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Foreword from Her Excellency, the President of Malta
We all appreciate how vital the family is for our
wellbeing. This belief was repeatedly expressed
during the Family Forum meetings organised since
the inception of the President’s Foundation for the
Wellbeing of Society. Families have tremendous
potential to enhance wellbeing as a source of mutual
care and support to all its members, be they living
in the context of a couple relationship or leading a
single life. There is no other social institution that
does more to care for its members, including the
very young, the elderly and the disabled; to bring
up children with sound values; to help us out when
things go wrong. Our families can be our oasis in
the desert, a rock in a stormy sea.
Even if families make up the oldest and most resilient institution in the world, they
need our constant recognition and support. In tune with the ethos of the Foundation,
and in view of the fact that these determine the quality of family life, relationships
are prioritized in this study.
A running thread throughout the study suggests that sustaining relationships are
precious and need to be nurtured.
Broadly, we must mainstream our concern for families across all policy arenas,
studying the impact of our decisions upon the wellbeing of families by asking whether
and in what ways our actions are bound to affect families. More specifically, this
study suggests that we must help families to make ends meet; all our families should
enjoy an adequate level of income as insufficient resources are a big source of stress
for families. Support for work-family balance also emerges as important.
We should not wait for relationships to break down to start doing something about
them. Relationship education is to be given priority in our policies and should cut
across all generations.
Particular attention should be given to the challenges of parenting today, especially
in respect of parenting adolescents and parenting alone.
Society has a special interest in strong relationships.
By encouraging public debate on the importance of relationships, and their
significance to wellbeing and to positive parenting, this study meets an important
need. By fostering a shared vision and understanding among various experts
and providers in this broad field, the study is sure to have a positive impact on
the development of policies and services that uphold relationships and thereby
guarantee a better future for us all.
Marie-Louise Coleiro Preca
President of Malta
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A Message from the Director General
Relationships play a crucial role in wellbeing. The
sense of connection we share with one another
creates, sustains, and fulfils our wellbeing. This
makes it all the more important for relationships
to be taken seriously, and for their study to be
accorded the importance it deserves.
Concurrently, we must prioritise appropriate means
of supporting relationships, especially when they
are threatened by adverse circumstances. The
National Centre for Family Research, one of five
research entities in the President’s Foundation
for the Wellbeing of Society, places specific focus
on these dimensions within family relationships.
From the outset, the National Centre for Family
Research has sought to explore the diversity of relationships in Malta and Gozo,
and promote effective ways of strengthening mutual care, respect, and happiness.
Speaking with one voice, the Centre’s mission statement affirms the Foundation’s
commitment to an understanding of relationships as the fundamental structures
that nurture human existence and wellbeing.
The Foundation as a whole is committed to discovering ways of enhancing
relationships as a basic force for meeting human needs, while providing opportunities
for each individual to develop their full potential in a society built on inclusive and
supportive ideals. The family is a complex and diverse social institution, a key to our
individual and collective wellbeing. Within this present study, the National Centre
for Family Research has acknowledged and illustrated the need to continuously
sustain and nurture relationships within families. This ongoing commitment is crucial
if families are to be adequately strengthened and supported, capable of providing
for the meaningful wellbeing of each of their members.
It is my hope that this study shall mark a first step towards a broader academic
debate, as part of a collective and concerted effort to support and invest in human
relationships both nationally and further afield. I have no doubt that by building on
existing knowledge, the work of the Foundation and its National Centre for Family
Research shall continue to make much needed contributions in securing wellbeing
for all.
Dr Ruth Farrugia
Director General
President’s Foundation for the Wellbeing of Society
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An Introduction from the Chairperson
This study is the first in a series of studies that
The National Centre for Family Research within
the President’s Foundation for the Wellbeing of
Society is launching. This nationwide study seeks
to understand life and relationship satisfaction in
the context of diverse life situations in our country.
The couple relationship is highlighted taking into
account dating participants, married persons, as
well as cohabiting partners. Single persons, whether
separated, divorced or simply single, are also
included in the study. In all cases, both those with or
without children are studied. Help seeking behaviour
is explored with particular emphasis on whether
people seek help and from whom, and the reasons
for not seeking help among those who do not.
This study is particularly relevant to us given the advent of the second demographic
transition on our islands, characterized by rapid social and cultural change and
increasing diversity. The research has implications on parenting and family life in the
21st century and adds to the existing local and international body of knowledge on
what promotes or hinders wellbeing in the family.
Some of the salient findings suggest that being in a relationship that works well makes
a difference to one’s life satisfaction. Married couples in particular emerge as enjoying
more life satisfaction. In this respect, the couple relationship needs to be actively nurtured
and sustained, especially because most people seek help only when their relationship is
breaking down. Being single, however, does not detract much from one’s satisfaction,
though single women tend to enjoy the status more as do younger and older age groups.
Single people still cite wellbeing in their family as very important for their life satisfaction.
Those parenting alone experience a significantly lower level of life satisfaction.
Income adequacy emerged as one major predictor for life satisfaction, both for couples
and singles, whereas conflict in personal relationships, problems at work, facing big
problems, insufficient financial resources, mental health problems and health problems
decrease life satisfaction. Having insufficient financial resources tended to be reported
more by women, single or formerly married persons, parents, and those from the southern
harbour region. Relationship support at work and at home, and support during illness are
also important for families to thrive.
In our next study, the Centre intends to pursue a deeper understanding of the more
important findings coming out of this study. In addition, given that minority groups were
not captured in the survey, qualitative research will explore their realities, thus building a
more comprehensive picture of couple relations in Malta.
I would like to thank all those who contributed to bring this study to fruition: the other
experts in the National Centre For Family Research, our research officer, the research
team from NSO and the President’s Foundation more broadly for believing in, funding
and supporting this study. Last but not least, I would like to thank Professor Arlene Vetere
from Diakonhjemmet College in Oslo Norway and Mr Pierre Cachia from the Tavistock
Centre for Couple Relations in London UK who acted as critical friends for this study.
Professor Angela Abela
Chairperson
National Centre for Family Research
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Executive Summary
Evidence clearly suggests that the quality of one’s relationships has a profound effect
on the wellbeing of that person, the surrounding family and society as a whole. This
research is the first one to study the Maltese setting on a large scale in an attempt
to shed light on the life satisfaction of persons in diverse life situations, and on
how the couple relationship is experienced and valued, in the context of whether
such persons are single or in a long- or short-term relationship, married, cohabiting,
separated, divorced and whether they have children or not.
A representative population of just under 2500 individuals, sampled at random from
a population register by the National Statistics Office (NSO), took part in the study.
The response rate is considered to be highly satisfactory at 88.9%. The questionnaire
was administered by trained NSO personnel using the computer-assisted telephone
interview (CATI) technique, following a pilot study which served to validate the
questionnaire and the methodology used.
Slightly more females (51.3%) took part than males, and participants’ age ranged
from 18 to 81. The majority of the sample had attained up to a secondary level of
education, with around 7.5% having attained a tertiary education. Most couples
(29.7%) reported themselves as dual earners (both in full-time employment), while
26.2% reported themselves as single earner couples wherein the second member is
fully engaged in domestic duties.
As many as two-thirds of respondents reported themselves to be in a relationship,
and these spanned across all reported types of civil status. Most had Maltese
partners, but divorcees had a higher tendency for having foreign partners than other
groups. Around 80% of the interviewed individuals had children, with 74% of these
parents being in a relationship. It is also worth noting that most single parents were
female (72%). Financial hardship was reported by less than a fifth of the total survey
population, but this rate varied greatly by gender, region of residence, relationship
and marital status, and presence of children.
Around three quarters of the studied population reported themselves as satisfied
with life. Satisfaction peaked between the ages of 66 and 80. In the Maltese
population, being in a relationship, especially a married one is clearly associated
with higher life satisfaction. Satisfaction was higher amongst those reporting
themselves as married or single, as opposed to separated, widowed or divorced. In
effect, among singles, young single women in their late twenties and older women
in the late seventies expressed highest life satisfaction. On the other hand, income
inadequacy appears to be a threat to satisfaction with life, together with work or
health problems, and conflict. While satisfaction seems to be higher in the presence
of children, having teenage children of both genders is associated with a drop in life
satisfaction.
Most respondents reported themselves as satisfied with their relationships. This
was particularly true for married respondents and for those with adequate income.
Relationship satisfaction does not seem to depend on gender or age or nationality of
the partner, not even the presence of children. If anything, the presence of teenage
children could also be a threat to relationship satisfaction. On the other hand, couples
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with high regard for faith appeared to have more satisfying relationships. Respect,
communication, trust and love were all singled out as drivers of such satisfaction,
as opposed to situations where work keeps one of the partners away from home or
from participating in a relationship.
In this study, those seeking relationship support were less than 15%, being mostly
middle-aged, having a higher level of education and having dependent teenage
children. Divorced and separated individuals report higher use of relationship
support services. Clergy are still the most sought providers of relationship support,
followed by family therapists or marriage counsellors.
One may therefore conclude that healthy personal relationships are vital to life
satisfaction in Maltese society. Nevertheless, relationships need to be nurtured,
and the threats posed by work-life imbalance and financial hardship are substantial
challenges that may require addressing. Parenting can clearly be not just a driver
of relationship and life satisfaction, but also a threat – as observed among single
parents and those caring for teenage children. Faith, respect, communication and
good health remain key to the strength of the bond in Maltese relationships.
Last but not least, relationship education needs to be given priority in our policies
and needs to be a fundamental principle that promotes families as the cornerstone
of our society and builds on the good work that they do. Relationship education
needs to nurture and support caring, respectful, trusting and loving relationships
between the adults at home and - in those families where children are being brought
up - between the adults and the children. Courses in relationship education that are
evidence-based are to be offered to all couples irrespective of their religious beliefs.
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1.0

Introduction

As diversity in intimate relationships increases, it is crucial to explore the changes
occurring in partnership, marriage, parenting and single life. This study is intended
to provide a more textured picture of the current landscape in Malta and Gozo, to
improve our understanding of how couples and single persons can be supported in
their relationships.
1.1

Rationale for the study

This research was motivated by evidence of the extensive influence that the quality
of couple relationships has on the wellbeing of individuals, family life and society
as a whole. Research indicates that “our intimate partnership relationship… really
does mould our lives” (Kahr, 2012, p. xvii). This is evident in the impact that the
couple relationship has on both mental and physical wellbeing in adults and children
alike (DSCF, 2010; Kahr, 2012; Lamb, 2012; Manzoli, Villari, Pironec, & Boccia, 2007;
Meier, 2011). Taking this into consideration, identifying the predictors that influence
relationship quality becomes a primary interest.
Existing literature on couple relationships in Malta includes the large-scale study by
Abela, Frosh and Dowling (2005), carried out among 354 Maltese married couples,
which found 89.1% of Maltese couples to be happy. In a later study, conducted in
2011, 78.4% of couples were found to be satisfied in their marriage (Abela, 2015).
Also in Malta, when six couples who reported being satisfied in their marriage were
interviewed in depth, Piscopo (2014) found that happily married couples spoke
positively of their adaptability in the face of problems, having flexible rather than
rigid gender roles, sharing enjoyment and novelty in the relationship, negotiating
a shared identity, and experiencing attunement, generosity and fulfilment through
parenthood. In another qualitative study with remarried couples, the major reasons
for remarrying provided by participants included love, validating their commitment
and believing that marriage would offer better prospects for one’s children (Farrugia,
2014).
A study carried out in Malta amongst lone parents whose youngest child was three
(Abela, Bezzina, Casha, & Azzopardi, 2015), suggests diversity in this group, with
a small yet significant number of lone parents who are vulnerable. The study also
showed the important role of grandparents in the support network of lone parents in
Malta. With regards to the relationship with the father of their three year old, 34%
reported that the biological father was their current partner. Additionally, 42.8% of
those who were not in a relationship were still on speaking terms with the father,
19.6% were not, while 37.6% gave no answer.
The present research is the first large-scale study in the Maltese context to shed light
on the life satisfaction of persons in diverse life situations, and on the ways in which
the couple relationship is experienced and valued, whether such persons are single
or in a long- or short-term relationship, married, cohabiting, separated/divorced
and whether they have children or not. The research is particularly relevant within
the climate of legislative developments in Malta shaping marriage and relationship
formation, predominantly through the introduction of divorce in late 2011 and civil
unions for same-sex couples in 2014.
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This study addresses a number of research gaps. Research on wellbeing and the
couple relationship has largely been targeted at heterosexual relationships, often
involving married couples. In light of the increase in singledom in Western societies
(Klinenberg, 2012), this study seeks to explore the outlook on life, on relationships
and on cohabitation, among single persons, cohabitees and persons whose marriage
has broken down.
Seeking to understand the current reality of same-sex couples and divorcees in Malta
is also important, as these developments impact upon the definition of marriage,
the meaning of coupling and on relationship satisfaction among Maltese couples.
Nevertheless, the prevalence of same-sex couples and divorcees is still too low in
Malta for a representative number to be captured through random sampling. While
this could be addressed using oversampling, the sampling frame did not include
sufficient information for this to be possible. Therefore, this research gap may best
be met through a different study design in the next phase of this project.
This research also investigates the incidence of help-seeking behaviour, identifying
who seeks relationship support and where such help is sought. Unlike existing
global literature on couples’ support-seeking, which has largely focused on a clinical
population or samples recruited from religious organisations (Schofield et al., 2015),
the current research uses a random stratified sample which is more likely to be
representative of individuals and couples in the community, and thus enriches our
understanding of those who do, and those who do not, seek relationship support in
Malta. As well as adding to the existing body of knowledge, this research is intended
to make a valuable contribution to the development of family-friendly policies, to
the delivery of current services and possibly to the design of new ones.
1.2

The Maltese context

The 2011 Census showed more than half (56.2%) of the Maltese population aged 16
and over to be married, while just under one third (32.5%) were single (including
those whose marriage was annulled) and 6.2% were widowed. 4.6% were separated
and 0.6% were divorced, amounting to just under 18,000 persons. The number of
single-member households has risen over time, amounting to 22.6% of all private
households in 2014 (NSO, 2014).
In 2011, the mean age at marriage was 31.6 for men and 29.2 for women – both
having risen by two years over the preceding ten-year period (Eurostat, 2015a).
Malta has one of the highest crude marriage rates in the EU (NSO, 2013). The crude
marriage rate of 6.7 amongst the Maltese population is fairly comparable to the
rate of 6.5 estimated more than ten years ago in 2000 (NSO, 2011), suggesting that
marriage retains its popularity in Malta. In 2013, 2,578 marriages were registered,
46.5% of which were civil marriages (NSO, 2015b). However, most civil marriages
occur between foreign spouses (NSO, 2010; 2009; 2008; 2007). When considering
civil marriages between two Maltese spouses, these amounted to only 8.9% of all
registered marriages in 2013 (NSO, 2015b).
An increase in intercultural marriages is also evident, with 8.3% of marriages involving
a Maltese groom and foreign bride, and 6.7% involving a Maltese bride and foreign
groom (NSO, 2015b). In 2013, and similar to previous years, 13.6% of all registered
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marriages included British couples. Yet, many foreign couples who wed in Malta as
tourists do not have the intention of residing in Malta. Thus, the high crude marriage
rate in Malta may be partially attributable to wedding tourism.
Malta’s crude divorce rate of 0.8 is by far the lowest amongst EU countries (Eurostat,
2015a). The total number of recognised divorces went up from 115 in 2011 – the year
divorce was introduced - to 510 in 2012. In 2013, this number decreased to 399, of
which 338 divorces were obtained in Malta (NSO, 2015a, 2015b). Whether the initial
spike was due to a possible backlog of individuals awaiting divorce remains to be
seen.
Lone parents in Malta make up 16.5% of all families, slightly above the EU28 average
of 16%. If one focuses only on lone parents with dependent children, these make up
4.1% of all households, slightly below the EU average of 4.3% (Eurostat, 2015a). 84.8%
of lone parent families in Malta are headed by women (Eurostat, 2015b). According
to the NSO (2014), the majority of lone-parent households (59.5%) consists of lone
mothers with at least one child below the age of 25. According to the Statistics on
Income and Living Conditions survey (NSO, 2013), persons living in single parent
households were found to be most at risk of poverty in Malta, with 41.9% reporting
a national equivalised income below the poverty line. Lone parent households with
dependent children were found to be more vulnerable.
The rate of cohabitation or ‘consensual union’ in Malta stood relatively low at 3.5%
of all family nuclei in 2011, compared to an EU average of 12.6%, higher only than
Greece and Poland (Eurostat, 2015b).
In 2013, 15.4% of all grooms and 12.9% of all brides were remarrying following a
divorce, annulment, or death of a partner (NSO, 2015b). According to NSO, by the
end of 2014, 61 persons who had obtained a divorce in Malta under the new 2011
legislation had remarried (M. Zerafa, personal communication, July 22, 2015).
With regards to same-sex couples, data on civil unions is not yet available. A total of
168 persons declared that they were in a same-sex relationship in the 2011 census. Such
information was collected before the introduction of civil union legislation in 2014.
In studying the changing relationship landscape, one cannot overlook gender
developments in the labour market, for these are sure to have an impact upon the
organisation of family life and relationships. For decades, Malta was characterized by
a single breadwinner model; this has, however, given way quite rapidly in recent years
to dual-earner households, which make up the majority of the younger cohorts. As the
economy has diversified and levels of educational attainment have risen, so too has
female employment. Although Malta has the third lowest overall female employment
rate in the EU-28 (ahead only of Italy and Greece), the increase in female employment
since 2000 has been by far the largest and most rapid in Europe. Looking only at
female youth between the ages of 15 and 24, 46.6% of this cohort were employed in
2014, a full sixteen percentage points above the EU28 average and fifth highest in the
EU28. Taking the ’25 to 54’ age group, employment among women of this age has
risen from 32.7% to 60.5% between 2000 and 2014 - an increase of 27.8% and many
times the magnitude of change in other countries (Eurostat, 2015c).
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1.3

Conceptual framework and epistemological stance

This study will apply a systemic theoretical framework to describe and understand
the relationships and life satisfaction of couples and single persons. A systemic
framework reflects the reality that persons affect each other in complex and
reciprocal ways (Mikulincer, Florian, Cowan, & Cowan, 2002). Systems theory also
sheds light on the interaction between processes within the family system and its
wider context (Bertalanffy, 1950; Dallos & Draper, 2010). This fosters an appreciation
of relationships in their entirety, on a relational, cultural and societal level.
The epistemological stance of this research study is social constructionism (Berger
& Luckmann, 1966). In this framework, meanings and beliefs are created through
an ongoing interaction and negotiation of expectations, in the context of broader
cultural norms (Berger & Luckmann, 1966; Anderson & Goolishian, 1988). A social
constructionist approach is particularly appropriate for this research, as it aims to
reflect how participants construe the quality of their couple relationship or single
status, their wellbeing and overall life satisfaction. In adopting a post-positivist
position, the researchers aim to represent reality as objectively as possible through
the data collected, while appreciating that their own subjectivity was shaping that
reality and hence one cannot lay claim to a totally objective observation of social
phenomenon (Alvesson, 2009).
1.4

Research aims

This study intends to explore the perceived wellbeing of persons in a relationship
and persons who are single. A number of variables are taken into account, such as
age, gender, educational attainment, health, financial resources and faith. Important
themes relating to life and relationship satisfaction are explored, including the
impact of parenting and of faith upon one’s relationship, among others. The study
also seeks to establish what kind of help, if any, individuals may have sought for their
relationship.
The overarching research question guiding this study is:
Do significant differences exist in the life satisfaction and
relationships of persons in diverse life situations in Malta?
If so, what are these differences and among which groups
are these differences significant?
To answer the above, this study will seek to answer the following research questions:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

What are the variables that predict life satisfaction?
What are the variables that predict relationship satisfaction?
What do people value in their relationships?
What causes relationship stress?
How does parenting impact upon satisfaction?
Is faith important to relationships, and if so, why?
Who seeks relationship support and who does not?
What is the preferred mode of relationship support and for whom?
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1.5

Structure of the study

Following this introductory section, the next section will provide a review of
pertinent local and global literature. This will be followed by a detailed overview of
the methodology and research design upon which the study is based. The findings
that transpired from the participants’ responses will then be presented. The final
section will recapitulate the most salient of these findings, before concluding with
the recommendations for policy and further research.
#
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2.0 Literature Review
Within the socio-cultural milieu of “shifting discourses on love, ‘marriage’, partnership,
intimacy and commitment” (Gabb et al., 2013, p. 7), it is particularly relevant to
investigate what affects the couple relationship and what helps couples to flourish. A
considerable amount of research highlights the effect of relationship characteristics
on relationship quality, and there has also been an increasing focus on diverse
partnerships in family life. On the other hand, the percentage of those who remain
single has risen dramatically, both in the Western world as well as in Asian and Arab
countries (Abela and Walker 2014b). Wilkes Karraker and Grochowski (2012) report
that a greater number of men and women are remaining single in the United States,
and others end up becoming single again because of divorce. Not all those who are
single are voluntarily so, but many see a lot of advantages in leading a single life and
this is perhaps one characteristic of the 21st century. Following a large-scale study
with 300 single persons, Klinenberg (2012, p. 2) outlines the distinction between
“living alone, being alone and feeling lonely,” and reports that many persons who
live alone compensate by being more socially active.
Throughout history, marriage was perceived as a natural progression for couples
who chose to lead a life together. The legal contract binding partners together
has signified the commitment of the couple relationship (Abela & Walker, 2014a).
This bond was conventionally perceived as an indissoluble commitment. However,
evolving norms, laws and religious beliefs in society have gradually contributed
to a change in the meaning of marriage and coupledom. Increasing diversity has
become apparent over the past fifty years, where the “more traditional pathways
to getting married are being eroded and are giving way to a range of options for
making, breaking and remaking couple relationships” (Abela & Walker, 2014a, p. 1).
While living together as an unwed couple was historically prohibited by cultural
norms, marriage is no longer an expected requirement for couples (Abela & Walker,
2014b). Cohabitation has increased in most Western countries, and it is now more
commonplace for children to be born to cohabiting couples in the US, UK and
Northern Europe (Abela & Walker, 2014b).
Entering a couple relationship following divorce has also become increasingly
common, often leading to remarriages and stepfamilies (Falke & Larson, 2007).
Studies addressing differences between first marriage and remarriage show varied
results. While several studies reported in the Anglo American literature indicate
no significant differences in relationship satisfaction (Amato, 2007; Skinner, Bahr,
Crane, & Call, 2002), recent research by Mirecki, Chou, Elliot, and Schneider (2013)
found that higher marital satisfaction was reported among first married couples in
comparison to remarried couples. Lower levels of stability are reported in remarriage,
with over 60% of remarriages ending in divorce in comparison to 47% of first
marriages (Copen, Daniels, Vespa, & Mosher, 2012). In a study by Jensen, Shafer and
Larson (2014), several covariates associated with differences in relationship quality
and stability between first marriage and remarriage were identified. According to
their study, physical intimacy played a stronger role in marital satisfaction among
first married participants, whereas equality and communication appeared to be
more important in remarriage.
The following review will provide an overview of studies which appraise wellbeing,
relationship quality and life satisfaction across a number of couple relationships. Life
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satisfaction of those leading a single life will also be reviewed, as will relationship
support-seeking. As noted in the introduction, given that the random sample in this
study will not capture remarried individuals and those in a civil union in sufficient
numbers that can be analysed quantitatively, we will not be reviewing the literature
on these sections of the population. Other minority couples that will not be included
in this study are interfaith, inter racial and intercultural couples. The experience of
these minority couples will be explored through a case study approach in the second
phase of this study.
2.1

Married couples

Marriage has received significant attention in research. Although living together
as a couple without being married is becoming more widely accepted, marriage
is still highly valued and a significant amount of couples aspire to get married,
including those involved in same-sex partnerships (Abela & Walker, 2014a, 2014b).
According to Abela and Walker (2014b), unlike cohabitation, marriage represents
a transformative process marked by public recognition of partners’ commitment
to each other. Indeed, marriage remains the most common type of adult couple
partnerships in most countries (Abela & Walker, 2014b).
Marriage was more of a social expectation than a choice in traditional societies
(McGoldrick, 2011), yet economic and social shifts have contributed to a rethinking of
the meaning of marriage (Coontz, 2005). Individuals today are seen to take a more
romantic approach to marriage and are marrying later in life, possibly cohabiting
prior to marriage, or not marrying at all (Abela & Walker, 2014b; McGoldrick, 2011).
2.1.1

Variables that impinge on marital satisfaction over time

Being in a marriage that is highly satisfying and feeling supported by one’s spouse
was found to contribute to higher life satisfaction (Carr, Freedman, Cornman, &
Schwarz, 2014), better health outcomes (McFarland et al., 2013; Sbarra, 2009), and
the alleviation of adverse effects of physiological and functional decline (Bookwala,
2011; Warner & Adams, 2012). Such research accentuates the influence of relationship
satisfaction on wellbeing and underscores the relevance of investigating the factors
which contribute to relationship satisfaction.
Substantial research has assessed variables that impinge on relationship satisfaction
among married couples. In Nimtz’s (2011) qualitative study exploring the experiences
of five couples married for over forty years, partners identified togetherness and
having children/grandchildren as pertinent to satisfaction in their relationship
(Nimtz, 2011). In line with the theme of togetherness, Alea, Singer and Labunko
(2015) found that partners’ reports of “wellness” versus “illness” in both positive and
negative relationship-defining memories was associated with marital satisfaction,
particularly in women. This emphasizes the role of shared memories and resiliency
in couples. Furthermore, attitudes of gratitude and forgiveness (Fincham & Beach,
2010; Gabb et al., 2013), as well as commitment, respect and humour have emerged
in extant literature as themes relevant to marriage longevity, in addition to acts
of communication, compromise and support (Nimtz, 2011). In their study, Gabb et
al. (2013) describe how gratitude helped couples to thrive, as knowing that one’s
contributions are not taken for granted by one’s partner appeared to help couples
move beyond conflict and grow together.
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The importance of support and encouragement received from and given to one’s
spouse has also been highlighted as central to marital satisfaction by Minnotte,
Pedersen and Mannon (2010). In their study among 96 married couples with one or
more children, Minnotte et al. (2010) described this feature as ‘emotion work’, and
found that husbands’ marital satisfaction increased when involved in performing
such emotion work for children, yet conversely decreased when their level of emotion
work reached or exceeded that of their wives.
Additional studies have outlined the benefits of participating in joint activities as a
couple (Fincham & Beach, 2010; Ricard, Beaudry, & Pelletier, 2012), sharing common
values, ambitions and interests (Bachand & Caron, 2001; Gabb et al., 2013), and
perceived similarity in partners’ way of coping (Chow, Buhrmester, & Tan, 2014;
Lafrate, Bertoni, Margola, Cigoli, & Acitelli, 2012). Such variables have been linked to
marital quality and have also been described by Gottman (1999) as contributing to
partners’ active engagement in creating shared meaning in their relationship. Other
process variables contributing to marital satisfaction which were highlighted by
Gottmann include the couples’ ability to keep strengthening their relationship and
show fondness and admiration in spite of things they do not like in the other partner.
Moreover, thriving couples know how to make use of good conflict management
when in disagreement and are able to remain empathic in times of conflict and to
change or adapt their view. Satisfied couples have also reported having a better
relationship with their family of origin, in comparison to couples who reported being
dissatisfied in their marriage (Bertoni & Bodenmann, 2010).
Another positive correlate of marital satisfaction underlined in research includes
sexual satisfaction, with good quality communication found to strengthen this
correlation (Millman, 2012). Married couples who reported high levels of relationship
satisfaction were found to disclose positive affect and sexual preferences more than
negative topics (Coffelt & Hess, 2014). This coincides with Rehman et al.’s (2011)
findings with newlywed couples, wherein negative behaviours displayed during the
discussion of a sexual problem were correlated to poorer relationship satisfaction,
while positive behaviours in both sexual and nonsexual conflict were slightly
associated with higher relationship satisfaction. In a study shedding light on the
sexual activity among older married adults aged 57 to 85, Stroope, McFarland and
Uecker (2015) found that the longer the couples had been together, the slower the
frequency of sexual activity decreased, and the frequency of sex increased slightly
after 50 years of marriage. Positive spousal interaction and relationship happiness
were associated with greater physical pleasure and emotional satisfaction in couples’
sexual relationship, while negative spousal interaction was significantly associated
with lower ratings of physical pleasure and emotional satisfaction.
Research also addresses the question of how couple relationships with initial high
levels of marital satisfaction eventually deteriorate over time. A longitudinal study by
Lavner and Bradbury (2012) revealed that couples who divorced, despite reporting
high levels of relationship satisfaction during their first four years of marriage, were
not low on initial commitment yet scored higher on negative communication (e.g.
disagreement, invalidation, blame) and on their display of anger and contempt as
newlyweds. Common features which emerged in marriages that ended in divorce
in another study by Lavner et al. (2012) similarly included more negative support,
anger, contempt, invalidation, disagreement, and blame, in comparison to couples
who remained married. These findings emerged among couples who scored low
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on acute stress, hence controlling for the effect of external stress which may
impinge on relationship functioning. Such findings are also congruent with Bertoni
and Bodenmann’s (2010) earlier study comparing marital functioning of satisfied
and dissatisfied couples, wherein satisfied couples reported more positive conflict
styles, such as compromise, and less negative behaviours, such as violence and
avoidance. Notwithstanding the above, recent findings among newlyweds indicate
that communication behaviours rarely predict relationship satisfaction along the
years; but rather, satisfaction was found to predict communication (Lavner, 2015).
This may be partially elucidated by Gottman and Silver’s (1999, p.81) description of
how reciprocity in the couple relationship fosters positive sentiment, or “deposits”
in the “emotional bank account” of the couple system, which enables the couple to
thrive in the face of adversity. According to O’Connell (2008), partners who are able
to attune empathically to each other are capable of recognising underlying feelings
of sadness or helplessness in times of conflict, hence enabling them to understand
their partner rather than react defensively during an argument. While such empathic
attunement does not eradicate conflict, it facilitates positive responses when facing
challenges and allows individuals to identify their partner’s needs, consequently
fostering healing within the couple (Johnson, 2008; O’Connell, 2008).
Røsand, Slinning, Røysamb and Tambs (2014) shed further light on factors
associated with divorce from a Northern European lens through their study of
couples from Norway. Their findings identified relationship dissatisfaction and
persistent stress in women and lower education in men as the strongest predictors
of relationship dissolution. Recent findings also highlight the negative impact of
emotion dysregulation on relationship quality and couple intimacy (Tani, Pascuzzi,
& Raffagnino, 2015). Moreover, evidence of intergenerational transmission of marital
quality has been discussed in literature, with parental divorce and interparental
conflict being correlated to lower marital satisfaction, although this may be partially
mediated by conflict resolution style (Dennison, Koerner, & Segrin, 2014).
Knoke, Burau and Roehrle’s (2010) study of married couples portrays emotional
loneliness and attachment style as central to the partners’ self-reported relationship
quality. Individuals who reported experiencing insufficient emotional closeness
and intimacy tended to evaluate their relationship poorly in terms of adequate
communication, affection, mutuality and marital happiness. Anxious attachment was
also related to reduced marital satisfaction. This may be explained by the negative
perception of persons with an anxious attachment style, which usually gears them
towards cues that might reinforce their fear of being abandoned.
While no studies on faith and relationships featured in the literature reviewed, several
studies portray the association of religiosity with higher levels of relationship quality
in married couples (McAdams, 2010; Perry, 2014). Religious persons are more likely
to choose to marry without prior cohabitation, yet they have reported to prefer
premarital cohabitation with one’s intended spouse over sequential cohabitation,
non-marital childbearing and divorce (Berghammer, 2010). It is plausible that
religiosity and high quality marital relationships are correlated because individuals
with similar religious beliefs tend to share analogous beliefs about marriage (Wilson
& Musick, 1996). High dissimilarity between partner scores on religiosity has been
linked to descriptions of one’s relationship as less satisfying (McAdams, 2010). In line
with this, Perry’s (2014) findings illustrate poorer marital outcomes amongst those
individuals whose own decision to marry was strongly influenced by religion, yet
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were married to a less religiously committed spouse. Furthermore, McAdams (2010)
found that overall religiosity was associated with one’s personal investment and
marital involvement longitudinally, in addition to cooperative problem solving. A
recent study by Sabey, Rauer and Jensen (2014) outlined the role of compassionate
love as a mediator in reports of high marital satisfaction in older couples who valued
the sacred qualities of marriage. This underscores the impact of spiritual cognition
in fostering relationship quality, hence moving beyond simply linking religion and
marital status.
2.2

Cohabiting couples

Research has illustrated that couples often choose cohabitation as a precursor to
marriage, as a trial marriage, or simply with the aim of co-residential dating (Murrow
& Shi, 2010). Couples with children were found to be more likely to be cohabiting
than couples without children (Rhoades, Stanley, Kelmer, & Markman, 2010).
According to Murrow and Shi (2010), no significant negative effect on relationship
quality was found among cohabiting couples. This contrasts to previous findings of
lower relationship quality amongst couples who cohabit (Dush, Cohan, & Amato,
2003; Skinner, Bahr, Crane, & Call, 2002). Murrow and Shi (2010) do report, however,
a minimal, yet significant relationship between purpose for cohabitating and
relationship quality: precursor-to-marriage cohabitors appeared to have slightly
higher levels of relationship quality than trial marriage and co-residential dating
cohabitors. Participants who predicted being engaged or married in one year, or
who indicated that they would eventually get married to their partner, scored higher
on relationship quality.
In a large-scale study with 3005 older adults, Brown and Kawamura (2010)
investigated the relationship quality of older cohabiting persons versus those who
are married. General data indicated overall similarity between the two groups,
particularly across features of emotional satisfaction, openness, pleasure, time spent
together, criticism and demands. However, cohabitors were less likely to report their
relationship as very happy.
Murrow and Shi (2010) argue that findings suggest that cohabiting does not seem
to be a risk factor for lower quality relationships, and as cohabitation becomes more
normative and socially accepted, cohabiting couples may experience greater support
from their wider network of family and friends. This is substantiated by Aarskaug,
Wiik, Keizer and Lappegård’s (2012) study involving eight European countries,
wherein lower relationship satisfaction amongst cohabitors was greater in countries
where cohabitation is least prevalent, namely Russia, Romania and Germany. Persons
in this study who were cohabiting more often had a ‘breakup plan’ and were less
satisfied with their relationship in comparison to married individuals, suggesting
that in a context where marriage seems to be a more popular choice for couples,
many of those who opted for cohabitation seemed to consider their relationship as
fragile with the possibility of breaking up.
Murrow and Shi (2010) also found that a minimal percentage of individuals described
choosing to cohabit as an alternative to marriage, yet this did not emerge as a
significant component in their study. A later phenomenological study by Martyniuk
(2013) demonstrated that persons who choose not to marry, frequently do not
feel that marriage is necessary. This sheds further light on reasons why legally able
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individuals who are in romantic relationships choose not to marry. Martyniuk (2013)
outlined that common characteristics shared amongst the twelve participants
included having a nonconformist attitude, lacking religiosity and coming from an
unstable family of origin.
In a study amongst cohabiting individuals in Italy, where the rate of cohabitation
has remained quite low, Santoro (2014) found that some participants’ preference for
cohabitation reflected a decrease in the social significance of marriage, yet the force
of tradition lead many couples to consider marriage even if they were not religious.
The lack of legal recognition of common-law couples also acted as a motivator to
get married. However, several participants also described cohabitation as being
similar to marriage, in that it is a step towards independent living. In some cases,
wedding expenses deterred couples from getting married.
In their recent study with 280 cohabitors, Tang, Curran and Arroyo (2014) elucidate
how relationship quality amongst cohabiting couples may vary according to their
underlying reasons for cohabitation. Those who cohabited in order to spend more
time together as a couple reported higher scores on commitment and satisfaction
and lower ambivalence and conflict. This contrasted with those who chose
cohabitation in order to test the relationship, as evident in their higher score on
ambivalence. Furthermore, those who chose to cohabit for convenience scored
lower on commitment.
While some findings suggest that persons who cohabit have greater commitment
and satisfaction, compared to dating (non-cohabiting) couples (Rhoades, Stanley, &
Markman, 2012), it may be that increased commitment itself motivated such couples’
decision to cohabit. Furthermore, expressions of commitment during cohabitation
such as finding it relatively easy to make sacrifices for the relationship, resulted in
greater satisfaction and lower ambivalence and conflict (Corkery, Curran & Parkman
2011). While it has sometimes been contended that cohabiting relationships are
less stable (Reinhold, 2010), emerging evidence suggests that cohabitation, like
marriage, may also increase wellbeing (Musick & Bumpass, 2012). However, a
longitudinal study over twenty months that followed dating couples who move in
together (Rhoades et al, 2012) found that cohabiting may lead partners to perceive
less reasons to formally wed, while the reported declines in relationship quality may
also reduce the likelihood of marriage.
Cohabiting relationships, particularly among the poor, may also be driven by economic
or parenting needs, according to findings by Cross-Barnet (2010). Socioeconomic
status has been linked to the likelihood of cohabitation. In the US, persons with
a lower level of education are more likely to cohabit (Cherlin, 2010). According to
a national US survey amongst women aged 19 to 44, two thirds of those with a
high school degree or less reported to have cohabited, while this amount decreased
to one half among women with college education, and further decreased to 45%
among those with a four-year degree (Kennedy & Bumpass, 2008).
2.3

Single persons

Klinenberg (2012) highlights the increasing trend of individuals living alone,
referring to this as the “new norm”.
According to the 2011 US census, 28% of
households consisted of persons living alone. This indicates that living alone, and
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living within a couple relationship without children are equally common, and both
are more common than the nuclear family and the multigenerational family in the
US (Klinenberg, 2012). In the EU in 2014, single-person households made up almost
one third of all households (31.8%), being highest in the Scandinavian member states
and in Germany, and lowest in Cyprus, Portugal and Ireland. At 23.6%, Malta had the
sixth lowest proportion of single-person households (Eurostat, 2015b).
In investigating quality of life (QOL) in relation to marital status in South Korea, a
gradual decline in QOL was evident with age in both single and married persons
alike (Han, Park, Kim, Kim, & Park, 2014). Although several studies have indicated
improved mental health in married persons compared to single, divorced, or
bereaved persons (Bierman, Fazio, & Milkie, 2006; McCabe, Cummins, & Romeo,
1996), the age-group analysis by Han et al (2014) demonstrates that married persons
under 30 did not have a better QOL than their non-married peers. Moreover, not all
relationships may be beneficial in themselves; it is the quality of the relationship that
determines wellbeing (Hassebrauck & Aron, 2001). While being partnered is often
associated with lower levels of depression amongst both men and women, this is in
fact moderated by relationship quality (Leach, Butterworth, Olesen, & Mackinnon,
2013). Persons in good quality relationships tend to enjoy greater mental health
benefits than single persons, as loneliness may contribute towards lesser wellbeing
in single persons. However, being in poor quality relationships was associated with
poorer mental health and higher anxiety amongst women in a relationship compared
to single women (Leach et al., 2013). Leach et al. (2013) contend that high expressed
emotion may be one pathway through which poor relationship quality is linked to
poor mental health.
2.4

Lone parents

Findings across various countries indicate that single parents frequently report
poorer mental health than partnered parents (Collings, Jenkin, & Carter 2014). In
their study using data on 905 single parents and 4,860 partnered parents in New
Zealand, Collings et al. (2014) identified that single mothers (15.7%) reported more
psychological distress compared to single fathers (9.1%), partnered mothers (6.1%)
and partnered fathers (4.1%). Most literature attributes the distress of single mothers
to socio-economic deprivation (Collings et al., 2013), more specifically, to low income,
financial and food insecurity, job insecurity, poor access to healthcare and childcare,
and poor quality housing in unsafe neighbourhoods (Broussard, 2010). Such factors
often leave employed single mothers with inadequate resources to support their
family and insufficient time with their children (Albelda, 2011). In Malone, Stewart,
Wilson and Korsching’s (2010) extensive study among women with and without
children, single mothers, cohabitors and remarried women expressed greater worries
about their financial status compared to women in their first marriage, with single
mothers reporting the poorest perceived financial wellbeing.
Another challenge often faced by single parents includes negotiating parenting and
romantic endeavours (Anderson & Greene, 2015). As children age, it appears to
be harder for single parents to form new relationships. In a study by Gray, Garcia,
Crosier and Fisher (2015), mothers of children 2 years old or under reported going on
more dates than fathers, while single parents with children aged 5 or under reported
a higher frequency of sexual activity and more first dates than single parents with
older children.
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2.5

Parenting couples

Childbearing and parenting are a central aspect of the couple relationship, whether
the couple decides to have children or not. A couple’s road to parenthood may take a
number of routes; couples may plan to have children or they may have an unplanned
pregnancy, some couples may struggle with infertility, while partners may also enter
the couple relationship with children from a previous union. Parenting adds another
dimension to the couple relationship, as partners strive to juggle their relationship as
a couple in addition to the inter-parental relationship and parent-child relationship.
The quality of one’s relationship has been found to have an impact on the decision
to have children. According to a study among Finnish married and cohabiting
heterosexual couples, childless men in medium and high quality relationships were
found to be most likely to have children (Lainiala, 2011). For some childless women,
being in a high quality relationship also increased the probability of having children,
while for other women a high quality relationship had a negative effect on births. In a
study conducted in the Netherlands (Coleman & Garssen, 2002), women’s perceived
relationship quality was found to influence couples’ childbearing for the first born,
while both women and men’s perception affected second births (Rijken & Thomson,
2011). The effects of each partner’s perceptions were found to be independent of
each other’s. While a perception of moderate or very high relationship quality among
men was associated with higher second birth rates, women who perceived moderate
relationship quality were more likely to want children in comparison to women who
perceived high relationship quality. Couples having children from a previous union
who live with them are less likely to intend to have children than those couples with
non-resident past-union children (Hohmann-Marriott, 2015).
The transition to parenthood has been correlated with reduced relationship
satisfaction in both married and cohabiting women, although cohabiting women
were found to start from a position of lower satisfaction before the birth, than their
married counterparts (Mortensen, Torsheim, Melkevik, & Thuen, 2012). This finding
on cohabiting women is somewhat unexpected in Norway, where cohabitation
and marriage are recognised as equivalent avenues to organising family life.
Poor relationship quality with the father of one’s child has been associated with
maternal postpartum depression amongst married, cohabiting and single mothers
alike (Akincigil, Munch, & Niemczyk, 2010). First-time mothers’ relationship quality
was predicted by satisfaction with the division of parental responsibilities, while
relationship quality as reported by first-time fathers was predicted by whether the
couple held similar beliefs about how various roles would be fulfilled (Adamsons &
Johnson, 2013). According to findings by Rinelli (2009), co-parenting and paternal
involvement are positively associated with both the mother’s and father’s perceived
relationship quality in cohabiting partnerships. Moreover, these factors also predicted
cohabitors’ transition into marriage, and were negatively associated with transitions
to separation.
Extramarital childbearing increased dramatically during the late twentieth century
(McLanahan & Beck, 2010). One study found that, at the time of their child’s
birth, most unmarried couples expressed feeling supported by their partner, were
optimistic about their future together, and reported high levels of relationship
quality (McLanahan & Beck, 2010). Half of these couples lived together and others
lived apart while still being romantically involved. McLanahan and Beck further
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report that over 91% of cohabiting mothers and more than 50% of single mothers
stated that their chances of marrying the father were 55% or better. In spite of this,
only a third of unmarried parents remained together five years after the birth of
their child, with new partners and children often being introduced into the system.
These authors also found that decreased relationship quality and low stability in
the families were related to poor economic resources, government policies which
discourage marriage, acceptance of single motherhood, sex ratios that favour men,
gender distrust, having children from previous unions, and psychological factors
that hinder the maintenance of healthy relationships.
In Carter’s (2010) study using a sub-sample of the Fragile Families and Child
Wellbeing Study, a small but significant decrease in self-reported relationship quality
was found among unmarried first-time parents one year postpartum, with women
reporting a greater decrease. However, later data also indicated that married and
cohabiting couples were generally similar in terms of the link between relationship
quality and parenting, with better relationship quality predicting greater parental
engagement for mothers and fathers alike, especially in the infant to toddler years
(Carlson, Pilkauskas, McLanahan, & Brooks-Gunn, 2011).
The perception of childless couples reveals the importance given to parenthood
in some countries. In their study with 850 university students in Turkey, Çopur and
Koropeckyj-Cox (2010) found that parents were rated more highly on interpersonal
warmth and marital relationship quality, yet mothers were perceived as more
stressed. The participants perceived couples without children as more driven, yet
also more emotionally troubled.
Contrasting findings are reported in the Gabb et al study (2013) where participants
without children, including both married and unmarried persons as well as those
in a civil partnership, were found to be happier with their relationship and partner
than those with children. Indeed, parents appeared to engage in less relationship
maintenance than participants without children. In addition, men and women
with children appeared more likely to follow gender stereotyped roles, where the
male acted as the breadwinner while the female contributed as a homemaker.
Mothers scored lower on relationship quality, relationship with partner, relationship
maintenance, and happiness with relationship/partner than women without children.
Although fathers and mothers were less positive than participants without children
about their relationship, fathers appeared to be as happy as childless men with
life overall and mothers were significantly happier with life than all other groups,
suggesting that children may be a primary source of life satisfaction for women. In
fact, a gender difference is evident in how mothers tended to define their children as
the most important person/s in their life, while fathers were more likely to view their
partners as the most important person for them.
2.6

Couples’ relationship support-seeking behaviour

A systematic review on couples’ relationship support-seeking behaviours only
generated a few studies, underscoring the research gap in this area. In exploring
couples’ perceptions of help-seeking in the face of marital problems, Vaterlaus,
Skogrand and Chaney (2015) found that religion/spirituality and family members
were most frequently identified as resources for support, though couples also
often reported preferring to keep their problems within the couple relationship. A

14

major barrier to seeking professional help included mistrust in professionals due
to perceiving them as disconnected from the sacred nature of marriage and reallife experience and as being more familiar with research and statistics. Marriage
professionals were also perceived to be in weak or failing marriages themselves, an
image sometimes generated by popular media. In addition, the couples in this study
were all African American and described their belief that professionals focus on the
deficits within African American marriages, which reinforces the barriers to helpseeking among minority couples.
Although Vaterlaus et al (2015) found no significant gender differences in the
willingness to seek help, this was contradicted by findings by Gabb et al. (2013) which
indicate that women are more likely to seek any form of counselling in comparison
to men. Overall, most female and male participants indicated that they would seek
support through couple counselling before individual counselling. Gender seemed
to be significant, as mothers tended to prefer couple counselling, whereas fathers
favoured individual counselling.
In comparison to couples who attended relationship education services, couples
who attended counselling were more likely to be married and/or to have children,
expressed greater relationship discord and more serious relationship issues, scored
higher on depression and aggression, had difficulty in managing their income, and
were less educated (Schofield et al., 2015). That said, however, as mentioned in
the introductory section to this study, a gap exists in respect of knowledge on help
seekers across the general rather than the clinical population.

#
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3.0 Research Design
A quantitative design was implemented in order to achieve a comprehensive
representation of intimate relationships. Data was collected through a survey by
means of computer assisted telephone interviewing (CATI). A net sample of 2,469
persons was recruited through stratified random quota sampling from the updated
population register (NSO, 2014). Sample participants included persons aged 18 years
and over living in private households.
In light of Census data (NSO, 2014) which illustrates the low proportions of diverse
family types including same-sex, interfaith and intercultural couples, it was evident
from the outset that these groups would in most likelihood not be captured through
the random sample for this survey. To capture the experience of these groups, and
also to add depth to some of the salient areas that emerge from the quantitative
survey, this study will be complemented by qualitative research in the second stage
of this mixed methods research project.
Using CATI has a number of benefits for research efficiency. The implementation
of this research method has become common in health research (Cecatti et al.,
2011) and has contributed positively to research implementation (Choi, 2004).
Nonetheless, CATI has been reported to yield a lower response rate in comparison to
face-to-face questionnaires (Dillman, 2007; Vehovar & Manfreda, 2008). Moreover,
rapport-building with respondents through telephone interviewing has also been
known to be more challenging (McKnight, McKnight, Sidani, & Figueredo, 2007).
If rapport is not developed sufficiently, respondents may be unwilling to respond
to more personal questions, or may fail to give adequate consideration to the
questions asked. Corkrey and Parkinson (2002) also report that sensitive data is
more amenable to survey methods that were perceived as more confidential such
as the use of interactive voice recognition (IVR) when compared to CATI. However,
the response rate was lower with IVR. Kreuter, Presser and Tourangeau (2008) note
that web administration increased the level and the accuracy of the reporting of
sensitive information when compared to CATI and IVR. However, web administration
requires computer literate participants and would have created a non response bias
were it to be adopted. Despite its limitations, the CATI was opted for given its
multiple strengths, including cost, time efficiency and the possibility of reaching a
wider population (Choi, 2004).
3.1

Sample selection

As described earlier, the sample was selected using stratified random quota sampling.
The stratification was done by sex, residence (lives with partner or does not live with
partner), and children (with children or without children), as depicted in Figure 1
below.
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Figure 1. Sampling frame.

3.2

The questionnaire

A semi-structured questionnaire was employed for this survey and included a total
of 33 closed- and open-ended questions. The questionnaire was developed in English and
Maltese and validated using back-translation (see Appendices I and II). The first part of
the questionnaire (17 questions) concerned the respondent’s demographic data, including
information on gender, age, ethnicity, sexual orientation, education, employment status,
relationship status, religion and the absence or presence of children, in order to analyse
the bearing of contextual factors, such as parenthood, on the experience of relationships.
Other data collected were about health status, life satisfaction and financial wellbeing.
The second part comprised questions about relationships (12 questions), whereas the
final part of the questionnaire was related to the use of relationship support (4 questions).
The main filter question of this survey was Question 8; that is, whether the respondent
was in a relationship or not. If the respondent was in a relationship 31 questions had to be
addressed, whereas if the person was not in a relationship 14 questions were answered.
3.3

Pilot study

A pilot study was first carried out in order to determine the feasibility of the research
and to test the adequacy of the data collection tool. Each member of the research team
completed the questionnaire over the telephone with persons who had different marital
and parental statuses; for example, single, married and cohabiting individuals with and
without children. The individuals who participated in the pilot study adhered to the
inclusion criteria of the research sample. The feedback gathered from the pilot study
served to inform the survey process and content. It also provided the researchers with
information about the time taken to complete the questionnaire.
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3.4

Ethical considerations

The NCFR researchers maintained an obligation towards ethical sensitivity and,
through a non-coercive and non-deceptive approach, aimed to ensure that the
research design and methods did not impinge on the wellbeing of participants.
Ethical approval was obtained from the President’s Foundation Ethics Committee
within the President’s Foundation for the Wellbeing of Society (PFWS) during the
planning stage of this project.
The CATI survey was conducted by trained interviewers through NSO on behalf of
the Centre. To guarantee that participants took part in the research out of their own
free will, each interviewer was instructed to introduce him/herself to the respondent
and to explain in a concise way the objective of the survey and the entity which was
commissioning the study. Respondents were also informed that they were free not
to answer any of the questions being addressed should these result to be sensitive
to them. Participants were informed of their right to withdraw from the study, even
after giving their consent. Only those respondents giving their verbal consent were
considered.
Additional measures to reduce potential discomfort included allowing participants
the opportunity to carry out the survey on their mobile phone rather than their
landline, and at a time convenient for them, in addition to providing an alternative
interviewer in the case that an interviewer knew a participant. At the end of the
survey, interviewers were required to provide respondents with general information
concerning therapeutic support services available at a national level.
Confidentiality and anonymity were ensured by limiting access to the individualised
data collected to the NSO interviewers and supervisors. The completed electronic
questionnaires will be destroyed once the research is complete.
3.5

Data collection

Data were collected during March 2015. A total of 20 interviewers were engaged
for the purpose of this exercise. The CATI system utilises customised software to
operate administrative and interviewing functions, such as sample management,
quota control, call disposition monitoring, productivity reporting and interviewer
monitoring. By means of a data entry programme, answers were immediately
recorded in the system. Moreover, built-in validations guaranteed that skip patterns
were executed appropriately and that responses maintained a specific range where
required. Constant supervision throughout the data collection phase enabled biases
to be effectively considered and addressed, while assuring a coordinated process. The
average time spent on the relationship survey questionnaire was approximately 10
minutes per person. Respondents were invited to indicate their language preference
(Maltese or English) before the survey commenced.
3.6

Data analysis

Following the data collection, all information was extracted and analysed through
the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS Version 23.0). Associations
between variables were investigated and statistical models explored.
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4.0 Findings
4.1

Demography of the surveyed population

This section provides an overview of the socio-demographic data pertaining to
respondents in this survey. The basic demographics are followed by data on the
relationship status of participants and on the parental status of participants.
The distribution of basic characteristics such as age, gender and marital status is
similar to that of the population register which was used as a sampling frame and
also similar to that of the national census of 2011 (NSO, 2014).
The researchers
attempted to contact 3793 individuals, of whom 2469 successfully completed the
telephone interview. The remaining 1324 individuals includes 307 refusals, and 1017
individuals with whom no contact could be established and were therefore replaced
by other individuals with similar characteristics. Seven attempts to establish contact,
using both a landline and a mobile number where available, were made at different
times of the day before a potential respondent was replaced. The response rate for
the study was established at 88.9%.
The sample included a balanced representation of males (48.7%) and females (51.3%),
with slightly more female respondents. Most of the participants were of Maltese
nationality (99.3%). Their ages ranged from 18 to 81, with around one third falling
into each of the young adult, middle-aged and older adult categories respectively
(Figure 2).
A large proportion of the sample population reported to affiliate with Roman
Catholicism (98.5%). The other respondents reported to affiliate with no religion
(1.0%), or another religion (0.5%).

Figure 2. Distribution of sample by gender and age group.

The level of education attained by the participants, categorised by gender, is
shown in Figure 3, with both the majority of males (86%) and females (76%) having
completed at least secondary education. 17.2% of male respondents had completed
tertiary education compared to 12.8% of female respondents.
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Figure 3. Distribution of sample by gender and education level attained.

Descriptive statistics in Table 11 illustrate that the most common employment situation
among couples was that both partners worked full-time (29.7%). This situation was closely
followed by 26.2% of relationships wherein one partner works and the other partner
takes care of the home. Young adult respondents were significantly more likely to report
having both partners in full-time employment than middle-aged or older respondents.
When asked if they feel they had adequate income to cover daily expenses, just
over a third of respondents (37.4%) reported to perceive themselves as financially
“neither poor nor well off”, 16.5% reported minor or serious financial difficulty and
46% claimed to have adequate finance or to be very well off (Figure 4). Significant
differences were found between groups, with men, married couples, those in a
relationship and those without children reporting higher levels of income adequacy
than women, single or formerly married persons and parents. There was also a
significant, progressive difference with age, with older groups reporting greater
income adequacy than younger ones. Regional differences were also apparent,
with the most significant differences occurring between those in the west and north
where there was a greater prevalence of perceived income adequacy and those in
the southern harbour region with a lesser prevalence of perceived income adequacy.

Figure 4. Perceived adequacy of income by gender.

1 All Tables are to be found in Appendix III
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When asked about their health, 62.4% reported to be in good or very good health,
31.9% reported being in fair health and the remaining 5.7% indicated bad or very
bad health. Age groups differ significantly, with older groups reporting poorer
health. Significant differences also exist among other groups, with women, those
not currently married, and those without children reporting better health than men,
those currently married and parents.
4.1.1

Relationship status of participants

The majority of the participants in this study were married (52.9%), followed by
single (23.6%), widowed (11.5%) and divorced (1.2%) participants (Figure 5). Other
subgroups, namely remarried individuals and those in a civil union, were not captured
in the random sample, reflecting the relatively small size of these subgroups on the
national level.

Figure 5. Distribution of sample by civil status and gender.

More than half of the participants (66.6%) in this study reported to be in a
relationship. Apart from the married, this was also true of 53.3% of the divorced,
36.5% of the separated, 35.6% of the single and 9.6% of the widowed. In terms of
the duration of their relationship, 98.9% of the married had been in a relationship
for over five years; the same was true for 56.7% of the divorced, 34.9% of the single,
33.3% of the separated and 14.9% of the widowed. Of those in a relationship, 30.9%
of separated and 51.7% of divorced (not remarried) participants described their
present relationship as committed and exclusive (Table 2). Committed and exclusive
relationships were reported more by those with dependent children, particularly
by the single and widowed respondents. In respect of separated people, having
dependent children was not significantly associated with whether or not their
relationship was a committed or exclusive one.
93% of respondents in a relationship had Maltese partners. Divorced respondents
were significantly more likely than other groups to have a foreign partner (31.3%).
Out of those in a relationship, the vast majority were involved in an opposite-sex
relationship, with only 0.7% reporting to be in a same-sex relationship (Table 3). The
10 respondents who reported to be in a same-sex relationship were all male and
from higher educational levels.
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Looking at the residential arrangements of those who were not currently married,
but who were currently in a relationship, quite marked differences emerged by civil
status (Figure 6). Cohabitation was not uncommon, and was true of 40% of the
divorced, 33.3% of the separated, 23.6% of single persons and 18.5% of the widowed.
Among single persons, cohabitation was considerably more common among those
aged between 31 and 45 (where it applies to almost half this cohort) and marginally
more common among groups with primary or secondary educational attainment
compared to those with post-secondary or tertiary attainment. While 52.2% of
single people in a relationship lived with their parents, this was also true of 6.7% of
both separated and divorced persons, but none of the widowed respondents. The
widowed were most likely to live with their dependent or adult children (44.4%),
while the same was true of 31.1% of the separated, 13.3% of the divorced and 8.4% of
the single.

Figure 6. Living situation of persons not currently married but in a relationship by civil status

Among those not in a relationship, 68.0% reported that they were not interested in a
relationship. Another 14.7% felt that they had not met the right person yet (Table 4).
There were no significant differences in reported reasons for being single between
women and men (Table 5). Further analysis by age indicates that participants
within the age group of 18 to 25 were more likely to state that they had not met the
right person, whereas not being interested in a relationship became an increasingly
predominant reason with progressing age (Table 6).
4.1.2

Parental status of participants

79.9% of the participant population reported having children. The majority of separated
participants (97.3%) reported to have children, followed by those who were married
(94.1%), divorced (not remarried) (90.0%), widowed (not remarried) (86.5%), and single
(35.9%) (Table 7). The majority of single parents were female (72.1%). Among those who
had children, 73.7% were in a relationship and 26.3% were not in a relationship (Table
8). Of all single parents, 48.1% were in a relationship; the same was also true of 48.1% of
divorced persons, 35.5% of separated persons and 11.1% of widows.
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As illustrated in Table 9, the mean number of children per person stood at 1.97,
although if only dependent children are taken into account the mean number
decreased to 1.0. The average number of children per respondent appeared to
increase with age and decrease with educational level. For the purpose of this study
there was no limit on the age of children; hence, persons who had children who were
adults were considered to be among the category of persons with children.
4.1

Key Points

•

The research sample consisted of 2469 adults aged 18 to 81 years.

•

99.3% of the participants were of Maltese nationality and 46.4% had up
to a secondary level education. 98.5% declared themselves to be Roman
Catholic.

•

62.4% of the participants described themselves to be in good or very good
health. Women, those not currently married and those without children reported
a better health status, whereas older groups reported a poorer health status.

•

16.5% of the participants reported income inadequacy, whereas 37.4% of the
participants perceived themselves as “neither poor nor well off”. Men, older
age groups, married couples, those in a relationship, those without children
and those living in the northern and western regions reported higher levels of
income adequacy.

•

52.9% of the participants were married, whilst 23.6% were single.

•

66.6% of the participants were in a relationship. Apart from the married,
this was true of 53.3% of the divorced, 36.5% of the separated, 35.6% of the
single and 9.6% of the widowed.

•

93% of respondents in a relationship had Maltese partners. 31.3% of divorced
respondents had a foreign partner.

•

64.6% of the participants in a relationship resided with their current or
former partner. 82.9% of cohabiting participants were married, while 11%
reported to be in a committed and exclusive relationship. Most non-married
partners reported that they lived apart.

•

In 29.7% of the couples, both partners worked full-time. In 26.2% of the
couples, one partner worked and the other took care of the home. Young
adult respondents were more likely to report having both partners in fulltime employment than middle-aged or older respondents.

•

The main reason indicated by 67.1% of the males and 69.6% of the females
for not being in a relationship was that they were not interested. Older single
individuals were less interested in seeking a relationship than younger ones.

•

79.9% of the sample had children. 73.7% of these parents were in a relationship
and 26.3% were not in a relationship. 72.1% of the single parents were female.

•

Participants with dependent children were more likely to report being in a
committed and exclusive relationship. This was particularly so for the single
and widowed respondents.
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4.2 Life satisfaction
The majority of individuals who participated in this study reported high levels of
life satisfaction, based on a scale ranging from 1 for very dissatisfied through to 5
for very satisfied. These comprised 75% who were either very satisfied (38%) or
satisfied (37%). On the other hand, 21% indicated that they were neither satisfied
nor dissatisfied, whereas 3% were dissatisfied and another 2% were very dissatisfied
(Figure 7).
The major reasons influencing participants’ self-reported life satisfaction included
conflict in personal relationships, problems at work, facing big problems at the
moment, financial resources, mental health problems and health problems (Table
10).

Figure 7. Level of life satisfaction among Maltese adults.

4.2.1

Life satisfaction and age

No significant differences were found between age groups and levels of life
satisfaction. In terms of trends, while scores were quite high throughout (maximum
score possible was 5), the mean score of 4.07 for young adults dips to 4.03 among
the middle-aged, rising again to 4.12 among the young-old before declining to 3.94
among the older-old. Respondents who reported the highest level of life satisfaction
were between the ages of 66 to 80, with 43.9% of this cohort stating that they were
“very satisfied” with life (Table 11). The decline in life satisfaction starting around age
81 may be associated with the increasing concern regarding health problems, as
reported by respondents over the age of 80. Persons between age 56 to 65 scored
highest on level of dissatisfaction with life, yet this percentage remained quite low
(4.2%) (Figure 8).
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Figure 8. Level of life satisfaction by age group.

4.2.2 Life satisfaction, civil status and being in a relationship
No significant differences were found between life satisfaction scores for men and
women; whether one has children or not; and the region in which one resides. Although
education was not found to be predictive of life satisfaction in the presence of other
variables such as income, a significant difference was found between the scores of those
with primary and tertiary education, with higher life satisfaction scores among the latter.
The difference between life satisfaction and civil status is significant. The married
reported highest levels of life satisfaction (mean 4.22), followed, in descending order, by
the single (mean 4.06), the separated (mean 3.71), the widowed (mean 3.64) and the
divorced (mean 3.63).
Being in a relationship was found to be significantly associated with higher life satisfaction.
Furthermore, satisfaction in one’s relationship was associated with life satisfaction. In
view of this finding, the predictors of life satisfaction were measured separately for
those in a relationship and those not in a relationship, to help shed light on the different
life circumstances of these two groups.
Among those in a relationship, a number of factors were found to predict life satisfaction.
As already seen, being married increases life satisfaction relative to other forms of civil
status as do relationship quality and income adequacy. The factors which predict a
decrease in life satisfaction include conflict in personal relationships, problems at work,
facing big problems at the moment, insufficient financial resources, mental health
problems and health problems. The strongest negative influences on life satisfaction
include mental health problems, followed by conflict in personal relationships.
A significant difference in levels of life satisfaction emerged according to the employment
status of respondents and their partners. The group where one partner works fulltime while the other works part-time had the highest proportions of ‘satisfied’ or
‘very satisfied’ responses (85%), followed, in descending order, by dual earner couples
(82.9%); one partner working full-time with the other keeping the home (80.8%); and
couples where both were retired (80.5%). On the other hand, one quarter of all couples
where both partners were unemployed and on benefits reported being dissatisfied or
very dissatisfied.
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4.2.3 Life satisfaction and the single life
In respect of life satisfaction, those not in a relationship were, in fact, affected by
the same group of factors as those in a relationship, in addition to being affected by
their age and gender.
When individuals who were not in a relationship were asked how happy they
were leading a single life, the majority (43.1%) reported being ‘very happy’ (Table
12). Factors predicting higher levels of happiness among single people included
‘everything is going well for me and my family’, type of lifestyle and income adequacy.
Factors predicting lower levels of happiness among single people included conflict
in personal relationships, problems at work, and facing big problems at the moment.
A significant gender difference was found, where women reported to be happier
as single than men. Significant differences were also found in respect of age.
Respondents in middle-age (35 to 60) were not as satisfied with their lives compared
to all other age groups.
4.2.4 Life satisfaction and being a parent
There was no significant difference in life satisfaction overall, between those who
had and those who did not have children. This is also true when considering dual
earner couples only, where there was no difference in life satisfaction between dual
earner couples with children or without.
Among parents, there was a significant difference in life satisfaction by civil status.
Married parents had the highest mean score for life satisfaction (4.23), followed
in descending order by the single (3.93), the separated (3.7), the widowed (3.67)
and the divorced (3.59). Parents of dependent children who were in a relationship
scored more highly on life satisfaction compared to those who were not in a
relationship. Parenting on one’s own was found to lower life satisfaction, particularly
when parenting adolescent children.
In fact, the age and gender of the children were related to the parent respondents’
reported level of life satisfaction. Greater levels of life satisfaction were associated
with having daughters aged under 9, and sons aged 20 and over, while lower levels
were associated with having children of either gender between the ages of 10 and 19.
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#

4.2

Key Points

•

75% of the sample reported being very satisfied or satisfied with their life.

•

Respondents aged 66 to 80 reported the highest levels of life satisfaction,
though differences were minimal between age groups. Life satisfaction
levels started to decline at age 81.

•

Respondents with a married or single civil status reported higher levels of
life satisfaction compared to the separated, widowed or divorced.

•

43.1% of participants not in a relationship reported to be “very happy”
leading a single life. Women and those in the 26-30 and 76-80 age groups
enjoyed this status more.

•

Being in a relationship was significantly associated with higher life
satisfaction, as was satisfaction in one’s relationship.

•

Factors predicting life satisfaction for those in a relationship included being
married and income adequacy.

•

Factors predicting levels of happiness among single people included
‘everything is going well for me and my family’, type of lifestyle, income
adequacy and being female.

•

Factors predicting a decrease in life satisfaction for both those in a
relationship and those who were single included: problems at work, facing
big problems at the moment and conflict in personal relationships. For those
in a relationship, additional negative influences were insufficient financial
resources, health problems and mental health problems.

•

Better life satisfaction was associated with having an increasing number
of girls aged 0 to 9 and sons aged 20 and over. Poorer life satisfaction
was associated with having an increasing number of children of any gender
aged 10 to 19.

4.3

Relationship satisfaction

This section will focus only upon respondents who reported that they were in a
relationship, of whom there were 1642 respondents.
The large majority of respondents described their relationship as “very positive”
(59.8%) or “positive” (30.6%) (Table 13). Less than 10% expressed dissatisfaction with
their relationship to the interviewer. The only significant predictor of relationship
satisfaction is one’s civil status; specifically, being married is predictive of the highest
level of relationship satisfaction, followed in descending order by being divorced,
widowed, single and separated (Table 14). Age, education, gender and nationality
of partner were found to have no power to predict one’s relationship satisfaction.
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4.3.1

Relationship satisfaction and employment status

There was a significant difference in reported relationship satisfaction between
groups with different employment statuses. Respondents where one partner
worked full-time and the other part-time were most likely to rate their relationship
as positive or very positive (93.7%), followed by couples where both were retired
(92.3%), dual earners (90.7%) and couples where one worked full-time and the other
was a home-maker (87.4%). Couples where both partners were unemployed and
receiving benefits were more than twice as likely (3.2%) as other groups to describe
their relationship as negative or very negative.
4.3.2 Relationship satisfaction and income adequacy
Although not predictive of relationship satisfaction, significant differences did emerge
between those who perceived their income to be adequate and those who did not.
8.4% of those with serious financial difficulties rated their relationship as negative
or very negative, compared to 3.4% for those with minor financial difficulties. The
proportion decreased to under 1.0% for those without such difficulties.
4.3.3 Relationship satisfaction and faith
Although faith was not predictive of relationship satisfaction, there is a clearly
significant association between relationship satisfaction and whether or not faith is
seen to be important to one’s relationship. Of those in relationship, 87% stated that
they viewed religious faith as important in their relationship. Major reasons given as
to why faith was important to their current relationship included:
•
•
•

“My faith strengthens my commitment to my relationship” (31.8%)
“My faith enables me to deal with the more challenging times in our relationship”
(16.04%)
“My partner and I incorporate faith related practices and rituals in our everyday
life” (15.69%)

Significant differences emerged between age groups, with the importance of faith
increasing with age. That said, although older respondents were more likely to
state that faith was important (97.4%), the lowest proportion was still very high, at
83.5% of all young adults. While younger adults were less likely to have attributed
importance to sharing faith rituals, they were equally as likely to perceive faith as
important in terms of relationship commitment and parenting. There was also an
association between gender and faith, with women attributing marginally higher
importance to faith than men.
4.3.4 Relationship satisfaction and parental status
Parental status was not predictive of relationship satisfaction or otherwise; nor were
there statistically significant differences in satisfaction between those who had
children and those who did not. In respect of dual earners only, while dual earning
couples with children were twice as likely to describe their relationship as negative,
very negative or average (10.5%) than those without children (5.1%), this difference
was not significant.
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Considering only parents, differences did emerge in respect of their relationship
satisfaction and their children’s ages. The parents reporting highest levels of
satisfaction had daughters aged below 9 years, followed by those with boys under 9
years. Relationship satisfaction scores of parents of either female or male adolescents
were lower than those of parents with younger children.
4.3.5 What respondents valued in their relationship
When respondents in a relationship were asked (without prompting) what they
considered to be the most important in a relationship, respect (24.5%), communication
(17.8%), trust (16.3%) and love (15.2%) featured as the most important aspects in a
relationship (Table 15). There were clear differences in priorities by age groups, with
the young and middle-aged giving relatively more importance to communication
and trust, and the older age groups giving relatively more importance to forgiveness
and understanding. There were no significant differences between men and women.
Respondents who scored highly on relationship satisfaction appeared to give
more importance to communication in comparison to those who scored poorly.
Interestingly, both those who scored the highest on relationship satisfaction and
those who reported the least relationship satisfaction prioritised the value of respect
above all other factors.
4.3.6 What respondents liked least in their relationship
Respondents were asked (without prompting) what they liked least in their
relationship. While 68.9% of respondents claimed to agree on everything with their
partner, others gave a wide array of responses. The top five included:
•
•
•
•
•

“We work too much and have no time for the relationship” (4.13%)
“Poor communication” (3.65%)
“My partner is always at work” (2.45%)
“My partner is rarely at home” (1.97%)
“Lack of financial security” (1.56%).

However, if the focus is turned only onto those who described their relationship as
negative or very negative, a different picture emerges of the factors liked least in
their relationship. Of this group of respondents, 39.1% said that they liked least their
poor communication; 33.3% cited a lack of fidelity; 16.7% cited financial insecurity;
8.3% cited violence and another 8.3% cited little or no demonstration of affection.
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4.3

Key Points

•

Most respondents in a relationship reported high relationship satisfaction.

•

Being married was positively correlated with relationship satisfaction.

•

Perception of income adequacy was associated with relationship satisfaction.

•

Age, education, gender and nationality of partner did not predict one’s
relationship satisfaction.

#•

There was no major difference in the likelihood of relationship satisfaction
between those who had children and those who did not.

•

Where children were present, poorer relationship satisfaction was associated
with having an increasing number of male or female children aged 10 to
19, while higher relationship satisfaction was associated with having an
increasing number of girls or boys 9 years or younger.

•

There was a significant association between relationship satisfaction and the
stated importance of faith to one’s relationship. This attributed importance
was higher among women and increased with age.

•

Irrespective of the quality of their relationship, participants reported respect
as most important in a relationship. Other factors considered important
were communication, trust and love.

•

Factors in the relationship disliked by participants who rated their relationship
positively were: working too much so allowing no time for the relationship,
partner always at work, partner rarely at home and lack of financial security.

•

Factors in the relationship disliked by participants who rated their relationship
negatively were: lack of fidelity, violence and little or no demonstration of
affection.

4.4

Relationship support

This section looks at relationship-related help-seeking behaviour, shedding light
on how many persons have sought help when this was needed, and those factors
which may be associated with help-seeking behaviour. The section also looks at the
chosen sources of help, and the main reasons for not seeking help.
4.4.1

Individuals who seek relationship support

This study aimed to assess who was more likely to have sought help for his/her
relationship. Only a small share of the sample population reported having sought help
while being in a relationship (13.8%). Findings indicate that the sociodemographic
factors associated with help-seeking behaviour include education and civil status.
There was a significant association between educational level and help-seeking
behaviour. Differences between groups were significant, with those with a higher

30

level of education being more likely to seek help. 28.3% of those with post-secondary
or tertiary education had sought relationship help when they needed it, compared
to 7.5% of those with secondary level and 10% of those with primary level or below.
A strong association was also found between civil status and help-seeking behaviour,
with divorced (16.7%) and separated (14.1%) respondents being more likely to have
sought relationship support, followed by the married (11%), the single (5.9%) and the
widowed (2.1%).
The number and age range of children appeared to be another variable affecting
respondents’ help-seeking behaviour. A greater tendency to seek help was associated
with an increasing number of children aged 10 to 19, while the number of children
aged 20 and over was associated with a decreased tendency (Figure 9).

Figure 9. Relationship-related help-seeking behaviour by age and gender of offspring.

A significant correlation was found between age and help-seeking behaviour. The
results indicate that the age groups with the lowest scores in help-seeking behaviour
included the youngest (18 to 25) and oldest (66+) groups (Table 16), while the
middle-aged were most likely to have sought help. No other variables appeared to
be correlated to help-seeking behaviour, including gender, locality of residence and
income adequacy.
4.4.2 Sources of relationship support
The findings of this study underline the prominent role of religious clergy as a
perceived resource for support within the Maltese community. Among those who
sought relationship support, 29.1% reported to seek help from a priest or a Holy
Brother/Sister. This was followed by 21.6% who reported to seek professional help
from a marriage counsellor or family therapist, and 11.0% who sought help from
relatives or friends (Figure 10).
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Figure 10. Sources of relationship support.

4.4.3 Barriers to seeking relationship support
Most respondents who did not seek help with their relationship reported that they
did not do so because they did not need it (96.5%) (Table 17). Other respondents
reported reasons which included distrust towards services, being uninformed about
available services, and feeling ashamed, shy or afraid.
# 4.4

Key Points

•

Only a small percentage (13.8%) of participants reported having sought
relationship support.

•

Gender, locality of residence and income adequacy were not associated
with help-seeking behaviour.

•

Relationship support was more likely to be sought by the middle-aged,
by those with a higher level of education and by divorced and separated
individuals.

•

A greater tendency to seek help was associated with an increasing number
of children aged 10 to 19.

•

The majority of respondents who sought relationship support resorted
to religious clergy (29.1%), followed closely by marriage counsellors or
family therapists (21.6%), and to a lesser extent relatives or friends (11.0%).

•

Most respondents who did not seek help with their relationship attributed
this to the fact that they felt they did not need to. Other reported reasons
for not seeking help included distrust in services, being uninformed about
available services, and feeling ashamed, shy or afraid.
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5.0 Conclusions and Recommendations
This study helps to add breadth and depth to existing local knowledge on relationship
diversity, quality of life satisfaction and relationship satisfaction of people with
different civil status as well as relationship-related help-seeking practices. Below is a
summary description of the study participants, followed by the main conclusions of
the study based on the research questions, as well as emerging recommendations
for policy and further research.
5.1

Conclusions

5.1.1

Who was studied?

The sample of 2469 adults was balanced well between males and females and
across age groups. It was comprised nearly in its entirety of Maltese nationals, the
vast majority of whom subscribed to the Roman Catholic faith. Close to two thirds
of the sample had completed a maximum of secondary level of education and a
similar proportion considered themselves to be in good or very good health. Nearly
half of the sample reported having an adequate income, though a number of group
differences were registered: Men, older age groups, married couples, those in a
relationship, those without children and those living in the northern and western
regions reported higher levels of income adequacy.
Just over one half of the sample was married and two thirds reported being in a
relationship. Nearly all of the sample respondents who were in a relationship had
Maltese partners, though divorced respondents were more likely to have a foreign
partner. Cohabitation among those not currently married occurred to differing
degrees across civil statuses. In just over one in four couples, both partners were
employed, particularly among younger age groups. In a similar proportion, at least
one partner was employed and one was taking care of the home. Nearly three
quarters of single parents were females.
5.1.2

What predicts life satisfaction?

A perception of satisfaction with life permeates across all age groups, with minor
differences reflective of lifestyle, child responsibilities and health status. Notably,
respondents of ages 66 to 80 years reported the highest level of life satisfaction,
whilst those of ages 81 and over reported least life satisfaction. Being in a relationship,
particularly a married one, and being in a positive relationship make a key difference
to one’s life satisfaction. At the same time, being single does not detract heavily
from one’s happiness, though women tend to enjoy this status more, as do younger
(26-30) or older (76-80) age groups.
Many similarities and a few differences emerged when comparing what is likely to
increase life satisfaction for those within, or outside, a relationship. Irrespective of
relationship status, income adequacy increases life satisfaction, whereas conflict in
personal relationships, problems at work, facing big problems at the moment, and
insufficient financial resources decrease life satisfaction. Mental health problems and
health problems decrease life satisfaction for those in a relationship. Life satisfaction
for those in a relationship is increased by marriage, whereas it is influenced by gender
and age among those who are single.
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There is no major difference in life satisfaction between those who have children
and those who do not. However, being married and being in a relationship when
parenting dependent children adds to life satisfaction. Also, a higher life satisfaction
is associated with having daughters aged under 9, and sons aged 20 and over,
whereas a lower satisfaction score is associated with having children of either
gender between the ages of 10 and 19. Clearly, the life stage when one is parenting
adolescent children can be taxing on life satisfaction.
5.1.3

What predicts being in a relationship and relationship satisfaction?

Irrespective of civil status, being in a committed relationship is the predominant
status of most adults in Malta. Such relationship is more likely to occur when there
are dependent children present, particularly among the single and widowed where
partner exclusivity is also a feature. Older adults who are not in a relationship are
seemingly comfortable remaining so, and are thus less interested in seeking a partner
than younger adults. This was the most frequent response for most participants not
in a relationship. In contrast, a quite smaller proportion felt they had not found the
right person yet, and this admission was more predominant in younger age groups.
Being married is more likely to result in a high level of satisfaction in one’s relationship,
suggesting that this status brings with it many features which add to the quality
of the relationship. Parental status does not seem to make a difference. Where
children are present, however, similar to life satisfaction, it emerges that being a
parent of younger children aged under 9 leads to greater relationship satisfaction,
whereas parenting adolescents can bring challenges to the relationship.
5.1.4

What do people value in their relationships?

Respect is considered of major importance in a relationship. Although definitions
and understanding of how this is manifested were not explored, respect emerged
as having paramount importance among the study participants, irrespective of
the quality of their relationship. Other factors which are considered important in
a relationship are communication, trust and love. Poor communication was seen
as potentially problematic by all those in a relationship. In this study, the young
and middle-aged age groups gave relatively more importance to communication
and trust, whereas the older age groups gave more importance to forgiveness and
understanding.
5.1.5

What is the role of faith in relationship satisfaction?

Valuing faith as important for the relationship emerges as having a strong role in
relationship satisfaction. Women tend to attribute a higher importance to faith
than do men. The importance of faith also increases with age. Faith is perceived as
important in terms of relationship commitment and parenting across all age groups,
although younger adults are less likely to engage in sharing faith rituals. The role of
faith in relationships certainly merits further investigation.
5.1.6

What causes relationship dissatisfaction?

Perceived income inadequacy can be detrimental to relationship satisfaction. Within
the study, a higher proportion of respondents declaring serious financial difficulties
rated their relationship as negative or very negative.
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Other factors possibly detrimental to relationship satisfaction often centre around
time, with respondents commenting on partners who work too much and do not
allow time for the relationship; on partners who are always at work or rarely at home.
This lament came primarily from those who reported a positive relationship.
On the other hand, the study suggests that other factors may have a role when
relationship satisfaction is less positive. These include lack of fidelity, violence and
little or no demonstration of affection.
5.1.7

Who seeks relationship support and where?

Seeking relationship-related support whilst in a relationship was reported by 13.8%
of the participants, though it is more prevalent among those who are middle-aged,
who have a higher level of education, who are divorced or separated and who
have children aged 10 to 19 years. In the latter case, the more children in this age
group, the more help is sought. This again may reflect that preparation and support
are necessary for each life-stage of parenting, especially in respect of parenting
adolescents.
The primary sources of relationship support are members of the clergy, specifically
a priest or member of a religious order, followed by a family therapist or a marriage
counsellor. The predominance of the religious as help-givers is very likely reflective
of a culture and tradition where such individuals were considered knowledgeable
persons in whom one could safely confide. A priest was also the preferred source of
help (first preference for 37.9%) in marital problems over 20 years ago in Tabone’s
(1995) study on Maltese families in transition. At the time, only 6.1% of the respondents
cited helping professionals as a preferred source of support.
Relatively newer family therapy and counselling services may be less familiar and
possibly less accessible to those who need them. In fact, reasons given by some
respondents for not seeking relationship help included being uninformed about
available services, as well as distrust towards services, and feeling ashamed, shy or
afraid.
5.2

Recommendations for policy

A number of recommendations borne out by this study are put forward below.
The study highlights the importance of sustaining relationships for the participants’
satisfaction in life, particularly within the Maltese context. If we intend to promote
wellbeing as a nation, relationship education is to be given priority in our policies
and needs to be a fundamental principle that promotes families as the cornerstone
of our society and builds on the good work that they do. Relationship education
needs to nurture and support caring, respectful, trusting and loving relationships
between the adults at home and - in those families where children are being brought
up - between the adults and the children. Courses in relationship education that are
evidence-based are to be offered to all couples irrespective of their religious beliefs.
Family friendly policies are to be further developed and encouraged across the
various segments of the labour market given the assertion that too much work is
being detrimental to the couple relationship in Maltese society.
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Income adequacy also emerged as one major predictor of life satisfaction. Although
income inadequacy was not a major predictor for relationship satisfaction, those
with serious financial difficulties were also unhappy in their relationships. In this
respect the National Strategic Policy for Poverty Reduction and for Social Inclusion
2014-2024 which is expected to lift around 6560 persons out of poverty or social
exclusion by 2020, is a step in the right direction. Furthermore, personal finance
education using a values-based active learning approach, which looks at assessment
of needs versus wants, smart and responsible consumption decision-making, and
planning of realistic budgets to meet individual, couple or family needs should
be made available both within the formal and informal education systems and via
community initiatives.
The trough in relationship satisfaction for couples with adolescent children that
emerged in this study replicates recent research regarding the relationship between
adolescents and their parents (Currie et al 2008; Abela et al 2013) and continues
to stress the importance of the Strategic Positive Parenting Policy for Malta 2014
–2018. Parenting programmes should not simply focus on the skills needed to
raise children, but should adopt a more systemic approach where parents are also
recognized as partners and their couple relationship receives due attention.
Considering the significant difference in life satisfaction for those parenting alone,
there is need to evaluate possible support structures and implement the most
appropriate ones for those parenting alone in order to allow them to maximise their
own wellbeing and that of their children, and to facilitate the building of durable
relationships where wished for.
Last but not least, faith has emerged as important to relationships and is perceived as
strengthening commitment and enabling couples to deal with the more challenging
times, even if this is not expressed in the form of rituals among the younger generation.
Moreover, the clergy and those in religious orders have emerged as most sought after
in terms of couple and relationship support. This important finding underscores the
need to strengthen training for members of the clergy on relationships to ensure the
best possible support in the diverse landscape of relationships today.
5.3

Suggestions for further research

Given that minority groups were not captured in the survey, it is being suggested
that in-depth qualitative research is conducted to explore life and relationship
satisfaction, related challenges, as well as relationship-related support-seeking
behaviours in reconstituted, multi-faith and multi-cultural families.
Given the overwhelming value accorded to respect by participants who were in a
couple relationship, the meaning of respect for adults in different types of couple
relationships needs to be investigated in more depth.
Given the importance of faith in sustaining couple relationships, there is need to
undertake research to explore more deeply the role of faith in different types of
couple relationships and how faith serves to support satisfying relationships.
Given the emerging need for couple therapy, identifying both expressed and unmet
demand for couple therapy, as well as trends in the provision of such therapy by
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various providers in the statutory, private and non-profit sectors may inform policy
with regard to the development of services in the area.
Given the changing local demographics, it would be useful to study the expectations
of members of divorced or reconstituted families who seek relationship support in
order to better understand and provide for their needs.
Given that members of the clergy are frequently the first or prime source of
relationship help, it would be interesting to explore why such assistance is preferred,
the type of support they offer and how this support is perceived by recipients.
5.4

Final thoughts

Those who opt to lead a single life have high life satisfaction; however, people in
a relationship have greater life satisfaction and married people have the happiest
relationships. The couple relationship can be seen as a shield against adversity and
as a source of resilience for those involved. Thus, the couple relationship needs to
be nurtured and sustained. Respect and good communication make for satisfying
relationships and this may lead to increased life satisfaction. Faith can also help to
sustain satisfying relationships.
Multiple stressors have been found to impact on relationship satisfaction, such as
work, health, personal conflicts and income inadequacy. These stressors need to be
addressed through different avenues and with necessary prevention and support
structures and services.
This study offers robust local evidence for possible policy, service and infrastructure
extension and development, to pave the way for increased life satisfaction among
singles and couples and longer-lasting satisfying relationships in the Maltese islands.
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Appendix I: Questionnaire (English version)
I am _______________ from the National Statistics Office. At the moment this office
is conducting a survey on behalf of the President’s Foundation for the Wellbeing of
Society. This survey aims to improve our understanding of couple relationships in
Maltese families, and it should take approximately 10 minutes to complete. I would
like to remind you that any information given in this survey will remain confidential
and treated according to the terms of the Data Protection Act, and will only be
used for statistical purposes. If there are any questions which you would not be
comfortable answering, please tell me so that we can skip to the next question. You
may also refuse to participate, or choose to stop the interview at any time
Part 1: Respondent data
1) What is your nationality? (Mark ALL that apply)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Maltese
Australian
British
Canadian
German
Italian
Libyan
American
Russian
Other (specify)

2) What is the highest level of education you have achieved?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

No Schooling
Primary
Secondary (general)
Post-secondary (general)
Post-secondary (vocational)
Tertiary

3) What is your religion?
1. Roman Catholicism
2. Other Christian denomination
3. Islam
4. Buddhism
5. Judaism
6. Sikh
7. Hindu
8. Other _____________
9. No religion
10. I believe in spirituality but am not of a particular religion
CTRL R Refusal
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4) What is your current legal marital status:
1. Single (never married)
2. Married
3. Separated
4. Widowed (not remarried)
5. Divorced (not remarried)
6. Annulled (not remarried)
7. Remarried
8. Civil Union
CTRL R Refusal
5) Overall how satisfied are you with your life nowadays? Choose a number from 1 to 5; a
score of 1 means you are very dissatisfied and a score of 5 means you are very satisfied.
CTRL R Refusal
6) Mention up to 3 reasons for your answer. (unprompted)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

Everything is going well for me and my family
Conflict in my personal relationships
Problems at work
Facing big problems at the moment
Financial resources
Mental health problems
Health problems
Caring responsibilities
I have too much work which doesn’t allow time for the family
My partner is rarely at home
Friendships
The children
Career satisfaction
Lifestyle
Loving Relationship
Spiritual Serenity
Feel in control
I manage to balance family and work
Other ____________

7) Do you feel you have adequate income to cover your daily living expenses for you
and any dependants you may have? Choose a number from 1 to 5; a score of 1 means
that you have serious financial difficulty in meeting your daily living expenses and
5 means that you are very well off.
CTRL R Refusal
8) Are you currently in a relationship?

Yes (1)
No (2)
GO TO QUESTION 12
Refuse to answer (CTRL R)
- Go to Q14
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9) Is your relationship:
1. With someone of the opposite sex?
2. Of the same sex as yourself?
CTRL R Refusal
10) Would you describe your relationship as:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Casual and non-exclusive dating
Casual but exclusive dating
Committed and exclusive relationship
Marriage or civil union
We are no longer together but living under the same roof
Other (Included for the possibility of open relationship in marriage including
polygamy)

11) If you are in a relationship, with whom do you reside?
1. Alone – we live separately
2. We live apart for much of the year
3. With your current partner
4. With a former partner
5. With the parent of your child/ren
6. With your parents
7. With dependent child(ren)
8. With adult child(ren)
9. Other:____________
CTRL R Refusal
If in a relationship, GO TO QUESTION 14
12) If you are not currently in a relationship, would you be willing to tell us the main
reason why? (unprompted)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Haven’t met the right person for me
Haven’t met the right person for my children
Don’t have many opportunities to meet a potential partner
Don’t have time to meet a potential partner
Haven’t had much luck in relationships
Too afraid of relationships
My sexual orientation makes it more difficult
Looking after a relative who needs care
Not interested
Other ___________________________________________ CTRL R Refusal

13) How happy are you leading a single life? Choose a number from 1 to 5;a score of 1
means you are very unhappy and a score of 5 means you are very happy.
CTRL R Refusal
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14) Do you have children?

Yes (1)
No (2)
Refusal (CTRL R)

Go to Question 15
Go to Question 16
Go to Question 16

15) Please state their gender and age:
Ages

Male

Female

Other

0-4
5-9
10-14
15-19
20-24
Over 25
16) From all those persons you love, who is the most important person in your life?
(unprompted) Mark all that apply.
1. My child/ren
2. My partner
3. Father
4. Mother
5. Sister
6. Brother
7. Other family members
8. Friend
9. Self
10. Someone else (please specify):__________
11. No one in particular
12. Don’t know
CTRL R Refusal
17) How is your health in general? Is it..
1. Very Good
2. Good
3. Fair
4. Bad
5. Very Bad
6. Don’t know
CTRL R Refusal
FOR THOSE NOT IN A RELATIONSHIP STOP HERE AND GO TO Thank you. (ie if Q8
= 2 or refused to answer, go to Thank you; If Q8 = 1 go to Q18)
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Part 2: Relationship data
18) For how many years have you been in your current relationship?
___________ Years & Months
Refuse to answer (CTRL R)
19) If applicable, for how many years have you been married to or in a civil union
with this person? ________________ Years & Months
Refusal (CTRL R)
20) Are you older or younger than your partner? Older (1)
Age (3)
By how many years? _____
Refusal (CTRL R)

Younger (2)

Same

21) Does your nationality differ from that of your partner?
Different
(1)
Same
(2)
Refusal (CTRL R)
22) What is your employment situation?
1. Both partners work full time
2. One partner works full and the other works part time
3. One partner works and the other takes care of the home
4. Both of you are retired
5. Both partners are unemployed and receive social benefits
6. One partner is unable to work due to illness or disability
7. Other:___________
CTRL R Refusal
23) In relation to your partner, do you have a higher, lower or same level of education?
1. A higher lever of education
2. A lower level of education
3. The same level of education
CTRL R Refusal
24) Overall, how would you describe your relationship at the moment, if a score of 1
is very negative and 5 is very positive ? CTRL R Refusal
25) For each of the following, state the extent of agreement between you and your
partner, where 1 is ‘always disagree’ and 6 is ‘always agree’. CTRL R Refusal
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26) What do you consider to be most important in a relationship? Please mention
three features. (unprompted) If stuck and cannot find the 2nd or 3rd feature repeat
the question only once .
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27) Identify 3 things you like least in your current relationship? (unprompted)

28) Would you say that religious faith is important in your relationship?
Yes (1)
No (2)
Refusal (CTRL R)
29) Could you perhaps share some reasons why it is / why it isn’t? (unprompted)
1.

My partner and I incorporate faith-related practices and rituals in our everyday life

2. Religious practice gives my partner and I more social inclusion
3. My faith strengthens my commitment to my relationship
4. My faith enables me to deal with the more challenging times in our relationship
5. My faith is important in helping me to be a better parent
6. My partner and I share similar religious beliefs
7. My partner and I attend religious services together
8. My partner and I do not practice any religion
9. My partner and I are agnostic
10. My partner and I do not believe in God
11. Other _____________________
CTRL R Refusal
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PART 3: Relationship support
30) Have you ever sought help when you were in a relationship (whether this one or a
previous one?)
Yes (1)
Go to question 31
No (2)
Go to question 32
Refusal (CTRL R)
Go to question 33
31) If yes, from whom? _______________________
Refusal (CTRL R)
Go to question 33

32) If no, why not? ______
1. Did not need it
2. Did not know how
3. Did not trust the quality of the service available to me
4. Felt ashamed or shy
5. Felt afraid
6. Other:__________
CTRL R Refusal
Thank you.
33) Can we contact you should we need to carry out a follow-up study?
Yes (1)
No (2)
If yes, is this the best number to reach you on to make an appointment?
________________________
Families may face challenges from time to time; if you feel that therapeutic support
may be of help to you; you may phone for an appointment at the Family Therapy
Service within Aġenzija Sedqa on 2295 9000 or at Cana Counselling Services Floriana
on 2203 9300. You may also call Supportline 179.
#
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Appendix II: Questionnaire (Maltese version)
Jiena _______________ mill-Uffiċċju Nazzjonali ta’ l-Istatistika. Bħalissa dan
l-Uffiċċju qiegħed jagħmel stħarrig f’isem il-Fondazzjoni tal-President għall-Ġid tasSoċjeta’. Dan l-istħarriġ għandu l-iskop li jgħina nifhmu aħjar ir-relazzjonijiet talkoppji fil-familji Maltin, u għandu jieħu madwar 10 minuti sabiex jimtela. Infakkrek li
l-informazzjoni li ser tingħata f’dan l-istħarriġ ser tibqa’ kunfidenzjali, ser tiġi trattata
skont it-termini tal-Protezzjoni tad-Data, u ser tintuża għal skopijiet ta’ statistika biss.
Madanakollu, jekk ikun hemm xi domandi li ma tħossokx komdu/komda tirrispondi
għalihom, nitolbok tgħidli ħalli nkunu nistgħu naqbżuhom. Nixtieq ngħidlek ukoll li
tista’ tirrifjuta milli tipparteċipa, jew li twaqqaf din l-intervista meta trid.
L-Ewwel Parti: Tweġibiet tal-Persuna
1) X’inhi n-nazzjonalità tiegħek?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

(Immarka dawk kollha li jgħoddu)

Maltija
Awstraljana
Britannika
Kanadiża
Ġermaniża
Taljana
Libjana
Amerikana
Russa
Jekk differenti speċifika _______________

2) X’inhu l-ogħla livell ta’ edukazzjoni li temmejt b’suċċess?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Qatt ma mort skola
Primarja
Sekondarja ġenerali
Post-sekondarja ġenerali
Post-sekondarja vokazzjonali
Terzjarja

3) X’inhu t-twemmin tiegħek?
1. Kattoliku Ruman
2. Xi denominazzjoni oħra Kristjana
3. Iżlamika
4. Buddista
5. Ġudajka
6. Sikh
7. Ħinduwista
8. Xi twemmin ieħor ________________
9. Ma nemminx
10. Twemmin spiritwali imma mhux ta’ xi reliġjon partikolari
CTRL R Rifjut
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4) X’inhu l-istat legali attwali tiegħek?
1. Ġuvni/xebba (qatt ma żżewwiġt)
2. Miżżewweġ
3. Separat
4. Armel (m’erġajtx iżżewwiġt)
5. Iddivorzjat (m’ erġajtx iżżewwiġt)
6. Iż-żwieġ ġie annullat (m’erġajtx iżżewwiġt)
7. Erġajt iżżewwiġt
8. Unjoni ċivili
CTRL R Rifjut
5) Meta tqis kollox, kemm inti sodisfatt bħalissa b’ħajtek? Agħżel numru mill-1 sal-5: 1
ifisser li m’int sodisfatt assolutament xejn filwaqt li 5 ifisser li inti sodisfatt ħafna.
CTRL R Rifjut
6) Semmi sa 3 raġunijiet għat-tweġiba tiegħek. (risposta spontanja mingħajr għajnuna)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

Kollox sejjer tajjeb kemm għalija kif ukoll għall-familja
Diżgwid fir-relazzjonijiet personali tiegħi
Diffikultajiet fuq ix-xogħol
Bħalissa qed naffaċċja problemi kbar
Mezzi finanzjarji
Problemi ta’ saħħa mentali
Problemi ta’ saħħa
Responsabbiltajiet ta’ kura ta’ persuni
Għandi wisq xogħol u m’għandix ħin għall-familja
Il-partner bilkemm ikun/tkun id-dar
Ħbiberiji
It-tfal
Sodisfazzjon fil-karriera
L-istil ta’ għajxien
Relazzjoni ta’ mħabba
Serenità spiritwali
Għandi kontroll f’ħajti
Għandi bilanċ f’ħajti bejn il-familja u x-xogħol
Xi ħaġa oħra____________

7) Taħseb li għandek dħul finanzjarju xieraq li permezz tiegħu tista’ taqdi l-bżonnijiet
ta’ kuljum tiegħek u ta’ dawk kollha li jiddependu minnek? Agħżel numru mill-1 sa
5: 1 ifisser li għandek diffikultajiet serji ħafna biex tlaħħaq mal-ispejjeż ta’ kuljum
tal-ħajja u 5 ifisser li inti tinsab f’qagħda finanzjarja tajba ħafna.
CTRL R Rifjut
8) Bħalissa tinsab f’relazzjoni?

Iva (1)
Le (2)
MUR F’mistoqsija 12
Ma rridx inwieġeb CTRL R
MUR F’mistoqsija 14
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9) Ir-relazzjoni tiegħek hija
1. Ma’ persuna tas-sess oppost
2. Ma’ persuna tal-istess sess tiegħek
CTRL R Rifjut
10) Kif tiddeskrivi r-relazzjoni tiegħek?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Toħroġ ma’ persuni differenti b’mod casual
Toħroġ ma’ persuna waħda b’mod casual
Relazzjoni serja u ‘steady’
Żwieg jew unjoni ċivili
M’għadniex flimkien imma bqajna ngħixu taħt l-istess saqaf
Xi ħaġa oħra (miżjuda minħabba l-possibbiltà ta’ relazzjoni miftuħa fiż-żwieġ
inkluż poligamija)

11) Jekk qiegħed f’relazzjoni ma’ min tgħix?
1. Waħdek (tgħixu separatament)
2. Waħdek (tgħixu separatament) għall- parti l-kbira tas-sena
3. Mal-partner attwali tiegħek
4. Ma’ partner li kellek qabel
5. Mal-ġenitur tat-tifel/tifla/tfal tiegħek
6. Mal-ġenituri tiegħek
7. Mat-tifel/tifla/tfal li għadhom jiddependu minnek
8. Mat-tifel/tifla/tfal li huma adulti
9. Xi ħaġa oħra: ________________
CTRL R Rifjut
Jekk inti f’relazzjoni, Mur f’mistoqsija 14
12) Jekk inti bħalissa ma tinsabx f’relazzjoni, tista’ jekk jogħġbok tgħidilna r-raġuni
prinċipali? (risposta spontanja mingħajr għajnuna)
1. Għadni ma ltqajtx mal-persuna ġusta għalija
2. Għadni ma ltqajtx mal-persuna ġusta għat-tfal tiegħi
3. Ma tantx għandi opportunitajiet biex niltaqa’ ma’ partner prospettiv
4. Ma tantx għandi ħin biex niltaqa’ ma’ partner prospettiv
5. Ma tantx kont fortunat fir-relazzjonijiet
6. Nibża’ wisq mir-relazzjonijiet
7. L-orjentazzjoni sesswali tiegħi tagħmilha aktar diffiċli
8. Qed nieħu ħsieb qarib li għandu bżonn il-kura
9. M’iniex interessat
10. Xi ħaġa oħra: __________________
CTRL R Rifjut
13) Kif tħossok li m’intix f’relazzjoni? Agħżel numru mill-1 sa 5: 1 ifisser li tinsab imdejjaq
ħafna u 5 jekk tinsab kuntent ħafna. CTRL R Rifjut
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14) Għandek tfal?

Iva (1)
Le (2)
Rifjut CTRL R

Mur f’mistoqsija 15
Mur f’mistoqsija 16
Mur f’mistoqsija 16

15) Jekk jogħġbok agħti s-sess u l-etajiet tagħhom:
Etajiet

Maskil

Femminil

Oħrajn

0-4
5-9
10-14
15-19
20-24
Over 25
16) Minn dawk il-persuni li tħobb, min hi l-aktar persuna importanti f’ħajtek? (risposta
spontanja mingħajr għajnuna-Immarka dawk kollha li jgħoddu).
1. It-tifel/tifla/tfal tiegħi
2. Il-partner tiegħi
3. Missieri
4. Ommi
5. Oħti
6. Ħija
7. Membri oħra tal-familja
8. Ħabib/a
9. Jien stess
10. Xi ħaddieħor (jekk jogħġbok speċifika) __________________
11. Ħadd speċjali
12. Ma nafx
CTRL R Rifjut
17) Kif inhi saħħtek in ġenerali? Hija ...
1. Tajba ħafna
2. Tajba
3. Mhux ħażin
4. Ħażina
5. Ħażina ħafna
6. Ma nafx
CTRL R Rifjut
GĦAL DAWK LI MHUX QEGĦDIN F’RELAZZJONI JIEQFU HAWN. MORRU FI Grazzi
ħafna.(jekk mistoqsija 8 = 2(LE) jew CTRL R(RIFJUT) mur għall-aħħar, jekk mistoqsija
8 hi 1(IVA) mur għal mistoqsija 18)
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It-Tieni Parti: Informazzjoni dwar ir-relazzjoni
18) Kemm-il sena ilek fir-relazzjoni attwali tiegħek? SNIN _________ u XHUR___________
Rifjut CTRL R
19) Jekk tapplika, kemm-il sena ilek miżżewweġ jew f’unjoni ċivili ma’ din il-persuna?
SNIN _________ u XHUR ___________ Rifjut CTRL R
20) Inti iżgħar jew ikbar mill-partner? Ikbar (1)

Iżgħar (2)

Indaqs (3)

B’kemm-il sena? ____________ Rifjut CTRL R
21) In- nazzjonalità tiegħek differenti minn dik tal-partner?
Differenti (1)
L-istess

(2)

Rifjut CTRL R
22) Bħala xogħol kif taħdmu?
1.

Iż-żewġ persuni jaħdmu full time

2. Xi ħadd jaħdem full time u xi ħadd part time
3. Xi ħadd jaħdem u xi ħadd jieħu ħsieb id-dar
4. It-tnejn irtirati
5. It-tnejn jgħixu fuq il-benefiċċji soċjali
6. Xi ħadd ma jistax jaħdem minħabba mard jew disabilità
7. Xi ħaġa oħra
CTRL R Rifjut
23) Bħala livell ta’ edukazzjoni, int għandek livell għola, anqas jew daqs il-partner?
1.

Inti għandek livell t’edukazzjoni għola mill-partner

2. Inti għandek livell t’edukazzjoni anqas mill-partner
3. Inti għandek livell t’edukazzjoni daqs il-partner
CTRL R Rifjut
24) Meta tqis kollox, kif tiddeskrivi r-relazzjoni tiegħek f’dan il-mument? Jekk 1 ifisser
negattiva ħafna u 5 pożittiva ħafna. CTRL R Rifjut
25) Għal dawn li ġejjin, tista’ tgħidli kemm taqbel mal-partner tiegħek fejn 1 ifisser
‘ma naqblu qatt’ u 6 ifisser ‘naqblu dejjem’. CTRL R Rifjut
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26) X’tikkonsidra li huwa l-aktar importanti f’relazzjoni? Jekk jogħġbok semmi tliet
raġunijiet. (risposta spontanja mingħajr għajnuna) Jekk jeħel u ma jkunx jista’
jagħti t-tieni u t-tielet raġuni, irrepeti l-mistoqsija darba biss.

#
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27) Semmi 3 affarijiet li jdejquk l-aktar fir-relazzjoni li għandek bħalissa. (risposta
spontanja mingħajr għajnuna)

28) Tħoss li l-fidi hija importanti fir-relazzjoni tiegħek?
Iva (1)
Le (2)
Rifjut CTRL R
29) Tista’ tagħtina xi raġunijiet għalfejn hu importanti/mhuwiex? (risposta spontanja
mingħajr għajnuna)
1. Il-partner tiegħi u jien indaħħlu użanzi u ritwali reliġjużi fil-ħajja tagħna ta’ kuljum.
2. Li nipprattikaw ir-reliġjon jgħin lill-partner tiegħi u lili biex nintegraw iżjed fissoċjetà.
3. Il-fidi tiegħi ssaħħaħ l-impenn tiegħi lejn ir-relazzjoni.
4. Il-fidi tiegħi tgħinni naffaċċja ż-żminijiet l-aktar diffiċli fir-relazzjoni tagħna.
5. Il-fidi tiegħi hija importanti għaliex tgħinni nkun ġenitur aħjar.
6. Il-partner tiegħi u jien għandna l-istess twemmin reliġjuż.
7. Il-partner tiegħi u jien ma nipprattikaw l-ebda reliġjon.
8. Il-partner tiegħi u jien xettiċi dwar l-eżistenza t’Alla.
9. Il-partner tiegħi u jien ma nemmnux f’Alla.
10. Raġunijiet oħra_____________________ CTRL R Rifjut
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It-Tielet Parti: Tiftix ta’ għajnuna għar-relazzjoni
30) Qatt fittixt għajnuna meta kont f’relazzjoni (tista’ tkun li għandek bħalissa jew xi
waħda qabel)?
Iva (1)
Le
(2)
Rifjut CTRL R

Mur f’mistoqsija 31
Mur f’mistoqsija 32
Mur f’mistoqsija 33

31) Jekk iva, mingħand min? _____________________
Rifjut (CTRL R) mur għall-mistoqsija 33
32) Jekk le, għal xiex? ______
1. Ma kellix bżonn
2. Ma kontx naf kif
3. Ma fdajtx il-kwalità ta’ servizz li kien offrut lili
4. Ħassejtni umiljat jew mistħi
5. Ħassejtni mbeżża’
6. Xi ħaġa oħra:___________
CTRL R Rifjut
Grazzi.
Nistgħu nikkuntattjawk jekk ikollna nkomplu nistħarrġu dan is-suġġett?
Iva (1)
Le (2)
Jekk iva, dan huwa l-aħjar numru li bih nistgħu nikkuntattjawk għal appuntament?
_________________________
Minn żmien għal żmien, familja tista’ tiltaqa’ ma’ diffikultajiet u sfidi: F’dan il-każ, jekk
irid wieħed jista’ jċempel il-Family Therapy Service fi ħdan l-Aġenzija Sedqa fuq 2295
9000, jew is-servizzi tal-counselling tal-Moviment ta’ Kana fuq 2203 9300. Tista’
wkoll iċċempel is-Supportline 179.

#
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Appendix III: Tables
Table 1: Employment situation of couples

Table 2: Relationship description of separated and divorced participants

Table 3: Type of relationship of persons in a relationship

Table 4: Main reasons for not being in a relationship
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Table 5: Main reasons for not being in a relationship by gender

Table 6: Main reasons for not being in a relationship by age group

Table 7: Civil status by parental status of participants
out
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Table 8: Relationship status by parental status of participants

Table 9: Average number of children by age group and education level

Table 10: Main reasons for life dissatisfaction

#

Table 11: Life satisfaction by age group
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Table 12: Level of happiness with single life by gender

Table 13: Relationship satisfaction

Table 14: Relationship satisfaction by civil status
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Table 15: Most important aspects in a relationship

#

Table 16: Help-seeking behaviour by age group
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Table 17: Reasons why relationship support is not sought
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