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Executive Summary

This report summarizes the data collected from January 1, 2007 through June 11, 2011. This includes information from all participants who initiated involvement with the Building Healthy Marriages Program during the entire grant period (January 1, 2007 – June 11, 2011). In addition, this report includes a discussion of the data from participants who completed posttests in Years 2, 3, 4, and the first 9 months of Year 5.

Demographic Background
	Two thousand nine hundred seventy-five participants participated in the program from January 1, 2007 through June 11, 2011. Of the 2975 participants, 61% (n = 1803) were White, followed by 28% (n = 829) Hispanic. The other 7% (n = 212) were Asian, Black, Native American, or other/multicultural. Four percent (n = 131) did not respond to this question.	The results indicate that 33% of the participants (n = 991) were unemployed. Of the participants who participated together in a seminar, 773 couples (76%) indicated that either both were employed full-time or at least one partner worked full-time, 32 couples (3%) indicated that both partners were employed part-time, 66 couples (7%) indicated that only one partner was employed part-time, and 102 couples (10%) specified that neither partner was employed.

Referral Source
	The most effective referral source was radio advertisements, referring 18.2% (n = 542) of the participant pool. The second most effective referral source was the faith-based community, which referred 18.1% of the participants (n = 538). Friends and family were the third most effective referral source (6.9%; n = 206). This suggests that radio commercials and the faith-based community are significant marketing tools for the program. 

Brief Summary of Results
Marital Satisfaction Inventory – Revised (MSI-R) Pretest Results All Five Years
In summary, MSI-R results indicate that about 49% of the couples in the sample (45% men, 53% women) reported experiencing significant problems, as measured by the Family History of Distress (FAM) scale, which measures the respondent’s perception of the dysfunction of relationships in the family of origin. In addition, 48% of the couples reported extensive conflicts in the area of problem solving, and 43% of the couples in the sample reported experiencing significant problems, as measured by the Global Distress (GDS) scale, a global measure of relationship distress. About one third of the participants reported significant problems in the areas of affective communication, finances, and time spent together. One-fourth of the participants indicated severe problems in the areas of childrearing, partner’s aggression, and sexual relationships. The area of least concern was dissatisfaction with children. 
Interestingly, large differences in degree of satisfaction between males and females were found in the areas of the time the couples spent together and the family of origin history. Females showed more concern than males regarding the time the couples spent together and perceived more conflicts in their families of origin.
 We also investigated differences in participants’ ratings on the MSI-R scales based on the year they entered the BHM program. Results indicated that there was an increase in scores for several of the scales, especially for the Global Distress Scale. Participants who entered the BHM program in Year 1 had much lower scores and were more satisfied with their marriages than participants who entered the BHM program in Year 5. Perhaps, the recent economic problems have led couples to be more dissatisfied in their marriages. If this is the case, then there is currently a high need for offering the BHM program in the community.

Impact of Program: Years 1, 2, 3, and 4
A Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance compared the pre and posttest scores of the MSI-R to examine the impact of the program one year after the pretest took place. 
The most significant improvements in satisfaction were found in the areas of Problem Solving and Time Together. Couples who participated in the BHM classes reported significantly higher levels of satisfaction with Problem Solving Communication after completing the BHM program than prior to entering the program. In addition, couples who participated in the program were more satisfied after completion with the time they spent with their partners than before they entered the program. Furthermore, improvements were found for both males and females on the Global Distress subscale. Couples who participated in the BHM classes reported less negative expectancies regarding the relationship’s future and less consideration of divorce.
 There was also a positive change between the pretest and posttest scores on the Affective Communication Scale. The results suggest that couples experienced increased satisfaction with the amount of affection and understanding expressed by their partners. These findings support the conclusion that the BHM program substantially improved communication skills for participants.
In addition, improvements in satisfaction were found in the areas of Aggression, Financial Disagreement, and Sexual Dissatisfaction. These finding suggest that couples experienced less intimidation and physical aggression by their partners than prior to entering the BHM program, had less discord in their relationships concerning finances, and experienced increased satisfaction with their sexual relationships following participation in the BHM program.
There were no significant changes over time for Role Orientation, Family History of Distress, Dissatisfaction with Children, and Conflict over Childrearing, indicating that the BHM program did not impact those areas. However, it is important to note that a small percentage of participants perceived high levels of stress in the areas of Dissatisfaction with Children and Conflict over Childrearing, making it difficult to produce significant improvements in these areas because participants were generally already satisfied	
The results indicated that the BHM program was equally effective for male and female participants. The changes in satisfaction scores over time did not differ significantly for males and females. However, results indicate that males and females expressed significant differences in ratings for four scales: Global Distress, Affective Communication, Sexual Dissatisfaction, and Role Orientation. Data indicate that females were less satisfied with their overall marriages and the affection and understanding expressed by their partners than males. In addition, females showed greater satisfaction than males on the Sexual Dissatisfaction Scale. Differences were also found on the Role Orientation Scale; males had more traditional views than females. Significant differences between the attitudes of the partners can impact marital satisfaction negatively. A stronger emphasis on identifying and evaluating expectations regarding roles would be helpful.
	One of the important research questions the evaluation team investigated concerns whether or not the BHM program was equally effective for Hispanic and non-Hispanic participants. The results show that the program was equally effective for Hispanic and non-Hispanic participants. The BHM program educators were aware that cultural differences may impact the effectiveness of the program for Hispanic couples and thus provided workshops in Spanish by educators who were culturally sensitive and possessed some or all of the following characteristics: biculturalism, bilingualism, and speaking Spanish as a native language.

Knowledge and Satisfaction Surveys: Years 1, 2, 3, and 4
	Participants were most satisfied with the employment support training, followed by the enrichment weekend and PREP marriage seminar. Couples were the least satisfied with the conflict resolution coaching and Prepare/Enrich program. In addition, participants learned more in the area of conflict resolution than financial management. This is expected because the PREP educational program that was offered in the Seminar and Enrichment Weekend focused on increasing conflict resolution skills. Caution should be exercised when comparing satisfaction scores between the various programs, due to the low number of participants in some of the programs (e.g., employment support services).

Comparison of Satisfaction with the Marriage Garden Curriculum, PREP Seminar, WOR, WMR, Love Notes, Winning the Workplace Challenge, and Prepare/Enrich Curriculum: Years 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5
When comparing satisfaction with the content of the event, results indicated that participants were the most satisfied with the content of the Within My Reach Seminars, followed by the content of the PREP seminars, the Within Our Reach seminars, and the Prepare/Enrich Curriculum. The content of the Marriage Garden Curriculum, Love Notes class curriculum, and Winning the Workplace Challenge were rated the lowest. For all seven classes, participants were the most satisfied with the educator and the least satisfied with the content. The programs that were rated the highest in satisfaction in all three areas were WMR, WOR, and Prepare/Enrich. The two programs that were rated the lowest in satisfaction were Winning the Workplace Challenge and the Marriage Garden Curriculum.
 	Overall, satisfaction with the Marriage Garden Curriculum, PREP Seminar, WOR, WMR, Love Notes, Winning the Workplace Challenge, and Prepare/Enrich Curriculum were rated very highly. It is noteworthy that the overall level of satisfaction with the educators, the content of the seminars, and the meeting spaces was extremely high. Caution should be exercised when comparing the various programs due to the small number of participants in some of the programs. 
Starting in January 2011, additional questions regarding participants’ interest in follow-up services were added to the mini KSS for the following programs: PREP, WMR, and WOR. Two hundred thirty-three (86.0%) of the 271 participants who were asked these questions indicated that they were interested in follow-up seminars. Of the participants, 105 (45.1%) preferred a 2 – 3 hour seminar, 81 (34.8%) showed an interest in a 4 – 6 hour seminar, and 47 (20.2%) selected the 6 or more hour seminar. Fifty-nine participants (25.3%) wanted these services to be available weekly, 41.2% (n = 96), monthly, 12.9% (n = 30), every other month, 15.5%, (n = 36), twice a year, and 2.1%, (n = 5) at another frequency.

Experiences of Participants and Educators (Qualitative evaluation) 	
The themes identified provide textural, rich descriptions of the participants’ and educators’ experiences with the BHM programs. Overall, participants described cultivating relationship skills that had positive, long-lasting impacts on their relationship satisfaction not only with their partners, but with others, including family (especially their children), friends, and coworkers. In addition, some participants described making significant personal changes as a result of the program. The program offered participants valuable skills, new information, and personal insight.  
From the participants’ perspective, a particularly valued aspect of the program was the commitment and sincerity of the program educators. Educators echoed the sentiments of participants and emphasized a strong belief in the skills they taught and the impact the education could have on participants who engaged openly with the program. Educators reported experiencing personal benefits from their involvement, including increased confidence and understanding. They also discussed the importance of maintaining boundaries while offering additional support to couples who needed it. Couples also appreciated the “extra mile” from the educators.  
Overall, both educators and participants expressed satisfaction with the program and the benefits carried over into the participants’ relationships and personal development. However, there was also consensus on drawbacks, which led to recommendations for future directions for the program. 
One general concern was the lack of adequate time during programs to practice skills and incorporate the knowledge into behavioral change. Recommendations related to this included longer program times with more time for experiential learning, follow-up programs, and counseling. Another recommendation was to increase marketing activities to particular populations, such as males, and more targeted marketing to Hispanic participants. Although services sometimes included childcare provisions, participants wanted additional service, as there was evidence that lack of child care prohibited individuals from participating. Participants and educators alike wished for additional educational programs for families. Some participants were confused about the program’s affiliation with religious organizations and suggested clarifying this in the program’s advertising. Some participants and educators also recommended more rigorous prescreening of participants, as those with serious issues impacted the entire group in a seminar.  
 

OVERVIEW OF THE PROGRAM

Introduction

The Weld County Healthy Marriage Initiative’s central goal was the strengthening of families through relationship education and related support services for individuals and couples in Weld County. 
Services to participants were provided by trained marriage educators supervised by personnel from the Weld County Department of Health and Human Services (WDHSS). Educational programs included Relationship Education Seminars using PREP, Within My Reach, and Within Our Reach curricula; Relationship Inventories using the Prepare/Enrich program and Marriage Garden curriculum; Workplace Relationship Education Seminars using the Winning the Workplace Challenge program; Relationship Education for Teens using the Love U2 and Love Notes curriculum; Conflict Resolution Coaching; Financial Management Coaching; Marriage Boosters; Employment Support Training; Marriage Mentoring Seminars; Domestic Violence screenings; community referrals; and family mentors/liaisons. 
The research evaluation team from the University of Northern Colorado had several goals. These included 1) Evaluating the knowledge and satisfaction with each program in which the couples and the individuals participated. Knowledge and Satisfaction Surveys (KSS) were developed to gather this information; 2) Assessing marital satisfaction prior to beginning the education programs and through the posttest given on the 1 year anniversary of the eligible couples joining the Building Healthy Marriages program; 3) Examining the relationships between demographic variables and the various subscales of the MSI-R, differences in program impact between males and females and Hispanic and non-Hispanic participants, and the relationship between educator satisfaction and content satisfaction.

Background Information

	In recent years, increased federal and state funding has resulted in the implementation of numerous marriage education and enrichment programs throughout the country. In 1996, Congress expanded attention to the importance of enhancing marriage for a better overall society (Administration for Children and Families [ACF], 2005). The Deficit Reduction Act of 2005 allocated $150 million annually to promoting healthy marriages and fatherhood throughout the United States (ACF, 2005). This act was based on research demonstrating that marriage has beneficial effects on children, men, women, and communities. Children raised by parents in a healthy marriage experience a number of advantages, including higher likelihood of attending college and achieving academically and better emotional and physical health (Wilcox, Doherty, Glenn, & Waite, 2005). Women in healthy marriages are emotionally and physically healthier; less likely to be victims of domestic violence, sexual assault, and other violent crimes; and less likely to commit suicide or abuse drugs or alcohol (Wilcox et al., 2005). Men who are partners in a healthy marriage live longer, are emotionally and physically healthier, experience more stable employment and make higher wages, and have better relationships with their children (Wilcox et al., 2005). Among the benefits for the community are higher rates of physically and emotionally healthy citizens, higher rates of education, lower rates of domestic violence, lower rates of criminal activity, lower teen pregnancy rates, and a decreased need for social services (Wilcox et al., 2005). 
The Federal Government describes a healthy marriage by the following criteria:
“There are at least two characteristics that all healthy marriages have in common. First, they are mutually enriching, and second, both spouses have a deep respect for each other.
· It is a mutually satisfying relationship that is beneficial to the husband, wife and children (if present).
· It is a relationship that is committed to ongoing growth, the use of effective communication skills and the use of successful conflict management skills.” (ACF, 2005).
The goal of the 2005 Federal initiative was to increase access to marriage education resources for those who voluntarily chose to seek these services (ACF, 2005). Marriage education programs aim to prevent future distress within a marriage, as well as strengthen the marital relationship (Bowling, Hill, & Jencius, 2005). A myriad of marriage education programs exists, and an appropriate program can be chosen based on programs’ strengths and the level of relevance of particular programs for the intended population.   

Program Description and Delivery

The Weld County Building Healthy Marriages project offered the following educational programs during the 5-year grant period: PREP, Prepare/Enrich, WMR, WOR, Marriage Garden curriculum, Winning the Workplace Challenge, Love U2, and Love Notes. In addition, the project provided the following supplementary services: conflict resolution coaching, financial management coaching, referral services, marriage boosters, employment support training, and marriage mentoring seminars. All programs and services are briefly described below. Following this, the manner in which the program was delivered to participants is described.  

Prevention and Relationship Enhancement Program (PREP)
	The Prevention and Relationship Enhancement Program (PREP) was an educational program designed to help couples develop strong and rewarding marriages. PREP taught couples effective communication skills, how to solve problems as a team, and methods for dealing with conflict. It also aimed to enhance the commitment of the couples (Bowling et al., 2005). PREP can be presented with a facilitator in a group setting or with one couple at a time (Renick, Blumberg, & Markman, 1992). 

	Delivery of the “PREP” marriage relationship education seminars. Couples from the general public participated in a PREP Workshop, which was provided in several formats (evening sessions or on Saturdays). These seminars focused on learning and practicing skills that improve marriages. Workshops were facilitated by marriage educators and coaches. In the beginning of Year 1, the workshop consisted of 12 hours of PREP. Later in Year 1, the workshop was expanded to 14 hours to include 2 hours of financial management. In May 2008, the PREP curriculum was reduced to 8 hours. The curriculum was shortened to simplify reporting the number of people served and to maximize retention. PREP has responded to the trend by revising the original curricula to fit an 8-hour format.

Prepare/Enrich Relationship Assessment
	The Prepare/Enrich curriculum was originally developed in the late 1970s to assist couples seeking premarital couple enrichment (Olson & Olson-Sigg, 1999). The original curriculum was intended to facilitate a discussion between partners regarding relevant issues for married couples, such as conflict resolution, finances, communication, and goals of the couple and family. Prepare/Enrich began with the couple taking an assessment instrument to identify areas of weakness and strengths (www.prepare-enrich.com). Following the assessment, the partners met with a counselor for four to eight feedback sessions to discuss their areas of potential growth and their strengths as individuals and couples (www.prepare-enrich.com).
Since its creation, the Prepare/Enrich curriculum has been revised three times (1982, 1986, and 1996). The current “Version 2000” has demonstrated strong reliability, with internal reliability coefficients for the scales of the instruments ranging from .73 to .90 (Olson & Olson-Sigg, 1999; Bowling et al., 2005). The Prepare/Enrich curriculum has demonstrated predictive validity in accurately forecasting couples who will be satisfied with their marriages 3 years after initiation of the program (Larsen & Olson, 1989). Discriminate validity has also been established by the curriculum. A study by Fowers and Olson (1989) demonstrated that Prepare/Enrich accurately discriminated between happily and unhappily married couples.  
There were six goals in the Prepare/Enrich Program: 
1. “To explore Relationship Strengths and Growth Areas 
2. To learn Assertiveness and Active Listening Skills 
3. To learn how to resolve conflict using the Ten Step Model 
4. To help couples discuss their Families-of-Origin 
5. To help couples with financial planning and budgeting 
6. To focus on personal, couple, and family goals
(See http://www.prepare-enrich.com/training.cfm?id=33#What_is_PE)

	Delivery of the Prepare/Enrich program (relationship inventories). Participants in the Building Healthy Marriages program could participate in the Prepare/Enrich inventory, which indicated traits, expectations, and issues that couples may have wanted to address. The inventories included the opportunity for couples to discuss the results in as many as six follow-up sessions with educators who have been trained and certified by Life Innovations®. 

Within My Reach (WMR)
	The Within My Reach program was created by Stanley, Pearson, & Kline (2005) and is based on the PREP marriage education program. WMR was a relationship skills and decision making program. It was specifically designed for low-income individuals who were attending marriage education without a partner (Pearson, Stanley, & Kline, 2005). Central to the curriculum was the idea that the decisions individuals make in their love lives will affect many other areas of life, particularly career and child bearing/raising. The primary theme of the Within My Reach curriculum was safety in relationships (Pearson et al., 2005). The curriculum defined a healthy marriage as involving a high degree of safety.  
WMR included the following goals: 
· Enhance and stabilize current partner relationships.
· Help people in damaging relationships to leave safely.
· Help people to choose future partners wisely.
Many of the skills taught can benefit an individual in work, social situations, and relationships with children and other family members. The curriculum took a number of characteristics of low-income populations into account and used an interactive, experiential curriculum (Pearson et al., 2005).  
	Delivery of the Within My Reach (WMR) relationship seminars. “Within My Reach” (WMR) seminars, which were delivered to individuals who were single or attending without a partner, were new to the BHM program in Year 3. Participants in Within My Reach may have attended the seminar alone and were not screened for income level or domestic violence. Within My Reach was an 8-hour curriculum, taught during a 1-day seminar to participants from the general public.  

Within Our Reach (WOR)  
	Within Our Reach was a marriage education curriculum designed for low-income couples. The creators (Stanley et al., 2006) of the PREP marriage education curriculum designed this program. However, there were a number of distinct changes from the original PREP curriculum. The Within Our Reach curriculum was developed based upon research with economically disadvantaged families. This research guided the curriculum to include a different range of themes and concepts, to emphasize the needs of this community, and to revise the teaching style in the curriculum.  
	The curriculum focused on the strengths of couples and the barriers that challenged them from meeting their relationship aspirations. Also, participants were charged with choosing the content and major themes of the sessions. The goal of the program was to facilitate a “sense of curriculum being tuned to their issues” (PREPInc, 2009, p. 2). The curriculum included global themes that were taught in every session and specific themes, such as racism, depression, or joblessness, which were covered when applicable (PREPInc, 2009). Emphasis was placed on the personal behavior of the individual and his or her responsibility for the way he or she though, acted, and responded (PREPInc, 2009).  
	The presentation of the material and the teaching style changed from the original PREP curriculum. Within Our Reach presented smaller amounts of material, with more couple and group activities between lessons (PREPInc, 2009). This revision added energy to the curriculum, making sessions more interesting for participants. The training was expanded, and there was more in-session time to practice new skills (PREPInc, 2009). The curriculum was based on the “Safety Theory,” which included the following subtopics:

· Physical Safety (freedom from harm, physical aggression, and psychological abuse) 
· Emotional Safety and Support 
Connected
Support
Conflict Under Control
Safe to Talk
· Commitment Safety and Security 
A Future
	   An “Us” 
· Contextual Safety
Crime
Health
Economic
Racism
Cultural Factors (PREPInc, 2009, p. 4).

	Delivery of the Within Our Reach (WOR) seminar. The WOR seminars were delivered during Marriage Enrichment Weekends. Couples could participate in a weekend program that included much of the 12-hour WOR content in a weekend format. Marriage educators and coaches facilitated the weekends. To participate in a Marriage Enrichment Weekend, couples must have been referred by the Department of Human Services, qualified for the Building Healthy Marriages program, and participated in an income level and domestic violence screening. Marriage Enrichment Weekends were held at a local hotel. In addition to participating in a 12-hour Within Our Reach marriage education seminar, couples received a two-night stay at the hotel and a “date night,” which included dinner at a restaurant. 
This format changed in Year 4. Enrichment weekends were no longer being scheduled due to the costs associated with this event. The WOR curriculum was then available to the general public but was delivered only in Spanish.

“Marriage Garden” Marriage Education 
This educational program was created at the University of Arkansas. The Marriage Garden was based on the metaphor of partners in marriage learning the necessary tools, wisdom, and spirit to cultivate a healthy marriage, just as two people would come together to cultivate a healthy garden (University of Arkansas Cooperative Extension Service, 2006a). The curriculum included six lessons covering the following topics: 
· Commit: Make and honor promises.
· Grow: Expand your strengths.
· Nurture: Do the work of loving.
· Understand: Cultivate compassion for your partner.
· Solve: Turn differences into blessings.
· Serve: Give back to your community.
The Marriage Garden curriculum can be used with individuals, couples, groups, and as part of a marriage mentoring program (University of Arkansas Cooperative Extension Service, 2006a).

Delivery of “Marriage Garden” marriage education. The Marriage Garden curriculum was offered at various Grover homes over four Saturdays from July 12 – August 2, 2008. Twelve participants took part in this event. 

Winning the Workplace Challenge 
	Winning the Workplace Challenge was a workplace relationship education program based on the principles of healthy relationships discussed in the PREP curriculum. This program addressed specific barriers and challenges of building healthy relationships within the workplace. Winning the Workplace Challenge was created by compiling the research-based knowledge of the PREP curriculum with the experience of individuals in the corporate world (Smart Marriages, 2009). The objectives of the program were to provide participants with the following:
· Knowledge of what makes a great workplace
· Understanding of the role of Relational Intelligence 
· Knowledge of the Amygdala Hijack
· The ability to recognize Events, Issues, and Hidden Issues
· The ability to demonstrate the Speaker/Listener Technique
· A description of the role of expectations
· The ability to recognize the role of choices in relationships
Several of these concepts, such as recognizing Events, Issues, Hidden Issues, and the role of expectations, were adapted for a workplace environment from the PREP marriage education curriculum. Others, including the Amygdala Hijack and the role of Relational Intelligence, were unique concepts created for the Winning the Workplace Challenge program. The Amygdala Hijack is a metaphor used to understand the brain’s process of receiving and processing potentially threatening information. However, when the brain reacts defensively to information that is not threatening, subsequent reactions by people can cause damage to relationships (e.g., overly defensive reactions when in an argument). To eliminate this overreaction, participants were taught to “STOP,” “Oxygenate: breathe,” “Pause and Appreciate,” and “Seek Information” (PREPInc, 2008, p. 11). Relational Intelligence is a term that describes people’s characters, “their capacity to inspire others, their self-management, their ability to get along well with other people, how well they resolve conflict, or how they handle crises” (PREPInc, 2008, p. 19). By educating employees about healthy workplace relationships, Winning the Workplace Challenge aimed to create happier, healthier, more productive business environments.  

Delivery of “Winning the Workplace Challenge” work relationship education seminar. Winning The Workplace Challenge was offered in Year 3 and Year 4. Winning the Workplace Challenge was taught in a 1-day, 8-hour format. Participants included city employees and employees from different agencies within the community. 

Love U2
	The Love U2 program was a relationship education program targeted to teens. Marline Pearson developed the Love U2 program based on the PREP curriculum created by Scott Stanley and Howard Markman (Stanley, Blumberg, & Markman, 1999). The Love U2 program went beyond traditional, fact-based sex education programs and discussed sex within the framework of relationships. The goal of the Love U2 program was to “help young people acquire practical skills and useful knowledge for forming emotionally healthy, mutually respectful, and ethically sound relationships” (The Dibble Institute, 2010, paragraph 1). The program also aimed to provide teens with a picture of healthy relationships in order to influence their decisions regarding relationships and sex as teens and into adulthood. The Love U2 program was based on research demonstrating a connection between family structure and the well-being of children (The Dibble Institute, 2009). The Love U2 curriculum taught teens the personal, economic, and social benefits of healthy relationships and a stable marriage.  
The lessons included in the Love U2 program were the following: 
· Destructive Patterns in Relationships – Four Danger Signs
· Skills to Counter Negative Patterns – Time-Outs: A Path Back to Your Smart Brain
· Complaints and Gripes – Being Heard, Not Ignored
· Filters – I did not say that!”
· Personality Style and Creative Use of Differences
· Issues and Events – What Pushes Your Buttons?
· Clarifying Expectations – Family, Peers, Girl/Boyfriend
· Problem Solving and Taking Care of Friendship

Delivery of the Love U2 student and teen relationship education seminar. The Love U2 seminars were new to the BHM program beginning in Year 3. Love U2 was presented to teenagers from the community in three possible formats: a 1-day, 8-hour seminar; a 4-day, 2-hour per day format; and an overnight lock-in at an area church, which taught the 8-hour curriculum in one night.  

“Love Notes” Student/Teen Relationship Education Seminars (New in Year 4)
	The Love Notes: Making Relationships Work curriculum was a relationship education 
program developed to target at-risk youth, including those who were parents or currently pregnant. The program targeted strengths and goals and taught participants new strategies for decision making about life choices, such as engaging in sexual behavior and having children. Marline Pearson (2010) developed the Love Notes curriculum based on the Love U2 and the Within My Reach relationship education programs. The primary difference between the Love U2 curriculum and Love Notes was the attention paid to sexual choices, pregnancy, and parenting in the Love Notes curriculum. Topics included the following:
· “Knowing Myself – Personality Style, Baggage, Expectations, Mapping My Future 
· Forming and Maintaining Healthy Relationships – Knowledge, Skills, Smart Steps 
· Frameworks for Assessing Relationships and Making Decisions 
· Recognizing Unhealthy Relationships and Responding to Dangerous Relationships 
· Effective Communication and Conflict Management 
· Intimacy, Sexual Values, Pacing Relationships, and Planning for Choices 
· Unplanned Pregnancy and Relationship Turbulence Through the Eyes of a Child 
· “The Success Sequence” (Pearson, 2010, paragraph 4). 
Delivery of the “Love Notes” student/teen relationship education groups. The Love Notes seminars were new to the BHM program beginning in Year 4. Love Notes was presented in three possible formats: a 1-day, 8-hour seminar; a 4-day, 2-hour per day format; and a 5-session, 1-hour-and-40-minute per day format. 

The following services were also offered at various times during the 5-year grant:
· Conflict Resolution Coaching: Couples could receive up to 4 hours of personal coaching in using conflict resolution tools and techniques they learned in previous PREP or Prepare/Enrich trainings.

· Financial Management Coaching: Couples could receive up to 4 hours of financial counseling for help with managing finances.

· Community Referrals (New in Year 3): This service taught couples about employment services programs that could assist them in finding jobs. In addition, it educated participants about community programs that could help them, their families, and their children.

· Marriage Boosters: From January 2007 through April 2008, the marriage booster was a 6-hour educational workshop in which couples reviewed and practiced techniques learned in previous PREP training. Workshops were facilitated by marriage counselors and coaches. From May 2008 through September 2008, the Booster was a social event (e.g., a barbeque) with an educational component. Couples could enjoy the event and then participate in the 1 – 1 ½-hour Booster. In Year 3 (starting October 2008), boosters were eliminated, as they were costly and ineffective for recruitment purposes. 

· Employment Support Training: This training provided opportunities for individuals to work with Employment Services of Weld County technicians to assist in career exploration workshops, job training opportunities, job searches, résumé development, and job placement assistance. The contract was dropped in Year 3 due to underutilization. 

· Marriage Mentoring Seminars: This service was delivered in the following way from the inception of the Building Healthy Marriages program until the third year of delivery. For the first 2 years, couples were matched with more experienced couples (Marriage Mentors) to develop relationship skills. This service may have also included being referred to conflict resolution or financial management services or being coached through a technique that the couple may have already learned, using the tools taught in the PREP curriculum. Beginning in the third year of the Building Healthy Marriages program, the composition of the Marriage Mentoring seminar changed and became Next Step Coaching. Next Step Coaching consisted of PREP, WOR, and the Relationship Inventories (Prepare/Enrich). 

Program Models

Program Model Year 1 and First 7 Months of Year 2 (January 1, 2007 – April 30, 2008)
During Year 1 (January 1, 2007 – September 30, 2007) and the first 7 months of Year 2 (October 1, 2007 – April 30, 2008), the BHM program was an intensive service model and structured more closely to the Supporting Healthy Marriage program than the Demonstration grant. Building Healthy Marriages program facilitators taught the PREP (Prevention and Relationship Enhancement Program) and Prepare/Enrich curriculum. Couples (married or in a relationship) who completed the eligibility assessment could participate in the following education events: Marriage Seminars, Marriage Mentoring Seminars, Marriage Enrichment Weekends, Marriage Boosters, Conflict Resolution Coaching, Financial Management Coaching, and Employment Support Training. (See Figure 1.) This program was evaluated with a pretest (MSI-R) and posttest survey (MSI-R and full KSS).
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Figure 1: Building Healthy Marriages Model Year 1 and First 7 Months of Year 2


Program Model Last 5 Months of Year 2 (May 1, 2008 – September 30, 2008)
The Weld County Building Healthy Marriages Program changed focus from an intensive service model to a community saturation model. The BHM team decided to deliver the program in a two-fold manner. The implementation of this new model began in May 2008. (See Figure 2.)

1. Education Model: 
The first part of the program was called “Public Events” and included a community saturation model of delivery. The main goal was to educate the public about marriage and relationships. Eight hours of Marriage Education in the form of PREP seminars for ((Individuals (I), Married couples (M), and unmarried participants in a relationship (R)), 10 hours of Prepare/Enrich curriculum (premarital/relationship inventories (5 different versions available taking one hour to complete + 6 follow-up sessions each lasting 90 minutes) used for M and R, or 8 hours of The Marriage Garden curriculum (for I, M, R). Singles could participate in PREP and Marriage Garden, couples (M or R) could participate in all three events. (See Figure 2.) These public seminars were presented in two formats, two 4-hour days or four 2-hour days, depending on the needs of the participants and educators. Participants entered the Public Events program by registering online or calling the program for one of the advertised events. For evaluation purposes, participants were asked to complete a mini satisfaction survey during the last 5 minutes of the final session.  
At the conclusion of any public event, couples (not individuals) were invited to contact Building Healthy Marriages to assess their eligibility to participate in the second phase, called the “Mentoring Program.” This phase supported the needs of those who met the eligibility requirements. In addition, couples could begin the mentoring model after they completed the assessment and met the eligibility criteria; they did not have to go through the education model. 

2. Mentoring Model:
Beginning with an intake to determine eligibility, the specific needs of couples were identified. Couples were then assigned a mentor, who assisted them in signing up for appropriate services or referrals (i.e., marriage enrichment weekends, financial management education, conflict resolution coaching, employment services, health care, etc.). The main goal was to have couples participate in 8 hours of education, separate from the education model and with a different curriculum. The Prepare/Enrich inventories were also conducted, as appropriate, with anyone interested in premarital or marriage education/enhancement. The Mentoring Program was evaluated with a pretest (MSI-R) and posttest surveys (MSI-R, mini satisfaction surveys, KSS-Survey).
The following additional education and services were offered in the mentoring model:
· 8-hour “The Marriage Garden” Curriculum 
· 8-hour PREP Marriage Seminar
· +10-hour Prepare/Enrich (1-hour inventory + 6 follow-up sessions of each + 1 ½ hours)
· Booster (event such as barbeque: 1 – 1 ½ hours of education, open to anyone in the public)
· Financial Management: No set curriculum, up to 4 hours per couple 
· Conflict Resolution: PREP, up to 4 hours per couple 
· Enrichment Weekend: PREP curriculum was taught during weekend.
· Family Mentors: Couples were assigned mentors who assisted them in overcoming barriers in their relationships and provided them with referrals to services attuned with the program.
· Employment Services: offered continuously on an as needed basis.
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Figure 2: Building Healthy Marriages Model Last 5 Months of Year 2
Program Model Years 3, 4, and 5 (October 2008 – September 2011)

In Year 3, BHM was required to make programmatic changes, to align itself more clearly with grant directives. Primarily, the focus was shifted to the target population as outlined in the grant, and the number of participants was increased. This resulted in a new program model with three service structures: Relationship Seminars (community saturation), Next Step Coaching (intensive relationship education with mentoring for couples who qualified), and Building a Family (intensive relationship education services for non-married, expectant couples). The implementation of this new model began in October 2008 (Year 3). 

1. Relationship Seminars
	The first part of the program was called “Relationship Seminars” and used a community saturation model of delivery. These programs were offered to the general public and did not require any assessment or eligibility determination. The main goal of this program was to educate the public about marriage and relationships. These programs included 1) Eight hours of education using PREP (for Individuals [I], Married couples [M], and Unmarried Participants who were in a relationship [R]; 2) Eight hours of the “Within My Reach” program (WMR) for singles; 3) Eight hours of Within Our Reach (WOR) for Spanish speaking couples; 4) Eight hours of Love Notes for teens; and 5) Eight hours of Winning the Workplace Challenge for employees. (See Figure 1.) These seminars were presented in three formats: one 8-hour day, two 4 hour days, or four 2-hour days, depending on the needs of the participants and educators. Participants entered the Relationship Seminars by registering online or calling the program. For evaluation purposes, participants were asked to complete a mini satisfaction survey during the last 5 minutes of the final session. The Relationship Seminars were evaluated with a post mini satisfaction survey.
	At the conclusion of any public event, couples (not individuals) were invited to contact Building Healthy Marriages to assess their eligibility to participate in the second phase, called “Next Step Coaching.” This phase supported the needs of those who met the eligibility requirements. (See Figure 3 and 2a.) Couples were allowed to begin with “Next Step Coaching” after they completed the assessment and met the eligibility criteria; they did not need to attend the Relationship Seminars. 
	Non-married couples who were expecting or had a child less than 3 months of age were invited to complete a needs assessment and then referred to particular programs in the “Building a Family” program. (See Figure 3 and 2b.) 

2a. Next Step Coaching
	The primary audience targeted for this 8-hour program was low-income couples. In order to increase participation in the Next Step Coaching program, the income eligibility criteria was removed. This change took place in June 2010 (second part of Year 4). Beginning with an eligibility assessment, the needs of couples were identified. Couples were then referred to the Relationship Inventories, the WOR curriculum, or the PREP program. The Relationship Inventories, using the Prepare/Enrich curriculum, were conducted with parties interested in premarital or marital education/enhancement. The Within Our Reach program was a group mentoring program. Couples focused on developing problem solving skills. In addition, there was a focus on sensuality and sexuality within the relationship. PREP was an educational program that helped couples to develop strong and rewarding marriages. The Next Step Coaching Program was evaluated with a pretest (MSI-R) and posttest surveys (MSI-R, mini satisfaction surveys, Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey).

2b. Building a Family
	This program began with a needs assessment for couples. A Community Family Liaison was then assigned to each couple. The liaison considered the couples’ needs and then assisted the partners in enrolling in appropriate services or referrals (i.e., PREP, WOR, Relationship Inventories [using Prepare/Enrich], Conflict Resolution Coaching, Financial Management Coaching, and Community Referrals). 	
The following education and services were offered in the “Building a Family” program:
· Eight hours of “Relationship Seminars” using PREP 
· Eight hours of Within Our Reach (Spanish only)
· Eight hours or more of the Relationship Inventories using the Prepare/Enrich (inventory for 1 hour + six 90-minute follow-up sessions)
· Conflict Resolution Coaching: PREP, up to 4 hours per couple 
· Financial Management Coaching: No set curriculum, up to 4 hours per couple 
· Community Referrals: to employment services and/or community programs
· Assigned a Community Family Liaison: This person assisted couples in overcoming relationship barriers and provided them with referrals to services.
The Building a Family Program was evaluated with a pretest (MSI-R) and posttest surveys (MSI-R, mini satisfaction surveys, Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey). 
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Figure 3: Building Healthy Marriages Model Years 3, 4, and 5 
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Demographics of Those Served

Demographic Statistics Summary 	
The Weld County Census (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010b) indicates that the Hispanic
population (composed primarily of Mexican-Americans) is the county’s largest minority group.
This group makes up 28.4% of Weld County’s population, with 18% of the population speaking Spanish at home. Colorado Census information from 2010 indicates that 20.7% of the state’s population is from Hispanic or Latino origin, indicating a change of 41.2% when compared with data from 2000 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010a). Census information from 2009 indicates that 14.8% of Weld County families live below the poverty level (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009). 
Table 1 illustrates the demographic profiles of all participants who participated in the BHM program. In addition, the table contains the demographic data of the participants from Years 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5.

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample (Years 1 Through 5)
Percentages may not always add up to 100% due to the fact that some participants did not respond to the demographics questions. The narrative describes the demographics of all the participants who took part in the BHM program during the last 5 years. Data collection was concluded on June 11, 2011 to allow sufficient time for data analyses and report writing.

Gender
· Fifty-five percent (n = 1641) of the participants were female, and 45% (n = 1334) were male. The gender distribution is not equal because individuals who are either single, in a relationship, or married may participate in seminars.

Race/Ethnicity 
· Of the 2975 participants, 61% (n = 1803) were White, followed by 28% (n = 829) Hispanic. The other 7% (n = 212) were Asian, Black, Native American, or other/multicultural. Four percent (n = 131) did not respond to this question.  

Age 
· The average age of participants was 34 years. Fourteen percent (n = 408) were 19 or younger, 40% (n = 1191) were between the ages of 20 and 35, 33% (n = 967) were between the ages of 36 and 55, and 7% (n = 195) were 56 or older. Seven percent (n = 214) did not respond to this question.

Household Characteristics
· One thousand eight hundred twenty-seven participants (70%) had children, with an average of 2.5 children per household. Of the participants who had children, 481 participants (26%) had one child, 597 participants (33%) had two children, 428 participants (23%) had three children, and 321 participants (18%) had four or more children.

Table 1: Demographic Characteristics
	
	Total
Years 1 – 5
(n = 2975)
	Year 5
Participants
(n = 520)
	Year 4
Participants
(n = 1050)
	Year 3
Participants
(n = 926)
	Year 2
Participants
(n = 311)
	Year 1
Participants
(n = 168)

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Gender  Female
               Male
	1641
1334
	55.2
44.8
	270
250
	51.9
48.1
	564
486
	53.7
46.3
	559
367
	60.4
39.6
	164
147
	52.7
47.3
	84
84
	50.0
50.0

	Race/Ethnicity  Asian
                   Black
                   Hispanic
                   Native Amer.  
                   White                
                   Other
                   Did not resp.
	    23
    32
  829
    36
1803
  121
  131
	    .8
  1.1
27.9
  1.2
60.6
  4.1
  4.4
	    6
    9
107
    5
340
  29
  24
	  1.2
  1.7
20.6
  1.0
65.4
  5.6
  4.6
	    7
    3
291
    9
637
  58
  45
	    .7
    .3
27.7
    .9
60.7
  5.5
  4.3
	    8
  13
288
  11
541
  25
  40
	    .9
  1.4
31.1
  1.2
58.4
  2.7
  4.3
	    1
    2
  93
    6
192
    4
  13
	    .3
    .6
29.9
  1.9
61.7
  1.3
  4.2
	  1
  5
50
  5
93
  5
  9
	    .6
  3.0
29.8
  3.0
55.4
  3.0
  5.4

	Age (M, SD)
        13 – 19 years
        20 – 35 years
        36 –55 years
        56 and over
       Did not respond
	34.1
  408
1191
  967
  195
  214
	13.1
13.7
40.0
32.5
  6.6
  7.2
	35.8
  31
225
181
  30
  53
	12.2
  6.0
43.3
34.8
  5.8
10.2
	30.5
267
393
273
  40
  77
	12.7
25.4
37.4
26.0
  3.8
  7.3
	36.9
  85
322
35
8
  92
  69
	13.3
  9.2
34.8
38.7
  9.9
  7.5
	37.1
  15
132
123
  29
  12
	13.2
  4.8
42.4
39.5
  9.3
  3.9
	30.3
  10
119
  32
    4
    3
	9.5
  6.0
70.8
19.0
  2.4
  1.8

	
	n = 2625
	n = 515
	n = 1019
	n = 612
	n = 311
	n = 168

	Number children*(M, SD)
                                    0
                                    1
                                    2
                                    3 
                                    4
                                  >5
            Did not respond
	2.5
781
481
597
428
190
131
17
	1.4
29.8
18.3
22.7
16.3
  7.2
  5.0
    .7
	2.5
141
101
114
  88
  44
  25
    2
	1.4
27.4
19.6
22.1
17.1
  8.5
  4.9
    .4
	2.3
436
169
212
106
  62
  32
    2
	1.3
42.8
16.6
20.8
10.4
  6.1
  3.1
    .2
	2.6
136
104
154
135
  40
  41
    2
	1.4
22.2
17.0
25.2
22.1
  6.5
  6.7
    .3
	2.8
54
60
76
62
23
29
  7
	2.0
17.4
19.3
24.4
19.9
  7.4
  9.3
  2.3
	2.3
14
47
41
37
21
  4
  4
	1.2
  8.3
28.0
24.4
22.0
12.5
  2.4
  2.4

	
	n = 2082
	n = 437
	n = 659
	n = 527
	n = 291
	n = 168

	Length Marriage**(M,  SD)
  0 – 5 years
  6 – 10 years
  11 – 20 years
  > 20 years
  Did not respond
	8.52
1050
432
309
229
62
	9.32
50.4
20.7
14.8
11.0
  3.0
	8.91
216
  94
  70
  53
    4
	9.8
49.4
21.5
16.0
12.1
    .9
	7.41
377
123
  89
  63
    7
	8.2
57.2
18.7
13.5
  9.6
  1.1
	10.0
219
109
107
  65
  27
	9.9
41.6
20.7
20.3
12.3
  5.1
	9.68
147
  56
  32
  46
  10
	10.7
50.5
19.2
11.0
15.8
  3.4
	5.19
91
50
11
  2
14
	5.9
54.2
29.8
  6.5
  1.2
  8.3

	
	n = 2338
	n = 506
	n = 753
	n = 600
	n = 311
	n = 168

	# previous marriages***   
                    0
                    1
                    2
                    3 or more
                  Did not respond
	
1601
  544
  142
    28
    23
	
68.5
23.3
  6.1
  1.2
  1.0
	
354
105
  39
    5
    3
	
70.0
20.8
  7.7
  1.0
    .6
	
499
201
  36
  10
    7
	
66.3
26.7
  4.8
  1.3
    .9
	
409
137
  40
  10
    4
	
68.2
22.8
  6.7
  1.7
    .7
	
208
  73
  22
    2
    6
	
66.9
23.5
  7.1
    .6
  1.9
	
131
  28
    5
    1
    3
	
78.0
16.7
  3.0
    .6
  1.8

	
Employed (Hours  M, SD)
                  Yes
                   No
                  Did not Resp.
	n = 2975
	n = 520
	n = 1050
	n = 926
	n = 311
	n = 168

	
	39.21
1954
  991
    30
	12.7
65.7
33.3
  1.0
	40.1
363
153
    4
	13.1
69.8
29.4
    .8
	39.0
621
421
    8
	13.7
59.1
40.1
    .8
	39.4
666
251
    9
	11.6
71.9
27.1
  1.0
	39.0
208
  99
    4
	12.66
66.9
31.8
  1.3
	36.7
96
67
  5
	10.5
57.1
39.9
  3.0


Note.*Question about # of children was not asked on Workplace Mini KSS.**Question regarding length of current marriage was not applicable for Singles, WMR participants, and Workplace participants. ***Question about previous marriage was not asked on Workplace Mini KSS.

Table 1 (Continued)
	
	Total
Years 1 – 5
(n = 2975 )
	Year 5
Participants
(n = 520)
	Year 4
Participants
(n = 1050)
	Year 3
Participants
(n = 926)
	Year 2
Participants
(n = 311)
	Year 1
Participants
(n = 168)

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%

	
	n = 1015 couples
	n = 210 couples
	n = 334 couples
	n = 246 couples
	n = 141couples
	n = 84 couples

	Employment Status*
 Both partners empl. ft
 Both partners empl. pt
 One partner ft, one pt
 One partner empl. ft
 One partner  empl. pt
 Both partners unempl.
 Did not respond
	
287
  32
175
311
  66
102
  42
	
28.3
  3.2
17.2
30.6
  6.5
10.0
  4.1
	
62
  4
40
63
12
17
12
	
29.5
  1.9
19.0
30.0
  5.7
  8.1
  5.7
	
  99
  11
  61
105
  22
  27
   9
	
29.6
  3.3
18.3
31.4
  6.6
  8.1
  2.7
	
79
11
39
66
15
27
  9
	
32.1
  4.5
15.9
26.8
  6.1
11.0
  3.7
	
38
  2
23
45
11
17
  5
	
27.0
  1.4
16.3
31.9
  7.8
12.1
  3.5
	
  9
  4
12
32
  6
14
  7
	
10.7
  4.8
14.3
38.1
  7.1
16.7
  8.3

	Occupation
Executive/Adv. Profess.
Business Mgt     
Admin/Small Business 
Clerical/Sales/Technical
Skilled Manual
Semiskilled/Machine Op.
Unskilled
Unemployed 
Did not respond
	
259
261
281
369
404
111
103
991
196
	
  8.7
  8.8
  9.4
12.4
13.6
  3.7
  3.5
33.3
  6.6
	
  65
  50
  51
  64
  73
  24
  21
153
  19
	
12.5
  9.6
  9.8
12.3
14.0
  4.6
  4.0
29.4
  3.7
	
  90
  76
  80
  98
147
  27
  21
421
  90
	
  8.6
  7.2
  7.6
  9.3
14.0
  2.6
  2.0
40.1
  8.6
	
  89
  98
117
138
116
  26
  25
251
  66
	
  9.6
10.6
12.6
14.9
12.5
  2.8
  2.7
27.1
  7.1
	
14
26
29
48
42
19
20
99
14
	
  4.5
  8.4
  9.3
15.4
13.5
  6.1
  6.4
31.8
  4.5
	
  1
11
  4
21
26
15
16
67
  7
	
    .6
  6.5
  2.4
12.5
15.5
  8.9
  9.5
39.9
  4.2

	City**
  Brighton
  Cheyenne
  Dacono
  Eaton
  Evans 
  Firestone
  Fort Collins
  Fort Lupton
  Frederick
  Galeton
  Greeley
  Grover
  Johnstown
  Kersey
  LaSalle
  Lochbuie
  Longmont
  Loveland
  Mead
  Milliken
  Pierce
  Platteville
  Windsor
  Missing
	
      
    
   
    41
  243
     
  203
    
    
    
1717
    
    33
      
   
      
      
  135
      
    32
      
    
    83
    84
	
    
    
    
  1.4
  8.2
    
  6.8
    
    
    
57.7
    
  1.1
    
    
    
    
  4.5
    
  1.1
    
   
  2.8
  2.8
	


  11
  11
  36
    7
  68
    7
    6

242



    6

    6
  29




  20
  21
	


  2.1
  2.1
  6.9
  1.3
13.1
  1.3
  1.2

46.5



  1.2

  1.2
  5.6




  3.8
  4.0
	

  11

  10
  91

102



584

  17

  10

  10
  63

  10


  30
  22
	

  1.0

  1.0
  8.7

  9.7



55.6

  1.6

  1.0

  1.0
  6.0

  1.0


  2.9
  2.1
	



  10
  69

  33



603

  16

  11


  40

  14


  22
  29
	



  1.1
  7.5

  3.6



65.1

  1.7

  1.2


  4.3

  1.5


  2.4
  3.1
	
    4


  10
  33


  19


174
  16

    5

    4

    3

    4
    4
  10
    5
	
  1.3


  3.2
10.6


  6.1


55.9
  5.1

  1.6

  1.3

  1.0

  1.3
  1.3
  3.2
  1.6
	


  2

14
  2



  2
114
  4

  2


  2

  2
  4

  2
  6
12
	


  1.2

  8.3
  1.2



  1.2
67.9
  2.4

  1.2


  1.2

  1.2
  2.4

  1.2
  3.6
  7.1

	Education level (M,  SD)
  Less than high school
  High school only
  More than high school
  Did not respond
	13.1
  589
  852
1384
  150
	2.8
19.8
28.6
46.5
  5.0
	13.58
  64
144
283
  29
	3.1
12.3
27.7
54.4
  5.6
	12.84
296
263
444
  47
	2.50
28.2
25.0
42.3
  4.5
	13.2
165
240
461
  60
	3.0
17.8
25.9
49.8
  6.5
	12.92
  41
123
137
  10
	2.6
13.2
39.5
44.1
  3.2
	12.69
23
82
59
  4
	2.7
13.7
48.8
35.1
  2.4


Note. *Some individuals participated alone; therefore these data were not collected, ft = full time, pt=part time
**Only cities with percentages larger than one are displayed. 


Marital Status
· Fifty percent of the participants (n = 1050) had been married for 0 to 5 years, 21% (n = 432) were married between 6 and 10 years, and 26% (n = 538) were married for more than 10 years. Three percent (n = 62) of the participants did not answer this question. Sixty-nine percent (n = 1601) of the participants who were asked this question indicated the current marriage was their first, 23% (n = 544) had one previous marriage, and 7% (n = 170) indicated having been married twice or more. 

Employment
· Thirty-three percent (n = 991) of the participants were unemployed, and 66% (n = 1954) were employed and worked an average of 39 hours.

· Of the 1015 couples who completed the employment questions, 773 couples (76%) indicated that either both were employed full-time or at least one partner worked full-time, 32 couples (3%) indicated that both partners were employed part-time, 66 couples (7%) indicated that only one partner was employed part-time, and 102 couples (10%) specified that neither partner was employed.

Residence
· Fifty-eight percent of the participants lived in Greeley (n = 1717); of those, 556 (32%) were Hispanic, and 1099 (64%) were non-Hispanic. Thirty-nine percent (n = 1174) lived in cities surrounding Greeley; the majority was non-Hispanic (n = 879, 75%), and 20% were Hispanic (n = 234). 

Education
· Of the participants, 29% (n = 852) had a high school diploma only, and 47% (n = 1384) completed education beyond high school graduation. Twenty percent (n = 589) had less than a high school diploma.

Figures 4 through 14 display graphically changes over the years of this program, including the distribution of participants by gender, race/ethnicity, age, number of children, length of current marriage, number of previous marriages, employment, employment status couple, occupation, city of residence, and education level. 



















*Only cities with percentages 1 or larger are displayed in Figure 13.




Interesting Demographic Changes During the 5 Grant Years

Gender
· For all years except for Year 1, there were more females than males who participated in the program. However, all years except for Year 3, the male to female ratio was close to 1:1. In Year 3, many more females participated in the program (60%). The fact that the program recruited almost as many males as females (with males making up 45% percent of participants overall) is a strength because traditionally, males are less likely to participate in marriage counseling than females (e.g., Bringle & Byers, 1997). However, more current research suggests that men and women may equally seek help, as evidenced by research showing that the relationship between marital distress and use of mental health care is not moderated by gender (e.g., Schonbrun & Whisman, 2010).

Race/Ethnicity
· Over the 5 years, slightly over one-quarter of participants were Hispanic. Other minority groups made up very small percentages of participants overall and during each individual year. Over the first 3 years of the program, the percentage of Hispanic participants gradually increased. However, after Year 3, the percentage of Hispanics in the program decreased, reaching the lowest yearly percentage (21%) in Year 5. Recruitment strategies that included opening the educational programs to the general public and individuals who did not need to meet income criteria may have influenced the increase in White participants.

Age
· Each year of the program, the average age of participants was in the 30s, and average ages within this decade fluctuated slightly up and down with no noticeable trends over the 5 years. The percentage of participant’s ages 13 – 19 years was relatively low all years except Year 4, in which this age group made up 25% of participants due to the inclusion of the youth oriented programs, especially “Love Notes.” In Year 4, eighteen “Love Notes” classes completed the mini Knowledge and Satisfaction (KSS) surveys. Participants who were 56 years old or older were a low proportion of the total participants all 5 years. All years except for Year 1, the percentage of participants ages 20 – 35 years and 36 – 55 years was fairly evenly balanced, with most years showing slightly higher percentages in the 20 – 35 year range. However, in Year 1, there were significantly more participants aged 20 – 35 years (71%) than in any other age group.

Household Characteristics
· The average number of children participants had was similar each year of the program, ranging from 2.3 to 2.8. A notable trend is an increase in the number of participants having no children over the 5 years, with the largest percentage with no children (43%) occurring in Year 4. Over the entire course of the program, most participants had children (n = 1827, 70%), meaning this program impacted many children in Greeley and the surrounding areas.

Marital Status
· During the first year, the program attracted few people who had been married for 11 years or longer. However, as the program continued, more participants who had been married for greater than 10 years took part in the program. The number of participants in this group peaked in Year 3, in which 33% of participants (almost one-third of the participants) had been married for more than 10 years. However, each year, the group that had the greatest percentage of participants was the one for those married 0 – 5 years. This shows that overall, the program has attracted new couples. This may be because recruitment efforts were more targeted at these couples.
· Over the 5 years, consistently, most participants had not been in any previous marriages. This was especially the case in Year 1. A significant minority of participants had had one previous marriage (ranging from 17% to 27% over the course of the program), and very few couples had been married 2 or more times, consistent over the 5 years.

Employment
· In general, the 5 years within which this program ran saw a general upward trend in the percent of participants who were employed, and over all years, there were more participants who were employed than unemployed. Also, there was a consistent decrease in the number of couples in which both partners were unemployed. While there was a drop in employment of individual participants in Year 4, it increased in Year 5, possibly indicating that the economy was starting to provide more job opportunities. According to national records, the unemployment rate peaked in 2009 but has since started to decrease (Federal Reserve Economic Data, 2011). The Gross Domestic Product also was decreasing at this time but started to increase at the end of 2009 and has been continuing this trend (Federal Reserve Economic Data, 2011).
· Over the 5 years, most participants’ jobs were in Clerical/Sales/Technical or Skilled Manual areas. Also, there was a general upward trend in the percentage of participants working in more lucrative fields, such as Executive/Advanced Professional and Business Management.

Residence
· Most of the people who participated in the program lived in Greeley, with no other cities even being a close second. Evans attracted the second biggest group of participants, who made up only 8.2% of the total participants. However, over the 5 years, a smaller percentage of participants have lived in Greeley, with slightly less than half the participants (47%) living there in Year 5. It appears that recruitment efforts have become more successful at targeting those in the surrounding areas of Greeley. Specifically, Fort Collins saw a huge increase in participation over the 5 years, with those from this city making up less than one percent of all participants in Years 1 and 2 and 13% of participants by Year 5.

Education
· Overall, most participants were in the group that had received more than a high school education. Looking at the 5 years separately, one can see some interesting trends. The percentage of those having only a high school education generally decreased, and the percentage of those having more than a high school education generally increased. It appears that the program did a better job of attracting more educated people through targeted marketing efforts. The percentage of those with less than a high school education was about the same over the years except for in Year 4, in which a significantly higher proportion (28%) were in this group.

Referral Source 
Table 2 provides information on the referral sources for the BHM participants during the 5 grant years. Overall, 18.2% of the participants were referred by radio advertisement (n = 542), followed by referrals from the faith-based community (n = 538; 18.1%) and friends and family (n = 206; 6.9%).
Over the years, some changes occurred in the referral sources. There was a large increase in the percentage of participants recruited by the radio, with this group being less than 1% of participants in Year 1 and reaching a high of 27.9% of participants in Year 4. There was also an increase in the proportion of participants who were referred by friends and family, possibly because every year, more people had completed the program and then recommended it to others. In contrast, the percentage of those in the former participant category decreased over time (from 14.3% in Year 1 to 1.9% in Year 5), meaning that over time, the program attracted more new participants. The proportion referred by the Pregnancy Resource Center also decreased over time. Other notable findings are that the percentage of those recruited by the faith-based community was especially high in Year 2, and the percentage referred by the community mediation project was especially high in Year 3.


Table 2: Referral Base
	
	Total
Year 1-5
(n = 2975)
	Year 5
Participants
(n = 520)
	Year 4
Participants
(n = 1050)
	Year 3
Participants
(n = 926)
	Year 2
Participants
(n = 311)
	Year 1
Participants
(n = 168)

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Radio
	542
	18.2
	123
	23.7
	293
	27.9
	108
	11.7
	  18
	  5.8
	
	

	Faith-Based Community
	538
	18.1
	  71
	13.7
	198
	18.9
	134
	14.5
	103
	33.1
	32
	19.0

	Friend/Family
	206
	  6.9
	  61
	11.7
	  70
	  6.7
	  55
	  5.9
	  12
	  3.9
	  8
	  4.8

	Community Mediation Project
	163
	  5.5
	  29
	  5.6
	  23
	  2.2
	102
	11.0
	    7
	  2.3
	  2
	  1.2

	City of Greeley
	152
	  5.1
	
	
	  28
	  2.7
	124
	13.4
	
	
	
	

	Former Participant
	122
	  4.1
	  10
	  1.9
	  21
	  2.0
	  27
	  2.9
	  40
	12.9
	24
	14.3

	United Way
	100
	  3.4
	  22
	  4.2
	  32
	  3.0
	  41
	  4.4
	    3
	  1.0
	  2
	  1.2

	Day Spring School
	  99
	  3.3
	
	
	  77
	  7.3
	  22
	  2.4
	
	
	
	

	Weld County DHS
	  79
	  2.7
	    8
	  1.5
	  13
	  1.2
	  79
	  8.5
	  14
	  4.5
	  6
	  3.6

	Self-Referral
	  65
	  2.2
	  18
	  3.5
	
	
	
	
	  30
	  9.6
	  4
	  2.4

	Internet
	  64
	  2.2
	  22
	  4.2
	  24
	  2.3
	  11
	  1.2
	    7
	  2.3
	
	

	Pregnancy Resource Center
	  57
	  1.9
	
	
	  15
	  1.4
	
	
	  14
	  4.5
	20
	11.9

	Head Start
	  40
	  1.3
	    5
	  1.0
	
	
	
	
	    7
	  2.3
	22
	13.1

	Employment Services
	  38
	  1.3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	  28
	  9.0
	  8
	  4.8

	BHM
	  34
	  1.1
	    6
	  1.2
	  12
	  1.1
	  14
	  1.5
	
	
	
	

	Cinco de Mayo Booth
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	10
	  6.0

	Children’s Festival
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	  4
	  2.4

	Transitional House
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	  2
	  1.2

	Newspaper
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	  2
	  1.2

	BHM presentation at job
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	  2
	  1.2

	Current participant
	
	
	
	
	
	
	    9
	  1.0
	
	
	  2
	  1.2

	Ft. Lupton Trapper Days
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	  2
	  1.2

	Therapist/Counselor
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	    5
	  1.6
	  2
	  1.2

	Health Department
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	    6
	  1.9
	
	

	Fun Run
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	    4
	  1.3
	
	

	Frontier Academy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	  12
	  1.3
	
	
	
	

	TV add
	
	
	
	
	  18
	  1.7
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Billboard
	
	
	    8
	  1.5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	North Ridge High School
	
	
	
	
	  12
	  1.1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Teacher
	
	
	
	
	  20
	  1.9
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Did Not Respond/Missing
	297
	10.0
	  85
	16.3
	101
	  9.6
	  97
	10.5
	
	
	14
	  8.3


*Includes all participants who initiated involvement with BHM, and participants are only counted once.
**Only referral sources with percentages 1 or larger are displayed in Table 2.





*Only referral sources with percentages 2 or larger are displayed in Figure 15.

EVALUATION

Data Collection

Evaluation Program Year 1 and First 7 Months of Year 2 (Jan 1, 2007 – April 30, 2008)
Pretests: MSI-R pretests were completed during the intake assessment (administration time approximately 20 minutes). 
Posttest Evaluation: KSS and MSI-R were administered 1 year after the initial assessment date (administration time of KSS + MSI-R approximately 45 minutes). 
Logistics and Administration Posttests (MSI-R [Posttest] + KSS): MSI-R posttests and KSS were administered to the couples who entered the BHM program. (The majority of these couples completed the MSI-R pretest during the assessment.) The Intake Coordinator (IC) and assessment technicians contacted the couples three times to set up appointments to complete the tests. If unsuccessful (i.e., no show, no call back, etc.), the evaluators then mailed the posttests (KSS and MSI-R). When surveys were returned, couples received a $30 Target gift card. Packets included the MSI-R, KSS, and acknowledgement of gift card. 
	
Evaluation Program Last 5 Months of Year 2 (May 1, 2008 – September 30, 2008)
Public Events: Education Model
· Evaluation 8-hour PREP/Marriage Garden Curriculum
Pretests: No
Posttest Evaluation 8-hour PREP/Marriage Garden Curriculum: Mini KSS (Public Education Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey/Marriage Garden Workshop Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey), which also included several demographic questions, no MSI-R. The administration time was approximately 5 minutes. 
Logistics and Administration of Posttests: The Intake Coordinator sent lists of participants’ names to an evaluation team member who coded the surveys and made sure that the Intake Coordinator received the surveys before the class ended. Coding was necessary in order to track the couples through the program. The Intake Coordinator and staff gave each participant a mini KSS during the last 5 minutes of the final session. Each participant completed the survey, placed it in an envelope, sealed it, and returned it to the Intake Coordinator and staff. If there were more participants than anticipated, extra, unnumbered surveys were used, and the Intake Coordinator and staff wrote the participant’s name on a sticky note and placed it on the sealed envelope. All envelopes were collected, along with the sign-in sheet. Couples who did not show up for the last session of the 8-hour seminar did not receive a mini KSS. 

· Evaluation 10 hours Prepare/Enrich Curriculum (premarital inventory): 
Pretests: No
Posttest Evaluation Prepare/Enrich Curriculum: Mini KSS (Prepare/Enrich Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey), which also included several demographic questions, no MSI-R. The administration time was approximately 5 minutes. 
Logistics and Administration of Posttests: Because this event was an individualized program (couple with educator), packages were prepared for the educators, to be used as needed. Educators gave each participant a mini KSS during the last 5 minutes of the final session. Participants who did not complete all six follow-up sessions did not receive a mini KSS (because the mini KSS was developed using the 6 goals of the curriculum). Each participant was asked to fill out the survey, put it in the self-addressed stamped envelope, seal it, and return it by mail to the UNC evaluation team.

Mentoring Model
· Pretest (MSI-R): The MSI-R (pretest) was administered by assessment technicians at the beginning of the assessment interview. The MSI-R was given to each partner of the couple separately so that responses would not be discussed because discussion might have influenced how each partner responded. If couples met the eligibility criteria, they could participate in the mentoring program. 
To be accepted for participation in the mentoring phase, a couple must have:
· Had an annual income of less than 200% of the Federal Poverty Guidelines
· Successfully completed the intake process
· Been able to demonstrate legal status
· Been married, living together, or contemplating marriage
· Had no drug or violence indicators
· Posttest Evaluation Individual Events (Mini KSS’s): Mini KSS’s (completion time approximately 5 minutes) were administered after each individual event except for Family Mentors, Boosters, Financial Management, Conflict Resolution, and Employment Support Services. (See Table 3.) The same administration procedures were followed as for the Public Event programs.
· Posttest Evaluation (MSI-R +KSS-Survey): The MSI-R and KSS were administered 12 months after the assessment to see if couples’ marital satisfaction had increased, to assess the overall satisfaction with the program, and to measure satisfaction with the following events: Boosters, Employment Support Services, Family Mentors, Financial Management, and Conflict Resolution. This survey was administered with the MSI-R posttest12 months after assessment. 

Table 3: Evaluation Individual Events in Mentoring Program
	Evaluated immediately after event with mini KSS
	Evaluated 6 months after MSI-R pretest with S-Survey

	8-hour Marriage Garden Curriculum
	Booster

	8-hour PREP
	Employment Services

	10-hour Prepare/Enrich (premarital inventories)
	Family Mentors

	Enrichment Weekend
	Financial Management

	
	Conflict Resolution



Reasons for not evaluating some of the programs directly after event:
· Booster: This was primarily a social event (e.g., a barbeque) with an educational component. Couples could enjoy the food and have the option of participating in the 1 – 1 ½-hr Booster (based on PREP), provided by the head educator.
· Employment Services: This referral-based program was not administered by BHM staff but by the Employment Services of Weld County. It had several components that participants could access depending upon need. These included job postings, interview skills, résumé writing, job coaching, and counseling. 
· Family Mentors: Mentor services were available to the couples during the entire program (for about 1 year); therefore, it was evaluated when the MSI-R posttest was administered.
· Financial Management and Conflict Resolution: These programs were delivered when couples needed them, were specifically tailored to each couple’s needs, and were not based upon a fixed curriculum. Educators helped couples resolve conflicts and financial problems as they arose. The increase in specific areas of knowledge as a result of participation in the individual conflict resolution coaching and financial management coaching varied with each couple. For example, some learned to balance a checkbook, while others learned skills for resolving conflicts. We evaluated the couples’ satisfaction with these programs with the KSS-Survey 12 months after intake assessment. 
Evaluation Program Year 3, Year 4, and Year 5 (October 1, 2008 – June 11, 2011)
Relationship Seminars 
· Evaluation 8-hour PREP, WOR, WMR, Winning the Workplace Challenge, and Love Notes:
Pretests: No
Posttest Evaluation 8-hour PREP, WOR, WMR, Winning the Workplace Challenge, Love Notes: Mini KSS (Mini Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey), which also included several demographic questions, but no MSI-R was administered. The administration time was approximately 5 minutes. 
Logistics and Administration of Posttests: The Intake Coordinator sent lists of participants’ names to an evaluation team member, who coded the surveys and ensured that the Intake Coordinator received the surveys before the class ended. Coding was necessary in order to track the couples through the program. The Intake Coordinator (or intake staff) gave each participant a mini KSS during the last 5 minutes of the final session. Each participant completed the survey, placed it in an envelope, sealed it, and returned it to the Intake Coordinator. In the event that there were more participants than anticipated, extra, unnumbered surveys were available. In this case, the Intake Coordinator wrote the participant’s name on a note and placed it on the sealed envelope. All envelopes were collected, along with the sign-in sheet. Couples who did not attend the last session of the 8-hour seminar did not receive a mini KSS. 

Next Step Coaching 
· Pretest (MSI-R): The MSI-R (pretest) was administered by technicians at the beginning of the assessment interview. The MSI-R was given to each member of the couple separately so that responses would not be discussed because discussion might have influenced how each partner responded. If couples met the eligibility criteria, they could participate in Next Step Coaching. To be accepted for participation, a couple must have
· Had an annual income of less than 200% of the Federal Poverty Guidelines (This
criterion was eliminated on June 1, 2010.)
· Successfully completed the intake process
· Been able to demonstrate legal status
· Been married, living together, or contemplating marriage
· Had no drug or violence indicators 
· Posttest Evaluation Individual Events (Mini KSS’s): In Year 3, couples were offered the opportunity to participate in two events: the Enrichment weekend using the WOR curriculum and the Relationship Inventories using the Prepare/Enrich curriculum. Enrichment weekends were no longer offered in Year 4 and Year 5 due to the high cost of these events. All participants who were referred to the Next Step Coaching program were taking part or will take part in the Relationship Inventory. Mini KSS’s (completion time approximately 5 minutes) were administered after individual events. The same administration procedures were followed as for the Relationship Seminar programs.
· Posttest Evaluation (MSI-R +KSS-NSC): MSI-R and Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey – Next Step Coaching (KSS-NSC; See Appendix A.) were administered 12 months after the assessment to determine if couples’ marital satisfaction increased and to assess knowledge and overall satisfaction with the program.  

Building a Family 
· Pretest (MSI-R): The MSI-R (pretest) was administered by assessment technicians at the beginning of the needs assessment interview. The MSI-R was given to each partner separately so that responses would not be discussed because discussion might have influenced how each partner responded.
· Posttest Evaluation Individual Events (Mini KSS’s): Mini KSS’s (completion time approximately 5 minutes) were administered after each individual event except for Family Liaison, Community Referrals, Financial Management Coaching, and Conflict Resolution Coaching. (See Table 3.) The same administration procedures were followed as for the Next Step Coaching and Relationship Seminars.
· Posttest Evaluation (MSI-R + KSS-BAF): The MSI-R was administered 12 months after the needs assessment to determine if couples’ marital satisfaction had changed. A new overall general satisfaction survey (Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey – Building A Family), which took about 5 minutes to complete, was developed to assess the overall satisfaction with the program and to measure satisfaction with the following events: Family Liaisons, Community Referrals, Conflict Resolution Coaching, and Financial Management Coaching. This survey was administered, together with the post MSI-R, 12 months after the initial assessment. 

Table 4: Evaluation Individual Events in Building a Family
	Evaluated immediately after event with mini KSS
	Evaluated 12 months after MSI-R pretest with KSS-BAF

	8-hour PREP
	Family Liaisons

	8-hour WOR Seminar /WOR Enrichment weekend (weekend not offered Oct. 30, 2009 – September 30, 2010)
	Community Referrals

	10-hour Prepare/Enrich (Relationship Inventory)
	Conflict Resolution Coaching

	Marriage Garden (Not offered Oct 1, 2008 – September 30, 2010)
	Financial Management Coaching



Reasons for not evaluating some of the programs directly after the event
· Community Referrals: Referrals were made to the couples during the entire program (for about 1 year); therefore, it was evaluated when the MSI-R posttest was administered. 
· Family Liaisons: Liaison services were available to the couples during the entire program (for about 1 year); therefore, this service was evaluated when the MSI-R posttest was administered.
· Financial Management and Conflict Resolution Coaching programs: These were delivered on an “as needed” basis, were specifically tailored to each couple’s needs, and were not based upon a fixed curriculum. Educators helped couples resolve conflicts and financial problems as they arose. Any increase in knowledge and skills varied with each couple. For example, some learned to balance a checkbook, while others learned skills for resolving conflicts. We evaluated the couples’ satisfaction with these programs with the KSS-BAF 12 months after the needs assessment. 
Tools and Instruments

Marital Satisfaction Inventory, Revised (MSI-R)
The MSI-R was chosen as the evaluation instrument for measuring marital satisfaction. The primary reason for choosing this instrument was that it is widely used in research, has very good psychometric properties, has been translated into Spanish, and has been normed on different ethnic groups. The MSI-R is one of the more current marital satisfaction assessments, originally developed in 1985 and revised in the mid-1990s. Several other Building Healthy Marriage projects in the United States are also using this inventory. In addition, the MSI-R is written at the reading level appropriate for the sample under consideration (Sixth or seventh grade reading level is suggested.) and has important subscales (i.e., Global Distress; Disagreements about Finances; and subscales addressing areas of conflict or potential conflict, including Problem Solving Communication, Aggression, and Conflict over Childrearing), many of which are of particular interest for this grant. The MSI-R consists of 150 questions. With the exception of the Role Orientation Subscale, all scales are scored in the direction of dissatisfaction, indicating that high scores reflect high amounts of dissatisfaction in a specific area within the relationship (Snyder, 1997). 

	· Affective Communication
	· Family History of Distress
	· Conflict over Childrearing

	· Role Orientation
	· Time Together
	· Dissatisfaction over Sex

	· Problem Solving Communication
	· Dissatisfaction with Children
	· Global Distress

	· Aggression
	· Disagreements About Finances
	



Global Distress: Global Distress is the best overall measure of marital satisfaction. It also gauges negative expectancies regarding the relationship’s future and consideration of divorce.
Affective Communication: Affective Communication evaluates dissatisfaction with the amount of affection and understanding expressed by the other partner.
Problem Solving Communication: The Problem Solving Communication Scale is a measure of overt discord in the relationship.
Aggression: The Aggression Scale assesses intimidation and physical aggression experienced by the partner.
Time Together: The Time Together Scale evaluates the couple’s companionship, as expressed in shared leisure time.
Financial Disagreement: The Financial Disagreement Scale evaluates the extent to which the respondent partner experiences discord in the relationship over finances.
Sexual Dissatisfaction: Sexual Dissatisfaction measures general dissatisfaction with the sexual relationship and inadequate affection during couples’ interactions. 
Role Orientation: The Role Orientation Scale evaluates the extent to which a partner identifies with traditional versus nontraditional attitudes regarding marital and parental gender roles.
Family History of Distress: This scale measures the respondent’s perception of the dysfunction of relationships in the partner’s family of origin.
Dissatisfaction with Children: This scale assesses the quality of the relationship between respondents and their children, as well as parental concern regarding the emotional and behavioral well-being of one or more of the children.
Conflict over Raising Children: This scale evaluates the extent of conflict between partners regarding their approaches to raising children.

Knowledge and Satisfaction Surveys (KSS) (See Appendix A.)
Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey (full KSS): This instrument was developed by the BHM Evaluation Team from the University of Northern Colorado (UNC) and assesses the satisfaction with each of the program events (Marriage Seminar, Enrichment Weekend, Marriage Booster, Marriage Mentoring, Conflict Resolution Coaching, Financial Management Coaching, Premarital/Relationship Inventories, Employment Support Training), the family advocates, and the overall satisfaction with the BHM program. In addition, participants were asked to indicate how much knowledge they gained in the areas of conflict resolution and financial management. Due to the implementation of the Building a Family and Next Step Coaching programs, the full KSS was no longer applicable. Specific KSS’s were developed to measure the satisfaction and knowledge of the BAF and NSC programs.

Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey – Next Step Coaching (KSS-NSC): This instrument was developed by the UNC evaluation team to assess the satisfaction with the Next Step Coaching Program. Participants were asked to indicate how satisfied they were with the Prepare/Enrich curriculum, Family Liaison, and the overall program and about how much knowledge they gained.

Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey – Building a Family (KSS-BAF): This instrument was developed by the UNC evaluation team to assess the satisfaction with the Building a Family program. Participants were asked to indicate how satisfied they were with the Prepare/Enrich curriculum, PREP, WOR, conflict resolution coaching, financial management coaching, community referrals, the Family Liaison, and the overall program and about how much knowledge they gained.

Mini Knowledge and Satisfaction Surveys (Mini KSS) for five programs (PREP, Within My Reach, Winning the Workplace Challenge, Within Our Reach, Relationship Inventories [Prepare/Enrich], Love Notes, and Love U2). These instruments were developed by UNC and assess the satisfaction with these particular events, measure the satisfaction with the instructor, assess the knowledge gained from the PREP program, and ask some basic demographic questions. Several questions regarding participants’ interest in follow-up seminars were added to these surveys in January 2011. Building Healthy Marriages is looking at the possibility of expanding its services to include workshops that will go into more depth on the topics learned. The responses to the added questions will be used in the development of these services. 

Mini Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey for Marriage Garden Workshop: This instrument was developed partly by UNC and partly by the University of Arkansas Cooperative Extension Service (2006b) and assesses the satisfaction with the Marriage Garden Curriculum and instructor. It also assesses the knowledge gained from the program and has some basic demographic questions. Permission was granted from the University of Arkansas to use sections A – D on the Marriage Garden mini KSS.

Semi structured Interviews for the Qualitative Evaluation
The research team conducted 45 to 60 minute semi structured interviews with participants and educators. Sample questions for the interviews included, “Please tell me about your experiences,” “Suggestions for educators and program developers,” and “What challenges did you face as an educator?” 
	Researchers interviewed couples who educators believed had been strongly impacted by their experiences in the program. These couples were asked the same questions as other participants, such as “What did you find most and least useful?” Given that their experiences seemed to be especially positive (i.e., favoring the BHM program), participants were also asked to provide specific details about those impactful experiences. 
	Interviews were also conducted with participants who had either separated or divorced after participating in relationship education programs or had prematurely dropped out of the programs. Sample questions for those who separated or divorced after completing the program included, “Do you think BHM could have done anything to change the outcome of your relationship?” and, “Is there anything BHM could have done differently to make the program more satisfying or successful for you?” For reasons beyond the researchers’ control (e.g., only one party was willing to be interviewed, only one party’s contact information was provided, etc.), interviews were conducted with only one of the ex-partners and never with both. Sample questions for the interviews with those who dropped out included, “Is there anything BHM could have done differently that would have impacted your ability to complete the program?” “Although you did not complete the program, how useful was this training and information for your relationship?” and “What effects has the program had on your marriage/relationship? On 
other relationships (children, co-workers, etc)?”

Challenges/Barriers to Evaluation

Challenges in Recruiting Participants for the Qualitative Study
	In the qualitative evaluation, we planned to interview more participants who dropped out of the educational programs for reasons other than scheduling difficulties and couples whose relationships ended after their involvement with the program. The individuals interviewed expressed satisfaction with the educational programs in which they participated. To broaden the perspectives, we would have liked to hear from individuals who experienced some dissatisfaction. Significant effort was expended to increase the sample. Many of the participants were unreachable by phone; particularly couples who divorced or split up following the program. One of the greatest obstacles to recruiting participants was that a significant number of them had either moved, disconnected or changed their phone numbers since their involvement with the program, making them untraceable. Nearly all of the participants who were reached were willing to be interviewed, but at time scheduling conflicts and challenging life events served as barriers to the completion of interviews. Only two of the individuals we were able to reach who had divorced or split up after the program were unwilling to be interviewed.   


Teens Added to the Sample of Participants
	Several teen relationship education programs were added to the BHM curriculum during Year 3 and Year 4. Community agencies, such as the Weld County Probation Department, Youth and Family Connections (YFC), faith-based agencies (churches), and schools in Weld County, contacted BHM supervisors and asked them to provide this age appropriate version of the PREP program to the students in their schools. These programs are referred to as “LoveU2” and “Love Notes.” The BHM evaluation team developed its own consent form in consultation with the Internal Review Board at UNC. In accordance with IRB procedures, the teen participants needed to give their assent and have parental consent to participate. Teens were notified about this opportunity from referral sources (e.g., schools, parents, service providers, juvenile system, etc.). Teens were allowed to opt out of the program. The consent form indicated that participation in the class was voluntary.  
Teachers and the superintendent of the schools approved the inclusion of these programs in selected classes. However, full approval was not granted by the research board of the school district for delivery of the programs. Therefore, the project evaluation team was unable to enter or analyze any of the mini Knowledge and Satisfaction Surveys. These changes in program delivery were reviewed by the University Internal Review Board (IRB), and despite approval, data analysis can only commence with approval from the school district’s IRB. However, mini KSS’s distributed at the end of the Love Notes classes that were held at WayPoints Church could be analyzed and are included in this report.

North Range Behavioral Health Workshops Not Given Mini KSS
Two PREP workshops were offered to mental health clients with substance abuse concerns at a community mental health center. These participants did not receive a mini KSS because they were not covered under current IRB regulations. 

Response Rate Concerns Regarding Pretest MSI-R
A concern encountered during Year 1 and the beginning of Year 2 was the small percentage of returned MSI-R pretests. While couples were asked to complete the MSI-R pretest at home and to return it to their advocates and/or the assessment technicians, most did not return it. Therefore, the program evaluation team recommended that the MSI-R pretest be administered during the same day that the intake interview occurred. It was important that the MSI-R pretest be given to each partner of the couple separately so that responses would not be discussed because discussion might have influenced how each partner responded.

Response Rate Concerns Regarding Posttest for the KSS and the MSI-R
At the beginning of this program, the evaluation team planned to conduct posttests of the MSI-R with participants 6 months after they initiated involvement with BHM. However, this was not feasible, as some couples had not yet participated in events, and some couples were in the midst of events. Due to the change in program delivery in Year 3, a greater number of couples were encouraged to participate in the relationship inventories, which can take up to 8 months to complete. Therefore, the shorter posttest timing was not implemented.
Thus, each member of the couple was contacted 12 months after the completion of the intake assessment and asked to complete the MSI-R posttest. A $30 Target gift card was offered to each couple as an incentive for completing the posttest. The posttest data yield valuable information regarding the potential lasting effectiveness of the educational programs.
 Due to the fact that some of the couples moved and did not leave a forwarding address, it was impossible to administer the posttest package to every couple. 
	As discussed previously, the posttest response rate for the participants who completed the posttest during the first 6 months of Year 4 (27%) and Year 5 (20%) was much lower than the response rate during the first 6 months of Year 3 (63%). This may be related to the change in program delivery that took place about halfway though Year 2. Case management was no longer grant allowable for participants who took part in the Next Step Coaching Program and was only allowed for those participants who were unmarried and expecting a child (i.e., those in the Building a Family Program). Due to the change in program delivery, participants no longer received home visits and assistance/advocacy in obtaining services from other agencies. This decrease in contact between Family Advocate/Family Liaison and participants may have caused a decrease in involvement with the program, resulting in a lower response rate. The project manager and educators were concerned and responsive to these findings. The BHM team thus created a program to stay in contact with couples who were participating in the Next Step Coaching program. 
The majority of couples who completed an MSI-R pretest took part in the Next Step
Coaching Program. This program offered participants the opportunity to take part in the Prepare/
Enrich Curriculum, which consists of an inventory (with up to 8 follow-up sessions) that discusses the couples’ strengths and weaknesses. Due to the intensity of the sessions, some couples may have chosen not to complete the curriculum, which may have resulted in a lack of involvement in the program. This may have contributed to a lower response rate. 
	
Changes in Program Delivery
Several changes have been made to the program since its inception in January 2007. Some of these changes made it difficult to accurately compare the pretest and posttest MSI-R results/statistics from year to year. In the examples described below, couples were sensitized to the subject matter of the BHM programs prior to taking the pretest. Thus, the education they received prior to taking the MSI-R pretest likely influenced their scores on this test. For some of the programs, couples took the pretest before being exposed to BHM program materials. These inconsistencies in pretesting limit the interpretation of the findings.
During the first 19 months of this project, couples received an MSI-R pretest before they participated in the BHM events. However, the delivery of the program was changed during the last 5 months of Year 2, from an intensive service model to a community saturation model, in order to increase the overall number of participants. Unlike the original grant program, there was no requirement for assessment of domestic violence, child abuse, or substance/alcohol abuse in the community model. The original program was targeted at low-income couples who were not engaged in domestic violence, child abuse, or substance/alcohol abuse. Therefore, the majority of couples who participated in the BHM “Mentoring Model’” received 8 hours of education prior to the administration of the MSI-R pretest. 
Another change in program delivery occurred at the beginning of Year 3. The majority of couples who participated in the Building a Family and Next Step Coaching programs (programs delivered in Years 3, 4, and 5) also received 8 hours of marriage education before taking the MSI-R pretest. In addition, due to small sample sizes in each subgroup, we were unable to compare different subgroups within our sample because couples had considerable flexibility in program participation. Couples could have participated in a number of different events for which they qualified; there was no set sequence of events in which couples must have participated. This created many discrete subgroups. In addition, the sequence could be quite different, and the time lapse between events varied enormously. Therefore, it was difficult to draw any conclusions regarding which sequence and combination of events was most effective. Due to the small sample size of couples who completed a pretest and posttest, there is a very small number of couples across all sampling situations. We were unable to compare each subgroup with the others, including those who were pre-sensitized to the program’s educational agenda and those who were not.  
Another change effective June 1, 2010 was that the income eligibility criterion (200% below poverty level) was eliminated for participation in the Next Step Coaching Program. This allowed a greater number of couples to take part in this specific program. 
Building Healthy Marriages began to offer the Winning the Workplace Challenge curriculum to businesses in Weld County in the third year of the grant cycle. This 8-hour workshop focused on communication and conflict resolution skills for coworkers. This program was offered for approximately 1 year before the Federal Program Officer revoked its approval as an allowable grant activity, due to the content not targeting families and marriages.

Changes in Dosage and Content Individual Event
During the third quarter of Year 1, there was a concern about the small number of couples participating in the financial education program. Changes were made to include all couples in this important program. After June 14, 2007, all 6-week PREP 12-hour seminars were extended to 7 weeks to include the financial management component. Thus, an extra 2 hours were added to the program. Regarding the other seminar formats (i.e., 2 and 3 Saturdays), the financial training was added; however, the classes were not extended. The trainers tailored their program to include the financial management component within the time allowance given. 
In May 2008, the PREP curriculum was reduced to 8 hours. The curriculum was shortened to maximize retention. PREP has responded to the trend by revising the original curriculum to fit an 8-hour format.

Tracking of Information
An electronic tracking data management system was planned for June 2008. The goal was to facilitate efforts to collect data on program participants in a timely manner. However, the implementation of the system was delayed, and the evaluation team was unable to use it for research purposes. Therefore, we were unable to identify the exact number of events in which each individual participated, the sequence of events in which he or she took part, and the time lapse between events. 

RESULTS
Results from the data derived from the instruments administered during all five years (January 2007 through June 2011) are presented in this section. This report also includes a discussion of the data from participants who completed a posttest in Years 2, 3, 4, and 5 but who initiated involvement with the BHM program during Years 1, 2, 3, and 4. In addition, it presents the results of a qualitative study describing the experiences of couples who took part in the BHM program and the educators who delivered the program.
Instruments include the Marital Satisfaction Inventory-Revised (MSI-R) and the Knowledge and Satisfaction Surveys (KSS) (See Appendix A for copies.). 

Results MSI-R Pretests 

	There were 457 participants who completed an MSI-R pretest during the course of the grant (January 1, 2007 – June 11, 2011). Only couples who met the eligibility criteria of the program and who completed an intense assessment by BHM staff received an MSI-R pretest. Eligibility criteria included being married or in a committed relationship, being residents of the county, having no recent history of domestic violence or substance abuse, and earning an annual income less than 200% of federal Poverty Guidelines (the income eligibility criteria was removed in June 2010 in order to increase participation.). Participants (single, married, or living together) who only took part in the “Relationship Seminars” did not receive an assessment or eligibility determination and did not receive an MSI-R pretest. Due to the nature of the questions on the MSI-R pretest, the project team decided that it was only appropriate to give the instrument to couples who showed no signs of abuse during the intensive assessment. The data below describes the couples who completed the MSI-R pretest. Since the MSI-R was voluntary, not everybody who completed an assessment and took part in the BHM program completed an MSI-R pretest. Therefore, the numbers below are slightly lower than the actual numbers. 

· Year participant started. Of the 457 participants who completed an MSI-R pretest, 28.2% (n = 129) started the program in Year 1, 34.6% (n = 158) in Year 2, 14.4% (n = 66) in Year 3, 19.7% (n = 90) in Year 4, and 3.1% (n = 14) in Year 5. (See Figure 16 below.) The reduction in participants who completed the MSI-R pretest is due to the change in program delivery. In Year 3, BHM was required to make programmatic changes to align itself more clearly with the directives of the grant. Thus, the BHM team changed the delivery of the program. Primarily, the focus was shifted to the target population as outlined in the grant, and the number of participants was increased. This resulted in a new program model with three service structures: Relationship Seminars (community saturation), Next Step Coaching (intensive relationship education with mentoring for couples who qualify), and Building a Family (intensive relationship education services for unmarried, expectant couples). Only participants who participated in the Next Step Coaching program or the Building a Family Program completed the MSI-R pretest in Years 3, 4, and 5, while in Year 1 and Year 2, everybody who entered the BHM program was asked to complete this test. 
· Race/Ethnicity. Of the 457 participants, 56.2% (n = 257) were White, followed by 33.5% (n = 153) Hispanic. The other 8.2% (n = 37) were Asian, Black, Native American, or other/multicultural. Two percent (n = 10) did not respond to this question. 
· Age. The average age of participants was 32 years. Seven percent of participants (n = 33) were 19 or younger, 58.4% (n = 267) were between the ages of 20 and 35, 29.8% (n = 136) were between the ages of 36 and 55, 3.3 % (n = 15) were 56 or older, and 1.3% (n = 6) did not respond to this question.
· Gender. 50.1% (n = 229) were females, and 49.9% (n = 228) were males. The numbers for both genders are unequal because one male did not wish to complete the MSI-R pre-test. 
· Household Characteristics. Three hundred seventy-eight participants (82.7%) had children, with an average of 2.1 children per household. Of the participants who had children, 110 (29.1%) had one child, 116 (30.7%) had two children, and 152 (40.2%) had three or more children.
· Marital Status. Fifty-seven percent of the participants (n = 260) had been married for 0 to 5 years, 22.3% (n = 102) were married between 6 and 10 years, and 16.4% (n = 75) were married for more than 10 years. Twelve participants (2.6%) indicated that they were not living together, and eight participants (1.8%) did not respond to this question. Seventy-one percent (n = 324) indicated the current marriage was their first or they had never been married, 21.0% (n = 96) indicated they were previously married once, 6.2% (n = 28) indicated they had been married twice, and .4% (n = 2) indicated they had been married three times. Seven participants (1.5%) did not respond to this question.
· Employment. Forty-two percent of participants (n = 193) were unemployed, and 56.9% (n = 260) were employed and worked an average of 36 hours per week. Figure 22 below displays the various occupations of the participants. Four participants (.9%) did not respond to the question. 
· City. Sixty-three percent of participants (n = 289) lived in Greeley, and 35.0% (n = 160) lived in cities surrounding Greeley (such as Evans, Grover, Longmont, Platteville, Windsor, Eaton, Kersey, Loveland, etc). Eight participants (1.8%) did not respond to the question. 
· Education. Seventeen percent of participants (n = 79) had less than a high school diploma, 42.7% (n = 195) had a high school diploma only, and 37.6% (n = 172) completed education beyond high school graduation. Eleven participants (2.4%) did not respond to the question. On average, participants completed 13 years of education. 

Figures 16 through 23 provide a graphic presentation of year the MSI-R pretest was completed, race/ethnicity, age distribution, number of children, length of current marriage, number of previous marriages, occupation, and education. 






















	
Table 5: MSI-R Statistics
MSI-R Scales First Administration
Years 1 through 5

	MSI-R Scale
	Male
Participant
	Norm
Males
	Female
Participant
	Norm Females

	Global Distress
	
	
	
	

	Number of Responses
	198
	
	190
	

	Mean
	8.43
	3.65
	10.41
	4.51

	Std. Deviation
	6.17
	4.61
	6.77
	5.74

	Percentile Rank1
	85
	
	85
	

	% perceiving problem2
	43
	
	43
	

	Affective Communication
	
	
	
	

	Number of Responses
	211
	
	208
	

	Mean
	5.27
	3.23
	6.47
	4.11

	Std. Deviation
	3.57
	3.10
	3.81
	3.50

	Percentile Rank1
	80
	
	79
	

	% perceiving problem2
	36
	
	32
	

	Problem Solving Communication
	
	
	
	

	Number of Responses
	197
	
	202
	

	Mean
	11.3
	6.68
	11.4
	6.44

	Std. Deviation
	5.33
	4.94
	5.18
	5.10

	Percentile Rank1
	82
	
	82
	

	% perceiving problem2
	46
	
	49
	

	1 Individual scores above the 84th percentile indicate that from the partner’s perspective, significant problems exist in the couple’s relationship (Snyder, 1997, p. 53).
2 Individual scores above the 60th percentile (Snyder, 1997, p. 19 & p. 95-101) indicate that the partner perceives a significant problem in his or her relationship.



Results MSI-R Pretests
Four hundred fifty-seven participants completed the MSI-R pretest during the course of the 5 year grant. 

Significant MSI-R Statistics – First Administration
Each scale of the MSI-R has a cutoff score that indicates whether the respondent perceives his or her problems to be significant. (See footnotes 1 and 2 in Table 5 for these values.) Note that Table 5 contains gender specific norms that were developed for the MSI-R due to differences found between men and women on the older MSI-R scales. The literature supports these differences (Snyder, 1997). Also of interest, Table 5 contains percentile scores, perhaps best explained by an example: A “Percentile Rank” of 87 means that 13% (100 – 87) scored higher than the mean value. This, of course, means that 87 percent scored at or below that same value.

· Global distress (GDS) is considered to be the best overall measure of marital satisfaction. GDS also gauges negative expectancies regarding the relationship’s future and consideration of divorce. Respondents in this sample reflect a moderate level of global distress as compared to the norm. Forty-three percent of the males and females indicated they experienced their problems as significant. 
· The Affective Communication Scale (AFC) evaluates dissatisfaction with the amount of affection and understanding expressed by one’s partner. It is of moderate concern to couples in this group; 36% of the males and 32% of the females indicated they experienced high levels of distress in this area.
· The Problem Solving Communication Scale (PSC) is a measure of overt discord in the relationship. Our sample indicates a moderate level of distress for males and females. Forty-six percent of the males and 49% of the females viewed problem solving communication as an area with extensive distress. 
	

Table 5: MSI-R Statistics
MSI-R Scales First Administration
Years 1 through 5

	MSI-R Scale
	Male
participant
	Norm
Males
	Female
participant
	Norm Females

	Aggression
	
	
	
	

	Number of Responses
	217
	
	223
	

	Mean
	3.11
	2.02
	2.75
	2.11

	Std. Deviation
	2.63
	2.23
	2.33
	2.38

	Percentile Rank1
	79
	
	75
	

	% perceiving problem2
	29
	
	23
	

	Time Together
	
	
	
	

	Number of Responses
	211
	
	211
	

	Mean
	4.56
	3.23
	5.04
	3.42

	Std. Deviation
	2.81
	2.56
	3.01
	2.75

	Percentile Rank1
	75
	
	76
	

	% perceiving problem2
	28
	
	37
	

	Financial Disagreement
	
	
	
	

	Number of Responses
	206
	
	216
	

	Mean
	4.74
	2.91
	4.98
	3.00

	Std. Deviation
	2.81
	2.59
	2.92
	2.80

	Percentile Rank1
	79
	
	81
	

	% perceiving problem2
	39
	
	32
	

	Sexual Dissatisfaction
	
	
	
	

	Number of Responses
	205
	
	212
	

	Mean
	5.85
	5.22
	4.92
	4.12

	Std. Deviation
	4.07
	3.77
	3.61
	3.21

	Percentile Rank1
	61
	
	65
	

	% perceiving problem2
	25
	
	25
	

	Role Orientation
	
	
	
	

	Number of Responses
	201
	
	203
	

	Mean
	7.46
	6.51
	7.83
	7.05

	Std. Deviation
	2.76
	3.22
	2.87
	3.45

	Percentile Rank1
	63
	
	58
	

	% perceiving problem3
	n/a
	
	n/a
	

	1 Individual scores above the 84th percentile indicate that from the partner’s perspective significant problems exist in the couple’s relationship (Snyder, 1997, p. 53).
2  Individual scores above the 60th  percentile (Snyder, 1997, p. 19 & p. 95-101) indicate that the partner perceives a significant problem in his or her relationship.
3 The ROR scale is most appropriately evaluated by a comparison to each partner’s score. 


· The Aggression Scale (AGG) assesses intimidation and physical aggression experienced by the partner. Our group reflects a moderate degree of distress. Twenty-nine percent of males and 23% of females indicated a problem with high levels of aggression or intimidation by their partners.
· The Time Together Scale (TTO) evaluates how companionship is 
expressed in shared leisure time.
This is of moderate concern for males and females, as 28% of males and 37% of females indicated that they did not find their time together very satisfying.
· The Financial Disagreement Scale (FIN) evaluates the extent to which the respondent experiences discord in the relationship concerning finances. FIN scores in this group are at a moderate level of concern, with 39% of the males and 32% of the females indicating significant discord in their relationships concerning finances.
· Sexual Dissatisfaction (SEX) measures general dissatisfaction with the sexual relationship and inadequate affection during couples’ interactions. Sexual dissatisfaction scores are of moderate concern, with 25% of participants indicating they were very dissatisfied. 
· The Role Orientation Scale (ROR) 
evaluates the extent to which a partner identifies with traditional versus nontraditional attitudes regarding marital and parental 
gender roles. This group
	


Table 5: MSI-R Statistics
MSI-R Scales First Administration
Years 1 through 5

	MSI-R Scale
	Male
participant
	Norm
Males
	Female
participant
	Norm Females

	Family History of Distress
	
	
	
	

	Number of Responses
	202
	
	210
	

	Mean
	4.82
	3.65
	5.37
	3.69

	Std. Deviation
	2.73
	2.53
	2.68
	2.68

	Percentile Rank1
	73
	
	75
	

	% perceiving a problem2
	45
	
	53
	

	Dissatisfaction with Children
	
	
	
	

	Number of Responses
	146
	
	147
	

	Mean
	2.79
	2.47
	2.35
	2.30

	Std. Deviation
	2.29
	2.02
	1.87
	1.90

	Percentile Rank1
	71
	
	70
	

	% perceiving problem2
	21
	
	12
	

	Conflict over Raising Children
	
	
	
	

	Number of Responses
	157
	
	154
	

	Mean
	2.52
	1.76
	3.50
	2.44

	Std. Deviation
	2.22
	1.92
	2.65
	2.43

	Percentile Rank1
	75
	
	74
	

	% perceiving problem2
	20
	
	27
	

	 1 Individual scores above the 84th percentile indicate that from the partner’s perspective significant problems exist in the couple’s relationship (Snyder, 1997, p. 53).
2  Individual scores above the 60th  percentile (Snyder, 1997, p. 19 & p. 95-101) indicate that the partner perceives a significant problem in his or her relationship.


scores moderate on this scale, reflecting a greater flexibility in the sharing of traditional roles.
ROR is most meaningful in the context of marital satisfaction when there are significant differences between the attitudes of the partners.
· Family History of Distress (FAM) measures the respondent’s perception of the dysfunction of relationships in the family of origin. Our sample indicates a moderate level of distress. Forty-five percent of the males and 53% of the females were very dissatisfied in this area.
· Dissatisfaction with Children Scale (DSC) assesses the quality of the relationship between respondents and their children, as well as parental concern regarding the emotional and behavioral well-being of one or more of the children. This is of moderate concern among the participants. Twenty-one percent of the male and 12% of the female respondents in this sample expressed high dissatisfaction with their children.
· Conflict Over Child Rearing (CCR) evaluates the extent of conflict between partners regarding their approaches to raising children. This is of moderate concern among the participants. Twenty percent of the males and 27% of the females reported having many disagreements about raising their children.  

In summary, MSI-R results indicate that about 49% of the couples in the sample (45% men, 53% women) reported experiencing significant problems, as measured by the FAM, which measures the respondent’s perception of the dysfunction of relationships in the family of origin. In addition, 48% of the couples reported extensive conflicts in the area of problem solving, and 43% of the couples in the sample reported experiencing significant problems, as measured by the GDS, a global measure of relationship distress. About one third of the participants reported significant problems in the areas of affective communication, finances, and time spent together. One-fourth of the participants indicated severe problems in the areas of childrearing, partner’s aggression, and sexual relationships. The area of least concern was dissatisfaction with children. 
Interestingly, large differences in degree of satisfaction between males and females were found in the areas of the time the couples spent together and the family of origin history. Females showed more concern than males regarding the time the couples spent together and perceived more conflicts in their families of origin. (See Figure 24.) 

 GDS = Global Distress, AFC = Affective Communication, PSC = Problem Solving, AGG = Aggression, TTO = Time Together, FIN = Financial Disagreement, SEX = Sexual Dissatisfaction, ROR = Role Orientation, FAM = Family History of Distress, DCS = Dissatisfaction with Children, and CCR = Conflict Over Childrearing.

Relationships Between Demographics and MSI-R Scales 
Current literature indicates that a variety of demographic characteristics (e.g., ethnicity, partner’s age, education, age of children) contribute to marital satisfaction (e.g., Orathinkal & Vansteenwegen, 2007; VanLaningham, Johnson, & Amato, 2001). Therefore statistical procedures were conducted to investigate whether or not there was a relationship between the various demographic characteristics assessed (i.e., city, gender, employment, ethnicity, age, years of education, length of current marriage, number of previous marriages, number of children, age of oldest child, age of youngest child, and hours worked each week) and the scales of the MSI-R (i.e., Global Distress, Affective Communication, Problem Solving Communication, Aggression, Time Together, Financial Disagreement, Sexual Dissatisfaction, Family History of Origin, Dissatisfaction with Children, and Conflict Over Child Rearing). Data were used from all participants who completed the MSI-R pretest during the course of the grant (January 1, 2007 – June11, 2011). 
Table 6 and Figures 25-27 illustrate these findings and are discussed below. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were computed to assess the relationship between all continuous demographic variables and the scales of the MSI-R (See Table 6 for results: Green highlighted areas indicate a significant relationship between demographics and MSI-R scales).

	Age. There was a positive relationship between Age and Sexual Dissatisfaction. Couples who were older were more dissatisfied with the sexual relationship and affection during their interactions. In addition, the results indicate a positive relationship between Age and Global Distress, indicating that older couples are less satisfied with their overall marriages. The results of the Building Healthy Marriages participants suggest that marital satisfaction decreases with age and length of marriage. A decline in the satisfaction with the sexual relationship as age increases has been confirmed in the literature, which supports the findings of this study (Orathinkal & Vansteenwegen, 2007). However, the literature looks at elderly couples, who are older than the participants in the Building Healthy Marriages Study. Despite this, research supports our findings that certain aspects of marital satisfaction decrease with age. The BHM study indicates that this dissatisfaction may be present in older couples who are not yet considered elderly. 
	In addition, there was a positive relationship between Age and the Dissatisfaction With Children Scale, indicating that couples who were older were more dissatisfied with their children. Some literature suggests that there is a decline in marital satisfaction during the middle of parenting years, which could account for the lower satisfaction of couples in this study who have been together longer and have older children (VanLaningham, Johnson, & Amato, 2001). 
	In contrast, recent research also shows that age may be positively associated with marital satisfaction, meaning that as age increases, satisfaction with the marriage also increases (Weinstein, Powers, & Laverghetta, 2010). One problem with past studies is that they often fail to separate the constructs of age and length of marriage, common because the two variables often are related. Weinstein, Powers, & Laverghetta separated these two constructs and looked at how age affects marital satisfaction independent of length of marriage among a sample of college students who ranged in age from early adulthood to early middle age. They believe the positive correlation they found between age and marital satisfaction may be due to an overall increase in satisfaction with life as age increases. They also suggest the idea that as people get older, they show more agreeableness and conscientiousness and less neuroticism, a combination of personality traits that make for a more satisfying marriage.

	Length of current marriage. There was a positive relationship between the Length of Current Marriage and Sexual Dissatisfaction, indicating that the couples who had been married for a longer time were also more dissatisfied with their sexual relationships. The literature confirms the finding that there is a significant positive relationship between the duration of a marriage and sexual dissatisfaction (Liu, 2003). It is suggested in the literature that the decline in sexual satisfaction occurs slowly over the course of the marriage.
The results also showed that Length of Marriage was positively related to Global Distress, Affective Communication, and Time Spent Together, indicating that couples who had been married for a longer period of time experienced more dissatisfaction with their overall marriage, their affective communication, and the time they spent together. There are conflicting findings in the literature regarding satisfaction over the course of a marriage. Some studies have indicated that marital satisfaction increases with the length of the marriage, whereas others have found that marital satisfaction decreases with the length of the marriage (VanLaningham, Johnson, & Amato, 2001). It is unclear whether there is a general decline or increase in marital satisfaction of longer marriages. The U-shaped curve is also a popularly accepted model of marital satisfaction, which suggests that marital satisfaction is higher at the beginning and in the later years of a marriage but is lower in the middle years, as families are raising children (VanLaningham, Johnson, & Amato, 2001).

	Number of previous marriages. There was a positive relationship between the Family History of Distress Scale and the Number of Previous Marriages, indicating that the couples who had several previous marriages perceived more conflicts in their families of origin than couples who had not had as many or no previous marriages. 
	In addition, there was a positive relationship between Dissatisfaction With Children and the Number of Previous Marriages and between Conflicts over Child Rearing and Number of Previous Marriages, indicating that the couples who had been married previously were more likely to have children from these marriages and to be blended families in their following marriages. A number of studies over the past 30 years indicate that the presence of stepchildren in a marriage can be very challenging for the married couple and can negatively impact marital satisfaction (Falke & Larson, 2007). For example, Bir-Akturk and Fisiloglu (2009) found that marital satisfaction was lower for remarried individuals with stepchildren living at home than for remarried individuals who did not have stepchildren or whose stepchildren were living away from home. It is not always the case that stepchildren cause lower marital satisfaction; however, a poor stepchild-stepparent relationship can negatively impact the marriage. Perceived stress has been found to be an important factor contributing to marital satisfaction among stepmothers. Johnson et al. (2008) found that as stepmothers’ perceived stress decreased, they experienced greater marital satisfaction. They also found that women who had larger social support networks perceived lower stress and that having biological children was associated with smaller social support networks.

Number of children. There were positive relationships between Number of Children and both Affective Communication and Sexual Dissatisfaction, indicating that couples who had more kids were more dissatisfied with their affective communication and sexual relationships. Research suggests that couples with more children experience lower levels of marital satisfaction, which could be exhibited by the couples in this study as lower levels of sexual satisfaction and lower levels of affection (Twenge, Campbell, & Foster, 2003; VanLaningham, Johnson, and & Amato, 2001). 
	In addition, there was a negative relationship between the Number of Children and the Role Orientation Scale, indicating that couples who had more children had more traditional views of marital and parental roles. This is consistent with previous research, which has found that parents with more children (especially mothers) hold more traditional beliefs about gender roles (Kulik, 2002). 

Age of the oldest and youngest child. There was a positive relationship between Age of the Oldest Child and Dissatisfaction with Children and between Age of the Youngest Child and Dissatisfaction with Children. As children get older, it appears that couples are more dissatisfied with their relationships with their children. 
	There was also a positive relationship between Age of the Oldest Child and Conflict over Childrearing and between Age of the Youngest Child and Conflict Over Childrearing. It appears that as children get older, there is more conflict between partners regarding their approaches to raising children. In addition, there was a positive relationship between Age of the Youngest Child and Global Distress. It appears that as the youngest child is getting older, there is greater marital dissatisfaction.

Number of hours worked. There was a positive relationship between the Number of Hours Worked and Sexual Dissatisfaction, indicating that couples who worked more hours were more dissatisfied with their sexual relationships. Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) suggest that individuals will often experience work-family conflicts when they must devote a great deal of time to work and are not able to fulfill the needs of their home lives. It is possible that these individuals are devoting many hours a week to their jobs but are not giving enough attention to their marital relationships, which results in reduced sexual satisfaction. Current research indicates that when considering marital satisfaction, satisfaction with one’s work is more important than the actual number of hours worked (van Steenbergen, Kluwer, & Karney, 2011). Van Steenbergen, Kluwer, and Karney found that job satisfaction moderated the effect between workload and marital satisfaction, with a positive relationship between workload and marital satisfaction becoming stronger at times when individuals experienced the most satisfaction at work.
	
Caution should be exercised when interpreting the results, due to the small and moderate effect sizes, indicating a weak to medium association between the variables.
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Table 6: Correlations
	Measures
	1.
	2.
	3.
	4.
	5.
	6.
	7.
	8.
	9.
	10.
	11.
	12.
	13.
	14.
	15.
	16.
	17.
	18.
	19.

	1. GDS
	--
	.809**
	.727**
	.464**
	.659**
	.520**
	.436**
	.131*
	.145**
	.176**
	.401**
	.104*
	-.021
	.164**
	-.037
	.044
	.066
	.163*
	-.062

	2. AFC
	
	--
	.712**
	.337**
	.707**
	.461**
	.469**
	.051
	.179**
	.180**
	.408**
	.057
	-.017
	.105*
	-.029
	.100*
	.016
	.065
	.000

	3. PSC
	
	
	--
	.486**
	.584**
	.500**
	.351**
	.107*
	.137**
	.217**
	.392**
	.004
	-.071
	.048
	-.091
	.082
	-.035
	.020
	0.15

	4. AGG
	
	
	
	--
	.278**
	.417**
	.126*
	.070
	.064
	.103
	.232**
	-.075
	-.077
	-.001
	-.071
	.007
	-.035
	.053
	-.073

	5. TTO
	
	
	
	
	--
	.487**
	.514**
	-.001
	.188**
	.180**
	.301**
	.067
	.012
	.115*
	-.076
	.080
	-.005
	.031
	.016

	6. FIN
	
	
	
	
	
	--
	.269**
	.124*
	.073
	.181**
	.321**
	.071
	.056
	.071
	-.043
	.034
	.021
	.006
	-.086

	7. SEX
	
	
	
	
	
	
	--
	.031
	.082
	.091
	.142*
	.144**
	.016
	.205**
	-.022
	.132**
	.079
	.081
	.180**

	8. ROR
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	--
	.066
	.013
	.183**
	-.061
	.067
	-.077
	.048
	-.133**
	-.040
	-.023
	.078

	9. FAM
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	--
	.175**
	.159**
	.011
	-.030
	-.058
	.105*
	-.022
	.008
	-.007
	-.122

	10. DCS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	--
	.422**
	.220**
	-.029
	-.006
	.209**
	-.007
	.239**
	.232**
	-.079

	11. CCR
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	--
	.094
	-.105
	-.013
	.113*
	.069
	.197**
	.133*
	-.136

	12. AGE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	--
	.022
	.603**
	.446**
	.288**
	.877**
	.790**
	-.016

	13. EDU
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	--
	-.037
	-.002
	-.055
	-.049
	-.113
	-.016

	14. MAR
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	--
	-.096*
	.368**
	.558**
	.576**
	.015

	15. PMA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	--
	.156**
	.464**
	.179**
	-.002

	16. CHIL
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	--
	.442**
	-.026
	.039

	17.OCHI
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	--
	.830**
	-.150*

	18. YCHIl
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	--
	-.218**

	19.HOUR
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	--


Note *p < .05, **p < .01

GDS = Global Distress, AFC = Affective Communication, PSC = Problem Solving, AGG = Agression, TTO = Time Together, FIN = Financial Disagreement, SEX = Sexual Dissatisfaction, ROR = Role Orientation, FAM = Family History of Distress, DCS = Disatisfaction with Children, CCR = Conflict Over Childrearing, EDU = Years of education, MAR = Length of marriage, PMA = Number of previous marriages, CHIL = Number of children, OCHI = Age oldest child, YCHIL = Age youngest child, and HOUR = Hours worked each week.






Independent sample t-tests were computed to assess if there were differences on the mean scores of the MSI-R scales between groups (Greeley and non-Greeley residents, Hispanic and non-Hispanic participants, male and female participants, and partners who did and did not work outside the home) using a significance level of .05.

City. As shown in Figure 25, the participants who lived in Greeley generated lower scores on the Global Distress Scale (t(270) = -2.07; p < .05), Time Together Scale (t(413) = -2.85; p < .05), Financial Disagreement Scale (t(412) = -2.66; p < .05), and Sexual Dissatisfaction Scale (t(408) = -3.76; p < .05), indicating that Greeley residents were more satisfied with their overall marital satisfaction and time spent with their partners, had less disagreements over finances, and were more satisfied with their sexual relationships. Perhaps, this is due to the better economic conditions prevailing in urban and suburban Greeley than in outlying areas, and those living in outlying areas experience greater relationship tension because they have lower incomes. The type of occupation of the spouses could also affect these scales. Those individuals living in a rural area tend to have different occupations, which could entail more manual labor and be more time intensive, resulting in lower levels of marital satisfaction. Research on newly remarried urban and rural couples supports the idea that rural couples have lower incomes but has found that even though rural couples feel more financially constrained, they are not any more dissatisfied with their marriages (Higginbotham & Felix, 2009).
	Figure 25 also shows that couples living in Greeley have higher scores on the Role Orientation Scale (t(397) = 2.11; p < .05) compared to couples who live in the surrounding cities. Lower scores on the Role Orientation Scale indicate a more traditional orientation toward marital and parental gender roles. Figure 25 indicates that couples living outside of Greeley have more traditional views of marital and parental views compared to couples who live in Greeley. Add literature why that is.


Gender. As shown in Figure 26, female participants have higher scores on the Global Distress Scale of the MSI-R (t(379) = -2.99; p<.05) , indicating that they are less satisfied with their relationships than their male partners are. In addition, females scored higher on Affective Communication (t(417) = -3.32; p < .05), Family History of Distress (t(410) = -2.06; p < .05), and Conflict over Childrearing (t(309) = -3.54; p < .05). This indicates that females are less satisfied with the amount of affection and understanding expressed by their male partners, perceive more conflicts in their families of origin, and experience more conflicts regarding their child raising approaches than their male counterparts. Research supports these findings and has found that men tend to have more overall marital satisfaction (e.g., Whisman, Uebelacker, & Weinstock, 2004; Fowers, 1991) and more satisfaction with issues concerning children and parenting (Fowers, 1991). Research has also shown preliminary support that women whose husbands have better emotional communication skills have greater marital satisfaction (Cordova, Gee, & Warren, 2005). However, women’s emotional communication skills do not affect their husbands’ marital satisfaction. This research suggests that women are more concerned with affective communication, which may be why they were less satisfied with the affection and understanding their partners expressed. On the other hand, males are less satisfied with the sexual relationship than females are (t(415) = 2.47; p<.05). These findings are partially consistent with other research using the MSI-R (Snyder, 1997). Snyder looked at gender differences on the MSI-R subscales using a sample of 1,020 couples and found that “men are more likely than women to have complaints regarding the frequency of sexual relations” (p.50). In addition, he found that “women are more likely than men to express dissatisfaction with the quality of relationship affect than nonsexual intimacy, and to have complaints regarding inadequate support from their partners in the responsibilities of child rearing” (p.51). However, more current research suggests that women may actually be more dissatisfied with the sexual relationship than men, especially in midlife (Carpenter, Nathanson, & Kim, 2009).



Ethnicity. As shown in Figure 27, Hispanic participants generated higher scores on the Aggression Scale compared to non-Hispanic participants (t(429) = 2.53; p<.05), indicating that Hispanic participants experienced more aggression or intimidation by their partners. Previous research supports this result (Hampton, Gelles, & Harrop, 1989; Anderson, 1997; Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1998; Ellison & Anderson, 2001; Ellison, Bartkowski, & Anderson, 1999; Kessler, Molnar, Feurer, & Appelbaum, 2001), and those researchers concluded that several factors, such as the relative youthfulness of the Hispanic population, the higher concentration of Hispanics in urban areas, and the lower income levels among Hispanics, account for most of the apparent ethnic differences in the rates of physical aggression in couples’ relationships (Straus & Gelles, 1990).  


	
No significant differences were found on any of the MSI-R subscales between participants who were and were not employed. Education was not significantly related to any of the MSI-R subscales.  

MSI-R Pretest Scores During the Last 5 Years 
In addition to examining how demographic variables related to MSI-R pretest scores, we also investigated differences in participants’ ratings on the MSI-R scales based on the year they entered the BHM program. Descriptive statistics were used to look at differences in MSI-R pretest scores from participants who entered the program during the various years the grant was offered and are displayed in Table 7 and Figure 28. Table 7 shows that there has been an increase in scores for several of the scales, especially for the Global Distress Scale. 

Table 7. MSI-R Pretest Scores for the Grant Period
	
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD

	Global Distress
	  7.99
	5.54
	8.82
	6.93
	10.56
	5.77
	11.06
	7.00
	12.42
	7.49

	Affective Communication
	  5.48
	3.33
	5.64
	4.01
	  5.81
	3.44
	  6.72
	3.98
	  6.67
	3.39

	Problem Solving
	11.26
	4.73
	10.34
	5.85
	12.72
	4.67
	11.67
	4.71
	13.31
	6.58

	Aggression
	  2.63
	2.40
	2.73
	2.52
	  3.77
	2.51
	  2.90
	2.29
	  4.07
	3.13

	Time Together
	  4.86
	2.70
	4.87
	3.07
	  4.58
	2.95
	  4.76
	2.86
	  4.75
	3.62

	Financial Disagreement
	  4.99
	2.79
	4.44
	2.84
	  5.32
	2.84
	  5.12
	2.86
	  4.79
	3.64

	Sexual Dissatisfaction
	  5.70
	3.64
	5.40
	4.01
	  4.26
	3.77
	  5.86
	4.00
	  4.38
	3.53

	Role Orientation
	  7.35
	2.81
	7.30
	2.85
	  7.33
	3.03
	  8.72
	2.40
	  8.58
	2.61

	Family History of Distress
	  5.10
	2.64
	5.04
	2.79
	  5.28
	2.86
	  5.38
	2.48
	  3.23
	2.83

	Dissatisfaction with Children
	  2.30
	2.01
	2.63
	2.33
	  3.00
	2.08
	  2.61
	1.91
	  2.17
	1.47

	Conflict Over Childrearing
	  2.55
	2.24
	3.30
	2.70
	  3.18
	2.55
	  3.21
	2.37
	  2.50
	2.81





Pretest and Posttest Analyses

Pretests and Posttests Completed in Year 2, Year 3, Year 4, and Year 5

Posttests were administered 12 months after the intake assessment. As an incentive to increase the response rate, $30 Target gift cards were offered to couples who completed the MSI-R and Knowledge and Satisfaction Surveys (KSS). Couples were contacted by Building Healthy Marriages staff and asked to complete the posttest surveys (MSI-R and KSS). The intake coordinator and assessment technicians contacted the couples three times to set up an appointment to complete the tests. If unsuccessful (no show, no call back, etc.), the evaluators followed up with a mailing of the posttests (KSS and MSI-R). This report includes a discussion of the data from participants who completed a posttest in Year 2, Year 3, Year 4, and Year 5 and who initiated involvement with the BHM program during Year 1, Year 2, Year 3, and Year 4.



Response Rate Calculations Pre- and Post-MSI-R Tests – Year 1
Eighty-nine couples (n = 178) completed the intake interview during January 2007 through September 2007 and participated in the BHM program for 1 year. Of these 89 couples, 35 couples completed a pre- and post-MSI-R, 32 couples completed only the MSI-R pretest, and 9 completed only the MSI-R posttest. The response rate for the MSI-R pretest was 75%. Of the 89 couples asked to complete the MSI-R pretest, 67 couples completed the measure.
For Year 2, this number was closer to 100% because the administration of the MSI-R pretest became part of the intake interview. The response rate for the MSI-R posttest was 63%. Of the 70 couples who were used in the posttest calculation, 44 couples completed the posttest. For details on why remaining participants were excluded from the posttest calculation, see Table 8 below.  

Table 8: Reasons for Excluding Some Couples from MSI-R Posttest Response Rate Calculations (Year 1)
	Reason for exclusion from MSI-R posttest calculation
	n
couples
	%

	Couple is no longer together.
	  6
	  32

	Phone disconnected, no response to mail survey, or possibly moved
	  5
	  26

	Wrong address
	  4
	  21

	Moved out of state
	  3
	  16

	Disqualified, abusive to staff
	  1
	    5



Response Rate Calculations Pre- and Post-MSI-R Tests – Year 2
	Eighty-seven couples (n = 174) completed an assessment during October 1, 2007 – September 30, 2008 and received a posttest 1 year later (October 1, 2008 – September 30, 2009). Of these 87 couples, 36 couples and 1 male (the female partner did not complete the survey) completed a pre- and post-MSI-R, 44 couples and 1 individual only completed an MSI-R pretest, and 6 couples completed an MSI-R posttest. The response rate for the MSI-R pretest was 93% (81 couples who completed MSI-R pretest/87 couples who were offered the MSI-R). 
Six couples (7%) who started the BHM program at the beginning of Year 2 did not complete a pretest. At the beginning of Year 2, couples were asked to complete the MSI-R at home and to return it to their advocates and/or the assessment technicians. Most did not return it. Therefore, the program evaluation team recommended that the MSI-R be administered during the intake interview. This change in administration began in November 2008; pretest MSI-R completion rate was near 100% after this change.  
The figure (Figure 29) below illustrates the posttest response rate. As indicated, the intake coordinator contacted 87 couples three times. After this contact, 30 couples (35%) completed the posttests and received the $30 Target gift card. One couple indicated that it was no longer together and therefore was not interested in completing a posttest, and 1 couple did not participate in any services. The remainder (57 couples – 2 couples = 55 couples) was mailed a posttest package. Twelve couples and 1 individual completed and returned the package. Eight packages were returned because the addressees had moved without a forwarding address. Therefore, the response rate for the MSI-R posttest was 57%. (Out of the 74 couples who were included in the posttest calculation, 42 couples and 1 individual completed the posttest.) A change in program delivery may account for this low response rate. In the second half of Year two, the intensive support and “wrap around””” services originally provided in the BHM program were considered “case management” and were no longer grant allowable unless provided to participants who were unmarried and expecting a child (Building a Family Program). Therefore, midway through Year 2, participants no longer received home visits and assistance/advocacy in obtaining services to other agencies. This decrease in contact may have contributed to a lack of involvement with the program, resulting in a lower response rate. To address this issue, BHM has now created a process to maintain contact with the couples who are participating in the Next Step Coaching Program. Table 9 (below) presents the reasons for excluding participants from the posttest calculation. 


 (
87 couples were contacted 3 times by intake coordinator.
)[image: ]



Figure 29: Posttest Response Rate Year 2

Table 9: Reasons for Excluding Some Couples from MSI-R Posttest Response Rate Calculations (Year 2)
	Reason for exclusion from MSI-R posttest calculation
	n
couples
	%

	Couple is no longer together.
	  1
	  8

	Couple did not participate in program.
	  1
	  8

	Moved and did not leave new address
	11
	85



Response Rate Calculations Pre- and Post-MSI-R Tests – Year 3
Thirty-three couples (n = 66) completed the intake interview from October 1, 2008 through September 30, 2009. These couples were contacted by Building Healthy Marriages staff 1 year later and asked to complete the posttest surveys (MSI-R and KSS). 
All couples completed an MSI-R pretest, making the response rate for the MSI-R pretest 100%. The figure (Figure 30) below illustrates the posttest response rate. As indicated, the intake coordinator contacted 33 couples three times. After this contact, 5 couples completed the posttests at the BHM office and received the $30 gift card. Two couples had separated, and 5 couples only completed an assessment and did not participate in other services. The remainder (21 couples) was mailed a posttest package. Six couples completed the package and mailed it back. Three packages were returned because the addressee had moved without a forwarding address. (See Table 10.) Therefore, the response rate for the MSI-R posttest was 48%. (Out of the 23 couples included in the posttest calculation, 11 couples completed the posttest.)  
	
 (
33 couples were contacted 3 times by intake coordinator.
)[image: ]

Figure 30: Posttest Response Rate Year 3

Table 10: Reasons for Excluding Some Couples from MSI-R Posttest Response Rate Calculations (Year 3)
	Reason for exclusion from MSI-R posttest calculation
	n
couples
	%

	Moved and did not leave new address 
	3
	30

	Couples who only completed pretest, no other services
	5
	50

	Couples who are no longer together
	2
	20



Response Rate Calculations Pre- and Post-MSI-R Tests – Year 4
Forty-three couples (n = 86) completed the intake interview from October 1, 2009 through September 30, 2010. Forty-three couples were contacted by Building Healthy Marriages staff 1 year later and asked to complete the posttest surveys (MSI-R and KSS). All couples completed an MSI-R pretest, so the response rate for the MSI-R pretest was 100%. The figure (Figure 31) below illustrates the posttest response rate. As indicated, the intake coordinator contacted 43 couples three times. After this contact, 2 couples and 1 individual completed the posttests at the BHM office. Three couples were excluded from the follow-up mailing due to the following: One couple moved out of the state; 1 couple was no longer together, and no valid address was on file; and 1 couple had no valid phone number. The remainder (37 couples) was mailed a posttest package. Ten couples completed the package and mailed it back. Three packages were returned because the addressee had moved without a forwarding address. (See Table 11.) Therefore, the response rate for the MSI-R posttest was 34%. (Out of the 37 couples included in the posttest calculation, 12 couples and 1 individual completed the posttest.)  

 (
43 couples were contacted 3 times by intake coordinator.
)
Figure 31: Posttest Response Rate Year 4

Table 11: Reasons for Excluding Some Couples from MSI-R Posttest Response Rate Calculations (Year 4) 
	Reason for Exclusion from MSI-R Posttest Calculations
	n
couples
	%

	Moved out of state
	1
	17

	No valid contact information
	5
	83



 (
Overall Response Rate Pretest = 89%
Overall Response Rate Posttest = 54%
)



Analyses Pre- and Post-MSI-R Scores 
The current data were collected from January 1, 2007 through June 11, 2011. Participants in this quantitative study were couples who met the program’s eligibility criteria: married or in a committed relationship, residents of the county, annual income less than 200% of Federal Poverty Guidelines (This criteria was eliminated in June 2010.), and no recent history of domestic violence or substance abuse. Once couples were identified as qualifying for BHM services by program staff, each individual was administered an MSI-R pretest assessment. To ensure that each partner’s answers did not influence those of his or her partner, each individual was administered the MSI-R pretest in a separate room. Once the pretest was completed, the couples were referred to a seminar/workshop. Couples were asked to complete an MSI-R posttest 12 months after MSI-R pretest completion. In order to increase the response rate, a $30 Target gift card incentive was offered. BHM staff contacted couples three times by phone. The posttests were mailed out if couples did not respond to phone calls or preferred to complete the posttests at home. 
At the time of this writing, 192 participants had completed MSI-R pretests and MSI-R posttests. Gender and ethnicity were both self-reported by participants. In order to increase statistical power for this analysis, ethnicity was divided into Hispanic and non-Hispanic (Asian, Black, Native American, White, and other/multicultural). Couples who were biethnic were excluded from this analysis, which reduced the sample size to 154 participants. In order to see if ethnicity (Hispanic versus Non Hispanic) had an impact on pretest and posttest scores, we could only include couples with the same ethnicity. The MSI-R prescores, postscores, and gender were treated as within-couples repeated measures factors, and ethnicity (Hispanic and non-Hispanic) was treated as a between-couples factor. This means that for the purpose of this analysis, we examined the data per couple. During data analysis, couples were considered as one unit, as opposed to as individuals, because their scores correlated. Sophisticated analyses were conducted with the existing 154 participants to obtain a more detailed understanding of the data.  

Demographics
· Year participant started. Of the 154 participants who completed MSI-R pretests and posttests, 39.0% (n = 60) started the program in Year 1, followed by 40.3% (n = 62) in Year 2, 10.4 % (n = 16) in Year 3, and 10.4% (n = 16) in Year 4. (See Figure 32 below.) 
· Race/Ethnicity. Of the 154 participants, 64.3% (n = 99) were White, followed by 29.9% (n = 46) Hispanic. The other 5.8% (n = 9) were Asian, Black, Native American, or other/multicultural. It is noteworthy that 29.9% of the participants identified themselves as Hispanic, given the evaluators’ particular interest in exploring the effectiveness of relationship education with Hispanic participants. 
· Age. The average age of participants was 35 years. Six percent (n = 9) were 19 or younger, 54.6% (n = 84) were between the ages of 20 and 35, 33.1 % (n = 51) were between the ages of 36 and 55, and 6.5% (n = 10) were 56 or older. 
· Gender. Fifty percent of participants were female (n = 77), and 50% (n = 77) were male. Only couples in which both partners completed the pre- and post-MSI-R tests could be considered in the statistical analyses. Couples (n = 3) in which one partner did not complete a pretest and/or posttest were excluded from the statistical analyses due to the fact that analyses were executed at the couple’s level. 
· Household Characteristics. One hundred thirty-four participants (87.0%) had children, with an average of 2.5 children per household; of the participants who had children, 34 (25.4%) had one child, 38 (28.3%) had two children, and 62 (46.3%) had three or more children.
· Marital Status. Almost half of the participants (47.4%, n = 73) had been married for 0 to 5 years, 27.3% (n = 42) were married between 6 and 10 years, and 24.0% (n = 37) were married for more than 10 years. Two participants (1.3%) indicated that they were not living together.  
Seventy-four percent (n = 114) indicated the current marriage was their first, or they had never been married, 18.8% (n = 29) indicated they were previously married once, 6.5% (n = 10) indicated they had been married twice, and .6% (n = 1) indicated they had been married three times. 
· Employment. Sixty-four participants (41.6%) were unemployed, and 90 participants (58.4%) were employed and worked an average of 37 hours per week. Figure x below displays the various occupations in which the participants worked. 
· City. One hundred participants (64.9%) lived in Greeley, and 54 participants (35.1%) lived in cities surrounding Greeley (Evans, Grover, Longmont, Mead, Platteville, Eaton, Fort Lupton, Pierce, and Loveland). 
· Education. Twenty-two participants (14.3%) had less than a high school diploma, 46.7% of participants (n = 72) had a high school diploma only, and 39.0% (n = 60) completed education beyond high school graduation. On average, participants completed 12.5 years of education. 

Figures 32 through 39 provide a graphic presentation of year the couple entered the BHM program, race/ethnicity, age distribution, number of children, length of current marriage, number of previous marriages, occupation, and education. 


















Program evaluators posed the following questions:
1. Does the Building Healthy Marriages (BHM) program impact marital satisfaction?
2. Is the BHM program equally effective for male and female participants?
3. Is the BHM program equally effective for Hispanic and non-Hispanic participants?
4. With what program were participants most satisfied?
5. In what areas did participants gain the most knowledge?

Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 17 was used to analyze the data. The first step involved compiling descriptive statistics, such as frequencies, means, and standard deviations, from the demographics and scales. To answer the first three questions, a Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance was conducted using a significance level of .05. The MSI-R prescores, postscores, and gender were treated as within-couples repeated measures factors, and ethnicity (Hispanic and non-Hispanic) was treated as a between couples factor. Questions 4 and 5 were answered by comparing the mean scores of each knowledge and satisfaction question of the KSS.
	 
Results – Question 1: Did the Building Healthy Marriages (BHM) program impact marital satisfaction?

	Yes, the Building Healthy Marriages program impacted marital satisfaction. 

· There was a significant change in marital satisfaction scores over time for the following areas:
· Problem Solving Communication, F(1, 50) = 18.158, p < .05
· Time Together, F(1, 63) = 17.446, p < .05
· Global Distress, F(1, 49) = 10.000, p < .05
· Affective Communication, F(1, 59) = 8.628, p < .05
· Aggression, F(1, 66) = 7.259, p < .05
· Financial Disagreement, F(1, 60) = 6.046, p < .05
· Sexual Dissatisfaction, F(1, 57) = 4.176, p < .05

	With the exception of the Role Orientation Subscale, all scales are scored in the direction of dissatisfaction, indicating that high scores reflect more dissatisfaction for a specific area within the relationship. 
	The most significant improvements in satisfaction were found in the areas of Problem Solving and Time Together. Couples who participated in the BHM classes reported significantly higher levels of satisfaction with Problem Solving Communication after completing the BHM program than prior to entering the program. In addition, couples who participated in the program were more satisfied after completion with the time they spent with their partners than before they entered the program. Furthermore, improvements were found for both males and females on the Global Distress subscale. Couples who participated in the BHM classes reported less negative expectancies regarding the relationship’s future and less consideration of divorce. 
There was also a positive change between the pretest and posttest scores on the Affective Communication Scale. The results suggest that couples experienced increased satisfaction with the amount of affection and understanding expressed by their partners, indicating that the BHM program substantially improved communication skills for participants.
In addition, improvements in satisfaction were found in the areas of Aggression, Financial Disagreement, and Sexual Dissatisfaction. These finding suggest that couples experienced less intimidation and physical aggression by their partners than prior to entering the BHM program, had less discord in their relationships concerning finances, and experienced increased satisfaction with their sexual relationships following participation in the BHM program.
	There were no significant changes over time for Role Orientation, Family History of Distress, Dissatisfaction with Children, and Conflict over Childrearing, indicating that the BHM program did not impact those areas. However, it is important to note that a small percentage of participants perceived high levels of stress in the areas of Dissatisfaction with Children and Conflict over Childrearing, making it difficult to produce significant improvements in these areas because participants were generally already satisfied.
In general, participants were most satisfied with solving problems, the quality of time spent together, and their marriages. 
However, caution should be exercised in interpreting these results, due to the small sample size. 

Table 12 and Figure 40 illustrate how many particpants perceived problems before and after particpation in the BHM program. There were four areas in which more than one-third of the partipants experienced high levels of stress: Family History of Distress, Problem Solving Communication, Financial Disagreement, and Global Distress. Three of these areas (Problem Solving Communication, Financial Disagreement, and Global Distress) were positively impacted after participation in BHM classes. The classes did not have an influence on scores on the Family History of Distress. Lowest levels of stress for both males and females were found in the areas of Dissatisfaction with Children and Conflict over Childrearing, indicating that this sample was overall very satisfied with their children. Both males and females evidenced the most stress in the Problem Solving Communication area, and this is also the area in which the program made the greatest positive change. After completion of the program, less than one-third of participants experienced high levels of stress in all areas except for Family History of Distress.

Table 12: Percentage of Males and Females Perceiving High Levels of Stress on MSI-R Scales
	MSI-R Subscale
	Pretest Males
	Posttest Males
	Pretest Females
	Posttest Females

	
	% perceiving high levels of stress
	n
	% perceiving high levels of stress
	n
	% perceiving high levels of stress
	n
	% perceiving high levels of stress
	n

	GDS
	32.5
	25
	23.4
	18
	35.1
	27
	23.4
	18

	AFC
	28.6
	22
	18.2
	14
	26.0
	20
	20.8
	16

	PSC
	35.1
	27
	22.1
	17
	45.5
	35
	22.1
	17

	AGG
	22.1
	17
	16.9
	13
	19.5
	15
	16.9
	13

	TTO
	27.3
	21
	18.2
	14
	32.5
	25
	20.8
	16

	FIN
	33.8
	26
	23.4
	18
	30.0
	23
	26.0
	20

	SEX
	20.8
	16
	14.3
	11
	26.0
	20
	27.3
	21

	ROR
	15.6
	12
	  6.5
	  5
	14.3
	11
	11.7
	  9

	FAM
	36.4
	28
	37.7
	29
	42.9
	33
	41.6
	32

	DCS
	10.4
	  8
	11.7
	  9
	  7.8
	  6
	  7.8
	  6

	CCR
	11.7
	  9
	11.7
	  9
	10.4
	  8
	  7.8
	  6


GDS = Global Distress, AFC = Affective Communication, PSC = Problem Solving, AGG = Aggression, TTO = Time Together, FIN = Financial Disagreement, SEX = Sexual Dissatisfaction, ROR = Role Orientation, FAM = Family History of Distress, DCS = Dissatisfaction with Children, and CCR = Conflict over Childrearing.

Note: Purple highlighted areas indicate significant differences in satisfaction over time. 



Results – Question 2: Was the BHM program equally effective for male and female participants?
	
Yes, the Building Healthy Marriages program was equally effective for male and female participants.

· Results indicate that the changes in satisfaction scores over time did not differ significantly for males and females.
· Gender had a significant influence on participants’ ratings on the Global Distress Scale; males showed greater satisfaction than females [F(1, 49) = 6.054, p < .05].
· Gender had a significant influence on participants’ ratings on the Affective Communication Scale; males showed greater satisfaction than females [F(1, 59) = 11.110, p < .05].
· Gender had a significant influence on participants’ ratings on the Sexual Dissatisfaction Scale; females showed greater satisfaction than males [F(1, 57) = 5.044, p < .05].
· Gender had a significant influence on participants’ ratings on the Role Orientation Scale; males had more traditional views than females [F(1, 56) = 5.660, p < .05].

	Overall, the BHM program was equally effective for male and female participants. According to Jakubowski, Milne, Brunner, and Miller (2004), one of the four main goals of a PREP program is to aid couples in clarifying and evaluating expectations. 
	Results indicate that males and females expressed significant differences in ratings for four scales: Global Distress, Affective Communication, Sexual Dissatisfaction, and Role Orientation. Data indicate that females were less satisfied with their overall marriages and the affection and understanding expressed by their partners than males. In addition, females showed greater satisfaction than males on the Sexual Dissatisfaction Scale. Differences were also found on the Role Orientation Scale; males had more traditional views than females. Significant differences between the attitudes of the partners can impact marital satisfaction negatively. A stronger emphasis on identifying and evaluating expectations regarding roles would be helpful. See Table 13 and Figure 41 for the scores of males and females at the beginning of the BHM program with the MSI-R scores one year later. 

Table 13: Mean Pre- and Post-MSI-R Scores for the Male and Female Participants
	MSI-R Subscale
	Pretest Males
	Pretest Females
	Posttest Males
	Posttest Females

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD

	GDS
	  8.81
	.97
	10.33
	1.06
	6.03
	.84
	7.91
	1.00

	AFC
	  4.65
	.47
	  6.43
	  .51
	3.87
	.54
	4.57
	  .58

	PSC
	10.33
	.89
	11.10
	  .84
	6.91
	.87
	6.77
	  .92

	AGG
	  2.97
	.37
	  2.61
	  .27
	2.53
	.32
	2.11
	  .27

	TTO
	  4.73
	.35
	  5.10
	  .37
	3.37
	.38
	3.68
	  .43

	FIN
	  4.62
	.39
	  4.61
	  .38
	3.81
	.34
	4.10
	  .40

	SEX
	  6.29
	.56
	  4.69
	  .57
	5.00
	.54
	4.21
	  .59

	ROR
	  6.53
	.43
	  7.18
	  .44
	6.45
	.40
	7.46
	  .41

	FAM
	  5.01
	.45
	  5.06
	  .39
	4.86
	.43
	4.93
	  .42

	DCS
	  2.04
	.42
	  2.02
	  .27
	2.17
	.35
	1.73
	  .33

	CCR
	  1.89
	.37
	  2.83
	  .39
	1.79
	.38
	2.28
	  .47


GDS = Global Distress, AFC = Affective Communication, PSC = Problem Solving, AGG = Aggression, TTO = Time Together, FIN = Financial Disagreement, SEX = Sexual Dissatisfaction, ROR = Role Orientation, FAM = Family History of Distress, DCS = Dissatisfaction with Children, and CCR = Conflict over Childrearing.

Note: Purple highlighted areas indicate the significant differences in satisfaction between genders.




Results – Question 3: Was the BHM program equally effective for Hispanic and non-Hispanic participants?

Yes, the Building Healthy Marriages program was equally effective for Hispanic and non-Hispanic participants.

· Analyses did not indicate that ethnicity accounted for a significant portion of the variability in test score differences, indicating that the differences in test scores between Hispanic and non-Hispanic participants were not significant.

Table 14 and Figure 42 compare the MSI-R scores for Hispanic and non-Hispanic participants at the beginning of the BHM program with the MSI-R scores at the end of Year 1. 
	
Table 14: Mean Pre- and Post-MSI-R Scores for Hispanic and Non-Hispanic Participants.
	MSI-R Subscale
			Hispanic
	Non-Hispanic

	
	Pretest 
	Posttest
	Pretest
	Posttest 

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD

	GDS
	10.54
	1.63
	8.46
	1.47
	  8.60
	.90
	5.47
	.81

	AFC
	  5.78
	  .74
	4.81
	  .89
	  5.30
	.44
	3.62
	.53

	PSC
	11.00
	1.36
	6.92
	1.47
	10.44
	.79
	6.76
	.85

	AGG
	  3.24
	  .43
	2.68
	  .39
	  2.34
	.27
	1.96
	.24

	TTO
	  4.83
	  .54
	3.45
	  .63
	  5.00
	.38
	3.59
	.44

	FIN
	  4.45
	  .57
	4.18
	  .57
	  4.78
	.38
	3.72
	.38

	SEX
	  5.23
	  .84
	4.13
	  .83
	  5.75
	.49
	5.08
	.48

	ROR
	  6.47
	  .67
	7.07
	  .58
	  7.24
	.39
	6.84
	.34

	FAM
	  4.75
	  .48
	4.82
	  .55
	  5.33
	.27
	4.97
	.30

	DCS
	  1.56
	  .51
	1.63
	  .48
	  2.50
	.28
	2.28
	.26

	CCR
	  2.22
	  .54
	2.06
	  .65
	  2.50
	.29
	2.02
	.35


GDS = Global Distress, AFC = Affective Communication, PSC = Problem Solving, AGG = Aggression, TTO = Time Together, FIN = Financial Disagreement, SEX = Sexual Dissatisfaction, ROR = Role Orientation, FAM = Family History of Distress, DCS = Dissatisfaction with Children, and CCR = Conflict over Childrearing.

Note: Ethnicity did not account for a significant portion of the variability in test score differences.



Results – Question 4: With what program were participants most satisfied?
The results from the Knowledge and Satisfaction Surveys from the 154 participants included in the analyses are illustrated below (Tables 15 and 16). 
The majority (83%) of the couples participated in the Marriage Seminar, and 34% of the participants (52 participants took part in the Enrichment Weekend and Prepare/Enrich curriculum. (See Table 15.) About one-fourth of the participants (n = 36) took advantage of the Conflict Resolution Coaching and Financial Management Coaching (n = 34). Services that were less utilized were the Booster, Marriage Mentoring, Employment Support Training, and Love Notes. 

Table 15: Participation in BHM Events by the 154 Participants 
	Event
	Number of participants

	
	n
	%

	Marriage Seminar
	128
	83.1

	Enrichment weekend
	  52
	33.8

	Financial Management Coaching
	  34
	22.1

	Conflict Resolution Coaching 
	  36
	23.4

	Prepare/Enrich
	  52
	33.8

	Booster
	  11
	  7.1

	Marriage Mentoring
	  12
	  7.8

	Employment Support Training
	    4
	  2.6

	Love Notes
	    1
	    .6



As illustrated in Table 16, 55 participants (36%) engaged in one BHM event, 46 (30%) completed two events, and 37 (24%) took part in three events. Sixteen (10%) engaged in four or more BHM activities. When an uneven number is noted, this indicates that only one partner participated in an event. 

Table 16: Number of BHM Events Attended by Participants Who Completed the KSS (n = 154)
	Number of events
	n
	%

	1
	55
	35.7

	2
	46
	29.9

	3
	37
	24.0

	4
	10
	  6.5  

	5
	  4
	  2.6  

	6
	  2
	  1.3  



Table 17 displays results from the Knowledge and Satisfaction Surveys (KSS) from the 154 particpants who completed this survey and were used in the statistical analyses.

Table 17: Satisfaction with Education Events
	
Education Event 
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied
	Mean

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	Marriage Seminar

	    Content
	2
	1.8
	6
	5.5
	35
	31.8
	67
	60.9
	3.52

	    Instructor
	1
	  .9
	3
	2.7
	27
	24.5
	79
	71.8
	3.67

	    Facility/Meeting room space
	2
	1.8
	7
	6.4
	26
	23.6
	75
	68.2
	3.58

	Enrichment Weekend

	    Content
	
	
	1
	1.9
	10
	19.2
	41
	78.8
	3.77

	    Instructor
	
	
	3
	5.8
	  8
	15.4
	41
	78.8
	3.73

	    Facility/Meeting room space
	
	
	1
	1.9
	  9
	17.3
	42
	80.8
	3.79

	Conflict Resolution Coaching

	    Content
	4
	12.5
	5
	15.6
	12
	37.5
	11
	34.4
	2.94

	    Instructor
	4
	12.5
	3
	  9.4
	  9
	28.1
	16
	50.0
	3.16

	    Facility/Meeting room space
	1
	  3.1
	2
	  6.3
	13
	40.6
	16
	50.0
	3.38

	Financial Management

	    Content
	2
	6.3
	3
	9.4
	6
	18.8
	21
	65.6
	3.44

	    Instructor
	2
	6.3
	
	
	5
	15.6
	25
	78.1
	3.66

	    Facility/Meeting room space
	1
	3.1
	
	
	6
	18.8
	25
	78.1
	3.72

	
Education Event
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied
	Mean

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	Booster

	    Content
	
	
	1
	10.0
	5
	50.0
	4 
	40.0
	3.30

	    Instructor
	
	
	
	
	4
	40.0
	6
	60.0
	3.60

	    Facility/Meeting room space
	
	
	1
	10.0
	4
	40.0
	5
	50.0
	3.40

	Marriage Mentoring

	    Content
	
	
	2
	28.6
	1
	14.3
	4
	57.1
	3.29

	    Instructor
	
	
	2
	28.6
	
	
	5
	71.4
	3.43

	    Facility/Meeting room space
	
	
	2
	28.6
	2
	28.6
	3
	42.9
	3.14

	Prepare/Enrich

	    Content
	3
	  6.7
	8
	17.8
	13
	28.9
	21
	46.7
	3.16

	    Instructor
	5
	11.1
	8
	17.8
	  7
	15.6
	25
	55.6
	3.16

	    Facility/Meeting room space
	1
	2.3
	6
	13.6
	  9
	20.5
	28
	63.6
	3.45

	Employment Support Training

	    Content
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4
	100.0
	4.00

	    Instructor
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4
	100.0
	4.00

	    Facility/Meeting room space
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4
	100.0
	4.00

	Family Advocate
	4
	4.3
	11
	11.7
	18
	19.1
	51
	54.3
	3.77

	Family Liaison
	1
	5.9
	  2
	11.8
	  7
	41.2
	  7
	41.2
	3.18

	The extent to which you use the information learned in your relationship at home
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Extremely
	Mean

	    Seminar
	4
	  3.7
	31
	28.4
	42
	  38.5
	32
	29.4
	2.94

	    Enrichment Weekend
	
	
	13
	25.5
	18
	  35.3
	20
	39.2
	3.14

	    Conflict Resolution 
	5
	16.7
	  9
	30.0
	12
	  40.0
	  4
	13.3
	2.50

	    Financial Management
	2
	  6.3
	  5
	15.6
	11
	  34.4
	14
	43.8
	3.16

	    Booster
	
	
	  4
	40.0
	  4
	  40.0
	  2
	20.0
	2.80

	    Marriage Mentoring
	
	
	  2
	28.6
	  3
	  42.9
	  2
	28.6
	3.00

	    Prepare/Enrich
	5
	11.4
	23
	52.3
	  8
	  18.2
	  8
	18.2
	2.43

	    Employment Support Training
	
	
	
	
	  4
	100.0
	
	
	3.00

	    
	Very Dissatisfied
	Dissatisfied
	Satisfied
	Very Satisfied
	Mean

	   Overall Program
	
	
	  7
	5.3
	43
	32.3
	83
	62.4
	3.57


Note: n = number of participants, and Mean is the average score on that item, with 1 meaning very dissatisfied/not at all satisfied and 4 meaning extremely satisfied.

As indicated in Figure 43, participants were most satisfied with the employment support training, followed by the enrichment weekend and PREP marriage seminar. Couples were the least satisfied with the conflict resolution coaching and Prepare/Enrich program. In general, participants were satisfied with all the educational programs. In addition, participants learned more in the area of conflict resolution than financial management. This is expected because the PREP educational program that is offered in the Seminar and Enrichment Weekend focuses on increasing conflict resolution skills. Caution should be exercised when comparing satisfaction scores between the various programs, due to the very low number of participants in some of the programs (e.g. employment support services). 

Results – Research Question 5: In what areas did participants gain the most knowledge?

 	Table 18 and Figure 44 indicate that participants learned more in the area of conflict resolution than financial management. This is to be expected because the PREP educational program (offered in the PREP Seminar, Enrichment Weekend, and WOR) focuses on increasing conflict resolution skills. For example, couples are taught the Speaker-Listener technique to facilitate communication. Therefore, we would predict that participants would become better listeners during a conflict.

Table 18: Knowledge Gained
	To what extent do you believe you now have increased knowledge to do these things in your relationship?
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Extremely
	

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	Mean

	To manage conflict
	  5
	  3.9
	31
	24.0
	56
	43.4
	37
	28.7
	2.97

	To de-escalate conflict
	  5
	  3.8
	31
	23.7
	58
	44.3
	37
	28.2
	2.97

	To be a better listener during conflict
	  4
	  3.1
	24
	18.3
	50
	38.2
	53
	40.5
	3.16

	To communicate safely during a conflict
	  6
	  4.5 
	29
	22.0
	49
	37.1
	48
	36.4
	3.05

	To reach agreement when working on a problem
	  6
	  4.6
	27
	20.6
	62
	47.3
	36
	27.5
	2.98

	To manage your finances    
	21
	15.9
	38
	28.8
	44
	33.3
	29
	22.0
	2.61

	To manage a budget for your family  
	23
	17.6
	33
	25.2
	45
	34.4
	30
	22.9
	2.63

	To save for your future
	28
	21.4
	34
	26.0
	37
	28.2
	32
	24.4
	2.56


Note: n = number of participants, and Mean is the average score on that item, with 1 meaning having not increased any knowledge and 4 meaning having extremely increased knowledge.



Results from the pretests and posttests show that overall, the Building Healthy Marriages program was successful at increasing marital satisfaction and that gender and ethnicity were not related to the program’s effectiveness. In general, participants were “quite a bit satisfied” with all programs offered. They also felt they gained knowledge in various areas, especially in areas involving conflict resolution. Participants gained the most knowledge in learning how to listen better during conflict and the least knowledge in learning how to save money.

Additional comments from the Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey
In addition to inquiring about levels of satisfaction and knowledge gained, the KSS also allowed for individuals to make comments about their experiences. Some of the comments made by participants follow. 

Marriage Seminar. When the participants were asked what they liked most about the Marriage Seminar, they responded: “Instructors were friendly,” “It helped me talk to my partner better,” “Encouraging individuals to speak the truth in love so they can feel validated,” “Getting together with other couples,” “Enjoyed learning from the other couples’ stories,” “How to communicate without yelling, enjoying the time together,” “It made us think about our own treatment of our spouse,” “Learning about each other and our core issues,” “Learning how to argue/disagree constructively,” “Quality time with my wife,” “The classes were well explained by the instructor,” and “The time to practice what the instructor taught.” 
Many participants were unsatisfied with the length of the seminar; they felt it was too short. Other negative feedback included: “My husband was there but not present,” “Not enough time to practice what we were taught,” “Some of it was a little corny but it made sense,” “Showing our issues in front of other couples,” “That none of it really worked because it seems that my partner doesn’t care,” “The material seemed elementary,” “The seminar was too short,” and “The videos.” 
Enrichment Weekend. When participants were asked what they liked the most about the Enrichment Weekend, they indicated that it was a nice refresher and that it was nice to spend some time together with their partners. More specifically, they answered: “Being together and having fun,” “Getting out of our normal routine and away from the kids,” “Making our relationship come to life again,” “Remembering the importance of alone time,” “It was a place we could use the tools we’ve learned,” “Learned other ways to communicate,” ” “Using things we learned to get through our issues,” “Meeting other people,” “The educators were kind, welcoming and dedicated,” “The facilities were great,” “The games we played to get to know one another,” and “The date part of the weekend, spending a weekend alone with my partner.” Many participants agreed that the weekend was not long enough. In addition, two participants commented that the time in class felt very long and that there was not enough one-on-one time with educators. Other comments included “It was helpful and I would recommend it to others,” “It was wonderful and refreshing, we felt spoiled,” “Thanks a lot for helping me and my family,” and “It was great meeting new friends.”  

Conflict Resolution Coaching. When participants were asked what they liked the most about the Conflict Resolution Coaching, they responded, “Ability to get input from an impartial observer,” “Being heard, and my partner and I both getting some resolutions,” “Educators were warm, understanding, and non-judgmental,” “The conflicts became less intense,” “Helped develop problem solving skills,” and “The one on one speaking and non-judgmental aspect”. Negative feedback included “Having to open up about hidden issues,” “It didn’t work for us/we didn’t accomplish anything,” and “Not enough meeting time allotted.” Other comments included “The educators were fair and helpful,” “It helped us change our problems,” “More follow up was needed,” and “It was uncomfortable.” 

Financial Management Coaching. When participants were asked what they liked the most about the Financial Management Coaching, comments included “That he sat down with our budget and helped us, then explained some things to our kids that helped bring them on board,” “I have learned to manage/organize my expenses,” “Budget sheets were very helpful,” “The instructors were thorough, non-judgmental and understanding,” “The educators were informative and professional,” “It was in our home,” “It confirmed what we were already doing,” “It helped us create changes,” and “The methods to better administration.” Here are some things they liked least: “Counselor did not finish helping us,” “That they were very short,” “The small amount of time invested in it,” and “Was too pushy.” Other comments included “It was encouraging,” and “It helped change our thinking about spending money.”  

Booster. When participants were asked what they liked the most about the Booster, they answered, “It keeps us reminded on a day to day basis,” “It enhances open communication,”
“The techniques that I had not/never heard of before,” “That all couples were able to share, talk and play together,” and “That they teach you to listen and be patient. Suggestions for changes included a longer class and less crowded facilities.  
	
Marriage Mentoring. When participants were asked what they liked and disliked the most about the Marriage Mentoring, responses included “Individualized attention to develop new skills,” “We got to pick the topic and work uninterruptedly,” “Would have liked to have more mentors,” “some of the same info as the seminar and weekend, would like it to last longer,” and “Would like to get to know other couples better.” 

Prepare/Enrich curriculum/premarital inventories. When participants were asked what they liked the most about the Prepare/Enrich Curriculum, responses included “Being able to discuss our problems and other ways to deal with them,” “The educators’ honesty, straight to the point answer,” “I liked how it brought us together each week to connect,” “Focusing on what needed help in our relationship,” “Get to know more about my partner,” “Got to the real issues,” 
“Learning differences and similarities with one another,” “The educators were great,” “Great atmosphere,” “The teachers were friendly and non judgmental,”. When participants were asked what they liked least, responses included “I wish it would have gotten deeper into the financial/budgeting part,” “Sometimes I remember feeling like my spouse used this event as an opportunity to point out all my flaws and divert the attention away from himself,” “It was depressing thinking about our negative aspects of the relationship,” “It was not long enough,” “It almost made our problems worse because we identified them but didn’t learn how to get past them,” “No chart copies for personal success,” “Not enough meeting time allotted,” “The instructor seemed impersonal,” “It was difficult to look at our issues, and the results were scary”, “We left without resolution”, “That we never got to get over our issues talked about in the inventory.” 

Employment support training. When participants were asked for feedback regarding the employment support training, they responded, “I am attending Aims, thanks to employment services of Weld County,” “That they help find better jobs,” and “I am very grateful with the person who helped me.” 

Family advocates. When participants were asked what they liked the most about the family advocate, they responded, “Explained things that we do not understand sometimes,” “Gave suggestions, point us in the right direction,” “Helped us find resources to achieve our goals,” “Point us to other available classes,” “Helped pay the bills and provide for my children,” “They listened and kept us informed,” “They helped with anything we needed and looked out for the whole family,” “The reminder calls,” “She got to the core of our issues,” “The counseling skills,” “She stayed in contact,” “Helped us with our issues, helped with communication,” “She listened to us,” “She was available by phone,” “and “She sought out ways to be of assistance to us. She was encouraging and positive.” Something negative that was mentioned by several participants was that the advocate could have stayed in better touch and should have given them more notice about upcoming classes. Some participants indicated that they were never assigned a family advocate. Other suggestions included, “She was too busy, and got confused about our case,” and “Should know the resources more.” Other comments included “She was too busy and forgetful,” and “She was wonderful, caring and respectful.” 

Family liaison. When participants were asked for feedback regarding the family liaison, they responded, “Always available,” “Gave us the help we needed,” “helped us out with our problems and helped us with referrals,” “They were great”, and “Reminder calls.” 

Total program. When the participants were asked what changes they would like to make to the overall program, they responded, “More meetings,” “Advocate needed to involve us more,” “I would love for it to go longer or keep going once a month or so,” “A few more sessions and maybe a reunion so we can share ideas with each other,” “Work with our schedules,” “More one on one time with our counselor,” “I wish there were a way for more people to attend the weekend program,” “We would like to attend more events,” “Follow up classes,” “Fewer participants or more staff,” “More sexual education,” “There needs to be more in-depth counseling for the issues that arise during discussions. It makes the relationship worse to realize issues exist and not know how to fix them,” “Stop religious part of marriage seminar. I have no religious preference and they made us do that part,” “You cannot fix a lifetime of hurts with a few hours of truth – It needs to be put into practice, with a coach, over some time,” “More long time counseling set up for couples...with counselors that are familiar with the material and can work with income challenges,” and “More focus on the family, and the impact of children on marriage.”

Most helpful events in Building Healthy Marriages. When participants were asked which events were most helpful they responded, “All of them,” “The 12 hour prep course,” “The in home help,” “Conflict Resolution,” “Marriage Booster,” “The weekend”, “Financial management,” and the “Prep class.”

Other comments for Building Healthy Marriages. Other comments included, “It has changed our relationship,” “It was all helpful,” “Thank you so much,” “I hope the program continues,” “Wish we could attend more classes,” “We had fun,” “We still use the resources and referrals we were given,” “Wish there was more time for counseling and one to one time with educators,” “It has restored our marriage and improved our lives,” and “We have recommended it to others.”

Other services. When asked what type of other services would be helpful, participants responded, “Family counseling,” “Parenting classes,” and “A recreation center with games and classes and events.”
Results Mini KSS

Table 19 indicates the number of participants who completed mini KSS’s during the 5-year grant period. The Public PREP Marriage Relationship Education Seminars had 1588 participants, 292 people took part in the Winning the Workplace Challenge Seminar, 102 took part in the Public Within My Reach Singles Relationship Seminars, 89 took advantage of the Within Our Reach Seminar, 28 completed a mini KSS after the last follow-up session of the Relationship Inventories, 14 took part in the Love Notes Relationship Seminars, and 12 participants completed the Marriage Garden Curriculum. 

Table 19: Mini KSS Data
	Service Structure
	Number of Participants*

	1. Relationship Seminars
	

	   PREP seminar
	1588

	   Winning the Workplace Challenge
	  292

	   Within My Reach
	  102

	   Within Our Reach
	    89

	   Prepare/Enrich (Relationship Inventory)
	    28

	   Love Notes
	    14

	   Marriage Garden
	   12

	Total
	2125


Note: *Participants may have participated in more than one event.

Mini KSS’s Data
The evaluation team developed mini KSS’s to receive feedback about the programs offered. As described earlier, these mini surveys were administered during the last 5 minutes of the education event. Administration of the mini KSS’s began in May 2008. This report will present all mini KSS data gathered during the course of the Grant (May 2008 – June 2011). Percentages may not always add up to 100% due to the fact that some participants did not respond to some of the questions.

Results Mini KSS 8-Hour Marriage Garden Curriculum 
The Marriage Garden Curriculum was offered once at rotating Grover homes over four Saturdays from July 12 – August 2, 2008. Twelve individuals completed the mini KSS following the training. Tables 20 and 21 contain the results from the participants’ evaluations of this program. 
Half of the participants, (n = 6) were male, and half (n = 6) were female. All 12 of the participants were married. Ninety-two percent (n = 11) of the participants were White, and one participant (8.3%) did not respond to this question. The average age of the participants was 61 years. The participants completed on average 14 years of education. Of the participants, 50.0% (n = 6) had a high school diploma only, and 41.7% (n = 5) completed education beyond high school graduation. One participant (8.3%) did not complete this question.

Table 20: Satisfaction with Marriage Garden Curriculum
	
Satisfaction with: 
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied
	Mean

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	Marriage Seminar
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Content Marriage Garden
	1
	8.3
	1
	8.3
	4
	33.3
	6
	50.0
	3.25

	    Educator Marriage Garden
	
	
	1
	9.1
	
	
	10
	90.9
	3.82

	    Meeting Room Marriage  
    Garden
	
	
	
	
	1
	9.1
	10
	90.9
	3.91

	The extent to which you use the information you learned in your relationship at home
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Extremely
	Mean

	    Marriage Garden
	
	
	1
	8.3
	8
	66.7
	3
	25.0
	3.17


Note: n = number of participants, and Mean is the average score on that item, with 1 meaning not at all (satisfied) and 4 meaning extremely (satisfied).

Following the Marriage Garden seminar, 91.7% (n = 11) of the participants agreed or strongly agreed that their knowledge of healthy marriage relationships had increased; only 1 individual (8.3%) strongly disagreed. Eleven participants (91.7%) agreed or strongly agreed that their skills as a spouse/partner were likely to increase; 1 individual (8.3%) disagreed. All participants agreed (41.7%; n = 5) or strongly agreed (58.3%; n = 7) with the statement, “I have a desire to be a better spouse/partner.” Eleven participants (91.7%) agreed (50%; n = 6) or strongly agreed (41.7%; n = 5) that their relationships with their spouses/partners were likely to improve following the Marriage Garden; 1 participant (8.3%) neither agreed nor disagreed with this statement. Eleven participants (91.7%) agreed (58.3%; n = 7) or strongly agreed (33.3%; n = 4) that they would change (improve on) at least one relationship strengthening behavior or practice; 1 participant (8.3%) neither agreed nor disagreed with this statement. All but one participant agreed (50.0%; n = 6) or strongly agreed (41.7%; n = 5) with the statement, “I think my relationship with my spouse/partner is likely to improve.” Eleven of the 12 participants (91.7%) would recommend this curriculum to family and friends. 91.7% (n = 11) were very or extremely satisfied with their “marriage” and with “their relationship with their spouse.” One participant (8.3%) had mixed feelings about these two items All but one participant was very satisfied (50.0%, n = 6) or extremely satisfied (41.7%, n = 5) with their “husband or wife as a spouse.” One participant was somewhat satisfied with this. Two-thirds of the participants responded “yes” (66.7%, n = 8), and 4 participants (33.3%) answered “no” to the question, “Do you intend to do anything differently as a result of participating in the Marriage Garden Training?” Behaviors the participants were willing to do differently as a result of participation in the Marriage Garden Curriculum include the following:
· I will try not to complain at bedtime when I have to help her to bed.
· Be more understanding and patient with my spouse
· Communicate more, be more patient
· Listen more, interrupt less
· Listen more, talk things over more
· Try to put into action what was taught
· Trying to solve more conflicts with the tools we have learned
· Work on conflict resolution more and build better goals for our relationship

Table 21: Relationship Status Before and After Participating in the Marriage Garden Curriculum
	Marriage Garden
Understanding of the Following Relationship Issues:
	Mean Before
Participating
	Mean After Participating

	T-test

	Commitment (making and honoring promises)
	3.58
	3.92
	-1.48

	Growth (expanding/using your strengths)
	3.00
	3.75
	-5.75**

	Nurturing (doing the work of loving)
	3.42
	3.67
	-1.92

	Understanding (cultivating compassion for partner)
	3.33
	3.67
	-1.77

	Solving (turning differences into blessings)
	2.83
	3.58
	-3.45*

	Serving (giving back to partner/community)
	3.58
	3.92
	-2.35* 


Note. Mean is the average score on that item, with 1 meaning having very little understanding of the issue and 4 meaning having a lot of understanding of the issue. 
**p < .001, *p < .05

Data from the 12 Marriage Garden participants who completed surveys indicate that participants had statistically significant increases in their levels of understanding of Growth, Solving, and Serving from Time 1 (before participation in Marriage Garden) to Time 2 (after participating in Marriage Garden). (See Table 21 and Figure 45.) This was analyzed using a posttest-then-retrospective-pretest design, meaning that before and after information were collected at the same time (Marshall, Higginbotham, Harris, & Lee, 2006).



Participants provided additional information regarding the Marriage Garden seminar in response to the following questions:

What did you like most about the Marriage Garden seminar?
· “Bringing to my attention the things I take for granted”
· “Discussion – learning more about my spouse”
· “It reveals the real needs of a marriage.”
· “The information learned”
· “Meeting with likeminded people”

What did you like least about the Marriage Garden seminar?
· “Having to face some issues”
· “Not actually given tools to use in marriage”

What did you like most about the Marriage Garden seminar educator?
· “Being able to get across the valuable things in marriage”
·  “Their knowledge and background and the ability to relate and make the curriculum relevant”
· “Very Caring about group, very thorough in presentation, very professional”

What could the marriage educator have done to improve the Marriage Garden?
· “Have time to put things into practice. A place for references for those who uncover problems”
· “More sessions”

Other comments regarding the Marriage Garden?
· “I love it. Looking forward to applying this to my relationship.”
· “It was very worthwhile. Gives tools to work with.”
· “Outstanding – I will recommend it to others, very satisfied.”
· “It is too general in nature, give a book list for references.”

Other services participants mentioned that could be helpful to them were dealing with teenagers, conflict resolution, and financial counseling.

Results Public PREP Marriage Relationship Education Seminars (Mini KSS)
As illustrated in Table 22, participants who took part in the 8-hour seminar were able to choose among several locations in which to attend the PREP class. 

Table 22: Location Marriage Seminar
	Location 
	# Participants
	%

	Trinity Plaza
	  509
	32.1

	Waypoints
	  451
	28.4

	First Presbyterian Church in Greeley
	  129
	  8.1

	Christ Community Church
	  106
	  6.7

	First Christian Church in Windsor
	    60
	  3.8

	Zoe's in Greeley
	    31
	  2.0

	Glad Tidings Church, Greeley
	    54
	  3.4

	New Hope Church, Greeley
	    24
	  1.5

	UNC
	    22
	  1.4

	Old Library in Frederick
	    22
	  1.4

	Mennonite Church
	    21
	  1.3

	Iglesia Tempo Bautista
	    17
	  1.1

	Johnstown Community Center
	    17
	  1.1

	Rodarte Center
	    14
	    .9

	Lighthouse Baptist Church, Fort Lupton
	    11
	    .7

	Weld Opportunity High School
	    11
	     .7

	Community Baptist Church
	    10
	    .6

	Eaton Methodist Church
	    10
	    .6

	Mountain Valley Health Care, Windsor
	    10
	    .6

	First United Methodist Church
	      8
	    .5

	St. Alban's Episcopal Church
	      8
	    .5

	Rodgers, Loveland
	      8
	    .5

	St. Mary's Church in Greeley
	      8
	    .5

	Sheppherd's House in Greeley
	      7
	    .4

	Templo Bethel, Greeley
	      7
	    .4

	BOCES Greeley
	      7
	    .4

	Kersey Community Church
	      4
	    .3

	Pregnancy Resource Center
	      2
	    .1

	Total
	1588
	100%


































The most popular locations were: Trinity Plaza, Waypoints Church, First Presbyterian Church, and Christ Community Church. Five hundred nine participants (32.1%) attended at Trinity Plaza, 451 participants (28.4%) went to Waypoints Church, 129 (8.1%) attended at First Presbyterian Church, and 106 (6.7%) went to Christ Community Church. To see the other locations, please see Table x. Sixty-six percent of participants (n = 1045) participated in the 1-day event, 64 participants (4.0%) completed the class in 2 days with 4-hour sessions, and 479 participants (30.1%) completed the PREP course in 4 weeks with four 2-hour sessions. 

Table 23 presents the results from the Public PREP Marriage Relationship Education Seminars Knowledge and Satisfaction Surveys based on data from the 1588 participants who completed this survey. This survey was distributed to participants during the last 5 minutes of the final meeting for the 8 hour PREP Marriage Seminar. Of the participants, 757 (47.7%) were male, and 831 (52.3%) were female. Two percent of the participants (n = 33) were single, 35.3% (n = 561) were in a relationship but not married, and 62.6% (n = 994) were married. Sixty-seven percent (n = 1063) of the participants who completed this question were White, followed by 21.5% (n = 341) who identified themselves as Hispanic. The other 7.1% (n = 112) of participants were Asian (n = 14), Black (n = 16), Native American (n = 16), other/multicultural (n = 66). Five percent (n = 72) did not respond to this question. The average age of the participants was 36 years. The participants completed on average 14 years of education. Of the participants, 30.0% (n = 477) had a high school diploma only, and 56.4% (n = 895) completed education beyond high school graduation. Ten percent (n = 151) had less than a high school diploma. One thousand five hundred fifty eight participants (99.7%) of the 1563 who completed this question on the mini KSS recommended the 8-hour seminar to other couples. 

Table 23: Satisfaction with 8-Hour PREP Seminar
	
Satisfaction with: 
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied
	Mean

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	Marriage Seminar
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Content
	  1
	  .1
	15
	  .9
	414
	26.1
	1153
	72.6
	3.72

	    Educator
	  1
	  .1
	  3
	  .2
	193
	12.2
	1367
	86.1
	3.86

	    Meeting Room
	16
	1.0
	93
	5.9
	381
	24.0
	1085
	68.3
	3.61

	The extent to which you use the information you learned in your relationship at home
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Extremely
	Mean

	    PREP Seminar
	   2 
	  .1  
	57
	3.6
	499
	31.4
	1024
	64.5
	3.61

	To what extent do you believe you now have increased knowledge to do these things in your relationship?
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Extremely
	Mean

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	To manage conflict
	  4
	0.3
	87
	5.5
	766
	48.2
	706
	44.5
	3.39

	To de-escalate conflict
	  9
	0.6
	94
	6.0
	672
	42.3
	784
	49.4
	3.43

	To be a better listener during conflict
	  7
	0.4
	42
	2.6
	517
	32.6
	992
	64.5
	3.60

	To communicate safely during conflict
	15
	1.0
	80
	5.0
	597
	37.6
	869
	54.7
	3.49

	To reach agreement when working on a problem
	  9
	0.6
	81
	5.1
	619
	39.0
	853
	53.7
	3.48


Note: n = number of participants, and Mean is the average score on that item, with 1 meaning very (dissatisfied)/not at all (satisfied) and 4 meaning extremely (satisfied).
As noted in Figure 46, participants in the PREP seminar were most satisfied with the educator. Participants were less satisfied with the content of the PREP seminar and were the least satisfied with the meeting room where the seminar was held. In general, participants were extremely satisfied with this educational program.



Figure 47 indicates that participants in the PREP seminar gained the most knowledge about how to better listen during a conflict. Participants reported that the PREP seminar taught them the least about how to manage conflict. In general, participants gained a significant amount of knowledge from this seminar.



Additional Comments from the 8-Hour PREP Mini KSS
In addition to inquiring about levels of satisfaction and knowledge gained, the mini KSS also encouraged individuals to make comments on their experiences. This section included a short summary of the comments made by participants. 
When participants were asked what they liked most about this seminar, comments included, “A chance to actually practice what was learned and discuss with partner,” “Amazing tools to make my marriage better and stronger,” “Common ground to be with partner to discuss relationship,” “Conflict resolution skills, learning to talk about it and then solve problem,” “Easy techniques to use daily,” “Great place to start getting back on track,” “How to talk with my wife,” “I liked all the different skills that were taught to positively tackle problems and have conversations,” “Watching people use the tools,” and “I liked the interactions with other adults.” Other positive comments were made regarding the food, the fun/easy-going/comfortable atmosphere that seemed nonjudgmental and nonthreatening, the conflict resolution skills, the one-to-one time with educators, the hope that the program brings, the education aspect of the program, the activities, the examples used, and the workbooks. Some of the participants were unsatisfied with the length of the seminar; they felt it was too short and that some of the topics were rushed. Other participants felt it was too long. Additional negative feedback included, “Crying in public,” “Discussing personal issues in a public setting,” “Kept getting interrupted by instructors,” “Simplicity of materials,” “Little more interaction,” “More one on one with couples,” “No active learning segments – lot’s of talking no doing,” “Not enough group discussion,” and “Not being able to talk in depth about some of the true items in the workbook.” In addition, negative comments were made about the age of the videos used, cool temperature of the room, uncomfortable chairs, lack of coffee, the crowded room, having to travel to the event, and no child care being offered.   
	When asked for feedback on the educators, positive comments included, “Kept setting light and open,” “Attitude and spirit,” “Informative,” “Competent,” “Down to earth, with great concern about everyone’s relationships,” “Personable,” “Devoted,” “Confident,” “Approachable,” “Easy to understand,” “Energetic,” “Funny and passionate,” “Positive attitudes and knowledge,” “Engaging,” “Capable to answer questions,” “Sensitive,” “Entertaining,” “Enthusiastic,” “Friendly,” “Genuine,” “Honesty,” “Welcoming,” “Nonjudgmental,” “Great life stories of themselves really helped me to relate,” “Added their own real life experiences, gave realness to event,” “Committed to teaching,” and “Great enthusiasm and their respectful relationship modeled for us.” Critical feedback was less common but included concerns with organization and feeling rushed: “It felt rushed and skipped over.” Other negative comments indicated that educators interrupted during exercises, did not participate equally, read the slides, showed bias at times, had a difficult accent to understand, and skipped around and interrupted the flow.  
	Feedback on what the educator could have done to improve the event included, 
 “One more class,” “Been more organized,” “Better slideshow/more videos,” “Coordinate book and slides,” “Could give more time for talking skills,” “Be more prepared,” “Be more direct to save on time,” “Bigger room and better seats,” “Focus more on enhancing relationships instead of fixing them,” “Facilitate more interaction,” “Give more time to complete activities,” “Include more activities,” “Less material, more time to practice the really important stuff,” “Maybe explain some activities more, a couple of times we were lost,” “More sharing of personal perspectives,” and “Provide more information on what to do when you do not agree on a problem or cannot solve a topic.”
	Additional comments were both complimentary (e.g., “This is a great course that everyone should attend,” “This was a great start to helping us get our marriage back on track,” “People really come together with some friendships,” “Keep doing it, keep offering a helping hand to those who cannot afford counseling,” “It was the best class I have been to,” “Believe more people should try this,” “Awesome learning experience,” “Excited to use the information,” and “Grateful that our dollars are used for this.”) and provided clear directions for future improvement (e.g., “This should be more publicized to the community, it is an awesome program for anyone,” “The marketing and advertising could do a better job describing the information,” “Expand it to singles and youth,” and “I think it would be good to do a longer event and more practicing activities.”).
	When asked about other services that would be helpful to participants and their families, a number of participants indicated a wish for one-on-one counseling. Participants made such remarks as, “Continued personal counseling for us as couples,” “Further counseling one on one,” and “Individual couples counseling.” Continuing education in the following areas was mentioned: classes that focus on specific topics learned during seminar, advanced classes, refresher classes, continued personal couples counseling, family counseling, parenting, information on balancing marriage and kids, organization of home and finances, Next Step Coaching, pregnancy counseling, and blended families. 

Results from the Spanish “Within Our Reach” (WOR) Mini KSS
Table 24 presents the results from the Spanish Within Our Reach Knowledge and Satisfaction Surveys based on data from the 89 participants who completed this survey. Of the participants, 38 (42.7%) were male, and 51 (57.3%) were female. Three percent of the participants (n = 3) were single, 24.7% (n = 22) were in a relationship but not married, and 69.7% (n = 62) were married. Ninety-eight percent (n = 87) of the participants who completed this question were Hispanic, followed by 1.1% (n = 1) who identified themselves as Native American. The other 1.1% (n = 1) did not respond to this question. The average age of the participants was 35 years. The participants completed on average 11 years of education. Of the participants, 25.8% (n = 23) had a high school diploma only, and 19.1% (n = 17) completed education beyond high school graduation. Thirty-nine percent (n = 35) had less than a high school diploma. 
The participants completed a mini Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey (mini KSS) at the end of the 8-hour event. Table 24 contains the results from the satisfaction and knowledge portion of the mini KSS. All participants (n = 88) who completed this question recommended the 8-hour seminar to other couples. 

Table 24: Satisfaction with Within Our Reach
	
Satisfaction with: 
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied
	Mean

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	Within Our Reach
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Content
	
	
	1
	1.1
	23
	25.8
	63
	70.8
	3.71

	    Educator
	
	
	
	
	10
	11.2
	78
	87.6
	3.89

	    Meeting Room
	
	
	
	
	18
	20.2
	69
	77.5
	3.79

	The extent to which you use the information you learned in your relationship at home
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Extremely
	Mean

	Within Our Reach
	1
	1.1
	4
	4.5
	32
	36.0
	45
	50.6
	3.48

	To what extent do you believe you now have increased knowledge to do these things in your relationship?
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Extremely
	Mean

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	To manage conflict
	1
	1.1
	6
	  6.7
	49
	55.1
	30
	33.7
	3.26

	To de-escalate conflict
	1
	1.1
	10
	11.2
	42
	47.2
	33
	37.1
	3.24

	To what extent do you believe you now have increased knowledge to do these things in your relationship?
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Extremely
	Mean

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	To be a better listener during conflict
	
	
	4
	4.5
	32
	36.0
	49
	55.1
	3.53

	To communicate safely during a conflict
	1
	1.1
	7
	7.9
	33
	37.1
	44
	49.4
	3.41

	To reach agreement when working on a problem
	1
	1.1
	5
	5.6
	36
	40.4
	42
	47.2
	3.42

	To know the hidden issues in my relationship
	1
	1.1
	7
	7.9
	30
	33.7
	25
	28.1
	3.25

	To know the communication danger signs
	2
	2.2
	4
	4.5
	25
	28.1
	32
	36.0
	3.38

	To be aware of my expectations for my relationships
	
	
	6
	6.7
	32
	36.0
	23
	25.8
	3.28

	To understand issues, events, and hidden issues
	
	
	5
	5.6
	26
	29.2
	32
	36.0
	3.43

	To take stock of support in my life
	
	
	7
	7.9
	26
	29.2
	31
	34.8
	3.38


Note: n = number of participants, and Mean is the average score on that item, with 1 meaning very (dissatisfied)/not at all (satisfied) and 4 meaning extremely (satisfied).
Note: The total n does not always sum to 89 for each question because specific WOR questions were added later on and therefore some participants had no score on some of these questions and some participants did not respond. 

Figure 48 indicates that participants who took part in the WOR seminar were most satisfied with the educator of the Within Our Reach program. Participants were less satisfied with the meeting room where the seminar was conducted and the content of the seminar. In 
general, participants were extremely satisfied with this educational program.


Figure 49 indicates that participants in the WOR seminar gained the most knowledge about how to be a better listener during conflict and how to understand issues, events, and hidden issues. Participants reported that the WOR seminar taught them the least about how to de-escalate conflict. In general, participants felt they gained much knowledge from this educational program.



Additional Comments from the WOR Mini KSS
When the participants were asked what they liked most about the Within Our Reach seminar, response themes included learning a variety of skills, such as conflict resolution, listening, and communication. Participants also liked having the freedom to express themselves as couples. Additionally, participants liked the topics taught by the educators, as well as the educators’ politeness and the manner in which they explained the material covered. Comments regarding the things participants liked least about the seminar were minimal. Most comments focused on the shortness of the seminar (i.e., participants wished they had had more classes), while others stated that the classes were several hours too long. Additionally, one participant included the following comment: “Waking up old problems.”
	When participants were asked to provide feedback about the educators, they found the educators to be knowledgeable, polite, good teachers, and approachable. Participants also liked that the educators delivered the material in a manner that was easy to understand; additionally, couples liked that educators shared personal stories to illustrate points. Participants also spoke of the educators’ ” “knowledge and calmness when handling difficult conversations.” Suggestions for educators to improve the seminar included increasing the length of the seminar (i.e., more classes) and including more interactive exercises to practice skills learned. There were mixed opinions regarding the length of each class; some participants would have preferred less time per class, while others would have preferred more time per class. 
By and large, participants were satisfied and grateful for the seminar: “I am very grateful, I have seen changes in my marriage. Thank you very much.” Other services participants were interested in receiving included workshops focused on family (a program in which children could attend) and individual issues. Specifically, participants were interested in understanding, helping, and communicating with children and adolescents. Others were interested in personal growth and receiving counseling services. 



Results from Public “Within My Reach” Singles Relationship Seminars (WMR) 
One hundred two participants completed a mini Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey (mini KSS) at the end of the 8-hour event. Table 25 summarizes the results. Ninety participants (98.9%) who completed this question indicated that they would recommend this seminar to others. 
Of the participants, 46 (45.1%) were male, and 56 (54.9%) were female. Seventy-one percent of the participants (n = 72) were single, 12.7% of the participants (n = 13) were in a relationship but not married, and 16.7% (n = 3) were married. Sixty-three percent (n = 64) of the participants who answered this question were White, followed by 19.6% (n = 20) who identified themselves as Hispanic. The other 5.9% (n = 6) of participants were Black (n = 2), Native American (n = 1), and other/multicultural (n = 3). Twelve percent (n = 12) did not respond to this question. The average age of the participants was 40 years. The participants completed on average 13 years of education. Of the participants, 39.2% (n = 40) had a high school diploma only, and 43.1% (n = 44) completed education beyond high school graduation. Twelve participants (11.8%) had less than a high school diploma.

Table 25: Satisfaction with Within My Reach Seminar
	
Satisfaction with: 
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied
	Mean

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	Within My Reach
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Content 
	
	
	2
	2.0
	23
	22.5
	76
	74.5
	3.73

	    Educator
	
	
	
	  
	13
	12.7  
	87
	85.3
	3.87

	    Meeting Room
	
	
	1
	1.0
	15
	14.7 
	84
	82.4
	3.83

	The extent to which you think you will use the information you learned in your relationship
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Extremely
	Mean

	    Within My Reach
	
	
	4
	3.9
	19
	18.6
	78
	76.5
	3.73

	To what extent do you believe you now have increased knowledge to do these things in your relationship?
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Extremely
	Mean

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	To manage conflict
	
	
	3
	2.9
	47 
	46.1
	51
	50.0
	3.48

	To de-escalate conflict
	
	
	4
	3.9
	46
	45.1
	51 
	50.0
	3.47

	To be a better listener during conflict
	1
	1.0
	3
	2.9
	27   
	26.5
	70
	68.6
	3.64

	To communicate safely during a conflict
	
	
	6
	5.9
	31   
	30.4
	64
	62.7
	3.57

	To reach agreement when working on a problem
	
	
	8
	7.8
	  36 
	35.3
	55  
	53.9
	3.47

	To know the hidden issues in my relationship
	
	
	3
	2.9
	31  
	30.4
	67
	65.7
	3.63

	To know the communication danger signs
	
	
	3
	2.9
	34  
	33.3
	64
	62.7
	3.60

	To be aware of my expectations for my relationships
	
	
	2
	2.0
	28  
	27.5
	70
	68.6
	3.68

	To understand issues, events, and hidden issues
	
	
	2
	2.0  
	31 
	30.4
	68
	66.7
	3.65

	To what extent do you believe you now have increased knowledge to do these things in your relationship?
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Extremely
	Mean

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	To identify problem behaviors in a partner
	
	
	3
	2.9  
	29  
	28.4
	69
	67.6
	3.65

	To take stock of support in my life
	
	
	3
	2.9
	34  
	33.3
	64
	62.7
	3.60


Note: n = number of participants, and Mean is the average score on that item, with 1 meaning very (dissatisfied)/not at all (satisfied) and 4 meaning extremely (satisfied).

Figure 50 indicates that participants in Within My Reach were most satisfied 
with the seminar’s educator. They were less satisfied with the meeting room and the content of the seminar. In general, participants were very satisfied with the WMR educational program.



	As indicated by Figure 51, participants in Within My Reach gained the most knowledge in becoming aware of their expectations for their relationships; identifying problem behaviors in a partner; and understanding issues, events, and hidden issues. Participants reported gaining the least amount of knowledge in the areas of reaching an agreement when working on a problem and de-escalating conflict. Overall, the areas in which participants reported gaining the least knowledge were related to communication during a conflict. Perhaps, this is due to the fact that participants attended the seminar individually; consequently, the participants may have felt less confident in their conflict resolution skills because they were not able to practice with their partners. 


Additional Comments from the WMR Mini KSS
The mini KSS also allows participants to provide comments about their experiences. Participants’ comments regarding the Within My Reach Seminar follow. 
Positive responses to the question, “What did you like the most about Within My Reach?” included, “The focus was on me and my behavior,” “Got a good look at myself and what I need to improve,” “It was fun and not intimidating,” “The educators were great in helping us relate to the material,” and “I liked that the advice was relevant and applicable. I also liked that there was research based data backing up claims.” Specifically, participants enjoyed the workbook activities, the color wheel, listening and communication skills, and learning about forgiveness. Negative comments about the program included, “Not enough time for everyone,” “The workbook activities were too fast,” “Would have liked small group discussions and shorter sessions,” and “One participant took the floor at the end and began to go on and on.” Other negative comments related to the food, chairs, and room temperature.
What participants liked most about the educators included their use of humor and engagement, their clarity and concern, their respectfulness, their ability to relate, and their experience and knowledge. No negative comments were made about the educators, and suggestions for improving the program included more comfortable chairs, fewer breaks, more group time, showing fewer long videos, and making the seminar a little bit shorter. Only positive comments were made when asked about “other comments.” One participant stated, “Everyone was awesome,” and another participant stated, “I can use this info in all areas of my life, very useful!” As was the case for other seminars, participants expressed a wish to have other services that would include children, for example, “A class for kids would be golden.” Other services that could be helpful included, “Anything to do with counseling,” “Communication, abuse, grieving, depression,” “Family class, parenting class,” “Group process or group therapy,” “More single classes,” and “Anything that strengthens the family.”

Results from Public “Love Notes” Student/Teen Relationship Education Seminars 
Mini KSS’s distributed at the end of the Love Notes classes that were held at WayPoints church were analyzed and are included in this report. From October 1, 2010 through June 11, 2011, 14 teens participated in three 1-day Love Notes Seminars that took place at WayPoints Church. They completed a mini Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey (mini KSS) at the end of the Seminar. 
Of the young adults, 5 (35.7%) were male, and 9 (64.3%) were female. Sixty-four percent (n = 9) were single, and 35.7% (n = 5) were in a relationship but not married. Thirty-six percent (n = 5) of the participants were White, followed by 42.9% (n = 6) who identified themselves as Hispanic. The other participants (n = 3) identified themselves as Native American (n = 1, 7.1%) or as multicultural (n = 2, 14.3%). The average age of the participants was 15 years. The participants completed on average 9 years of education.
The teens completed a mini Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey (mini KSS) at the end of the 8-hour event. Table 26 contains the results from the satisfaction and knowledge portion of the mini KSS. Ninety-three percent of the participants (n = 13) who completed this question indicated that they would recommend this program to other teens.

Table 26: Satisfaction with Love Notes
	
Satisfaction with: 
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied
	Mean

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	Love Notes Seminar
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Content
	1
	7.1
	
	
	3
	21.4
	10
	  71.4   
	3.57

	    Educator
	
	
	  
	
	
	
	14
	100.0
	4.00

	    Meeting Room
	
	
	
	
	3
	21.4
	11
	  78.6   
	3.79

	The extent to which you think you will use the information you learned in your relationship
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Extremely
	Mean

	    Love Notes
	1
	7.1
	1
	7.1
	2
	14.3
	10 
	71.4   
	3.50

	To what extent do you believe the Love Notes program increased your knowledge to do these things in your relationship?
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Extremely
	Mean

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	To identify my expectations for a relationship
	1
	  7.1
	
	
	5
	35.7
	  8
	57.1  
	3.43

	To understand the Chemistry of Love
	1
	  7.1
	2
	14.3
	2
	14.3
	  9
	64.3  
	3.36

	To identify what makes a great relationship
	1
	  7.1
	1
	  7.1
	2
	14.3
	10
	71.4
	3.50

	How to decide, not slide when making decisions
	1
	  7.1
	1
	  7.1
	4 
	28.6
	  8
	57.1
	3.36

	To identify my personal line during physical intimacy
	1
	  7.1
	
	
	4
	28.6
	  9
	64.3
	3.50

	To use skills to counter the four communication danger signs
	1
	  7.1
	1
	  7.1
	1
	  7.1
	11 
	78.6
	3.57

	To be a better listener during a conflict
	1
	  7.1
	1
	  7.1
	3
	21.4
	9 
	64.3
	3.43

	To communicate safely during a conflict
	1
	  7.1
	1
	  7.1
	3
	21.4
	9 
	64.3
	3.43

	To identify issues and hidden issues
	1
	  7.1
	2
	14.3
	1
	  7.1
	10 
	71.4
	3.43

	To know what being a good mother/father means
	2
	14.3
	1
	  7.1
	3
	21.4
	  8 
	57.1
	3.21

	To plan for my future success
	1
	  7.1
	1
	  7.1
	2
	14.3
	  10
	71.4
	3.50


Note: n = number of participants, and Mean is the average score on that item, with 1 meaning very (dissatisfied)/not at all (satisfied) and 4 meaning extremely (satisfied).

Figure 52 indicates that participants in the Love Notes seminar were most satisfied with the educator of the class. Participants were less satisfied with the meeting room where the seminar was held and the content of the seminar.



As shown in Figure 53, participants in the Love Notes seminar gained the most knowledge in using skills to counter the four communication danger signs, how to identify what makes a great relationship, how to plan for future success, and how to identify their personal lines during physical intimacy. Participants gained the least amount of knowledge regarding how to know what being a good mother/father means, how to understand the Chemistry of Love, and how to decide and not slide when making decisions.



The KSS also allowed participants to provide comments about their experiences. Following are some of the teens’ comments regarding the “Love Notes” Seminar.
When asked, “What did you like the most about the Love Notes program?” comments included, “I got a lot of info that will be very useful for the rest of my life,” “I learned what to do during fights,” “Teaches you important facts,” “The educator made it fun and interesting. I learned things I can use in my relationship,” “The program taught things we use in life,” and “We get a chance to really understand what is really going on and how to fix a relationship or relationship to come.” 
When asked, “What did you like the least about today’s Love Notes?” comments included, “It was kind of a long day,” “Not many people attending,” “Taking notes,” and “The video.”
Teens made a number of positive comments about the educators. Primarily, they focused on how the educators tried to make the program fun, were easy to understand, had a great attitude, were easy to relate to, were “cool,” and were willing to share personal experiences. The negative comments that teens provided were that educators were boring and rushed at times. Comments for improvement included cutting the hours down, making it more fun, having more activities to move around, more interaction, and allowing teens to get to know each other better. Most of the other comments emphasized that the program was cool, that it was good and will help a lot, that it was a great experience, and that it was very educational. No comments were mentioned regarding additional services. 

Results Public “Winning the Workplace Challenge” Workplace Relationship Education Seminars 
	Workplace Relationship Education Seminars were added in Year 3, and no classes were offered during the second parts of Years 4 and 5. The participants completed a mini Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey (mini KSS) at the end of the 8-hour event. Table 27 summarizes the results. Two hundred seventy-one (97.1%) of the 279 participants who completed this question indicated that they would recommend this seminar to others.
	Of the participants, 74 (25.3%) were male, and 218 (74.7%) were female. Eighteen percent (n = 53) were single, 10.6% (n = 31) were in a relationship but not married, and 70.5% (n = 206) were married. Sixty-nine percent (n = 201) of the participants were White, followed by 22.3% (n = 65) who identified themselves as Hispanic. Four percent (n = 13) of the participants identified themselves as Asian, Black, Native American, and multicultural, and 13 participants did not respond to this question. The average age of the participants was 44 years. The participants completed on average 15 years of education. Of the participants, 23.3.2% (n = 12) had a high school diploma only, and 66.4% (n = 194) completed education beyond high school graduation. Six participants (1.9%) had less than a high school diploma.
The participants completed a mini Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey (mini KSS) at the end of the 8-hour event. Table 27 contains the results from the satisfaction and knowledge portion of the mini KSS. 

Table 27: Satisfaction with Winning the Workplace Challenge
	
Satisfaction with: 
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied
	Mean

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	Winning the Workplace Challenge Seminar
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Content
	
	
	14
	4.8
	99
	33.9
	179
	61.3
	3.57

	    Educator
	
	
	11
	3.8
	57
	19.5
	220
	75.3
	3.73

	    Meeting Room
	5
	1.7
	24
	8.2
	99
	33.9
	160
	54.8
	3.44

	The extent to which you think you will use the information you learned at your workplace
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Extremely
	Mean

	    Winning the Workplace   
    Challenge
	
	
	37
	12.7
	138
	47.3
	115
	39.4
	3.27

	To what extent do you believe this seminar increased your knowledge to do these things at your workplace?
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Extremely
	Mean

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	To know what makes a great workplace
	2
	 .7  
	42
	14.4
	154
	52.7
	  87
	29.8
	3.14

	To understand the role of relational intelligence
	1
	 .3  
	27
	  9.2
	131
	44.9
	 127
	43.5
	3.34

	To understand the amygdala hijack
	1
	 .3  
	12
	  4.1
	  98
	33.6
	175
	59.9
	3.56

	To recognize events, issues, and hidden issues
	1
	 .3  
	31
	10.6
	139
	47.6
	115
	39.4
	3.29

	To apply the speaker/listener technique
	3
	1.0
	35
	12.0
	127
	43.5
	121
	41.4
	3.28

	To understand the role of expectations
	1
	 .3  
	26
	  8.9
	151
	51.7
	110
	37.7
	3.28

	To recognize the role of choices in relationships
	4
	1.4
	29
	  9.9
	127
	43.5
	127
	43.5
	3.31


Note: n = number of participants, and Mean is the average score on that item, with 1 meaning very (dissatisfied)/not at all (satisfied) and 4 meaning extremely (satisfied).

As shown in Figure 54, on average, the participants were satisfied with the Winning the Workplace Challenge Seminar.



As shown in Figure 55, the participants gained the most knowledge in understanding the amygdala hijack, the role of relational intelligence, and the role of choices in relationships. They gained the least knowledge in knowing what makes a great workplace, applying the speaker/listener technique, and understanding the role of expectations. 



Additional Comments from the WWC Mini KSS
The mini KSS also invites participants to provide comments about their experiences. Most of the positive comments about the seminar focused on the value of learning better ways to have 
“difficult conversations” and the techniques that facilitated the learning of these skills. Several participants felt that these techniques were applicable to all types of relationships. Participants found the XYZ technique, the color wheel, and the speaker/listener technique particularly helpful. They appreciated the practical ideas and clear, helpful suggestions. In addition, participants enjoyed the relaxed, respectful, and comfortable atmosphere and the fun and interactive way in which the seminar was delivered. They appreciated that the material was presented honestly, with personal examples by the instructor and acknowledgments of the difficulties we all face. They enjoyed the opportunity to ask questions and discuss concerns. The information about the results of negativity in relationships and the amygdala hijack were found to be useful. The event was viewed as positive and useful. Some participants felt that the seminar was too long and wished for less repetition. Others felt that it was too short, with not enough time to cover all the topics. Having to fill out workbooks and surveys was not viewed positively. Participants noted that the discussion would have been better if more people had attended. Another negative comment was room temperature.
The educators were viewed very positively overall. They were seen as personable, authentic, positive, direct, knowledgeable, funny, and able to respond to comments and questions well. Participants liked that they shared personal experiences and anecdotes. Participants appreciated their honesty, commitment to the topic, and validation of participants. Participants felt that they were creative in their delivery of material and worked well in establishing trust. Participants wished the presenters had given a less dry presentation, and they suggested presenters do this through increased enthusiasm and using situational examples. Other negative comments related to difficulty hearing the presenters, reading poor handwriting, and vagueness of delivery. Another concern was a lacking familiarity with the material. When asked what the educator could have done to improve the seminar, participants suggested involving participants more, having more time for discussion, being more enthusiastic, organizing and pacing the material better, specifying examples that related to the group, shortening the workshop, dividing the workshop into two days, covering less material, and leaving out material relating to marriages/relationships.  
	General “other” comments included beliefs that the seminar was useful and thought provoking and that much was learned. More specific comments included suggestions that whole departments should participate as a group in order to practice with one another and that youth be presented with this material. Participants recommended presenting more strategies for conflict resolution and thought a refresher course would be beneficial. Other services that employees would find helpful included health insurance, learning how stepfamilies can blend households, parenting classes, conflict resolution skills, relationship skills, counseling, listening skills, mediation services, information about facing a divorce, and more follow-up services. 

Results Relationship Inventories (Prepare/Enrich) 
Twenty-eight participants (14 couples) completed a mini Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey (mini KSS) at the end of the sixth follow-up session. (See Table 28.) All 28 participants indicated that they would recommend this workshop to others.
Half of the participants, (n = 14) were male, and half (n = 14) were female. Eight participants (28.6%) were in a relationship but not married, and 20 (71.4%) were married. Twenty-two participants (78.6%) were White, and 6 (21.4%) identified themselves as Hispanic. The average age of the participants was 35 years. The participants completed on average 14 years of education. Of the participants, 32.1% (n = 9) had a high school diploma only, and 66.3% (n = 18) completed education beyond high school graduation. One participant (3.6%) had less than a high school diploma.

Table 28: Satisfaction with Relationship Inventories
	
Satisfaction with: 
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied
	Mean

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	Relationship Inventory
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Content
	
	
	
	
	  9
	32.1
	19
	67.9
	3.68

	    Educator
	
	
	
	  
	  1
	  3.6  
	27
	96.4
	3.96

	    Meeting Room
	
	
	
	
	  7
	25.0
	21
	75.0
	3.75

	The extent to which you use the information you learned in your relationship at home
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Extremely
	Mean

	Relationship Inventory
	
	
	4
	14.3
	12
	42.9
	12
	42.9
	3.29

	To what extent do you believe the Premarital/Relationship Inventories and follow-up sessions improved these relationship skills?
	Not at all
	A little
	Quite a bit
	Extremely
	Mean

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	to explore relationship strengths and growth areas
	
	
	1
	3.6
	13
	46.4
	14
	50.0
	3.46

	to learn assertiveness and active listening skills
	
	
	
	
	15
	53.6  
	13
	46.4
	3.46

	to learn how to resolve conflict using the Ten Step Model
	
	
	
	
	14
	50.0
	14
	14.0
	3.50

	to help you with discussing your Family-of-Origin
	
	
	5
	17.9
	12
	42.9
	11
	39.3
	3.21

	to help you with financial planning and budgeting
	1
	3.6
	4
	14.3
	14
	50.0
	  9
	32.1
	3.11

	to focus on personal, couple, and family goals
	
	
	
	
	  9
	32.1
	19
	67.9
	3.68


Note: n = number of participants, and Mean is the average score on that item, with 1 meaning very (dissatisfied)/not at all (satisfied) and 4 meaning extremely (satisfied).

As Figure 56 illustrates, participants were extremely satisfied with the educator of the Relationship Inventory and the meeting room where the sessions took place. Participants were less satisfied with the meeting content of the Inventory. In general, participants were very satisfied with the Relationship Inventory.



Figure 57 indicates that participants in the Relationship Inventory gained the most knowledge regarding how to focus on personal, couple, and family goals and how to resolve conflicts using the Ten Step Model. Participants gained the least knowledge regarding how to make financial plans and budgets, and how to discuss their families-of-origin. 






Additional Comments from the Prepare/Enrich Mini KSS
The mini KSS also allowed participants to provide comments about their experiences. The following include the comments made by the couples regarding the “Relationship Inventory.” 
	When asked, “What did you like the most about this event?” the couples indicated that they learned to identify the areas on which they needed to focus and obtained new tools to work through them, thus improving their relationships. The participants also enjoyed getting to know themselves and their partners better. Overall, couples agreed that the event was very helpful. Other comments included, “Brings us together” and “It gave me hope for our future as a married couple.” Regarding negative comments about the inventories, couples wished they would have lasted longer or that there would have been more sessions. Some expressed feelings of disappointment or sadness after receiving the test results evaluating their relationships: “Sometimes I felt like the test labeled us.” Other comments about what couples liked least included, “Dealing with emotions” and “Finding out that we had a lot more to work on than I thought.”
 	Generally, participants had a positive opinion of their educators and experienced them as knowledgeable, kind, and supportive. Couples also appreciated that educators appeared to genuinely care about their relationship success. Comments about what participants liked the most about the educators included, “She has a big heart and she was very thorough,” “Very committed, enthusiastic, and flexible,” “Very loving and knowledgeable,” and “Very personable and genuine.” The majority of participants had no comments regarding things they did not like about the educators. Two participants thought the meetings with the educators were too short. Comments about what they liked least about the educators included, “Needs to see both sides” and “I felt confronted and had to defend my beliefs when the spirituality topic was discussed.” When participants were asked to provide suggestions for the educators to improve the event, most participants had nothing to say. Some suggested educators provide more role plays and more tips in financial planning. 
	Other comments participants provided were, “I have confidence that we will have a stronger marriage because of this event” and “Awesome, we got to the heart of the problems.” Services that participants would find helpful included couples weekend workshops, parenting classes, individual and family counseling, and financial consulting. 

Comparison of Satisfaction with the Marriage Garden Curriculum, PREP Seminar, WOR, WMR, Love Notes, Winning the Workplace Challenge, and Prepare/Enrich Curriculum
Figures 58 – 60 illustrate mean satisfaction values with the content, educator, and meeting space of the different programs that were offered. 
Participants were the most satisfied with the content of the Within My Reach Seminars, followed by the content of the PREP seminars, the Within Our Reach seminars, and the Prepare/Enrich Curriculum. The content of the Marriage Garden Curriculum, Love Notes class curriculum, and Winning the Workplace Challenge were rated the lowest. For all seven classes, participants were the most satisfied with the educator and the least satisfied with the content. The programs that were rated the highest in satisfaction in all three areas were WMR, WOR, and Prepare/Enrich. The two programs that were rated the lowest in satisfaction were Winning the Workplace Challenge and the Marriage Garden Curriculum.
 	Overall, satisfaction with the Marriage Garden Curriculum, PREP Seminar, WOR, WMR, Love Notes, Winning the Workplace Challenge, and Prepare/Enrich Curriculum were rated very highly. It is noteworthy that the overall level of satisfaction with the educators, the content of the seminars, and the meeting spaces was extremely high. Caution should be exercised when comparing the various programs due to the small number of participants in some of the programs. 







Relationship Between Satisfaction with the Content and Satisfaction with the Educator. 
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were computed to assess the relationship between satisfaction with content, satisfaction with educator, and satisfaction with the meeting room. (See Table 29.) There was a positive relationship between the Satisfaction Content and Satisfaction Educator, indicating that participants who were more satisfied with their educator were also more satisfied with the content of the seminar/curriculum in which they took part. The effect size is large, indicating a strong association between the two variables. However, caution should be used when interpreting the findings due to the fact that the majority of the participants were satisfied (quite a bit and extremely) with the content (98%, n = 2206) and educator (99%, n = 2201)

Table 29: Relationship Between Content Satisfaction, Educator Satisfaction, and Meeting Room
	Measures
	1.
	2.

	1.Satisfaction Content
	-
	.538**

	2.Satisfaction Educator
	
	-


Note **p<.01

Interest in Follow-Up Services
Starting in January 2011, additional questions regarding participants’ interest in follow-up services were added to the mini KSS for the following programs: PREP, WMR, and WOR. The results are listed in Table 30 below.

Table 30: Interest in Follow-Up Seminars
	
	PREP
	WMR
	WOR
	Total

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Interested in follow-up seminars

	  Yes
	190
	86.8
	31
	81.6
	12
	100
	233
	86.0

	  No
	27
	12.3
	  7
	18.4
	  0
	   0
	  34
	12.5

	  Did not respond
	2
	  1.0
	
	
	
	
	    4
	  1.5

	Length of seminar

	  2 – 3 hours
	87
	45.8
	  10
	32.3
	8
	66.7
	105
	45.1

	  4 – 6 hours
	69
	36.3
	  10
	32.3
	2
	16.7
	  81
	34.8

	  6 or more hours
	34
	17.9
	  10
	32.3
	2
	16.7
	  47
	20.2

	  Did not respond
	0
	0
	    1
	  3.2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	To be offered

	  Weekly
	44
	23.2
	  6
	19.4
	9
	75.0
	  59
	25.3

	  Monthly
	79
	41.6
	16
	51.6
	1
	  8.3
	  96
	41.2

	  Every other month
	26
	13.7
	  4
	12.9
	0
	0
	  30
	12.9

	  Twice a year
	33
	17.4
	  2
	  6.5
	1
	  8.3
	  36
	15.5

	  Other
	  5
	  2.6
	
	
	
	
	    5
	  2.1

	  Did not respond
	  3
	  1.6
	  3
	  9.7
	1
	  8.3
	    7
	  3.0



	Two hundred thirty-three (86.0%) of the 271 participants who were asked these questions indicated that they were interested in follow-up seminars. Of the participants, 105 (45.1%) preferred a 2 – 3 hour seminar, 81 (34.8%) showed an interest in a 4 – 6 hour seminar, and 47 (20.2%) selected the 6 or more hour seminar. Fifty-nine participants (25.3%) wanted these services to be available weekly, 41.2% (n = 96), monthly, 12.9% (n = 30), every other month, 15.5%, (n = 36), twice a year, and 2.1%, (n = 5) at another frequency.
	Comments about what participants would like to gain were, “A better relationship,” “A refresher and to learn more tips,” “Better understanding on how to implement techniques,” “Continue education, regular maintenance of skills learned,” “For future problems that may arise,” “Getting better at the skills,” “Keep this information fresh, fine tune techniques, improve relationship,” “Review on how we are doing,” “Better myself,” “More practice communicating, personal growth seminar,” “Refresh, and maintain knowledge,” and “Deeper understanding.”

Qualitative Program Evaluation 
Beginning in 2010 and continuing through June 2011, the evaluation team utilized qualitative research methods to evaluate the outcomes of the Building Healthy Marriages education program. Based on survey results, it appeared that nearly all participants and educators were satisfied with the BHM education program. However, we learned from educators that some participants had prematurely terminated their involvement with the program and that some had split up or divorced. We wanted to learn more about all participants in the program, including those who were still together, those who dropped out for reasons other than scheduling difficulties, and those whose relationships ended after their involvement with the program. Qualitative interviews were conducted in order to develop a rich, descriptive understanding of the experiences of both participants and educators.

Sample
The purposive sample was chosen from couples who had participated in marriage education programs. The sample consisted of 23 participants (8 couples, 7 individuals); 11 were Hispanic, and 12 were non-Hispanic. Fifteen were female, and 8 were male. Participants engaged in one to three events. All participated in the initial marriage seminar, and additional services (coaching, booster sessions, etc.) were utilized by some participants. The majority (n = 15) were married for less than 5 years, 2 were married for 5 years, 2 were married for 19 years, 1 was married for 32 years, and 3 did not provide that information. Thirteen participants were in their first marriage, 4 participants had one previous marriage, 4 indicated having been married twice or more, and 2 participants did not provide that information. Twelve had children. The average age of the participants was 34 years. For more detailed information, please see Table 31.
In addition, 7 educators were interviewed. Four were Hispanic, and 3 were non-Hispanic. Three educators were male, and 4 were female. 

Procedure
Initial calls were made to a subset of participants who had indicated to educators that they were willing to be interviewed. The purpose of the evaluation and confidentiality were also discussed. The interviewer made follow-up calls in which she further explained the interview process, arranged to meet at the BHM offices or participants’ homes, and explained that they would receive a Target department store gift card as a thank you for participating.   
The research team consisted of the primary investigators and research assistants, all trained in qualitative methods. In preparing to conduct interviews, the research assistants attended education programs as participants/observers to become familiar with the program, its delivery, and its participants. These experiences informed the development of the interview questions. (See Appendix A.) Furthermore, these experiences aided in rapport building with volunteer participants, in concordance with phenomenological research practices (Creswell, 2007). 
Members of the team conducted 45-to-80-minute semi structured interviews with participants. Couples were interviewed together. Interviews were digitally audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim for data analysis. (Spanish interviews were transcribed in Spanish and subsequently translated.) Participants were assigned numerical identifiers to protect confidentiality. 

Table 31 : Demographics Participants Qualitative Interviews
	Numerical Identifier
	Year
	# of events
	Events in which participated 
	Relationship Status
	Years in relationship 
	# of  previous marriages
	Age
	# children

	Participants who completed  BHM program and were still together at the time of the interviews  n = 11

	Participant 100
	3
	1
	PREP
	Married
	Missing
	0
	40
	3

	Participants 101 & 102
	2
	3
	PREP, financial counseling, & booster
	Married
	19 
	0
	43, 45
	3

	Participants 103 & 104
	4
	1
	WOR
	Unmarried, in relationship
	3
	1, 3
	29, 34
	2, 4

	Participants 105 & 106
	2
	1
	PREP
	Married
	1
	0
	27, 28
	0

	Participants 107 & 108
	2
	2
	Weekend & PREP
	Missing
	4
	0, 2
	33, 38
	0, 3

	Participants 109 & 110
	1
	3
	Weekend, PREP, Prepare/Enrich
	Missing
	2
	0
	20, 29
	0

	Participants who dropped early n = 3

	Participant 111*
	3
	1
	PREP
	Married
	5
	1
	42
	1

	Participant 112 & 113 #

	4
	Started  2 but did not finish
	Signed up for two PREP classes;  neither one completed
	
	
	
	
	

	Participants who divorced/separated n = 5

	Participant 114 *
	1
	1
	PREP
	Married, now divorced due to DV
	1
	0
	19
	0

	Participant 115 *
	4
	1
	PREP, was referred to inventories
	Married, now split up
	32
	0
	53
	2

	Participant 116 
	2
	1
	PREP & Next Step Coaching
	Were engaged but no longer together
	0
	1
	39
	1

	Participant 117
	2
	1
	PREP
	Married, now split up
	5
	1
	40
	4

	Participant 118 *
	5
	1
	PREP
	Married, now split up
	4
	2
	49
	2

	Impact Stories n = 4

	Participants 119 & 120
	5
	2
	PREP
	Unmarried, in relationship
	1
	2,0
	45,26
	1,0

	Participants 121 & 122
	5
	1
	PREP 
	Unmarried, in relationship
	1 
	0,0
	18,18
	0,0


Note: *Participants completed interview over the phone
#: Did not complete KSS; very little information available

Data Analysis 
This study utilized a phenomenological methodology designed to elicit thick descriptions of the personal experiences of participants and educators who had been involved in marriage/relationship education (Creswell, 2007). Phenomenological studies result in “descriptions of what people experience and how it is that they experience” (Patton, 1990, p. 71). Interviews were conducted with educators, intact couples, couples who had separated, and participants who dropped out of the program. Transcripts of interviews were analyzed according to phenomenological thematic analysis in order to identify significant statements that contributed to overall clusters of meaning, which then organized the data into themes (Creswell, 2007). The authors then used these themes to create a “textural description” to describe the essence of the participants’ experiences (Creswell, 2007). This description is reported in the results portion of this report, along with verbatim excerpts of the interview transcripts. The authors utilized triangulation, audit trials, and peer examination and consultation to contribute to the trustworthiness of the study (Merriam, 1998). 

Results 
Participants. Data from the seven individuals and eight couples interviewed suggest unique themes. The themes identified provide textural, rich descriptions of the participants’ and educators’ experiences with the BHM programs. Overall, participants described cultivating relationship skills through their involvement with the program that have had positive, long-lasting impacts on their relationship satisfaction not only with their partners, but with others, including family (especially their children), friends, and coworkers. Participants were appreciative of the program’s structure and information as well as the delivery by the educators. 
Generally, the participants reported that the program offered a safe, structured environment for learning through skill building and sharing with others. The educational focus was appreciated as a useful and comfortable way to address personal issues.  
Participants found the skills taught to be a great strength of the program. Specifically, participants reported learning skills for anger management, conflict resolution, and healthy communication. Through practicing these skills during the program, participants reported being able to change behaviors, view their problems differently, understand their partners better, and feel increased closeness to their partners. Specific activities and tools to use at home were also thought to be helpful.     
Participants appreciated the knowledge, skillful delivery, and sincerity of the educators. Other strengths of the educators included their availability, sensitivity to the needs of individual couples, and personalities. Educators were seen as role models when they shared personal information regarding their own relationships, and some participants found them to be mentors. In addition, several participants noted that the program was delivered in a way that was empowering to both individuals and couples.    
	Both individuals who dropped out of the program before its completion and individuals whose relationship ended following the program believed that the Building Healthy Marriages Program could not have provided any additional assistance with the decisions that led to these events. Overall, participants whose relationships ended expressed satisfaction with what they learned personally from the program. They indicated that the program highlighted problems in their relationships but also taught them the skills to address these problems in current and future relationships. They reported improvement in other relationships, such as with their children, parents, and new significant others. Of particular benefit to them were conflict resolution skills, listening skills, and sharing experiences with other couples and individuals during the program.  
There were unique themes for those whose relationships ended in separation or divorce: a sense of hopelessness about the relationship, attending the program as a last resort, and either addiction or emotional abuse. Despite these difficulties in their former relationships, participants reported gaining a sense of personal satisfaction through completion of the program and displayed a positive attitude while attending the program. For example, one participant stated, “I felt like my marriage was…a big building and the bricks were falling one by one. When I went, I felt good, and for me it was like putting one of the bricks back and, and I thought ‘MY building is going to get stronger.’” Several individuals reported that if they had learned this information sooner, they might have made different choices in regard to relationships.  
Those who did not complete the program believed that their relationship quality improved due to better communication and that the program was well designed and implemented. Couples who did not complete the program left due to unforeseeable circumstances such as a death in family.   

Educators. Educators emphasized a strong belief in the skills they taught, as well as concern for the environment and delivery of the program. Specifically, educators valued the creation of a safe environment for personal learning and reported that they felt like role models for participants. Educators enjoyed contributing and making a difference in participants’ relationships. Educators reported experiencing personal benefits from their involvement, including increased confidence and understanding. They also discussed the importance of maintaining boundaries while offering additional support to couples who needed it. Couples similarly appreciated the “extra mile” from the educators.  

Recommendations from Participants & Educators
Overall, both educators and participants expressed satisfaction with the program and the benefits that carried over into the participants’ relationships. However, there was also consensus on drawbacks, which led to recommendations for future directions for the program. 
Recommendations included a need for a more spacious environment (particularly recommended from the participants in the 8-hour workshops), clarification about the purpose of the program and its affiliation with faith-based perspectives on the brochures, more time for individualized questions and practice sessions for skill building, shorter workshops (particularly for the 8-hour workshops), quicker follow-up on offers for individual counseling, the inclusion of more realistic conversations, more fun interactions during the programming to create comfort and lessen fatigue, increasing marketing generally, targeting particular populations (i.e., males, young people, Hispanic participants) specifically, and increasing the availability of childcare services. Participants and educators alike wished for additional educational programs for families and follow-up programs, such as mentoring, retreats, or booster sessions, to help scaffold newly acquired skills once initial communication skills were learned. Others would have preferred to be involved more frequently so as to continue to build relationships with the educators and other participants. Most participants stated that they would have benefited from more one-to-one time with the educators during the program. Some participants and educators also recommended more rigorous prescreening of participants, as those with serious issues impacted the entire group in a seminar. Some participants experienced confusion about what the program had to offer and suggested clarifying the goals and content of the program in both advertising and facilitation of sessions. Specifically, some expected counseling services and were disappointed to learn that they would not receive such services. 

	 

104

 (
Strengths
Conflict resolution
Listening skills
Communication skills
Anger management skills
How to confront difficult situations
Learned about negative interpretations
What to look for in future partners
Quotes
They teach you to not let anger take over
It helped to learn different ways of approaching old problems
My partner and I still rely on techniques they taught us about communicating
) (
Strengths
Delivered material well – easy to understand, related material to participants
Inspiring
Created a relaxed atmosphere and made participants feel comfortable
Worked well together
Knowledgeable
Friendly, personable, helpful
Available
Punctual
Did not pressure participants
Educators as mentors
Quote
s
I guess it’s like parents in a wa
y ‘cause your parents are suppos
ed to teach you things like that…that’s how [educators] have been
It’s nice to have their back up…if we can’t solve it [problem] we have them to go to
They were both honest, sincere and authentic. They kn
ew what they were talking about
) (
Strengths
Role-plays and other activities useful 
Experienced personal growth, maturity
Highly recommend to others
Felt involved during workshop
Tools learned were useful in marriage
Enjoyed stipends: (dates, dinner, childcare, gift cards)
Spent more time with partner
Marriage improved
Felt safe/comfortable to express self 
Program not responsible for separation or divorce
Material is applicable to other relationships
Co-workers, children, friends, future partners
Raised issues not being addressed
Fun
Helped save relationship
Quote
s
I remember one time we were fighting…we cancelled ‘cause we were breaking up, so they said ‘why don’t you come here and break up’…so we did. It fixed things
I went to my boss…and told him ‘hey, I’d like to sit down and talk to you about this…and talked about it instead of me yelling
It says Building Healthy Marriages but I think it’s a quality of life
First step in helping me realize that I had a marriage that was going nowhere
Might save a lot of marriages
) (
Skills Learned
) (
Educators
) (
Program
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Unique to Participants Who Separated
)



 (
Challenges and Concerns
Marital strife
Abuse present in relationship
Sense of hopelessness regarding marriage
Separated/divorced after program
Program was a last resort
Positive attitude in spite of divorce
Feeling of satisfaction despite separation/divorce after program
Quotes
I felt like my marriage was…a big building and the bricks were falling one by one. When I went, I felt good, and for me it was like putting one of the bricks back and, and I thought ‘MY building is going to get stronger’
I know that what I learned there I can practice…and things are very different
I see that regardless, it’s useful
)



 (
Challenges and Concerns
Language during role-plays too dry/formal
Tone too serious 
Quotes
It was very dry…like two people who ran into each other and didn’t know each other
There are people with a lower academic level and to see things so serious they felt out of place
) (
Challenges and Concerns
1 day seminar too long
Confusion about what program would offer – expected counseling and advice
Program too short to practice skill
s learned and change behaviors 
Quotes
It’s kind of scary you’re learning all these steps but once the seminar is over you don’t know if you’re going to remember
I thought it would be more direct and personal…like ‘what
 kinds of problems do you have?’
)








 (
Recommendations
Would like more relaxed atmosphere,  hear more jokes
Would like more one-on-one time with educators
Quote
 A little bit more spark…for some people it’s boring
)

 (
Recommendations
Provide faster follow-up
Some wish to attend again or continue in the program
Clarify that the program is not affiliated with any religion
Seminars should be longer to allow for practicing skills and changes in behavior; prolonged contact may help participants feel more 
comfortable with each other
)
 (
Figure 
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Overall Discussion 
Demographics and Referral Source
The BHM program served a significant number of people from the communities where educational programs were targeted. In total, 2975 participants over the 5-year grant period received services and a good percentage of these people took part in multiple programs. Overall, 18.2% of the participants were referred by radio advertisement (n = 542); 18.1%, from the faith-based community (n = 538); and 6.9%, by friends and family (n = 206).
Over the entire course of the program, most participants had children (n = 1827, 70%), meaning this program impacted many children in Greeley and the surrounding areas. The central goal of this educational initiative was to strengthen families. Analyses of the qualitative data clearly indicate that participants saw benefits to their family and children. Comments from the Knowledge and Satisfaction surveys regularly included recommendations for further family focused services. 
The program was successful in developing outreach programs to culturally diverse communities. It is also noteworthy that 28% of the participants were Hispanic. The Federal government has identified Hispanics as a group who could particularly benefit from marriage education programs. Hispanics have the highest teen pregnancy rates in the country, as well as the greatest increase in out-of-wedlock births (ACF, 2008). They are also 200% more likely to live at or below poverty than a White family (ACF, 2008). 
	The BHM program’s success in attracting Hispanic participants may be due to the presence of seminars, workshops, and assessment instruments that are in Spanish and due to educators who are bilingual and bicultural, thus removing the language barrier. Furthermore, research indicates that minority clients, particularly Hispanic clients, seek counseling services less frequently than Caucasians and also terminate after fewer sessions, with more than half terminating after one session (Casas, McNeill, Walls, & Gomez, 2001; Echeverry, 1997; Sue, Zane, & Young, 1994). Offering services in Spanish is an effective strategy for attracting culturally diverse participants and may effectively overcome some of the barriers that exist for Hispanics seeking educational and counseling services.
Finally, it is significant that 33% of the participants were unemployed. The BHM program’s success in attracting unemployed participants is likely due to the fact that the seminars are offered free of charge. This may have been a group that otherwise, due to the lack of finances, would have been unable to access marriage education programs.

MSI-R Pretest scores
The MSI-R pretest results indicated that 48% of the couples reported extensive conflicts in the area of problem solving, and 43% of the couples in the sample reported experiencing significant problems, as measured by the GDS, a global measure of relationship distress. About one-third of the participants reported significant problems in the areas of affective communication, finances, and time spent together. The MSI-R pretest scores show that many couples experienced conflicts in their relationships, clearly indicating the necessity for a program like this one in the community.  
It was interesting to note that participants who entered the BHM program in Year 1 had much lower MSI-R pretest scores and were more satisfied with their marriages than participants who entered the BHM program in Year 5. Perhaps, the recent economic problems have led couples to be more dissatisfied in their marriages. If this is the case, then there is currently a high need for offering the BHM program in the community. During these challenging economic times that cause added stressors to marital relationships, community programs such as this one are especially important.

Quantitative Program
Results of the pretest and posttest analyses showed that the most significant improvements in satisfaction were found in the areas of Problem Solving and Time Together. Couples who participated in the BHM classes reported significantly higher levels of satisfaction with Problem Solving Communication after completing the BHM program than prior to entering the program. In addition, couples who participated in the program were more satisfied with the time they spent with their partners after completion than before they entered the program. Furthermore, improvements were found for both males and females on the Global Distress subscale. Couples who participated in the BHM classes reported less negative expectancies regarding the relationship’s future and less consideration of divorce. 
There was also a positive change between the pretest and posttest scores on the Affective Communication Scale. The results suggest that couples experienced increased satisfaction with the amount of affection and understanding expressed by their partners. Reardon-Anderson, Stagner, Macomber, and Murray (2005) reviewed 13 studies investigating communication following relationship and marital programs. They found a significant positive effect of programs on communication skills. Hawkins, Blanchard, Baldwin, and Fawcett (2008) conducted a meta-analysis of marriage and education programs, examining 117 independent studies. They found that these programs significantly improved communication skills but noted that most studies only examined improvements 3 – 6 months after the programs, so research about long-term results is lacking. The current findings support the conclusion that the BHM program substantially improved communication skills for participants.
In addition, improvements in satisfaction were found in the areas of Aggression, Financial Disagreement, and Sexual Dissatisfaction. These finding suggest that couples experienced less intimidation and physical aggression by their partners than prior to entering the BHM program, had less discord in their relationships concerning finances, and experienced increased satisfaction with their sexual relationships.
	There were no significant changes over time for Role Orientation, Family History of Distress, Dissatisfaction with Children, and Conflict over Childrearing, indicating that the BHM program did not impact those areas. However, it is important to note that a small percentage of participants perceived high levels of stress in the areas of Dissatisfaction with Children and Conflict over Childrearing, making it difficult to produce significant improvements in these areas because participants were generally already satisfied.
	In addition, the results showed that the program was equally effective for male and female participants and for Hispanic and non-Hispanic participants.
The data indicate that both Hispanic and non-Hispanic participants increased in marital satisfaction. These findings are congruent with findings evaluating other communication workshops that have been effective in benefiting Hispanic couples (Kotrla, Dyer, & Stelzer, 2010). The BHM program educators are aware that cultural differences may impact the effectiveness of the program for Hispanic couples and thus provide workshops in Spanish by educators who are culturally sensitive and possess some or all of the following characteristics: biculturalism, bilingualism, and speaking Spanish as a native language. The Hispanic Healthy Marriage Initiative also recommends other educator characteristics to ensure effective delivery of the educational materials to Hispanic couples, including supporting and believing in the program objective, being reliable and trustworthy, focusing on education and training, respecting limits, and being humble (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children & Families, 2011). Participant responses indicate that BHM educators displayed all of the characteristics mentioned above.

Satisfaction Events

Satisfaction surveys. The content and curriculum of the program appears to have been very effective for the populations served.  The vast majority of the participants were satisfied (quite a bit and extremely) with the content (98%, n = 2206) and educator (99%, n = 2201) of the various events being offered. In addition, they learned many skills. Clearly the educators, along with the curriculum offered did an outstanding job and were well trained to offer the program and were responsive to participants needs. 

Qualitative Program
The qualitative data offers a unique perspective on the evaluation of the BHM program. Overall, the experiences of those interviewed were supportive of the need for continued focus and development of marriage education programs. Expressions of gratitude and appreciation were frequent, as were sentiments that BHM served a unique function in society by offering the skills and information that it did. Exploring the individual experiences of participants resulted not only in consensus on the utility of many key areas of the program, but also in highlighting unique individual experiences.   
Skill building and the opportunity to practice new behaviors was a strength of the program. Both participants and educators found the program to be useful in developing skills and attitudes related to not only healthy marriages, but relationships more generally. In addition, educators and participants noted positive changes in personal development, such as values, professional attitudes, maturity, ability to see another perspective, and self-esteem. Research suggests that while the skill building area of marriage education programs has been well established, other topics such as values and education about the benefits of marriage may also be beneficial (Hawkins et al., 2004). 
	Unique themes emerged from individuals whose relationships ended following involvement in the program. Individuals in highly conflicted relationships still found the information and skills useful for understanding their current situations and often gained skills to address these situations. In some cases, the program served as a catalyst for significant individual change, with the recognition of the impact of unhealthy relating in a current relationship. A commonly stated opinion was that information about healthy relationships is not widely available in society.  
	Participants reported several concerns and provided recommendations concerning the program’s structure, design, and implementation. This may reflect the difficulty in designing and implementing programs for such a varied population and suggest a need for future research. To use just one example, some participants felt that the delivery of information was too formal, creating an uncomfortable atmosphere, while others found the educators to be very personable and sensitive to the group’s needs. Current research points to the need for marriage education programs to design creative and flexible programming that addresses varying needs across such areas as marital distress level, socioeconomic status, race, ethnicity, and educational level (Hawkins et al., 2004). A common concern was the need for follow-up services to support the learning and create lasting change. Hawkins et al. (2004) also found that maintaining educational benefits required the creation of follow-up services.    
Unintended outcomes could be the benefits participants experienced who were no longer together. How useful the skills were that they learned and how they can apply the skills to all different areas in life.
In summary, the evaluation report demonstrated that the marriage education programs had a positive impact on the couples who participated. Significant improvements in satisfaction were found in the areas of Problem Solving, Time Together, Global Distress, Affective Communication, Aggression, Financial Disagreement, and Sexual Dissatisfaction. In addition, participants in all of the educational programs developed communication skills and healthy attitudes related to couple, family and other relationships more generally. The report also supported the need for these types of programs within the community. 

Future Directions and Recommendations
It may be useful in future research to explore the impact of extended family issues on marital relationships, given that many Hispanic families place an emphasis on family relationships, a value referred to as familismo (Flores, Eyre, & Millstein, 1998, as cited in Raffaelli & Ontai, 2004).
	Research by Flores, Tschann, Marin, and Pantoja (2004) suggests that the acculturation level of individuals in a relationship is related to marital conflict. Their research found that less acculturated Mexican American couples may not express marital dissatisfaction as overtly as those who are more acculturated (Flores et al., 2004). This difference in the expression of marital dissatisfaction could pose a challenge when applying skills that require the open and direct expression of concerns in the relationship, such as the speaker/listener technique. Future marriage education programs should assess Hispanic participants’ levels of acculturation to United States culture.
Harris, Skogrand, and Hatch (2008) suggest that friendship, love, trust, and respect are values that strong Latino marriages deem as most important. The authors further suggest that marital educational programs ensure that their trainings are aimed at helping Latino couples enhance these values in their relationships (Harris, et al., 2008). Additionally, it is recommended that families be included in the educational programs, given the importance Latinos place on their families (Harris et al., 2008).
We also recommend further efforts to contact and interview participants who were not satisfied with the program or who dropped out before the education programs ended. Although we did interview several participants, it was difficult to recruit people to participate in interviews. Some participants in this study separated or divorced after participating in the program. Those who were interviewed were aware that specific factors (e.g., domestic violence, anger problems, alcohol/drug use) influenced their decision to separate or divorce. Given the high alcohol consumption rates among Latinos and the fact they often use alcohol as a coping mechanism, marital educational programs could teach a variety of skills to help participants cope with their emotions (Johns, Newcomb, Johnson, & Bradbury, 2007).
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PROFESSIONAL CONFERENCE PRESENTATIONS
	The Evaluation Team has collected data over several years and presented the outcomes of the evaluation studies at several professional conferences. 

August 2011
Annual Convention of the American Psychological Association, Washington, D.C.
Title – Assessing A Multi-Year Marriage Education Program: Impact, Recommendations, and Program Implications.

August 2010
Annual Convention of the American Psychological Association, San Diego, California
Title – Experiences of Hispanic and Non-Hispanic Participants in Marriage Education Programs 

April 2010
Rocky Mountain Psychological Association Annual Convention, Denver, Colorado 
Title – Evaluating a Marriage Education Program for Low-Income Families

August 2009
The Annual Convention of the American Psychological Association, Toronto, Canada
Title – Effects of Marriage Education on the Marital Satisfaction of Low-Income Participants 


OTHER VENUES WHERE BHM FINDINGS HAVE BEEN DISSEMINATED
November 2010. 
KFKA radio interview to discuss the collaboration between the Weld County BHM program and the project evaluators at UNC specifically to highlight the results of the 2010 annual report.

November 2010
Alan J. Hawkins, Ph.D. and Theodora Ooms, MSW published a report with the National Healthy Marriages Resource Center: What Works in Marriage and Relationship Education? A Review of Lessons Learned with a Focus on Low-Income Couples. The Weld County project evaluation team was asked to submit a summary of our data for consideration in this report.
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APPENDIX A: INSTRUMENTS

The Marital Satisfaction Inventory (MSI-R) cannot be reproduced here due to copyright laws. However, a hard copy is available for viewing from the Weld County, CO Building Healthy Marriages staff.

- Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey (KSS)
- Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey (KSS) – Next Step Coaching
- Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey (KSS) – Building a Family
- PREP Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey (mini KSS)
- Within My Reach Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey (mini KSS)
- Winning the Workplace Challenge Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey (mini KSS)
- Marriage Garden Workshop Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey (mini KSS)
- Relationship Inventory Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey (mini KSS)
- Within Our Reach Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey (mini KSS)
- Love Notes (mini KSS)
- Semi structured Interview Questions






























Participation in Building Healthy Marriages Events and Satisfaction Survey (KSS)
SATISFACTION
Please indicate which programs you have participated in by checking the box and answer the questions that belong to that program. A short description of each program is provided.

	If you attended, please check the box
 Marriage Seminar:
 Couples participated in a 12-hour PREP Workshop which was provided in several formats  
(evening sessions or on Saturdays). These seminars focused on learning and practicing skills that improve marriages. Marriage educators and coaches facilitated workshops.

	
	

	On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate

	
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied

	1. The content of this education event
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. Your instructor
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. Facility/meeting room space
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
4. The extent to which you using the information
    learned in your relationship at home.
	Not at
all
	A little
	Quite a
bit
	Extremely

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. Would you recommend this Workshop to other couples?  
	 Yes
	 No
	

	6. What did you like the most about this Workshop?  


	7. What did you like the least about this Workshop?  


	8. Please provide any other comments about this Workshop 


	


	If you attended, please check the box
 Enrichment Weekend:
     Couples participated in a weekend program that included much of the 12-hour PREP 
     content in a 2-day format. Marriage educators and coaches facilitated weekends.

	
	

	On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate

	
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied

	1. The content of this education event
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. Your instructor
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. Facility/meeting room space
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
4. The extent to which you using the information
    learned in your relationship at home.
	Not at
all
	A little
	Quite a
bit
	Extremely

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. Would you recommend this Enrichment Weekend 
    to other couples?
	 Yes
	 No
	
	

	6. What did you like the most about this Weekend?  


	7. What did you like the least about this Weekend?  


	8. Please provide any other comments about this Weekend.
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	If you attended, please check the box
 Marriage Booster:
Couples participated in a 6-hour workshop reviewing and practicing the techniques they learned in previous PREP training. Marriage counselors and coaches facilitated workshops.

	
	

	On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate

	
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied

	1. The content of this education event
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. Your instructor
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. Facility/meeting room space
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
4. The extent to which you using the information
    learned in your relationship at home.
	Not at
all
	A little
	Quite a
bit
	Extremely

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. Would you recommend this Marriage Booster to 
    other couples?
	 Yes
	 No
	
	

	6. What did you like the most about this Booster?  


	7. What did you like the least about this Booster?  


	8. Do you have any other comments about this Booster?   

	




	If you attended, please check the box
 Marriage Mentoring: Couples were matched with a more experienced couple (Marriage Mentors) to develop relationship skills. 

	
	

	On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate

	
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied

	1. The content of this education event
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. Your instructor
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. Facility/meeting room space
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
4. The extent to which you using the information
    learned in your relationship at home.
	Not at
all
	A little
	Quite a
bit
	Extremely

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. Would you recommend this Mentoring Seminar to 
    other couples?
	 Yes
	 No
	
	

	6. What did you like the most about this Mentoring Seminar?  


	7. What did you like the least about this Mentoring Seminar?  


	8. Do you have any other comments about this Mentoring Seminar?   
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	If you attended, please check the box
 Conflict Resolution Coaching:
     Couples received up to 3 hours of personal coaching in using conflict resolution tools and techniques they learned in previous PREP or PREPARE/ENRICH training

	
	

	On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate

	
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied

	1. The content of this education event
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. Your instructor
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. Facility/meeting room space
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
4.The extent to which you using the information
    learned in your relationship at home.
	Not at
all
	A little
	Quite a
bit
	Extremely

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. Would you recommend this coaching to other 
    couples?
	 Yes
	 No
	
	

	6. What did you like the most about this event?


	7. What did you like the least about this event?  


	8. Do you have any other comments about this event?   


	




	If you attended, please check the box
 Financial Management Counseling:
     Couples were referred to a maximum of 6 free hours of financial counseling.

	
	

	On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate

	
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied

	1. The content of this education event
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. Your instructor
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. Facility/meeting room space
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
4. The extent to which you using the information
    learned in your relationship at home.

	Not at
all
	A little
	Quite a
bit
	Extremely

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. Would you recommend this counseling to other 
    couples?
	 Yes
	 No
	
	

	6. What did you like the most about this counseling?  


	7. What did you like the least about this counseling?  


	8. Do you have any other comments about this counseling?   
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	If you attended, please check the box
 Premarital/Relationship Inventories:
     Couples participated in the PREPARE/ENRICH inventories. The  inventories included  
     Opportunities to discuss the results in follow-up sessions.

	
	

	On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate

	
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied

	1. The content of this education event
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. Your instructor
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. Facility/meeting room space
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
4.The extent to which you using the information
    learned in your relationship at home.
	Not at
all
	A little
	Quite a
bit
	Extremely

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. Would you recommend this event to other  
    couples?
	 Yes
	 No
	
	

	6. What did you like the most about this event?  


	7. What did you like the least about this event?  


	8. Do you have any other comments about this event?   


	



	If you attended, please check the box
 Employment Support Training: 
Participants had the opportunity to work with Employment Services of Weld County technicians to assist in career exploration workshops, job training opportunities, job searches, resume development and job placement assistance and support.


	On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate

	
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied

	1. The content of this training
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. Your technician
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. Facility/meeting room space
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
4.The extent to which you using or used the information learned in finding a job
	Not at    all
	A little
	Quite a   bit
	Very much

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. Would you recommend this training to other  
    people?
	 Yes
	 No
	
	

	6. What did you like the most about this training?  


	7. What did you like the least about this training?  


	8. Do you have any other comments about this training?   
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	FAMILY ADVOCATES 
Couples were assigned a family advocate who assists couples throughout participation in the program and can provide families with referrals to a variety of services. 

	On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate

	
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied

	1. The family advocate?
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. Would you recommend this family advocate to
    other couples?
	 Yes
	 No
	
	

	3. What did the family advocate do that was most helpful?  


	4. How could they have been more helpful?  


	5. Do you have any other comments about this family advocate?   

	


OVERALL PROGRAM SATISFACTION
1. How would you rate your overall satisfaction with the program (s) you have participated in (circle one)?

Very Dissatisfied		Dissatisfied		Satisfied			Very Satisfied
 1			        2			     3		                        4

2. What changes would you like to make to this program? ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
3. Which of the education events that you participated in were the most helpful to you?
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
4. Other comments
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

These questions ask about the knowledge you gained.
	KNOWLEDGE 
Please circle the number that corresponds with your answer.

To what extent do you believe you now have increased knowledge to do these things in your relationship? 
	




Not at all
	




A little
	




Quite a bit
	




Extremely

	1. to manage conflict 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. to de-escalate conflict
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. to be a better listener during a conflict
	1
	2
	3
	4

	4. to communicate safely during a conflict
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. to reach agreement when working on a problem
	1
	2
	3
	4

	6. to manage your finances
	1
	2
	3
	4

	7. to manage a budget for your family
	1
	2
	3
	4

	8. to save for your future
	1
	2
	3
	4
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Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey
Next Step Coaching
	Prepare/Enrich Premarital and Relationship Inventories:
Couples participated in the PREPARE/ENRICH inventories. The  inventories included  
opportunities to discuss the results in follow-up sessions.

	
How many times did you meet with  the educator?

	
_____________

	On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate:

	
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied

	1. The content of this education event
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. Your instructor
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. Facility/meeting room space
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
4.The extent to which you are using the information
    learned in your relationship at home.
	   Not at all
	     A little
	   Quite a bit
	Very much 

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. Would you recommend this event to other  
    couples?
	 Yes
	 No
	
	

	6. What did you like the most about this event?  



	7. What did you like the least about this event?  



	8. Do you have any other comments about this event?   


	



	FAMILY  LIAISON
The Family Liaison reminds couples of class schedule and makes reminder phone calls


	1. Would you recommend this Family Liaison to other couples? 
	 Yes
	 No
	
	

	2. Did the Family Liaison call to remind you about    the next class/meeting with an educator?

	 Yes
	 No 
	
	

	3. How was the Family Liaison most helpful? 


	4. Could the Family Liaison have been more helpful?  If so, how?


	5. Do you have any other comments about this Family Liaison?   


	6. On a scale from 1 to 4 how would you rate how would you rate your experience with the Family Liaison? 
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
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OVERALL PROGRAM SATISFACTION 
How would you rate your overall satisfaction with the program (s) you have participated in (circle one)? 

Very Dissatisfied	Dissatisfied		Satisfied	 Very Satisfied
                1		        2			     3			4

5. What changes would you like to make to the program(s)?
 _______________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
6. Which of the education events that you participated in were the most helpful to you?
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
7. Other comments:
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
8. What other services would be helpful to you (and your family)?
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

KNOWLEDGE 
 These questions ask about the knowledge you gained. Please circle the number that corresponds with your answer.
	To what extent do you believe you now have increased knowledge to do the following in your relationship? 
	
Not at all
	

A little
	
Quite a bit
	

Extremely

	1. to manage conflict 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. to de-escalate conflict
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. to be a better listener during a conflict
	1
	2
	3
	4

	4. to communicate safely during a conflict
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. to reach agreement when working on a problem
	1
	2
	3
	4

	6. to manage your finances
	1
	2
	3
	4

	7. to manage a budget for your family
	1
	2
	3
	4

	8. to save for your future
	1
	2
	3
	4
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Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey
Building a Family Program

SATISFACTION

Please indicate which programs you have participated in by checking the box(es). (Mark all that apply)



  8-hour PREP Seminar/ Within Our Reach (WOR) Seminar 
  Prepare/Enrich Program (if yes, please complete the questions below
  Conflict Resolution Training (if yes, please complete the questions on page 2)
  Financial Management Education (if yes, please complete the questions on page 2)



	If you attended, please check the box
 Prepare/Enrich Program:
     Couples participated in the PREPARE/ENRICH inventories. The  inventories included  
     Opportunities to discuss the results in follow-up sessions.

	
	

	On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate

	
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied

	1. The content of this education event
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. Your instructor
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. Facility/meeting room space
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
4.The extent to which you using the information
    learned in your relationship at home.
	   Not at all
	     A little
	   Quite a bit
	Very much 

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. Would you recommend this event to other  
    couples?
	 Yes
	 No
	
	

	6. What did you like the most about this event?  


	7. What did you like the least about this event?  


	8. Do you have any other comments about this event?   


	








	If you attended, please check the box
 Conflict Resolution Coaching:
     Couples received up to 3 hours of personal coaching in using conflict resolution tools and techniques they learned in previous PREP or PREPARE/ENRICH training

	
	

	On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate

	
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied

	1. The content of this education event
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. Your instructor
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. Facility/meeting room space
	1
	2
	3
	4


	
4.The extent to which you using the information
    learned in your relationship at home.
	   Not at all
	     A little
	   Quite a bit
	Very much

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. Would you recommend this coaching to other 
    couples?
	 Yes
	 No
	
	

	6. What did you like the most about this event?


	7. What did you like the least about this event?  


	8. Do you have any other comments about this event?   


	



	If you attended, please check the box
 Financial Management Counseling:
     Couples were referred to a maximum of 6 free hours of financial counseling.

	
	

	On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate

	
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied

	1. The content of this education event
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. Your instructor
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. Facility/meeting room space
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
4. The extent to which you using the information
    learned in your relationship at home.

	   Not at all
	     A little
	   Quite a bit
	Very much

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. Would you recommend this counseling to other 
    couples?
	 Yes
	 No
	
	

	6. What did you like the most about this counseling?  


	7. What did you like the least about this counseling?  


	8. Do you have any other comments about this counseling?   


	

	FAMILY  LIAISON
Family Liaisons help couples throughout participation in the program and can provide families with referrals to a variety of services. 

	On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate

	
	Not at all satisfied
	A little satisfied
	Quite a bit satisfied
	Extremely
satisfied

	1. The Family Liaison?
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. Would you recommend this Family Liaison to other couples? 
	 Yes
	 No
	
	

	3. Did Family Liaison make appropriate referrals

	 Yes
	 No 
	
	

	4. What did Family Liaison do that was most helpful?  


	5. How could they have been more helpful?  


	6. Do you have any other comments about the Family Liaison?   




OVERALL PROGRAM SATISFACTION
1. How would you rate your overall satisfaction with the program(s) you have participated in (circle one)?

Very Dissatisfied	Dissatisfied		Satisfied	 Very Satisfied
                1		        2			     3			4

2. What changes would you like to make to this program? ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
3. Which of the education events that you participated in were the most helpful to you?
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
4. Other comments
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________





Public Education Satisfaction and Knowledge Survey           	Client Id_____
Your opinion is important to us! Please let us know about your experiences today. Your responses on this survey will be kept completely confidential. The survey will take about 5 minutes to complete. Please complete this survey, place it into the envelope, seal it, and return it to your educator. Thank you!
													
Date   ____________________________

Who or which agency referred you to the Building Healthy Marriages (BHM) program _______________

Name of Education Event Educator(s) ______________________________________________________

Format (please check one)	    1 day/8hour session	     2 days/4 hour sessions	      
  4 weeks/ 2 hour sessions       	    other format, please specify_____________________________

Please tell us a little bit about yourself.

Are you 	 Single						City: __________________
		 In a relationship but not married
		 Married
Are you expecting a baby   Yes     No     NA
Gender: 	  Male		  Female			Age: ___

Education (years completed): _____________________________

Length of current marriage or years living together if unmarried: _____________________ N/A

Number of Previous Marriages: ______________ N/A  Number of children _________________

Age of oldest (or only) child: ______________________ Age of youngest child ____________________

Are you currently employed outside your home?   Yes    No
	If yes, how many hours per week do you work on average? ____________________________

What is your present occupation?					Ethnicity:
 Executive/advanced professional					 Asian
 Business manager/lower professional teacher				 Black
 Administrative personnel/small business owner			 Hispanic
 Clerical/sales/technical						 Native American
 Skilled manual							White 
 Semi-skilled/machine operator					 Multicultural
 Unskilled

SATISFACTION
The following questions ask about your satisfaction with the Education Event. On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate
						 Not at all          A little         Quite a bit         Extremely
satisfied	          satisfied	       satisfied	       satisfied
1. The content of the Education  Event today	1		2		   3		4
2. Your educator(s)				1		2		   3		4
3. Facility/meeting room space			1		2		   3		4
   Not at all          A little         Quite a bit         Very much
4. The extent to which you think you will use		1		2	       3		4
     the information learned in your relationship 								   
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5. Would you recommend the Event to other couples? 	 Yes	 No
6. What did you like the most about the Education Event?

7. What did you like the least about today’s Education Event?

8. What did you like the most about the educator(s)?

9. What did you like the least about the educator(s)?

10. What could the educator(s) have done to improve the Education Event?

11. Please provide any other comments about this Education Event:

12. What other services would be helpful to you (and your family)?

KNOWLEDGE 
These questions ask about the knowledge you gained. Please circle the number that corresponds with your answer.
	To what extent do you believe this public event increased your knowledge to do these things in your relationship? 
	

Not at all
	

A little
	

Quite a    bit
	

Extremely

	13. to manage conflict 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	14. to de-escalate conflict
	1
	2
	3
	4

	15. to be a better listener during a conflict
	1
	2
	3
	4

	16. to communicate safely during a conflict
	1
	2
	3
	4

	17. to reach agreement when working on a problem
	1
	2
	3
	4



Building Healthy Marriages is looking at the possibility of expanding our services to include workshops that will go into more depth on the topics you learned about today.  Your answers to the following questions will be used in the development of these services.

18. Would you be interested in attending follow-up seminar(s) to practice the skills you learned?  _Yes_No    

19. What would you hope to gain by participating in a follow-up seminar? 


20.  Check the length of seminar time that you think would be of most interest?	___ 2-3 hour seminar
___ 4-6 hour seminar
___ 6 or more hours

21. Would you like these follow up seminars to be offered....(check)	___Weekly
___ Monthly
___ Every other month
___Twice a year
___Other, please specify_____

For more information about these services, please give us your best contact information so we can contact you.______________________________________________
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Within My Reach Satisfaction and Knowledge Survey         Client ID _______
Your opinion is important to us! Please let us know about your experiences today. Your responses on this survey will be kept completely confidential. The survey will take about 5 minutes to complete. Please complete this survey, place it into the envelope, seal it, and return it to your educator. Thank you!		
												
Date   ____________________________

Who or which agency referred you to the Building Healthy Marriages (BHM) program _______________

Name of Within My Reach Educator(s) ____________________________________________________

Format (please check one)	    1 day/8hour session	     2 days/4 hour sessions	      
  4 weeks/ 2 hour sessions                                      other format, please specify__________________

Please tell us a little bit about yourself.

Are you 	 Single				City: _______________________________
		 In a relationship but not married
		 Married
Are you expecting a baby   Yes     No     NA
Gender: 	  Male		  Female		Age: ____________________________

Education (years completed): _____________________________

Length of current marriage or years living together if unmarried: _____________________ N/A

Number of Previous Marriages: ______________ N/A  Number of children _____________________

Age of oldest (or only) child: ______________________ Age of youngest child ___________________
Are you currently employed outside your home?   Yes    No
	If yes, how many hours per week do you work on average? ______________

What is your present occupation?					Ethnicity: Check all that apply
 Executive/advanced professional					 Asian
 Business manager/lower professional teacher				 Black
 Administrative personnel/small business owner			 Hispanic
 Clerical/sales/technical						 Native American
 Skilled manual							White 
 Semi-skilled/machine operator					 Multicultural
 Unskilled

SATISFACTION
The following questions ask about your satisfaction with Within My Reach. On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate
 Not at all          A little           Quite a bit              Extremely
						satisfied	          satisfied	       satisfied	       satisfied
1. The content of Within My Reach     		1		2		   3		4	  
2. Your educator(s)				1		2		   3		4
3. Facility/meeting room space			1		2		   3		4
   Not at all          A little         Quite a bit         Very much
4. The extent to which you think you will use		1		2	     3		4
     the information learned in your relationship 						  
5. Would you recommend Within My Reach to other individuals? 	 Yes	 No
6. What did you like the most about Within My Reach?
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7. What did you like the least about Within My Reach?

8. What did you like the most about the educator(s)?

9. What did you like the least about the educator(s)?

10. What could the educator(s) have done to improve Within My Reach?

11. Please provide any other comments about Within My Reach:

12. What other services would be helpful to you (and your family)?

KNOWLEDGE 
These questions ask about the knowledge you gained. Please circle the number that corresponds with your answer.
	To what extent do you believe Within My Reach has increased your knowledge to do these things in your relationship? 
	

Not at all
	

A little
	

Quite a    bit
	

Extremely

	13. to manage conflict 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	14. to de-escalate conflict
	1
	2
	3
	4

	15. to be a better listener during a conflict
	1
	2
	3
	4

	16. to communicate safely during a conflict
	1
	2
	3
	4

	17. to reach agreement when working on a problem
	1
	2
	3
	4

	18. to know the hidden issues in my relationship
	1
	2
	3
	4

	19. to know the communication danger signs
	1
	2
	3
	4

	20. to be aware of my expectations for my relationships
	1
	2
	3
	4

	21. to understand issues, events, and hidden issues 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	22. to identify problem behaviors in a partner
	1
	2
	3
	4

	23. to take stock of  support in my life
	1
	2
	3
	4



Building Healthy Marriages is looking at the possibility of expanding our services to include workshops that will go into more depth on the topics you learned about today.  Your answers to the following questions will be used in the development of these services.

18. Would you be interested in attending follow-up seminar(s) to practice the skills you learned? 
 __Yes  __No    

19. What would you hope to gain by participating in a follow-up seminar? 

20.  Check the length of seminar time that you think would be of most interest?	___ 2-3 hour seminar
___ 4-6 hour seminar
___ 6 or more hours
21. Would you like these follow up seminars to be offered....(check)	___Weekly
___ Monthly
___ Every other month
___Twice a year
___Other, please specify____________

For more information about these services, please give us your best contact information so we can contact you.____________________________________________________________
Not to be reproduced in whole or in part without written permission of the University of Northern Colorado
Winning the Workplace Challenge Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey 

Your opinion is important to us! Please let us know about your experiences today. Your responses on this survey will be kept completely confidential. The survey will take about 5 minutes to complete. Please complete this survey, place it into the envelope, seal it, and return it to your educator. Thank you!
			
Date   ________________________________

Who or which agency referred you to the Winning the Workplace Challenge seminar ________________

Name of seminar Educator(s) ____________________________________________________________

Please tell us a little bit about yourself.

Are you 	 Single				City: _______________________________
		 In a relationship but not married
		 Married
		
Gender: 	  Male		  Female		Age: ___________________________

Education (years completed): _____________________________

Are you currently employed outside your home?   Yes    No
	If yes, how many hours per week do you work on average? ______________________________

What is your present occupation?					Ethnicity: Check all that apply
 Executive/advanced professional					 Asian
 Business manager/lower professional teacher				 Black
 Administrative personnel/small business owner			 Hispanic
 Clerical/sales/technical						 Native American
 Skilled manual							White 
 Semi-skilled/machine operator					 Multicultural			
 Unskilled

SATISFACTION
The following questions ask about your satisfaction with the Winning the Workplace Challenge seminar.
On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate
						 Not at all          A little         Quite a bit         Extremely
						satisfied	           satisfied	       satisfied	       satisfied
1. The content of the seminar today		1		2		   3		4
2. Your educator(s)				1		2		   3		4
3. Facility/meeting room space			1		2		   3		4

   Not at all          A little         Quite a bit         Very much
4. The extent to which you think you will use
     the information learned at your workplace 		1		2               3		4
5. Would you recommend the seminar to others? 	 Yes	 No
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6. What did you like the most about the seminar?


7. What did you like the least about today’s seminar?


8. What did you like the most about the educator(s)?


9. What did you like the least about the educator(s)?


10. What could the educator(s) have done to improve Winning the Workplace Challenge?


11. Please provide any other comments about Winning the Workplace Challenge:


12. What other services would be helpful to you (and your family)?


KNOWLEDGE 
These questions ask about the knowledge you gained. Please circle the number that corresponds with your answer.
	To what extent do you believe this seminar increased your knowledge to do these things at your workplace? 
	

Not at all
	

A little
	

Quite a    bit
	

Extremely

	13. to know what makes a great workplace
	1
	2
	3
	4

	14. to understand the role of relational intelligence
	1
	2
	3
	4

	15. to understand the amygdala hijack 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	16. to recognize events, issues, and hidden issues
	1
	2
	3
	4

	17. to apply the speaker/listener technique
	1
	2
	3
	4

	18. to understand the role of expectations
	1
	2
	3
	4

	19. to recognize the role of choices in relationships
	1
	2
	3
	4
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Marriage Garden Workshop Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey
Your opinion is important to us! Please let us know about your experiences today. Your responses on this survey will be kept completely confidential. The survey will take about 5 minutes to complete. Please complete this survey, place it into the envelope, seal it, and return it to your educator. Thank you!																
Date   ____________________________

Name of Marriage Garden Workshop Educator(s) __________________________________________

Format (please check one)	    1 day/8hour session	     2 days/4 hour sessions	        4 weeks/ 2 hour sessions                                         other format, please specify___________________________

Please tell us a little bit about yourself.
Are you 	 Single				Are you expecting a baby    Yes 	  No 
		 In a relationship but not married 
		 Married
City: _________________________________
Gender: 	  Male		  Female		Age: ___________________________

Education (years completed): _____________________________

Length of current marriage or years living together if unmarried: ___________________ not applicable

Number of Previous Marriages: ______________ not applicable  	Number of children _________

Age of oldest (or only) child: ______________________ Age of youngest child ____________________

Are you currently employed outside your home?   Yes    No
	If yes, how many hours per week do you work on average? _____________________________

What is your present occupation?					Ethnicity:
 Executive/advanced professional					 Asian
 Business manager/lower professional teacher				 Black
 Administrative personnel/small business owner			 Hispanic
 Clerical/sales/technical						 Native American
 Skilled manual							White 
 Semi-skilled/machine operator					 Multicultural
 Unskilled

SATISFACTION
The following questions ask about your satisfaction with the Marriage Garden Workshop.
On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate
						 Not at all          A little         Quite a bit         Extremely
						satisfied	            satisfied	       satisfied	       satisfied
1. The content of the Marriage Garden Workshop today	1	2		   3		4
2. Your educator(s)					1	2		   3		4
3. Facility/meeting room space				1	2		   3		4
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   Not at all          A little         Quite a bit         Very much
4. The extent to which you think you will use
     the information learned in your relationship 	             1		2               3		4
5. Would you recommend the Workshop to other couples? 	 Yes	 No
6. What did you like the most about the Marriage Garden Workshop?

7. What did you like the least about the Marriage Garden Workshop?

8. What did you like the most about the educator(s)?

9. What did you like the least about the educator(s)?

10. What could the educator(s) have done to improve the Marriage Garden Workshop?

11. Please provide any other comments about this Marriage Garden Workshop:

12. What other services would be helpful to you (and your family)?
	
A.	Please rate your understanding of the following relationship issues both BEFORE and AFTER  participating in a Marriage Garden workshop and/or reading through the Marriage Garden materials:


	
	
BEFORE participating in The Marriage Garden workshop and/or reading the materials:

	
AFTER participating in The Marriage Garden workshop and/or reading the materials:


	
	Very Little
	Some
	Quite a Bit
	A Lot
	Not applicable
	Very Little
	Some
	Quite a Bit
	A Lot
	Not applicable

	1. Commitment (making & honoring promises)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Growth (expanding/using your strengths)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Nurturing (doing the work of loving)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Understanding (cultivating compassion for partner)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Solving (turning differences into blessings)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Serving (giving back to partner/community)
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	B. As a result of participating in a Marriage Garden workshop and/or reading through the Marriage Garden materials:


	
	Strong Disagree
	Disagree
	Neither  Agree
nor Disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	1. My knowledge of healthy marriage relationships has increased.

	
	
	
	
	

	2. My skills as a spouse/partner are likely to increase.

	
	
	
	
	

	3. I have a desire to be a better spouse/partner.

	
	
	
	
	

	4. I will change (improve on) at least one relationship strengthening
    behavior or practice.

	
	
	
	
	

	5. I think my relationship with my spouse/partner is likely to improve.

	
	
	
	
	

	6. I would recommend this program to family and friends.

	
	
	
	
	

	
C. How satisfied are you with…

	
	Extremely Dissatisfied
	Very Dissatisfied
	Somewhat Dissatisfied
	Mixed
	Somewhat Satisfied
	Very Satisfied
	Extremely Satisfied

	1. your marriage?

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. your relationship with your spouse? 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. your husband or wife as a spouse?

	
	
	
	
	
	
	



D. Do you intend to do anything differently as a result of participating in the Marriage Garden
    		 training and/or reading through the Marriage Garden materials?

			Yes	
			No

			If “Yes,” please describe: _________________________________________________________

			______________________________________________________________________________
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Relationship Inventory Knowledge and Satisfaction Survey

Your opinion is important to us! Please let us know about your experiences. Your responses on this survey will be kept completely confidential. The survey will take about 5 minutes to complete. Please complete this survey, place it into the self-addressed and stamped envelope, seal it, and return it. Thank you!

Date ________________

Who or which agency referred you to the Building Healthy Marriages (BHM) program _______________

Name of educators(s)	___________________________________________________________


Please tell us a little bit about yourself.

Are you 	 In a relationship but not married	City: ________________________
		 Married

Gender: 	  Male		  Female		Age: _______

Education (years completed): _____________________________

Length of current marriage or years living together if unmarried: _____________________ N/A

Number of Previous Marriages: ______________ N/A   Number of children _________________

Age of oldest (or only) child: ______________________ Age of youngest child____________________

Are you currently employed outside your home?   Yes    No
	If yes, how many hours per week do you work on average? _____________________________

What is your present occupation?					Ethnicity:
 Executive/advanced professional					 Asian
 Business manager/lower professional teacher				 Black
 Administrative personnel/small business owner			 Hispanic
 Clerical/sales/technical						 Native American
 Skilled manual							White 
 Semi-skilled/machine operator					 Multicultural
 Unskilled

SATISFACTION
The following questions ask about the satisfaction with the Premarital/Relationship Inventories and follow-up sessions and the educators(s).

On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate
	                                                             Not at all          A little         Quite a bit         Extremely
                                                                                       satisfied	           satisfied	       satisfied	  satisfied
1. The content of this education event		1		2		   3		4
2. Your educator(s)				1		2		   3		4
3. Facility/meeting room space			1		2		   3		4
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Not at all          A little         Quite a bit         Very Much
4. The extent to which you use the information		1	        2	                  3		4
     learned in your relationship at home
5. Would you recommend this event to other couples?   Yes	 No
6. What did you like the most about this event?


7. What did you like the least about this event?


8. What did you like the most about the educator(s)?


9. What did you like the least about the educator(s)?


10. What could the educator(s) have done to improve this event?


11. Please provide any other comments about this event. Please feel free to use the other side of this paper to write on.


12. What other services would be helpful to you (and your family)?



KNOWLEDGE 
These questions ask about the knowledge you gained. Please circle the number that corresponds with your answer. 

	To what extent do you believe the Premarital/Relationship Inventories and follow-up sessions improved these relationship skills?
	
Not at all
	

A little
	
Quite a       bit
	

Extremely

	12. to explore relationship strengths and growth areas
	1
	2
	3
	4

	13. to learn assertiveness and active listening skills
	1
	2
	3
	4

	14. to learn how to resolve conflict using the Ten Step Model
	1
	2
	3
	4

	15. to help you with discussing your Family-of-Origin
	1
	2
	3
	4

	15. to help you with financial planning and budgeting
	1
	2
	3
	4

	16. to focus on personal, couple and family goals
	1
	2
	3
	4
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Encuesta sobre el conocimiento y satisfacción del taller A Nuestro Alcance     Id. del Cliente: ______
¡Su opinión es importante para nosotros! Por favor háblenos de sus experiencias del día de hoy. Sus respuestas en 
esta encuesta serán completamente confidenciales. La encuesta le tomará aproximadamente 5 minutos en 
llenar. Por favor llene esta encuesta, póngala dentro del sobre, cierre el sobre, y devuélvalo al educador. ¡Gracias!

Fecha ___________________________

¿Quién le refirió al programa de Construyendo Matrimonios Saludables? __________________________

Nombre de los Instructores de A Nuestro Alcance:  ___________________________________________

Favor de decirnos uno poco acerca de quién es usted.

¿Es usted?	 En una relación pero no casado(a) 	Ciudad: ________________________________
		 Casado(a)

¿Está usted esperando bebé?  Si     No     NA

Sexo: 	  Varón		  Hembra			Edad: __________________________
Educación (años completados): _____________________________

Duración de matrimonio actual o años conviviendo si usted no está casado(a): ________________  N/A

Número de matrimonios previos: ______________   N/A  	Número de niños: _________________

Edad de niño mayor (o de su único niño): ______________________ Edad de niño menor: ___________

¿Está usted empleado actualmente fuera de su hogar?   Sí    No
	Si la respuesta es sí, ¿cuántas horas trabaja usted por semana generalmente? _________________

¿Cual es su ocupación actual?				Etnicidad:
 Ejecutivo/Profesional avanzado			 Asiático(a)
 Patrón de negocio/Profesional subordinante/Maestro	 Negro(a) (Africano/a)
 Empleado administrativo/Dueño de negocio pequeño	 Hispano(a)
 Trabajo de oficina/Ventas/Técnic                                   Americano(a) Nativo(a) Indio(a)
 Labor manual hábil					 Blanco(a) (Caucásico(a))     
 Labor manual semi-hábil/Operador de máquina	 Otro(a)
 No hábil

SATISFACCIÓN
Las siguientes preguntas serán sobre su satisfacción con el el taller A Nuestro Alcance y sus Instructores.
	En una escala de 1 al 4, indique la puntuación que usted daría para cada pregunta:

	
	No satisfecho
	Poco satisfecho
	Muy satisfecho
	Extremadamente satisfecho

	1. El contenido de este evento educativo
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2. Su instructor(a)
	1
	2
	3
	4

	3. Facilidad/el espacio en el sitio de las reuniones
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
4. Cantidad que usted usa lo que aprendió de los  
    talleres en su relación en casa.
	Nunca
	Un poco
	Bastante
	Mucho

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	5. ¿Usted le recomendaría este taller A Nuestro Alcance a otras    parejas?  
	 Sí
	 No                   
	

	6. ¿Qué es lo que a usted le gustó más de A Nuestro Alcance?  
Esta encuesta no se debe copiar en parte o completamente sin el permiso escrito de la Universidad del Norte de Colorado. (UNC)

	7. ¿Qué es lo que usted le gustó menos de este A Nuestro Alcance?  

8. ¿Qué es lo que le gusto más de los instructores?

9. ¿Qué es lo que usted le gustó menos de los instructores?  

10. ¿Qué más hubieran hecho los instructores para mejorar este taller?


	11. Por favor escriba cualquier otro comentario que usted tiene sobre el taller A Nuestro Alcance. 

12. ¿Qué otros servicios le servirían a usted (y a su familia)?




CONOCIMIENTO
Estas preguntas son sobre el conocimiento adquirido. Por favor marque el número que corresponda con su respuesta.
	
¿Hasta que grado cree usted que el taller A Nuestro Alcance ha aumentado su conocimiento en las siguientes áreas:
	




Nada
	



Un poco
	




Bastante
	




Extremadamente

	13. manejar/controlar el conflicto en su relación?
	1
	2
	3
	4

	14. desacelerar un conflicto en su relación?
	1
	2
	3
	4

	15. escuchar mejor durante un conflicto en su relación?
	1
	2
	3
	4

	16. comunicarse con seguridad durante un conflicto en su relación?
	1
	2
	3
	4

	17. llegar a un acuerdo cuando usted trata con un problema
      en su relación?
18. reconocer los problemas escondidos en su relación?  
19. reconocer las señas de peligro en sus relaciones?
20. reconocer mis expectativas de otras relaciones?
21. entender los problemas, eventos, y problemas escondidos?
22. hacer un balance de la ayuda en mi vida?                     
	1

1
1
1
1
1
	  2

  2
  2
  2
  2
  2
	3

3
3
3
3
3
	4

4
4
4
4
4



Los creadores del programa Construyendo Matrimonios Saludables están viendo la posibilidad de ampliar sus servicios e incluir talleres en los cuales se puedan tratar más a fondo los temas que usted aprendió hoy. Sus respuestas a las siguientes preguntas se usarán para desarrollar dichos servicios.

23. ¿Le interesaría asistir a un taller(es) para practicar las destrezas que aprendió?     ____ Sí      ____ No

24. ¿Qué le gustaría lograr/obtener al participar en un segundo taller?
25. ¿Qué tanto tiempo le gustaría que durara el taller?			
_______ taller de 2-3 horas										_______ taller de 4-6 horas
	_______ taller de 6 horas o más

26. ¿Que tan seguido le gustaría que se ofreciera el taller?		
_______ una vez al mes										_______ cada dos meses
	_______ dos veces por año
	_______ otro, por favor indique

Para obtener más información sobre estos servicios, por favor anote su información personal para nosotros contactarle. _________________________________________________________

Esta encuesta no se debe copiar en parte o completamente sin el permiso escrito de la Universidad del Norte de Colorado. (UNC) 

Love Notes Satisfaction and Knowledge Survey                Client ID:____
Your opinion is important to us! Please let us know about your experiences today. Your responses on this survey will be kept completely confidential. The survey will take about 5 minutes to complete. Please complete this survey, place it into the envelope, seal it, and return it to your educator. Thank you!															
Date   ____________________________

Who or which agency referred you to the Love Notes program? ______________________

Name of Love Notes Educator(s) _____________________________________________________

Format (please check one)	    1 day/8hour session	     2 days/4 hour sessions	     
   4 weeks/ 2 hour sessions  		    other format, please specify_______________________

Please tell us a little bit about yourself.

Are you 	 Single			City: _______________________________
		 In a relationship 

Are you expecting a baby?   Yes     No     NA

Gender: 	  Male		  Female		Age: ___________________________

Education (years completed): _____________________________

Number of children and their ages: _____________________

Are you currently employed outside your home?   Yes    No
	If yes, how many hours per week do you work on average? _____________________

	Ethnicity/Race: (check all that apply)
	 Asian
	 Black
	 Hispanic
	 Native American
	White 
	Multicultural

SATISFACTION
The following questions ask about your satisfaction with Love Notes program.
On a scale from 1 to 4, how would you rate
						 Not at all          A little         Quite a bit         Extremely
						satisfied	            satisfied	       satisfied	       satisfied
1. The content of the Love Notes program today	1		2		   3		4
2. Your educator(s)				1		2		   3		4
3. Facility/meeting room space			1		2		   3		4

   Not at all          A little         Quite a bit         Very much
4. The extent to which you think you will use
     the information learned in your relationship 		1		2	    3		4
5. Would you recommend the program to other teens? 	 Yes	 No
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6. What did you like the most about the Love Notes program?

7. What did you like the least about today’s Love Notes?

8. What did you like the most about the educator(s)?

9. What did you like the least about the educator(s)?

10. What could the educator(s) have done to improve the Love Notes program?

11. Please provide any other comments about this program:

12. What other services would be helpful to you (and your family)?

KNOWLEDGE 
These questions ask about the knowledge you gained. Please circle the number that corresponds with your answer.
	To what extent do you believe the Love Notes program increased your knowledge to do these things in your relationship? 
	

Not at all
	

A little
	

Quite a    bit
	

Extremely

	13. to identify my expectations for a relationship
	1
	2
	3
	4

	14. to understand the Chemistry of Love
	1
	2
	3
	4

	15. to identify what makes a Great Relationship
	1
	2
	3
	4

	16. how to decide, not slide when making decisions
	1
	2
	3
	4

	17. to identify my personal line during physical intimacy
	1
	2
	3
	4

	18. to use skills to counter the 4 communication danger signs
	1
	2
	3
	4

	19. to be a better listener during a conflict
	1
	2
	3
	4

	20. to communicate safely during a conflict
	1
	2
	3
	4

	21. to identify issues and hidden issues
	1
	2
	3
	4

	22. to know what being a good mother/father means
	1
	2
	3
	4

	23. to plan for my future success
	1
	2
	3
	4
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Semi structured Interview Questions
Possible Interview Questions for couples who participated in the educational events: 
Opening questions
We are interested in learning more about your experiences with the Building Healthy Marriages educational workshops.
In which did you participate? (Before asking more specific questions, we want to engage in ‘small talk’ to help create a friendly atmosphere and encourage recollections of those experiences, thus we may ask a few questions that place them (in memory) with those experiences, perhaps asking “what do you recall most?”

General Questions
Please tell me about your experiences; what you found most and least useful about the training you were provided, how you used this training and information? (more elaboration here, depending on response)
What did you think about the educators? Strengths and areas for growth?
What did you think about the facility? Strengths and areas for growth?
If you used childcare services arranged by the BHM program, please tell us about your experiences with those services.
Other things about the program or training that you would change? 
Suggestions for educators and program developers?
Would you recommend this program to others? What would you tell others about benefits to you?

Possible Interview Questions for Educators 
We are interested in learning more about your experiences with the Building Healthy Marriages educational workshops.
Which programs did you provide? (Before asking more specific questions, we want to engage in ‘small talk’ to help create a friendly atmosphere and encourage recollections of those experiences, thus we may ask a few questions that place them (in memory) with those experiences, perhaps asking “what do you recall most?”
General Questions: 
Please tell me about your experiences; what you find most and least useful about the training you provided, how you revised your approach after getting feedback from participants, etc.
What were some of the highlights for you as an educator in working with this group?
What were the challenges you faced as an educator?
What is your opinion about the facilities? The program? The support you received from the lead agency? 
What would you change? Suggestions for program developers and staff?
Would you recommend this program to others? What would you tell others about its benefits?


2 couples and 1 participant


Two couples and 1 participant completed an MSI-R posttest at BHM location.


37 couples received a survey package in the mail.


10 couples


Ten couples completed MSI-R posttest at home.


Of the 37 couples who received a package in the mail, 3 had a bad address.










Figure 4: Gender
Year 1	Female	Male	50.0	50.0	Year 2	Female	Male	52.7	47.3	Year 3	Female	Male	60.4	39.6	Year 4	Female	Male	53.7	46.3	Year 5	Female	Male	51.9	48.1	Total	Female	Male	55.2	44.8	%

Figure 5: Race/Ethnicity
Year 1	Asian	Black	Hispanic	Native American	White	Other	Did not respond	0.600000000000001	3.0	29.8	3.0	55.3	3.0	5.3	Year 2	Asian	Black	Hispanic	Native American	White	Other	Did not respond	0.3	0.600000000000001	30.0	1.9	61.7	1.3	4.2	Year 3	Asian	Black	Hispanic	Native American	White	Other	Did not respond	0.9	1.4	31.1	1.2	58.4	2.7	4.3	Year 4	Asian	Black	Hispanic	Native American	White	Other	Did not respond	0.700000000000001	0.3	27.7	0.9	60.7	5.5	4.2	Year 5	Asian	Black	Hispanic	Native American	White	Other	Did not respond	1.2	1.7	20.6	1.0	65.4	5.6	4.5	Total	Asian	Black	Hispanic	Native American	White	Other	Did not respond	0.700000000000001	1.1	27.9	1.2	60.6	4.1	4.4	%

Figure 6: Age
Year 1	13 – 19 years	20 – 35 years	36 – 55 years	56 and over	Did not respond	6.0	70.8	19.0	2.4	1.8	Year 2	13 – 19 years	20 – 35 years	36 – 55 years	56 and over	Did not respond	4.8	42.4	39.6	9.3	3.9	Year 3	13 – 19 years	20 – 35 years	36 – 55 years	56 and over	Did not respond	9.200000000000001	34.8	38.7	9.9	7.4	Year 4	13 – 19 years	20 – 35 years	36 – 55 years	56 and over	Did not respond	25.4	37.4	26.0	3.8	7.4	Year 5	13 – 19 years	20 – 35 years	36 – 55 years	56 and over	Did not respond	6.0	43.3	34.8	5.7	10.2	Total	13 – 19 years	20 – 35 years	36 – 55 years	56 and over	Did not respond	13.7	40.0	32.5	6.6	7.2	
%


Figure 7: Number of Children
Year 1	0	1	2	3	4	>	 5	Did not respond	8.3	28.0	24.4	22.0	12.5	2.4	2.4	Year 2	0	1	2	3	4	>	 5	Did not respond	17.4	19.3	24.4	19.9	7.4	9.3	2.3	Year 3	0	1	2	3	4	>	 5	Did not respond	22.2	17.0	25.2	22.1	6.5	6.7	0.3	Year 4	0	1	2	3	4	>	 5	Did not respond	42.8	16.6	20.8	10.4	6.1	3.1	0.2	Year 5	0	1	2	3	4	>	 5	Did not respond	27.4	19.6	22.2	17.1	8.5	4.9	0.3	Total	0	1	2	3	4	>	 5	Did not respond	29.8	18.3	22.7	16.3	7.2	5.0	0.700000000000001	%

Figure 8: Length of Current Marriage 
Year 1	0 – 5 years	6 – 10 years	11 – 20 years	>	 20 years	Did not respond	54.2	29.8	6.5	1.2	8.3	Year 2	0 – 5 years	6 – 10 years	11 – 20 years	>	 20 years	Did not respond	50.5	19.2	11.0	15.8	3.5	Year 3	0 – 5 years	6 – 10 years	11 – 20 years	>	 20 years	Did not respond	41.6	20.7	20.3	12.3	5.1	Year 4	0 – 5 years	6 – 10 years	11 – 20 years	>	 20 years	Did not respond	57.2	18.7	13.5	9.5	1.1	Year 5	0 – 5 years	6 – 10 years	11 – 20 years	>	 20 years	Did not respond	49.4	21.5	16.0	12.1	1.0	Total	0 – 5 years	6 – 10 years	11 – 20 years	>	 20 years	Did not respond	50.4	20.8	14.8	11.0	3.0	
%


Figure 9: Number of Previous Marriages
Year 1	0	1	2	3	Did not respond	78.0	16.7	2.9	0.600000000000001	1.8	Year 2	0	1	2	3	Did not respond	66.9	23.5	7.1	0.600000000000001	1.9	Year 3	0	1	2	3	Did not respond	68.2	22.8	6.7	1.7	0.600000000000001	Year 4	0	1	2	3	Did not respond	66.3	26.7	4.8	1.3	0.9	Year 5	0	1	2	3	Did not respond	70.0	2.7	7.7	1.0	0.600000000000001	Total	0	1	2	3	Did not respond	68.5	23.2	6.1	1.2	1.0	
%


Figure 10: Employment
Year 1	Yes	No	Did not respond	57.1	39.9	3.0	Year 2	Yes	No	Did not respond	66.9	31.8	1.3	Year 3	Yes	No	Did not respond	71.9	27.1	1.0	Year 4	Yes	No	Did not respond	59.1	40.1	0.8	Year 5	Yes	No	Did not respond	69.8	29.6	0.600000000000001	Total	Yes	No	Did not respond	65.7	33.3	1.0	
%


Figure 11: Employment Status Couple
Year 1	 Both partners employed ft	 Both partners employed pt	 One partner ft, one pt	 One partner employed ft	 One partner  employed pt	 Both partners did not work	 Did not respond	10.7	4.8	14.3	38.1	7.1	16.7	8.3	Year 2	 Both partners employed ft	 Both partners employed pt	 One partner ft, one pt	 One partner employed ft	 One partner  employed pt	 Both partners did not work	 Did not respond	27.0	1.4	16.3	31.9	7.8	12.1	3.5	Year 3	 Both partners employed ft	 Both partners employed pt	 One partner ft, one pt	 One partner employed ft	 One partner  employed pt	 Both partners did not work	 Did not respond	32.1	4.4	15.9	26.8	6.1	11.0	3.7	Year 4	 Both partners employed ft	 Both partners employed pt	 One partner ft, one pt	 One partner employed ft	 One partner  employed pt	 Both partners did not work	 Did not respond	29.6	3.3	18.3	31.4	6.6	8.1	2.7	Year 5	 Both partners employed ft	 Both partners employed pt	 One partner ft, one pt	 One partner employed ft	 One partner  employed pt	 Both partners did not work	 Did not respond	29.5	1.9	19.1	30.0	5.7	8.1	5.7	Total	 Both partners employed ft	 Both partners employed pt	 One partner ft, one pt	 One partner employed ft	 One partner  employed pt	 Both partners did not work	 Did not respond	28.3	3.2	17.2	30.6	6.5	10.0	4.2	
%


Figure 12: Occupation
Year 1	Executive/Advanced Professional	Business Mgt/Lower Professional	Administrative/Small Business Owner	Clerical/Sales/Technical	Skilled Manual	Semi-Skilled/Machine Operator	Unskilled	Unemployed	Did not respond	0.600000000000001	6.5	2.4	12.5	15.5	8.9	9.5	39.9	4.2	Year 2	Executive/Advanced Professional	Business Mgt/Lower Professional	Administrative/Small Business Owner	Clerical/Sales/Technical	Skilled Manual	Semi-Skilled/Machine Operator	Unskilled	Unemployed	Did not respond	4.5	8.4	9.3	15.4	13.5	6.1	6.4	31.9	4.5	Year 3	Executive/Advanced Professional	Business Mgt/Lower Professional	Administrative/Small Business Owner	Clerical/Sales/Technical	Skilled Manual	Semi-Skilled/Machine Operator	Unskilled	Unemployed	Did not respond	9.6	10.6	12.6	14.9	12.5	2.8	2.7	27.2	7.1	Year 4	Executive/Advanced Professional	Business Mgt/Lower Professional	Administrative/Small Business Owner	Clerical/Sales/Technical	Skilled Manual	Semi-Skilled/Machine Operator	Unskilled	Unemployed	Did not respond	8.6	7.2	7.6	9.3	14.0	2.6	2.0	40.1	8.6	Year 5	Executive/Advanced Professional	Business Mgt/Lower Professional	Administrative/Small Business Owner	Clerical/Sales/Technical	Skilled Manual	Semi-Skilled/Machine Operator	Unskilled	Unemployed	Did not respond	12.5	9.6	9.8	12.5	14.0	4.6	4.1	29.4	3.5	Total	Executive/Advanced Professional	Business Mgt/Lower Professional	Administrative/Small Business Owner	Clerical/Sales/Technical	Skilled Manual	Semi-Skilled/Machine Operator	Unskilled	Unemployed	Did not respond	8.700000000000001	8.8	9.4	12.4	13.6	3.7	3.5	33.3	6.6	
%


Figure 13: Residence
Year 1	  Brighton	  Cheyenne	  Dacono	  Eaton	  Evans 	  Firestone	  Fort Collins	  Fort Lupton	  Frederick	  Galeton	  Greeley	  Grover	  Johnstown	  Kersey	  LaSalle	  Lochbuie	  Longmont	  Loveland	  Mead	  Milliken	  Pierce	  Platteville	  Windsor	  Missing	1.2	8.3	1.2	1.2	67.9	2.4	1.2	1.2	1.2	2.4	1.2	3.6	7.0	Year 2	  Brighton	  Cheyenne	  Dacono	  Eaton	  Evans 	  Firestone	  Fort Collins	  Fort Lupton	  Frederick	  Galeton	  Greeley	  Grover	  Johnstown	  Kersey	  LaSalle	  Lochbuie	  Longmont	  Loveland	  Mead	  Milliken	  Pierce	  Platteville	  Windsor	  Missing	1.3	3.2	10.6	6.1	55.9	5.1	1.6	1.3	1.0	1.3	1.3	3.2	1.6	Year 3	  Brighton	  Cheyenne	  Dacono	  Eaton	  Evans 	  Firestone	  Fort Collins	  Fort Lupton	  Frederick	  Galeton	  Greeley	  Grover	  Johnstown	  Kersey	  LaSalle	  Lochbuie	  Longmont	  Loveland	  Mead	  Milliken	  Pierce	  Platteville	  Windsor	  Missing	1.1	7.5	3.6	65.1	1.7	1.2	4.3	1.5	2.4	3.1	Year 4	  Brighton	  Cheyenne	  Dacono	  Eaton	  Evans 	  Firestone	  Fort Collins	  Fort Lupton	  Frederick	  Galeton	  Greeley	  Grover	  Johnstown	  Kersey	  LaSalle	  Lochbuie	  Longmont	  Loveland	  Mead	  Milliken	  Pierce	  Platteville	  Windsor	  Missing	1.0	1.0	8.700000000000001	9.700000000000001	55.6	1.6	1.0	1.0	6.0	1.0	2.9	2.1	Year 5	  Brighton	  Cheyenne	  Dacono	  Eaton	  Evans 	  Firestone	  Fort Collins	  Fort Lupton	  Frederick	  Galeton	  Greeley	  Grover	  Johnstown	  Kersey	  LaSalle	  Lochbuie	  Longmont	  Loveland	  Mead	  Milliken	  Pierce	  Platteville	  Windsor	  Missing	2.1	2.1	6.9	1.3	13.1	1.3	1.2	46.5	1.2	1.2	5.6	3.8	4.0	Total	  Brighton	  Cheyenne	  Dacono	  Eaton	  Evans 	  Firestone	  Fort Collins	  Fort Lupton	  Frederick	  Galeton	  Greeley	  Grover	  Johnstown	  Kersey	  LaSalle	  Lochbuie	  Longmont	  Loveland	  Mead	  Milliken	  Pierce	  Platteville	  Windsor	  Missing	1.4	8.200000000000001	6.8	57.7	1.1	4.5	1.1	2.8	2.8	
%


Figure 14: Education Level
Year 1	Less than high school	High school	More than high school	Did not respond	13.7	48.8	35.1	2.4	Year 2	Less than high school	High school	More than high school	Did not respond	13.2	39.5	44.1	3.2	Year 3	Less than high school	High school	More than high school	Did not respond	17.8	25.9	49.8	6.5	Year 4	Less than high school	High school	More than high school	Did not respond	28.2	25.0	42.3	4.5	Year 5	Less than high school	High school	More than high school	Did not respond	12.3	27.7	54.4	5.6	Total	Less than high school	High school	More than high school	Did not respond	19.8	28.6	46.5	5.1	
%


Figure 15: Referral Base
Total Years 1 – 5	Radio	Faith Based Community	Friend/Family	Community Mediation Project	City of Greeley	Former Participant	United Way	Day Spring School	Weld County DHS	Self-Referral	Internet	Pregnancy Resource Center	Head Start	Employment Services	Cinco de Mayo Booth	Children’s Festival	Did Not Respond/Missing	18.2	18.1	6.9	5.5	5.1	4.1	3.4	3.3	2.7	2.2	2.2	1.9	1.3	1.3	10.0	Year 5	Radio	Faith Based Community	Friend/Family	Community Mediation Project	City of Greeley	Former Participant	United Way	Day Spring School	Weld County DHS	Self-Referral	Internet	Pregnancy Resource Center	Head Start	Employment Services	Cinco de Mayo Booth	Children’s Festival	Did Not Respond/Missing	23.7	13.7	11.7	5.6	1.9	4.2	1.5	3.5	4.2	1.0	16.3	Year 4	Radio	Faith Based Community	Friend/Family	Community Mediation Project	City of Greeley	Former Participant	United Way	Day Spring School	Weld County DHS	Self-Referral	Internet	Pregnancy Resource Center	Head Start	Employment Services	Cinco de Mayo Booth	Children’s Festival	Did Not Respond/Missing	27.9	18.9	6.7	2.2	2.7	2.0	3.0	7.3	1.2	2.3	1.4	9.6	Year 3	Radio	Faith Based Community	Friend/Family	Community Mediation Project	City of Greeley	Former Participant	United Way	Day Spring School	Weld County DHS	Self-Referral	Internet	Pregnancy Resource Center	Head Start	Employment Services	Cinco de Mayo Booth	Children’s Festival	Did Not Respond/Missing	11.7	14.5	5.9	11.0	13.4	2.9	4.4	2.4	8.5	1.2	10.5	Year 2	Radio	Faith Based Community	Friend/Family	Community Mediation Project	City of Greeley	Former Participant	United Way	Day Spring School	Weld County DHS	Self-Referral	Internet	Pregnancy Resource Center	Head Start	Employment Services	Cinco de Mayo Booth	Children’s Festival	Did Not Respond/Missing	5.8	33.1	3.9	2.3	12.9	1.0	4.5	9.6	2.3	4.5	2.3	9.0	Year 1	Radio	Faith Based Community	Friend/Family	Community Mediation Project	City of Greeley	Former Participant	United Way	Day Spring School	Weld County DHS	Self-Referral	Internet	Pregnancy Resource Center	Head Start	Employment Services	Cinco de Mayo Booth	Children’s Festival	Did Not Respond/Missing	19.0	4.8	1.2	14.3	1.2	3.6	2.4	11.9	13.1	4.8	6.0	2.4	8.3	
%


Figure 16: Year MSI-R Pretest Was Completed

Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	28.2	34.6	14.4	19.7	3.1	
%

Figure 17: Race/Ethnicity MSI-R 
Pretest Participants

Asian	Black	Hispanic	Native Amer.  	White                	Other	Did not respond	0.700000000000001	1.8	33.5	2.0	56.2	3.7	2.1	
Figure 18: Age MSI-R Pretest Participants

13 – 19 years	20 – 35 years	36 –55 years	56 and over	Did not respond	7.2	58.4	29.8	3.3	1.3	
Figure 19: Number of Children MSI-R Pretest Participants

0	1	2	3 or more	Did not respond	16.0	24.1	25.4	33.2	1.3	
Figure 20: Length of Marriage or Years Living Together MSI-R Pretest Participants

0 – 5 years	6 – 10 years	>	 10 years	Did not live together	Did not respond	56.9	22.3	16.4	2.6	1.8	
Figure 21: Number of Previous Marriages MSI-R Pretest Participants
0	1	2	3	Did not respond	70.9	21.0	6.2	0.4	1.5	
Figure 22: Occupation MSI-R Pretest Participants

Executive/Adv. Profess.	Business Mgt     	Admin/Small Business 	Clerical/Sales/Technical	Skilled Manual	Semiskilled/Machine Oper.	Unskilled	Unemployed 	Did not respond	2.2	7.4	5.0	12.9	13.6	5.5	8.1	42.2	3.1	
%

Figure 23: Education Level MSI-R Pretest Participants

Less than high school	High school diploma	Beyond high school	Did not respond	17.3	42.7	37.6	2.4	

Figure 24: Percentage of Participants Who Perceived Problems
Males	GDS	AFC	PSC	AGG	TTO	FIN	SEX	FAM	DCS	CCR	43.0	36.0	46.0	29.0	28.0	39.0	25.0	45.0	21.0	20.0	Females	GDS	AFC	PSC	AGG	TTO	FIN	SEX	FAM	DCS	CCR	43.0	32.0	49.0	23.0	37.0	32.0	25.0	53.0	12.0	27.0	
% Perceiving
Problem


Figure 25: Difference Between Greeley and Other Cities on MSI-R Subscales
Greeley	
Time Together	Financial Disagreement	Sexual Dissatisfaction	Role Orientation	Global Distress	4.48	4.58	4.84	7.87	8.790000000000001	Other Cities	
Time Together	Financial Disagreement	Sexual Dissatisfaction	Role Orientation	Global Distress	5.33	5.359999999999998	6.319999999999998	7.26	10.26	


Figure 26: Differences Between Males and Females on MSI-R Subscales
Male	
Global Distress	Affective Communication	Sexual Dissatisfaction	Family History of Distress	Conflict over Child Rearing	8.43	5.270000000000001	5.85	4.819999999999998	2.52	Female	Global Distress	Affective Communication	Sexual Dissatisfaction	Family History of Distress	Conflict over Child Rearing	10.41	6.470000000000001	4.92	5.37	3.5	


Figure 27: Differences Between Ethnicity on MSI-R Subscales
Hispanic	
Aggression	3.349999999999999	Non-Hispanic	
Aggression	2.71	


Figure 28: MSI-R Pretest Scores During the Grant Period
Global Distress	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	7.99	8.82	10.56	11.06	12.42	Affective Communication	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	5.48	5.64	5.81	6.72	6.67	Problem Solving	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	11.26	10.34	12.72	11.67	13.31	Aggression	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	2.63	2.73	3.77	2.9	4.07	Time Together	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	4.859999999999998	4.87	4.58	4.76	4.75	Financial Disagreement	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	4.99	4.44	5.319999999999998	5.119999999999998	4.79	Sexual Dissatisfaction	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	5.7	5.4	4.26	5.859999999999998	4.38	Role Orientation	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	7.35	7.3	7.33	8.720000000000002	8.58	Family History of Distress	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	5.1	5.04	5.28	5.38	3.23	Dissatisfaction with Children	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	2.3	2.63	3.0	2.61	2.17	Conflict Over Childrearing	Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	Year 5	2.55	3.3	3.18	3.21	2.5	Figure 32: Year Participant Entered the Program
Year 1	Year 2	Year 3	Year 4	39.0	40.3	10.4	10.4	
%

Figure 33: Race/Ethnicity MSI-R Pretest and Posttest Participants

Asian	Black	Hispanic	Native Amer.  	White                	Other	0.600000000000001	1.3	29.9	1.3	64.3	2.6	
Figure 34: Age MSI-R Pretest and Posttest Participants

13 – 19 years	20 – 35 years	36 –55 years	56 and over	5.8	54.6	33.1	6.5	
Figure 35: Number of Children MSI-R Pretest and Posttest Participants
0	1	2	3 or more	13.0	22.1	24.7	40.1	
Figure 36: Length of Marriage or Years Living Together MSI-R Pretest and Posttest Participants
0 – 5 years	6 – 10 years	>	 10 years	Did not live together	47.4	27.3	24.0	1.3	
Figure 37: Number of Previous Marriages MSI-R Pretest and Posttest Participants
0.0	1.0	2.0	3.0	74.0	18.8	6.5	0.600000000000001	
Figure 38: Occupation MSI-R Pretest and Posttest Participants

Executive/Adv. Profess.	Business Mgt     	Admin/Small Business 	Clerical/Sales/Technical	Skilled Manual	Semiskilled/Machine Oper.	Unskilled	Unemployed 	1.9	3.9	4.5	14.9	12.3	9.700000000000001	11.0	41.6	
%

Figure 39: Education Level 
MSI-R Pretest and Posttest Participants 

Less than high school	High school diploma	Beyond high school	14.3	46.7	39.0	
%

Figure 40: Percentage of Males and Females Perceiving High Levels of Stress on MSI-R Scales
Pretest Males	GDS	AFC	PSC	AGG	TTO	FIN	SEX	ROR	FAM	DCS	CCR	32.5	28.6	35.1	22.1	27.3	33.8	20.8	15.6	36.4	10.4	11.7	Posttest Males	GDS	AFC	PSC	AGG	TTO	FIN	SEX	ROR	FAM	DCS	CCR	23.4	18.2	22.1	16.9	18.2	23.4	14.3	6.5	37.7	11.7	11.7	Pretest Females	GDS	AFC	PSC	AGG	TTO	FIN	SEX	ROR	FAM	DCS	CCR	35.1	26.0	45.5	19.5	32.5	30.0	26.0	14.3	42.9	7.8	10.4	Posttest Females	GDS	AFC	PSC	AGG	TTO	FIN	SEX	ROR	FAM	DCS	CCR	23.4	20.8	22.1	16.9	20.8	26.0	27.3	11.7	41.6	7.8	7.8	
%


Figure 41: Mean Pre- and Post-MSI Scores for the Male and Female Participants 
Pretest Males	GDS	AFC	PSC	AGG	TTO	FIN	SEX	ROR	FAM	DCS	CCR	8.81	4.649999999999998	10.33	2.97	4.73	4.619999999999996	6.29	6.53	5.01	2.04	1.89	Pretest Females	GDS	AFC	PSC	AGG	TTO	FIN	SEX	ROR	FAM	DCS	CCR	10.33	6.430000000000002	11.1	2.61	5.1	4.609999999999998	4.689999999999999	7.18	5.06	2.02	2.829999999999999	Posttest Males	GDS	AFC	PSC	AGG	TTO	FIN	SEX	ROR	FAM	DCS	CCR	6.03	3.87	6.91	2.53	3.37	3.809999999999999	5.0	6.45	4.859999999999998	2.17	1.79	Posttest Females	GDS	AFC	PSC	AGG	TTO	FIN	SEX	ROR	FAM	DCS	CCR	7.91	4.57	6.770000000000001	2.11	3.68	4.1	4.21	7.46	4.930000000000002	1.73	2.28	


Figure 42: Mean Pre- and Post-MSI-R Scores for Hispanic and Non-Hispanic Participants
Pretest Hispanic 	GDS	AFC	PSC	AGG	TTO	FIN	SEX	ROR	FAM	DCS	CCR	10.54	5.78	11.0	3.24	4.83	4.45	5.23	6.470000000000002	4.75	1.56	2.22	Posttest Hispanic 	GDS	AFC	PSC	AGG	TTO	FIN	SEX	ROR	FAM	DCS	CCR	8.460000000000002	4.81	6.92	2.68	3.45	4.18	4.13	7.07	4.819999999999998	1.63	2.06	Pretest Non-Hispanic	GDS	AFC	PSC	AGG	TTO	FIN	SEX	ROR	FAM	DCS	CCR	8.6	5.3	10.44	2.34	5.0	4.78	5.75	7.24	5.33	2.5	2.5	Posttest Non-Hispanic 	GDS	AFC	PSC	AGG	TTO	FIN	SEX	ROR	FAM	DCS	CCR	5.470000000000002	3.62	6.76	1.960000000000003	3.59	3.72	5.08	6.84	4.970000000000002	2.28	2.02	


Figure 43: Satisfaction with Content of Events

    Employment Support Training	    Enrichment Weekend	Seminar	    Financial Management	    Booster	    Marriage Mentoring	    Prepare/Enrich	    Conflict Resolution 	4.0	3.77	3.52	3.44	3.3	3.29	3.16	2.94	
Average Satisfaction with Content of Event
1 = not at all satisfied, 2 =  a little satisfied,
3 = quite a bit satisfied, 4 = extremely satisfied

Figure 44: Knowledge Gained

To be a better listener during conflict	To communicate safely during a conflict	To reach agreement when working on a problem	To manage conflict	To de-escalate conflict	To manage a budget for your family  	To manage your finances    	To save for your future	3.16	3.05	2.98	2.97	2.97	2.63	2.61	2.56	
Average Knowledge Gained
1 = not at all, 2 = a little,
3 = quite a bit, 4 = extremely

Figure 45: Relationship Status Before and After Participating in the Marriage Garden Curriculum
Mean before participating	
Commitment 	Growth 	Nurturing 	Understanding 	Solving 	Serving 	3.58	3.0	3.42	3.329999999999999	2.829999999999999	3.58	Mean after participating	
Commitment 	Growth 	Nurturing 	Understanding 	Solving 	Serving 	3.92	3.75	3.67	3.67	3.58	3.92	
Mean


Figure 46: Satisfaction with PREP Seminar

Satisfaction with  Educator PREP Seminar	Satisfaction with Content PREP Seminar	Satisfaction with Meeting Room PREP Seminar	3.86	3.72	3.61	
Average 
Satisfaction
1 = not at all
2 = a little 
3 = quite a bit
4 = extremely 

Figure 47: Knowledge Gained During PREP Seminar

To manage conflict	To de-escalate conflict	To reach agreement when working on a problem	To communicate safely during a conflict	To be a better listener during conflict	3.39	3.43	3.48	3.49	3.6	
Average Knowledge Gained
1 = not at all, 2 = a little, 
3 = quite a bit, 4 = extremely

Figure 48: Satisfaction with WOR

Satisfaction with Educator WOR	Satisfaction with Meeting Room WOR	Satisfaction with Content WOR	3.89	3.79	3.71	
Average 
Satisfaction
1 = not at all 
2 = a little 
3 = quite a bit 
4 = extremely

Figure 49: Knowledge Gained During WOR
To de-escalate conflict	To know the hidden issues in my relationship	To manage conflict	To be aware of my expectations for my relationships	To know the communication danger signs	To take stock of support in my life	To communicate safely during a conflict	To reach agreement when working on a problem	To understand issues, events, and hidden issues	To be a better listener during conflict	3.24	3.25	3.26	3.28	3.38	3.38	3.41	3.42	3.43	3.53	Average Knowledge Gained
1 = not at all, 2 = a little, 
3 = quite a bit, 4 = extremely

Figure 50: Satisfaction with WMR

Satisfaction with Educator WMR	Satisfaction with Meeting Room WMR	Satisfaction with  Content WMR	3.87	3.73	3.829999999999999	
Average 
Satisfaction
1 = not at all
2 = a little
3=  quite a bit
4 = extremely

Figure 51: Knowledge Gained During WMR 
To reach agreement when working on a problem	To de-escalate conflict	To manage conflict	To communicate safely during a conflict	To know the communication danger signs	To take stock of support in my life	To know the hidden issues in my relationship	To be a better listener during conflict	To understand issues, events, and hidden issues	To identify problem behaviors in a partner	To be aware of my expectations for my relationships	3.47	3.47	3.48	3.57	3.6	3.6	3.63	3.64	3.65	3.65	3.68	Average Knowledge Gained
1 = not at all, 2 = a little,
3 = quite a bit, 4 = extremely

Figure 52: Satisfaction with Love Notes Seminar

Satisfaction with Educator Love Notes	Satisfaction with Meeting Room Love Notes	Satisfaction with Content Love Notes	4.0	3.79	3.57	
Average 
Satisfaction
1 = not at all
2 = a little
3 = quite a bit
4 = extremely


Figure 53: Knowledge Gained During Love Notes
To know what being a good mother/father means	To understand the Chemistry of Love	How to decide, not slide when making decision	To identify my expectations for a relationship	To identify issues and hidden issues	To be a better listener during a conflict	To communicate safely during a conflict	To identify my personal line during physical intimacy	To plan for my future success	To identify what makes a great relationship	To use skills to counter the 4 communication danger signs	3.21	3.36	3.36	3.43	3.43	3.43	3.43	3.5	3.5	3.5	3.57	
Average Knowledge Gained
1 = not at all, 2 = a little,
3 = quite a bit, 4 = extremely

Figure 54: Satisfaction with Winning the Workplace Challenge Seminar
Satisfaction with Meeting Room Workplace Seminar	Satisfaction with Content Workplace Seminar	Satisfaction with Educator Workplace Seminar	3.44	3.57	3.73	Average satisfaction
1 = not at all 
2 = a little 
3 = quite a bit 
4 = extremely

Figure 55: Knowledge Gained During Winning the Workplace Challenge Seminar
To know what makes a great workplace	To apply the speaker/listener technique	To understand the role of expectations	To recognize events, issues, and hidden issues	To recognize the role of choices in relationships	To understand the role of relational intelligence	To understand the amygdala hijack	3.14	3.28	3.28	3.29	3.309999999999999	3.34	3.56	Average Knowledge Gained
1 = not at all, 2 = a little
3 = quite a bit, 4 = extremely

Figure 56: Satisfaction with Relationship Inventory
Satisfaction with Educator Relationship Inventory	Satisfaction with Meeting Room Relationship Inventory	Satisfaction with Content Relationship Inventory	3.96	3.75	3.68	
Average 
Satisfaction
1 = not at all
2 = a little
3 = quite a bit
4 = extremely


Figure 57: Knowledge Gained During Relationship Inventory

To help you with financial planning and budgeting	To help you with discussing your Family-of-Origin	To explore relationship strengths and growth areas	To learn assertiveness and active listening skills	To learn how to resolve conflicts using the Ten Step Model	To focus on personal, couple and family goals	3.11	3.21	3.46	3.46	3.5	3.68	
Average Knowledge Gained
1 = not at all, 2 = a little,
3 = quite a bit, 4 = extremely 

Figure 58: Comparison Satisfaction Content Programs

Marriage Garden	PREP	WOR	WMR	Love Notes	WWC	Prepare/Enrich	3.25	3.72	3.71	3.73	3.57	3.57	3.68	
Average
Satisfaction
1 = not at all
2 = a little 
3 = quite a bit
4= extremely

Figure 59: Comparison Satisfaction Educator Programs

Marriage Garden	PREP	WOR	WMR	Love Notes	WWC	Prepare/Enrich	3.82	3.86	3.89	3.87	4.0	3.73	3.96	
Average
Satisfaction
1 = not at all
2 = a little 
3 = quite a bit 
4 = extremely

Figure 60: Comparison Satisfaction Facility Programs
Marriage Garden	PREP	WOR	WMR	Love Notes	WWC	Prepare/Enrich	3.91	3.61	3.79	3.829999999999999	3.79	3.44	3.75	Average
Satisfaction
1 = not at all
2 = a little 
3 = quite a bit 
4 = extremely
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Public Events: Education Model

Goal: 8 hours of Marriage Education in

the form of a seminar using PREP, 10

hours of Prepare/Enrich Curriculum

(premarital/relationship inventories (1

hours) + 6 follow up sessions each 1 ½

hour), or 8 hours of Marriage Garden

curriculum. Singles can participate in

PREP and Marriage Garden. Couples

(married or in relationship) can

participate in all 3 events.

Mentoring Model

Goal: At least 8 hours of additional

education (combination of different

events).

Curriculum and Services:

8 hours 'Marriage Garden' Curriculum

8 hours PREP

10 hours PREPARE/ENRICH (inventory (1

hours) + 6 follow up sessions of each 1 ½

hours)

Booster (fun event such as barbeque + 1-1 ½

hours of education based on PREP)

Financial Management: up to 4 hours per

couple

Conflict Resolution: PREP, up to 4 hours per

couple

Enrichment Weekend: PREP, weekend

Employment Services/continuously

Family Mentor

Individuals who are interested in

relationship skills + non-married

expectant couples.

Couples who are unmarried but in

relationship and are interested in

relationship skills + unmarried

expectant fathers and unmarried

expectant mothers that are in a

relationship.

Married Couples.

Couples who are unmarried

and married can participate

in the mentoring model if

they meet the eligibility

criteria. Individuals cannot

participate in the mentoring

model.

Eligibility Assessment

MSI-R pretest.
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1. Relationship Seminars (8 hours)

Events offered:

Prevention and Relationship Enhancement

Program (PREP)

Within My Reach (WMR)

Within Our Reach (WOR, Spanish Only)

Love Notes

Winning the Workplace Challenge

2b. Building a Family (minimum of 8

hours)

Events offered:

Relationship Seminars (PREP, WOR)

Relationship Inventories using Prepare/Enrich

Conflict Resolution Coaching

Financial Management Coaching

Community Referrals

2a. Next Step Coaching (minimum

of 8 hours)

Events offered:

Relationship Seminars (PREP, WOR)

Relationship Inventories using

Prepare/Enrich

Start BHM

(1, 2a, 2b)

Eligibility Assessment (2a)

MSI-R pre-test

Couples who are unmarried

and married can participate in

the Next Step Coaching

program if they meet the

eligibility criteria. Individuals

cannot participate in this

model.

Needs Assessment (2b)

MSI pre-test

Marriage enhancement is

offered to:

Non-married expecting

couples (pregnant or child

under 3 months of age).

MSI post-test (12

months after pre-test

MSI post-test (12

months after pre-test
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- Of the couples who completed a
postiest, 30 couples (71%)
completed an MSI-R posttest at
BHM location.

+55 couples (87 - 30 - 2=55)
received a survey package in the
mail.

- Of the couples who completed a
postiest, 12 couples and 1
individual (29%) completed the
posttest at home.

- Of the 55 couples who received a
package in the mail, 11 (20%)
listed an incorrect address.
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+Of the couples who
completed a posttest, 5
couples (45%) completed
MSI-R at BHM location.

21 couples received survey
package in the mail.

+Of the couples who
completed a posttest, 6 (55%)
completed MSI-R at home.

*Of the 21 couples who
received a package in the
mail, 3 (14%) had a bad
address.
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