., Lindquist, C. H., Corwin, A., & Bir, A. (2015).

The implementation of family strengthening programs for
families affected by incarceration. Washington, DC: Office

of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation,
Administration for Children and Families/Office of Family
Assistance, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

Knox, V. & Fein, D. (2008). Supporting Healthy Marriage:
Designing a marriage education demonstration and evaluation
for low-income married couples. Working paper.

Miller Gaubert, J., Knox, V., Principe Alderson, D., Dalton,

C., Fletcher, K., & McCormick, Meghan. (2010). The
Supporting Healthy Marriage Evaluation: Early lessons from

the implementation of a relationship and marriage skills
program for low-income married couples. Washington, DC:
Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation, Administration
for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services.

Hawkins, A. J., Carroll, J. S., Doherty, W. J., & Willoughby, B.
(2004). A comprehensive framework for marriage education.
Family Relations, 53(5), 547-558. https://doi.org/10.1111/
}.0197-6664.2004.00064.x

Wood, R. G., Goesling, B., & Pausell, D. (2018). Design for

an impact study of five healthy marriage and relationship
education programs and strategies. OPRE Report #2018-32.
Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation,
Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services.

Roberts, K. M., Patterson, J. L., Burr, B. K., Jefferson, S.

& Hubler, D. S. (2018): “We thought it would be easy”:
Recruitment challenges, successes and best practices for
low-income couple populations. Marriage & Family Review,
55(3), 277-297.

National Center for Injury Prevention and Control,
Division of Violence Prevention. (2020). Preventing intimate
partner violence. Atlanta, GA: Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention. Retrieved from https://www.cdc.gov/
violenceprevention/intimatepartnerviolence/fastfact.ntml

Krieger, K., McKay, T., Grove, L., & Bir, A. (2016). Addressing
intimate partner violence in healthy relationship programs:
Current approaches. RIViR Paper #2: Current Approaches.
Washington, DC: Administration for Children and Families,
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

Office of Family Assistance. (2020). Family, Relationship, and
Marriage Education Works - Adults (FRAMEWorks). Funding
opportunity announcement. Washington, DC: Office of

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

Family Assistance, Administration for Children and Families,
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Retrieved
from https://ami.grantsolutions.gov/files/HHS-2020-ACF-

OFA-7ZB-1817_1.pdf

McKay, T., Brinton, J., Kan, M., Clinton-Sherrod, M., & Krieger,
K. (2016). Evidence on recognizing and addressing intimate
partner violence in healthy relationship programs. RIVIiR Paper
#4: State of the Evidence. Washington, DC: Administration for
Children & Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services.

McKay, T., Bir, A, Lindquist, C., Steffey, D., Keyes, V., & Siegel,
S. (2013). Addressing domestic violence in family strengthening
programs for couples affected by incarceration. Washington,
DC: Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services.

McKay, T., Kan, M., Brinton, J., Berzofsky, M., Biemer, P.,
Edwards, S., Landwebhr, J., Krieger, K., Serrata, J., Hernandez
Martinez, M., & Bir, A. (2020). Opportunities for intimate
partner violence disclosure in adult serving healthy marriage
and relationship education (HMRE) programs. OPRE Report
#2020-93. Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research,
and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families,
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Retrieved
from https://www.acf.hhs.gov/opre/resource/opportunities-
for-intimate-partner-violence-disclosure-in-adult-serving-
healthy-marriage-and-relationship-education-programs

Menard, A. (2015). Promoting safety: A resource packet

for marriage and relationship educators and program
administrators. National Healthy Marriage Resource Center.
Retrieved from http://www.vawnet.org/sites/default/files/
assets/files/2016-10/FULL-PromotingSafety-5Guides-

UPDATED.pdf

Niolon, P. H., Kearns, M., Dills, J., Rambo, K., Irving, S.,
Armstead, T., & Gilbert, L. (2017). Preventing intimate partner
violence across the lifespan: A technical package of
programs, policies, and practices. Atlanta, GA: National
Center for Injury Prevention and Control, Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention. Retrieved from https://www.cdc.gov/
violenceprevention/pdf/ipv-technicalpackages.pdf

U.S Department of Health and Human Services. (2010).
Providing Culturally Relevant Services: Programs in the Hispanic
Healthy Marriage Initiative Implementation Evaluation.
Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation,
Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services.

Kerr, J., Schafer, P., Perry, A, Orkin, J., Vance, M., & O'Campo,
P.(2018). The impact of racial discrimination on African
American fathers' intimate relationships. Race and Social
Problems, 10, 134-144. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12552-018-
9227-3

Edin, K., & Kefalas, M. (2005). Promises | can keep: Why
poor women put motherhood before marriage. Berkley, CA:
University of California Press.

Lenhardt, R. A. (2016). Black citizenship through marriage?
Reflections on the Moynihan Report at fifty. Southern
California Interdisciplinary Law Journal, 25, 347-362.

Hattery, A. J., & Smith, E. (2014). Families of incarcerated
African American men: The impact on mothers and children.
Journal of Pan-African Studies, 7(6), 128-153.

Implementing Healthy Marriage and Relationship Education Programs with Couples



https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0197-6664.2004.00064.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0197-6664.2004.00064.x
https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/intimatepartnerviolence/fastfact.html
https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/intimatepartnerviolence/fastfact.html
https://ami.grantsolutions.gov/files/HHS-2020-ACF-OFA-ZB-1817_1.pdf
https://ami.grantsolutions.gov/files/HHS-2020-ACF-OFA-ZB-1817_1.pdf
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/opre/resource/opportunities-for-intimate-partner-violence-disclosure-in-adult-serving-healthy-marriage-and-relationship-education-programs
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/opre/resource/opportunities-for-intimate-partner-violence-disclosure-in-adult-serving-healthy-marriage-and-relationship-education-programs
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/opre/resource/opportunities-for-intimate-partner-violence-disclosure-in-adult-serving-healthy-marriage-and-relationship-education-programs
http://www.vawnet.org/sites/default/files/assets/files/2016-10/FULL-PromotingSafety-5Guides-UPDATED.pdf
http://www.vawnet.org/sites/default/files/assets/files/2016-10/FULL-PromotingSafety-5Guides-UPDATED.pdf
http://www.vawnet.org/sites/default/files/assets/files/2016-10/FULL-PromotingSafety-5Guides-UPDATED.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/pdf/ipv-technicalpackages.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/pdf/ipv-technicalpackages.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12552-018-9227-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12552-018-9227-3

44. Elliott, D. B., Krivickas, K., Brault, M. W., & Kreider, R. M. 46. Shoener, S.J., & Sussman, E. A. (2013). Economic ripple effect

(2012). Historical marriage trends from 1890-2010: A focus on of IPV: Building partnerships for systemic change. Domestic
race differences. SEHSD Working Paper Number 2012-12. Violence Report, 18(6), 83-95.
Annual meeting of the Population Association of America,
San Francisco, CA. May 3-5, 2012. 47. Goodman, L. A,, Fels Smyth, K., Borges, A. M., & Singer, R.
(2009). When crises collide: How intimate partner violence
45. Roberts, D. E. (2004). The social and moral cost of mass and poverty intersect to shape women'’s mental health and
incarceration in African American communities. Stanford Law coping? Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 10(4), 306-329.

Review, 56, 1271-1305.

Implementing Healthy Marriage and Relationship Education Programs with Couples




Acknowledgments

The authors would like to thank the Steering Committee of the Marriage Strengthening Research and
Dissemination Center (MAST Center) and Francesca Adler-Baeder for their feedback on earlier drafts of this
brief.

Editor: Brent Franklin

Designer: Catherine Nichols

About the Authors

Sydney J. Briggs, MPA, is a senior research analyst in the Reproductive Health and Family Formation
research area at Child Trends. Her research interests center on the prevention of and responses to family
violence. At Child Trends, Ms. Briggs currently serves as the lead analyst for the MAST Center and studies
innovations in school-based reproductive health care service delivery.

Mindy E. Scott, PhD, is the MAST Center’s principal investigator and co-leads the Program Implementation
and Evaluation research area. She is a sociologist and family demographer at Child Trends whose primary
research interests relate to family formation, family strengthening, responsible fatherhood, and adolescent
pregnancy prevention. Dr. Scott studies the design and implementation of federally and non-federally
funded healthy marriage and relationship education (HMRE) programs through several other OPRE-funded
projects focused on youth, parents in complex families, and fathers.

Deja Logan, BA, is a senior research assistant in the Reproductive Health and Family Formation research
area. Ms. Logan's research interests explore the effects of race and socioeconomic status on intimate
relationships, family structure, and well-being. At Child Trends, Ms. Logan currently supports the MAST
Center's research and building capacity initiatives, and studies trends in reproductive health care.

About the MAST Center

The Marriage Strengthening Research and Dissemination Center (MAST Center) conducts research on
marriage and romantic relationships in the U.S. and healthy marriage and relationship education (HMRE)
programs designed to strengthen these relationships. The MAST Center is made up of a team of national
experts in marriage and relationship research and practice, led by Child Trends in partnership with Public
Strategies and the National Center for Family and Marriage Research at Bowling Green State University.

The MAST Center is supported by grant #90PR0012 from the Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation
within the Administration for Children and Families in the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.
The MAST Center is solely responsible for the contents of this brief, which do not necessarily represent
the official views of the Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation, the Administration for Children and
Families, or the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

HMIRF =OPRE (™ Yoii. 505U i

HEALTHY MARRIAGE & RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD

Implementing Healthy Marriage and Relationship Education Programs with Couples




	_Hlk61349816
	_GoBack
	_Ref54186351
	_Ref46474490
	_Ref60144172
	_Ref54191449
	_Ref45011104
	_Ref54190725
	_Ref54191898
	_Ref60143399
	_Ref60148268
	_Ref60148579
	_Ref60143296
	_Ref60143306
	_Ref45010911
	_Ref60149714
	_Ref60143057
	_Ref60144270
	_Ref45011247
	_Ref60146006
	_Ref54191102
	_Ref54191230
	_Ref60149186
	_Ref60145672
	_Ref54191605
	_Ref45010207
	_Ref54253539
	_Ref45012040
	_Ref45010576
	_Ref45010799
	_Ref45011089
	_Ref45010611
	_Ref59439914

