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ABSTRACT 

 

 

THE PREDICTIVE ROLE OF RELATIONSHIP MAINTENANCE BEHAVIORS, 

IRRATIONAL RELATIONSHIP BELIEFS, EMOTION REGULATION 

STRATEGIES IN LONG-DISTANCE RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION 

 

 

TELLİOĞLU, Gizem 

M.S., The Department of Educational Sciences, Guidance and Psychological 

Counseling 

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Funda BARUTÇU YILDIRIM 

 

 

July 2025, 148 pages 

 

 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the predictor roles of relationship 

maintenance behaviors, irrational relationship beliefs, and reappraisal and 

suppression strategies of emotion regulation on long-distance relationship 

satisfaction. In this correlational study, the sample, including 308 (216 female, 91 

male, and 1 non-binary) emerging adults who have experienced at least one non-

married long-distance relationship lasting a minimum of six months in the last two 

years, was selected by using convenience sampling. The data were collected by the 

demographic information form, the Relationship Assessment Scale, the Relationship 

Maintenance Behaviors Measurement, the Relationship Belief Inventory, and the 

Emotional Regulation Questionnaire. Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was 

conducted to analyze the data. The findings demonstrated that relationship 

maintenance behaviors, irrational relationship beliefs, and reappraisal strategy of 

emotion regulation were significant but suppression was insignificant predictor of 

long-distance relationship satisfaction. The last model explained 23.5% of the 
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variance in long-distance relationship satisfaction. Semi-partial variances of 

relationship maintenance behaviors, irrational relationship beliefs, and reappraisal 

were found as 15.1%, 4.5%, and 1.8%, respectively. The results and implications of 

the study, as well as recommendations for future studies were discussed.  

 

Keywords: long-distance relationships, relationship satisfaction, relationship 

maintenance, irrational relationship beliefs, emotion regulation strategies  
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ÖZ 

 

 

UZAK MESAFE İLİŞKİSİ OLAN ÇİFTLERİN İLİŞKİ SÜRDÜRME 

DAVRANIŞLARI, AKILCI OLMAYAN İLİŞKİ İNANÇLARI VE DUYGU 

DÜZENLEME STRATEJİLERİNİN İLİŞKİ DOYUMU ÜZERİNDEKİ 

YORDAYICI ROLÜ 

 

 

TELLİOĞLU, Gizem 

Yüksek Lisans, Eğitim Bilimleri, Rehberlik ve Psikolojik Danışmanlık Bölümü 

Tez Yöneticisi: Doç. Dr. Funda BARUTÇU YILDIRIM 

 

 

Temmuz 2025, 148 sayfa 

 

 

Bu çalışmanın amacı, ilişki sürdürme davranışları, akılcı olmayan ilişki inançları ve 

duygu düzenlemede yeniden değerlendirme ve bastırmanın uzak mesafe ilişki 

doyumu üzerindeki yordayıcı rollerini incelemektedir. Bu ilişkisel çalışmada,  son iki 

yıl içinde en az altı ay süren bir uzak mesafe ilişkisi yaşamış 308 (216 kadın, 91 

erkek ve 1 non-binary) evli olmayan, beliren yetişkinlik dönemindeki katılımcılardan 

oluşan örneklem, kolay ulaşılabilir örnekleme yöntemi kullanılarak seçilmiştir. 

Veriler demografik bilgi formu, İlişki Değerlendirme Ölçeği, İlişki Sürdürme 

Davranışları Ölçeği, İlişki İnanç Envanteri ve Duygu Düzenleme Anketi ile 

toplanmıştır. Verileri analiz etmek için hiyerarşik çoklu regresyon analizi 

kullanılmıştır. Bulgular, ilişki sürdürme davranışları, akılcı olmayan ilişki inançları 

ve duygu düzenlemede yeniden değerlendirme stratejisinin anlamlı olduğunu, ancak 

bastırmanın uzak mesafe ilişki doyumunun anlamlı olmayan bir yordayıcısı 

olduğunu göstermiştir. Son model, uzak mesafe ilişki doyumundaki varyansın 

%23.5’ünü açıklamıştır. İlişki sürdürme davranışları, akılcı olmayan ilişki inançları 
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ve yeniden değerlendirmenin kısmi varyansları sırasıyla %15.1, %4.5 ve %1.8 olarak 

bulunmuştur. Çalışmanın sonuçları ve çıkarımlarının yanı sıra gelecekteki çalışmalar 

için öneriler tartışılmıştır.  

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: uzak mesafe ilişkileri, ilişki doyumu, ilişki sürdürme 

davranışları, akılcı olmayan ilişki inançları, duygu düzenleme stratejileri 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

This chapter consists of five sections. The first section presents the theoretical 

background of the study. The second clarifies the purpose, while the third outlines 

the research question and hypotheses. The fourth discusses the significance and 

originality of the study, and the final section provides definitions of key terms for 

better comprehension. 

 

1.1. Background to the Study 

 

Close relationships are essential for human development, affecting personality, 

cognitive, and emotional development (Noam & Fischer, 1996), as well as 

behavioral processes (Reis & Collins, 2004). In other words, close relationships, 

such as friendships, family, and romantic partnerships, play a significant role in 

shaping a person’s overall well-being, mental health, identity formation, and life 

satisfaction throughout their lifespan (Heshmati et al., 2021), while engaging in 

ongoing reciprocal interactions that foster personality development during certain 

stages of life (Finn et al., 2017). Given their strong impact, it is understandable that 

people want to maintain these relationships, driven by the psychological, emotional, 

and social benefits they provide, which in turn enhance life satisfaction (Heshmati et 

al., 2021).  

 

From the perspective of social exchange theory, people decide to engage and 

maintain in a relationship because it has the potential to provide a satisfactory level 

of outcomes, which can be explained as the rewards they can receive from the 

relationship minus the costs associated with participating in it (Sabatelli, 1988). The 

theory proposes that these outcomes exceed those that can be obtained from other 
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competing relationships (Sabatelli, 1988). An individual’s assessments of their 

partner’s traits and their evaluation of the interaction quality between partners 

primarily shape the perceived degree of achievable outcomes in a relationship 

(Sabatelli, 1988). These outcomes, related to relationships and attributions, are 

assessed in relation to a person’s expectations or comparison level (Sabatelli, 1988). 

In other words, individuals evaluate the rewards of their relationships through 

comparison levels (Stafford & Kuiper, 2021). Comparison level is grounded by 

cognitive orientation, involving subjective expectations arise from personal 

experiences, values, and beliefs as well as by normative orientation, involving social 

relationship norms that society holds regarding the nature of the relationship and the 

gender roles (McDonald, 1981), and is influenced by the knowledge of others’ 

experiences (Sprecher, 1998; Tran et al., 2019). Additionally, comparison level can 

be seen as what a person perceives that they ought to be receiving from the 

relationship (Stafford & Kuiper, 2021). The comparison level’s significance resides 

in its role in evaluating the outcomes of a relationship and, consequently, in 

determining the satisfaction degree derived from a relationship (Sabatelli, 1988). So, 

people compare what they presently have against their beliefs of what they should 

have (Stafford & Kuiper, 2021).  If the outcomes individuals are getting from their 

existing relationship exceed what they anticipate from their best alternatives, they 

can develop a sense of dependence on the relationship and become committed to it 

(Sprecher, 1998). So, this view helps understand elements related to relationship 

maintenance, satisfaction, and dissolution (Clark, 2023).  

 

According to the Investment Model proposed by Rusbult (1980), a person is likely to 

feel greater satisfaction and to be attracted to a relationship when the costs of the 

relationship decrease, the rewards rise, and the expectations are lowered. Thus, the 

model suggests that people’s increased satisfaction and investments, along with 

fewer alternatives, lead to stronger commitment in their relationships (Rusbult, 

1980). This commitment, in turn, encourages a range of relationship maintenance 

behaviors (Rusbult et al., 1994).  

 

An individual’s internal assessment of their partner’s positive emotions and their 

relationship’s attractiveness is also known as romantic relationship satisfaction 
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(Rusbult, 1983). Romantic relationship satisfaction is an important metric to assess a 

romantic relationship’s quality (Zhan et al., 2022). In addition, how much people are 

satisfied with their relationships was associated with plentiful factors, including 

attachment styles (Butzer & Campbell, 2008; Candel & Turliuc, 2019; Jones & 

Cunningham, 1996), communication skills (Egeci & Gençöz, 2006), conflict 

management (Mackey et al., 2004; Till et al., 2017), emotion regulation (Weber et 

al., 2020), personality traits (Malouff et al., 2010; Sayehmiri et al., 2020), 

relationship duration (Bühler et al., 2021), relational attributions (Fincham et al., 

2000), relationship-specific behaviors (Cole et al., 2018), sexual satisfaction 

(Józefacka et al., 2023), perceived importance of the romantic relationship (Yıldırım 

et al., 2021), and trust, intimacy, and communication satisfaction (Anderson & 

Emmers-Sommer, 2006). 

 

People are more inclined to remain committed to their partner when they have a high 

level of satisfaction in the relationship (Tran et al., 2019), which may also reflect in 

relationship maintenance behaviors in relationships. Relationship maintenance 

behaviors are the specific behaviors that aim partners to preserve and enhance their 

relationships (Dindia & Emmers-Sommer, 2006). People use relationship 

maintenance behaviors to keep a relationship in a satisfactory state and/or to prevent 

its deterioration (Dindia, 2000). These behaviors have been connected with several 

variables in romantic relationships, for instance, attachment styles (Goodboy & 

Bolkan, 2011), duration of the relationship (Ogolsky & Bowers, 2013), emotional 

regulation (Ogan et al., 2023), self-efficacy (Weiser & Weigel, 2016), relationship 

beliefs (Weigel et al., 2016), and well-being (Baker et al., 2013). In addition, 

maintenance behaviors are linked to positive relationship features, such as 

commitment and satisfaction (Ogolsky & Bowers, 2013; Stafford & Canary, 1991). 

 

Romantic relationship satisfaction reflects a person’s assessment and perception of 

their romantic relationship’s present state (Collins & Read, 1990). In that regard, it is 

probable to state that our beliefs about our relationships influence our satisfaction 

levels and directly affect how we maintain them. Accordingly, scholars highlighted 

cognitive elements’ role, such as attributions and thoughts, in troubled married 

relationships (Tikdarinejad & Khezri Moghadam, 2017). When partners and the 
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relationship fall short of demands or expectations, people tend to draw unrealistic 

and irrational generalizations, and these thoughts trigger negative emotions and 

maladaptive behaviors directed at one’s partner (McMahon & Woo, 2012). Self-

defeating attitudes and unrealistic expectations about oneself, other people, and 

relationships are, therefore, characteristics of irrational beliefs (Tikdarinejad & 

Khezri Moghadam, 2017). Irrational beliefs can lead to troubled behavior and 

relational conflict (Kaygusuz, 2013). A study by Topkaya et al. (2023) showed that 

irrational relationship beliefs are negatively connected with relationship satisfaction 

in dating couples. It was also found that married individuals with increased levels of 

distorted and irrational beliefs experience higher distress than those with low levels 

of irrational beliefs (Hamamcı, 2005). 

 

In addition to these, the type of relationship also appeared as a determinant of 

relationship satisfaction recently. Over the years, the ways people form and sustain 

relationships have diversified due to changes in people’s way of living. 

Consequently, the terms “long-distance relationships” and “geographically close 

relationships” emerged. On consensus, long-distance relationships have a distinct 

nature, characterized by cycles of separation and reunion, where partners live apart 

for several days or weeks, briefly come together, and then part again (Pistole et al., 

2010a). Effortless accessibility of communication technologies and transportation, 

such as trains, planes, and cars, and the developments in communication and 

transportation, elicit increases in long-distance relationships (Larsen et al., 2006). 

Nowadays, changing living conditions and globalization have made long-distance 

relationships common, with many married and dating couples maintaining their 

relationships across geographical distances (Akçabozan-Kayabol et al., 2022). 

Individuals may prefer long-distance relationships to get better jobs, education, and 

career opportunities, and increase their financial income (Akçabozan-Kayabol et al., 

2022). 

 

Long-distance relationships have been subjected to factors such as the distance 

between partners, their geographical location, the amount of time and effort required 

to meet, or the number of nights they spend apart from each other (Pistole & Roberts, 

2011). Thus, long-distance relationships might question the fundamentals of close 
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relationships, particularly the need for physical proximity and continual face-to-face 

communication, as people with close ties willingly work or live apart (Stafford, 

2005). During interactional breaks or physical absences, partners must adopt new, 

diverse tasks to sustain their relationship (Pilny & Siems, 2019). Merolla (2012) 

claims that people in long-distance relationships employ relationship maintenance 

behaviors more frequently than people in geographically close relationships to 

sustain favorable relationship outcomes despite the challenges caused by their 

separation. In other words, what makes a long-distance relationship long-distance is 

not limited to a geographical distance, as relational dynamics, maintenance 

behaviors, and challenges can also be different. Therefore, this unique nature of 

long-distance relationships attracts researchers interested in exploring how 

individuals in such relationships sustain their bonds, their relationship characteristics, 

and how their characteristics influence the relationship quality or the outcomes. 

 

Findings on long-distance relationship satisfaction have been inconsistent. Horn et al. 

(1997) indicated lower satisfaction levels by long-distance couples than by 

geographically close couples. However, Stafford (2005) stated participants’ 

satisfaction levels in long-distance relationships were higher than those among 

geographically close couples. Likewise, according to another study (Stafford & 

Reske, 1990) those in long-distance relationships reported feeling more in love, 

breaking up less frequently, and being equally or even more satisfied with their 

relationships and communication than people in geographically close relationships.  

 

The distance between partners in long-distance relationships can create stress, thus 

influencing their perceptions, emotional states, and attitudes toward their 

relationship, which affects relationship satisfaction according to Dargie et al. (2015). 

A key issue for couples in long-distance relationships is that they have fewer chances 

for in-person interactions (Aylor, 2003). For couples, being geographically apart can 

be difficult because of various factors, including increased emotional swings, 

expectations for face-to-face time, and financial strain (Goldsmith & Byers, 2020). 

Travel-related stress and recurring phases of segregation in a long-distance 

relationship are connected to higher levels of psychological discomfort (Krapf, 

2018). Moreover, it was found that the greatest predictors of long-distance and 
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geographically close relationship termination were lower evaluations of relationship 

satisfaction, which is a subjective variable (Horn et al., 1997).  

 

Given the negative reputation and the unique stressors associated with long-distance 

relationships, individuals may hold more irrational relationship beliefs and 

experience negative emotions toward these types of relationships, particularly during 

their experiences. More specifically, irrational relationship beliefs can lower 

satisfaction by magnifying the relationship’s problems or setting up unrealistic 

expectations, especially in long-distance relationships since the partners are already 

prone to the stress of not being able to see each other every day or whenever they 

wish. Individuals’ perceptions of their relationship investments might also be 

influenced by these beliefs. Whether they are rational or irrational, relationship 

beliefs can affect how people see their investments as either wasted or worthwhile. 

Additionally, when choosing whether to remain committed to their current 

relationship or consider other options, these beliefs about relationships can be 

important. Consequently, it can be said that irrational beliefs exacerbate the 

undeniable issues of long-distance relationships by escalating feelings of distrust, 

insecurity, or dissatisfaction which might prevent people from showing relationship 

maintenance behaviors and decrease relationship satisfaction. 

 

However, to understand the experiences of individuals during long-distance 

relationships and how the stressors of long-distance relationships influence these 

individuals’ satisfaction levels, their emotional regulation abilities should also be 

examined since irrational beliefs tend to lead to the arousal of negative emotions 

(McMahon & Woo, 2012). These negative emotions also affect their behaviors, 

which in turn impact their relationship satisfaction. In a general manner, emotions 

are usually triggered by particular events and lead to behavioral tendencies that are 

appropriate for those events (Gross, 2015). Furthermore, emotions are appraised 

based on their direct relevance to their present goals (Gross & Jazaieri, 2014). 

Therefore, emotion regulation involves individuals’ attempts to influence emotions 

in a manner that they believe will enhance their possibility to be helpful instead of 

harmful (Gross, 2015). Emotion regulation aims can involve either reducing or 

enhancing negative or positive emotions, yet it seems that the predominant goal for 
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emotion regulation in daily life is to minimize negative emotions, trailed by boosting 

positive emotions (Gross, 2015).  

 

Several studies have concluded that suppression (one of the emotion regulation 

strategies) results in reduced experiences of positive feelings, while the experience of 

negative emotions remains the same (Gross, 1998a; Gross & Levenson, 1997; Gross 

& John, 2003), yet individuals who employ reappraisal experience and convey more 

positive emotions while experiencing fewer negative emotions (Gross, 1998a; Gross 

& John, 2003). In addition, those who tend to use reappraisal are more likely to 

communicate their emotions, both negative and positive, and express having closer 

relationships, whereas those who are likely to use suppression indicate avoiding 

close relationships (Gross & John, 2003). A meta-analysis showed that higher levels 

of suppression use were strongly linked to lower social well-being, which included 

less social support, greater negative first impressions, lower social satisfaction and 

quality, and decreased quality in romantic relationships (Chervonsky & Hunt, 2017). 

Additionally, Meier et al. (2022) have also indicated in their study that how couples 

regulate their emotions is a significant factor not only in the quality and stability of 

their relationship but also in the health and the well-being of the two individuals 

involved. A 13-year longitudinal study by Bloch et al. (2014) revealed that the speed 

at which couples in long-term marriages downregulate negative emotions during 

conflicts significantly relates to their overall satisfaction. Reappraisal has also been 

linked to raised relationship satisfaction of partners in different studies (Mazzuca et 

al., 2018; Rusu et al., 2019).  

 

The emotions individuals experience can be seen as intrinsic resources that may be 

used as investments in relationships (Tran et al., 2019). While adaptive emotion 

regulation strategies, such as reappraisal, enable people to maintain a positive 

mindset about their relationships even in the face of difficult times or conflicts, they 

also reduce the costs to the relationship. Moreover, each emotion regulation strategy 

can also be viewed as an investment for the relationship, as partners are trying to 

maintain the relationship, as well as the way both partners assess alternatives. Instead 

of seeking possible alternatives, people who use adaptive emotion regulation 

strategies might be better able to concentrate on the positive features of their current 
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relationship. This may increase commitment and lessen the possibility of looking for 

satisfaction outside the relationship.  

 

Regardless of the vast majority of research on relationship satisfaction with each 

variable independently, showing the importance of relationship maintenance 

behaviors, irrational relationship beliefs, and emotion regulation strategies in shaping 

an individual’s relationship satisfaction, there have not been any well-documented 

and verifiable studies in which researchers measured all these three variables to 

predict relationship satisfaction in the context of long-distance relationships. 

Therefore, to find out the unique relationships between these variables on 

relationship satisfaction, the investment model is utilized as a facilitator since 

according to the investment model, which is a theory explaining relationship 

maintenance (Rusbult, 1980), relationship satisfaction is the strongest predictor 

explaining commitment among the three components (Tran et al., 2019); thus, 

relationship satisfaction is considered as the dependent variable in this study.  

 

1.2. Purpose of the Study 

 

The aim of this study is to examine the extent to which relationship maintenance 

behaviors, irrational relationship beliefs, and emotion regulation abilities predict 

relationship satisfaction among individuals in long-distance romantic relationships. 

 

1.3. Research Question  

 

The research question related to the current study is “Do relationship maintenance 

strategies, irrational relationship beliefs, and emotion regulation abilities predict 

relationship satisfaction in long-distance romantic relationships?” In accordance with 

the research question, the following hypotheses are introduced in this study.  

 

H1: The use of relationship maintenance strategies in long-distance romantic 

relationships significantly predicts relationship satisfaction. 

H2: Individuals’ irrational relationship beliefs significantly predict their relationship 

satisfaction. 
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H3: Individuals’ use of reappraisal will significantly predict their relationship 

satisfaction.  

H4: Individuals’ use of suppression will significantly predict their relationship 

satisfaction. 

H5: Relationship maintenance behaviors, irrational relationship beliefs, reappraisal 

strategy of emotion regulation, and suppression strategy of emotion regulation 

predict relationship satisfaction in long-distance relationships.  

 

1.4. Significance of the Study  

 

Relationships are undiminished parts of human lives because from the moment we 

are born, we are involved in various relationships with the people around us. Over 

time, we start to form new relationships with the people who are not around us. 

These relationships naturally have different forms, such as friendship, family, and 

romantic relationships. It is because humans are social beings by nature. It cannot be 

denied that each relationship has its own characteristics and effects on people during 

the course of their lives. In early adulthood, building deep interpersonal relationships 

is a significant developmental task (Dinero et al., 2008). During this stage of life, 

maintaining stable close connections may have an impact on mental health later on 

(Lehnart et al., 2010). 

 

According to Stafford (2005) and Aylor (2003), 70-75% of college students are 

currently in or have been in long-distance relationships. Given the growing number 

of long-distance relationships among university students, counseling centers should 

make changes to meet the specific needs and stresses of these students face. College 

counseling frequently addresses romantic relationships as establishing intimate 

relationships that are satisfying and mature among college students' developmental 

challenges and tasks (Grayson & Meilman, 2006). One of the reasons students apply 

to university counseling and guidance centers is to receive support for romantic 

relationship problems, such as loneliness, inability to solve problems, jealousy, and 

conflict (Terzi İlhan, 2021). These common problems can also be observable in long-

distance relationships. Additionally, Pistole et al. (2010b) reported that individuals in 
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long-distance relationships express concerns related to distinct sources of stress, such 

as travel and separation tensions, and question the chances of maintaining their 

relationships over geographical distance through their anecdotal evidence via 

counseling clients, faculty, dual-career community adults, and graduate students. 

They also pointed out that even though the number of these relationships is 

increasing, little study has been done on the global stress that long-distance couples 

experience (Pistole et al., 2010b).  

 

Emotional peaks and troughs may arise from the cycle of separation and reunion, 

even as the partners attempt to maintain relationship satisfaction and intimacy 

despite the physical distance (Groves & Horm-Wingerd, 1991). Moreover, long-

distance relationships may also be accompanied by uncertainty and ambiguity, 

leading to relationship distress in addition to emotional separation from the partner 

(Beckmeyer et al., 2023). Hence, for the proper understanding of these people’s 

emotional experiences and providing insight into this process, their emotion 

regulation strategies should be assessed. Terzi İlhan (2021) indicated that the 

emotional pain individuals experience in their romantic relationships is mostly the 

result of irrational relationship beliefs. The stress that arises from the geographical 

distance, aside from other stressors, manifests in its capacity to alter partners’ 

perceptions and emotions concerning the relationship, subsequently impacting their 

overall satisfaction with it. There is a well-known Turkish idiom, which is “out of 

sight, out of mind,” and it can reflect Turkish people’s attitudes and prejudgments 

toward long-distance relationships.  

 

Lastly, since there is no research in the existing literature that studied the roles of 

relationship maintenance behaviors, irrational relationship beliefs, and emotion 

regulation abilities on long-distance relationship satisfaction altogether, this study 

can bring to light long-distance partners' experiences among Turkish emerging adults 

and significantly contribute to the existing literature. 

 

1.5. Definitions of Terms  

 

A long-distance relationship is defined as “a relationship considered long distance 

when communication opportunities are restricted because of geographic parameters 
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and the individuals within the relationship have expectations of a continued close 

connection” (Stafford, 2005, p. 7). It is conceptualized as “relationships in which it 

would be difficult for individuals to see their partners on a frequent basis because 

partners live outside the local area” (Waterman et al., 2017, p. 269). 

 

Relationship satisfaction is defined as “positivity of affect or attraction to one’s 

relationship” (Rusbult, 1983, p. 102).  

 

Relationship maintenance behaviors are defined as “to keep a relationship in 

existence, to keep a relationship in a specified state or condition, to keep a 

relationship in satisfactory condition, and to keep the relationship in repair” (Dindia 

& Canary, 1993, p. 163) and as individuals’ communication methods to preserve 

favored and needed relational definitions (Canary & Stafford, 1992).  

 

Irrational relationship beliefs are defined as basic dysfunctional relationship beliefs 

of individuals towards romantic relationships (DeBord et al., 1996). 

 

Emotion regulation is defined as “attempts individuals make to influence which 

emotions they have, when they have them, and how these emotions are experienced 

and expressed; such efforts may be relatively automatic or controlled, conscious or 

unconscious” (Gross et al., 2006, p. 14) 

 

Reappraisal is defined as cognitively altering a situation in order to adjust its 

emotional impact (Gross, 1998b).  

 

Suppression is defined as hindering the emotion-expressive behavior during the 

experience of its emotional arousal (Gross, 1998a).  
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CHAPTER 2 

 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

The theoretical framework and relevant empirical studies of long-distance 

relationships, relationship maintenance behaviors, irrational relationship beliefs, 

emotion regulation strategies as reappraisal and suppression, and relationship 

satisfaction are provided in this chapter. Afterward, the literature review’s summary 

is presented.  

 

2.1. Long-Distance Relationships 

 

Although long-distance relationships (LDRs) have been widely researched, there is 

no single, universally accepted definition. It was defined differently in previous 

research and by several researchers.  

 

Stafford (2005, p. 7) describes long-distance relationships as “relationships are 

considered to be long distance when communication opportunities are restricted 

because of geographic parameters and the individuals within the relationship have 

expectations of a continued close connection”. Pistole and Roberts (2011) define 

long-distance relationships based on the physical distance between the partners, 

focusing on the travel time or distance required to be together and whether physical 

contact is readily available. They developed an index to measure long-distance 

relationships. According to this index, such relationships typically involve living at 

least 25 miles apart, not in the same area, unable to see each other daily, rarely 

having face-to-face communication generally, and spending at least two nights apart 

each week (Pistole & Roberts, 2011). Similarly, Helgeson (1994) and Waterman et 

al. (2017) define long-distance relationships by focusing on the geographical location 

and asking their participants if they live in the same city.  
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Moreover, Waterman et al. (2017) also noted that it can be difficult for individuals in 

such relationships to see their partners often, due to their partners living outside of 

the local area and having limited in-person interaction. In their study, Horn et al. 

(1997) compared physical distance in romantic relationships among university 

students and considered physical distance as a key factor in defining long-distance 

relationships. They defined long-distance relationships as those where partners live 

25 to 250 miles apart. In general, long-distance relationships are considered those in 

which couples cannot see each other daily, even if they want to (Stafford & Merolla, 

2007). Additionally, Merolla (2010) states that one of the criteria of long-distance 

relationships is mileage; the distance between partners was a minimum of 50, 100, or 

200 miles. In their study, Kelmer et al. (2013) conceptualized long-distance 

relationships as partners living more than 50 miles from each other since, in these 

types of relationships, the housings of partners are geographically separated by a 

distance which satisfies the requirement set forth by the US Department of 

Transportation to qualify as a “long-distance trip.” Further, in her study, Holmes 

(2004) classified such relationships if couples regularly spend two or more nights 

away from each other during the week.  

 

Furthermore, another specific feature of long-distance relationships is stated by 

Roberts and Pistole (2009) as having recurrent “separation-reunion cycles” 

throughout the relationship. Long-distance couples decided to live apart from one 

another for a few days or weeks, then make frequent trips; for instance, every other 

week to spend time together, only for a few days, and afterward, the couples parted 

again for a while once more (Roberts & Pistole, 2009). Malcolm and Ronis’ (2023) 

study about the relationships of rotational workers and their partners included this 

type of relationship as long-distance relationships because of the repeated reunions 

and separations.  In their study, the relationship duration of the participants was 

required to be at least 6 months, and they did not see their partner “for a minimum of 

4 days in a row to a maximum of 3 months” (Malcolm & Ronis, 2023, p. 1052).   

 

Partners' perceptions of viewing and classifying their relationships as long-distance 

relationships are also important in the literature. For example, to define their 

participants' relationships as long-distance, researchers asked them whether or not 
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they viewed their relationships as long-distance relationships (Billedo et al., 2015; 

Horn et al., 1997; Pistole & Roberts, 2011; Pistole et al., 2010a; Roberts & Pistole, 

2009; Stafford & Merolla, 2007). Furthermore, in a study by Pistole et al. (2010a), 

participants were asked to select their relationship type, long-distance or 

geographically close, after being instructed and asked long-distance relationship 

participants to specify the travel data, such as the miles between them. Furthermore, 

individuals can define their relationship type after being instructed that in long-

distance relationships, partners do not see each other face-to-face most days when 

they desire (Aylor, 2003; Guldner & Swensen, 1995). This way seems the most 

appropriate way to classify long-distance relationships and separate them from 

geographically close relationships in the studies.  

 

Considering all the definitions of long-distance relationships above, this study 

defines long-distance relationships by combining Stafford's (2005) and Waterman et 

al.'s (2017) conceptualizations, focusing on the physical distance and the restricted 

face-to-face communication between partners. More specifically, long-distance 

relationships are defined as long-distance when the chances for communication are 

limited due to geographical factors, and the people involved in the relationship 

anticipate maintaining a close bond (Stafford, 2005), and as relationships where it 

may be challenging for individuals to meet their partners regularly because of the 

partners residing outside the nearby region (Waterman et al., 2017).  

 

Long-distance relationships have become more common because of technological 

advancements and a greater focus on personal success and autonomy (Oakes & 

Brown, 2016). The geographical distance between partners may arise from numerous 

factors, including military services, career or educational opportunities, immigration 

limitations, imprisonment, or family responsibilities (Kelmer et al., 2013). Among 

college students, especially the first-year students, these relationships are often 

formed due to relocating for higher education (Beckmeyer et al., 2023). Although 

distance can challenge intimacy and trust by limiting face-to-face interaction, 

modern communication technologies, such as instant messaging, social media, and 

video calls, help couples maintain their connection (Özmeriç, 2024).  
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Long-distance relationships have a negative reputation because of limited in-person 

contact. Some college students attributed problems such as fear, uncertainty, 

emotional distress, and loneliness to the physical separation (Arditti & Kaufman, 

2004). Others reported increased stress at the both individual and relational levels 

(Du Bois et al., 2016). Moreover, after separating from their partners, people in long-

distance relationships reported feeling sad, let down, and disappointed while having 

a sense of recurring longing at various times during the separation (Sahlstein, 2004). 

Other long-distance relationship-specific challenges involve an overall absence of 

understanding and support for long-distance relationships from the social network 

(Johnson & Hall, 2021), problems due to technology, such as not being able to carry 

the laptop everywhere, issues of camera angle, audio and image, and poor 

connection, as well as time-zone differences (Neustaedter & Greenberg, 2012), and 

traveling costs; for instance, paying for the tickets or renting a car (Krapf, 2018). In 

line with these, lower relationship satisfaction was reported in studies for couples in 

long-distance relationships (Horn et al., 1997). Despite the difficulties, research 

shows that the quality of long-distance relationships can be comparable to that of 

geographically close ones. 

 

Contrary to common belief, long-distance partners are less likely to break up 

compared to those in geographically close relationships (Kelmer et al., 2013). In 

addition, many studies have shown that couples in long-distance relationships 

experience satisfaction levels comparable to couples in geographically close 

relationships (Billedo et al., 2015; Dargie et al., 2015; Goldsmith & Byers, 2020; 

Guldner & Swensen, 1995; Roberts & Pistole, 2009; Stafford & Merolla, 2007). 

Relationship satisfaction was even found to be higher in long-distance relationships 

than in geographically close relationships (Joshi, 2021; Stafford & Reske, 1990). In 

addition, relationship satisfaction in long-distance relationships was studied in 

national literature, and the results presented high levels of relationship satisfaction 

among long-distance couples (Kölemen et al., 2023).  

 

Researcher also shows similar levels of intimacy (Akçabozan-Kayabol et al., 2022; 

Guldner & Swensen, 1995; Holt & Stone, 1988), commitment (Kelmer et al., 2013; 

Pistole et al., 2010a), relational quality (Stafford, 2010), and trust (Guldner & 
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Swensen, 1995; Joshi, 2021) among couples in long-distance relationships and 

geographically close relationships. The problems couples face in long-distance 

relationships cannot be denied as a result of the distance and separation; hence, this 

relationship even has its own specific stressors, yet all these study results indicate 

that the negative views toward long-distance relationships are inapplicable.  

 

What seems important here is a realistic discussion about what separation means for 

each partner. Therefore, they can maintain their long-distance relationships in a way 

that would facilitate relationship satisfaction, commitment, and trust during 

separation periods. Accordingly, couples in long-distance relationships often adjust 

how they communicate and perceive their relationship to align with their relationship 

objectives (Jiang, 2022). For instance, text messaging was found to be linked with 

higher relationship satisfaction among individuals in long-distance relationships, 

while voice calling had the same result among couples in geographically close 

relationships (Holtzman et al., 2021). Similarly, phone use was linked to increased 

satisfaction and commitment, and internet use contributed to building trust for 

couples in long-distance relationships (Dainton & Aylor, 2002a).  

 

Moreover, it is even possible to say that distance strengthens the relationship 

(Sahlstein, 2004). Individuals in such relationships can benefit from the distance as it 

enables them to separate their personal and relational lives, letting them to use their 

time effectively by concentrating on their relationship and its responsibilities when 

they are together, and concentrating on academic or work responsibilities and 

working on their personal growth when they are apart (Akçabozan-Kayabol et al., 

2022; Sahlstein, 2004; Stafford et al., 2006). Also, people who value career or 

academic achievements highly might view the separation as an essential “investment 

for the future” since for them, academic or work-related plans were fundamental for 

either’s personal growth (Arditti & Kaufman, p. 42, 2004). As a result, even though 

many couples encounter difficulties in long-distance relationships, they can benefit 

from them by understanding the meaning and significance of being apart from each 

other (Özmeriç, 2024) and displaying behaviors that will maintain the relationship 

instead of harming it.   
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2.2. Theories Related to Variables of the Study 

 

This section outlines the theoretical framework of the study. To provide a foundation 

for understanding relationship satisfaction, Social Exchange Theory, Equity Theory, 

Interdependence Theory, and the Investment Model are introduced. These 

perspectives offer key insights into how individuals evaluate and maintain their 

romantic relationships, as well as relationship satisfaction.  

 

2.2.1. Social Exchange 

 

The understanding of the development, sustenance, and deterioration of close 

relationships has led to a growing application of social exchange theory and its 

applications (Sabatelli, 1984). Social exchange theory tries to explain this while 

regarding the equilibrium between the rewards and costs that people experience 

when they choose to enter relationships (Nakonezny & Denton, 2008). According to 

Sprecher (1992), “all social exchange theories assume that individuals are motivated 

to maximize their rewards and minimize their costs and thus to have an overall profit 

or positive outcome from their relationships” (p. 47).  

 

In other words, according to this theory, both costs and rewards are included in 

individuals’ close relationships (Nakonezny & Delton, 2008). If such relationships 

stop providing rewards or become too burdensome, individuals tend to terminate 

them (Sprecher, 1992). The applications of the social exchange theory within the 

framework of romantic relationships have primarily focused on factors related to the 

quality, satisfaction, and stability of these relationships (Sabatelli, 1984).  

 

The aspects of social exchange within a relationship are being evaluated, taking into 

account two categories of theoretical variables; the first category of variables 

pertains to distributive justice norms, mainly equity, while the second category 

comes from the interdependence theory and has been recently represented in the 

investment model (Sprecher, 2001). Studies on relationship maintenance and 

characteristics of relationships have been influenced by the investment model and 

equity theory for a considerable period (Akçabozan Kayabol, 2017).  
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2.2.2. Equity Theory 

 

Equity theory has four connected propositions, which have their recent 

conceptualization developed by Walster, Walster and Berscheid in 1978, and 

Hatfield and Traupmann in 1980 (Hatfield et al., 1985).  

 

The first proposition of equity theory is that people will attempt to maximize their 

outcomes, which symbolizes rewards minus penalties (Hatfield et al., 1985). The 

second equity proposition divides into two sub-propositions. One sub-proposition is 

that groups will try to persuade members to adopt and abide by established methods 

for equity in order to maximize collective rewards (Hatfield et al., 1985). The other 

sub-proposition presents that members who equitably treat others will be rewarded 

by their group, and members who inequitably treat others will be penalized by their 

group (Hatfield et al., 1985). The third proposition is explained as people experience 

distress when they consider themselves involved in inequitable relationships, and the 

fourth proposition is that when people realize they are in an inequitable relationships, 

they try to decrease their distress by improving equity; the more inequity there is, the 

more distressed the individual feels, and they try harder to recover it (Walster et al., 

1978).  

 

In theory, a relationship is considered equitable if the person assessing it believes 

that the relative gains for both parties are equal; thus, inequity occurs when one 

person receives more or fewer gains in proportion to their efforts compared to their 

partner (Hatfield et al., 1985). Consequently, if partners perceive a significant 

inequity in their relationship, they are expected to take steps to address the issue to 

“set things right” (Walster et al., 1978, p. 83). This could involve restoring equity in 

actual terms or in psychological terms in their relationships, or they may also choose 

to end the relationship altogether (Walster et al., 1978). The perceived inequality can 

result in stress, and the disadvantaged person will be more likely to complain about 

the relationship, experience anger, or end the relationship (Sabatelli et al., 1982). 

People are believed to desire a state of equity and strive to attain it, contributing to 

their psychological well-being (Hatfield et al., 1985). Because in equity theory, it is 

predicted that the strain caused by distress is likely to have an adverse effect on a 
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relationship, leading to a reduction in overall commitment and satisfaction (Sprecher, 

2001).    

  

2.2.3. Interdependence Theory 

 

Interdependence theory was conceptualized by Kelley and Thibaut in 1959 and 

further became a base for the investment model. According to the interdependence 

theory, the most important aspect of any close relationship is the interaction between 

partners (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). Interacting with other people results in different 

outcomes, manifesting as rewards and costs, which may include pleasure, 

gratification, distress, pain, and embarrassment (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). Thibaut 

and Kelley’s investigation of the relationship assessment process, which determines 

whether they are maintained or terminated, makes the interdependence theory 

intriguing since, during the assessment process, the expectations of the involved 

individuals should be considered (Sabatelli, 1984). In other words, rewards and costs 

resulting from the interaction between the partners affect their relationship duration.  

 

The presence of interdependence suggests that people in close relationships impact 

one another’s experiences and rely on one another to achieve valued outcomes, 

including sexual fulfillment, instrumental support, emotional closeness, and affection 

(Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). This theory offers an understanding of how couples adjust 

to patterns of interdependence, affecting social-cognitive processes, such as emotion, 

cognition, and self-presentation (Rusbult & Van Lange, 2003). When it comes to 

maintaining lasting relationships, there are two crucial relationship outcomes to 

consider: the level of satisfaction and the degree of dependence (Rusbult & Buunk, 

1993). Satisfaction level depends on how positively one values the relationship and 

perceives that their partner is meeting essential needs, encompassing both positive 

and negative emotions that are associated with the relationship (Rusbult & Buunk, 

1993). Meanwhile, the degree of dependence is related to the extent to which an 

individual depends on a relationship to attain positive results, placing primary 

reliance on the partner to fulfill important needs (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). 

Furthermore, the restriction caused by the very nature of long-distance relationships, 

such as reduced face-to-face communication, might decline individuals’ mutual 
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dependence level; thus, long-distance relationship couples can have doubts related to 

their relationship's durability and quality (Stafford, 2010).  

 

People assess the outcomes of their relationships and experience either satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction based on their comparison level (CL) (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). So, 

CL is one of the concepts that is connected with the interdependence theory. The 

criterion by which a relationship’s attractiveness is evaluated is the person’s CL, and 

it is based on the quality of prior relationship experiences and comparisons to similar 

associations, as well as representing the average outcome value of a relationship that 

the individual has begun to expect (Rusbult, 1980). When someone starts a new 

relationship, they bring with them a history of past relationships and things they have 

learned from observing other relationships; furthermore, this accumulated 

information is used to evaluate and compare the new relationship (Sabatelli, 1984). 

Hence, individuals use a CL as a reference point to assess how satisfied they are with 

the outcomes they experience (Sabatelli, 1984). When the outcomes attained in a 

relationship surpass the CL, the individual is likely to experience satisfaction; if the 

outcomes are below the CL, the individual is likely to experience dissatisfaction 

(Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). So, relationship satisfaction is directly linked with CL. As 

the rewards of a relationship rise, the costs drop, and expectations are lowered, the 

person is expected to be more attracted to and satisfied with their relationship 

(Rusbult, 1980).  

 

The comparison level for alternatives (CL alt) is a term that refers to the most 

advantageous alternative option that a person can choose from, apart from their 

current relationship; in other words, it is the benchmark that individuals use to 

evaluate their existing relationship (Sabatelli, 1984). It represents the minimum 

standard of outcomes that must be met or exceeded by any other available 

relationship or situation (Sabatelli, 1984). CL alt is the other concept of this theory. 

The perceived outcomes available outside the relationship can be influenced by how 

attractive other alternative relationships are, the overall quality of the pool of other 

potential partners, and the possibility of not being involved with anyone else 

(Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). Individuals with low CL alt tend to lack attractive options 

outside of their current relationships; they rely on their present partners and their 
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relationships, and they “need to” remain with their partners (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993, 

p. 180). This also explains the reason for dissatisfying relationships to continue, as 

there are no other suitable alternatives (Regan, 2011). Therefore, the degree of 

dependence relates to CL alt. In conclusion, for a relationship to continue, both CL 

and CL alt are important metrics for comparing a relationship’s outcomes since one 

of them is linked with satisfaction, and the other is connected with dependence, 

respectively.  

 

Based on the interdependence theory, a person’s dependence on a relationship 

increases with the degree to which they wish to be with their current partner, 

pointing high level of satisfaction, and the degree to which they have no other option 

but to remain with their current partner, meaning low CL alt (Rusbult et al., 1998). 

Stafford (2010) stated that partners are able to discover what works in their 

relationship to generate preferable outcomes through clear communication or good 

instances despite the apparent obstacles or limitations, both in long-distance 

relationships and geographically close relationships. Interdependence theory is 

helpful to researchers who wish to study relationship satisfaction and relationship 

maintenance behaviors.  

 

2.2.4. The Investment Model  

 

The investment model is based on ideas developed in interdependence theory 

(Rusbult, 1983). The goal was to explain why certain relationships endure and 

remain steady despite obstacles or dissatisfaction (Pistole et al., 2010a). The 

investment model, similar to interdependence theory, divides relationships into two 

important aspects: satisfaction, which refers to the positive emotions or attraction felt 

towards a partner, and commitment, which includes the willingness to maintain the 

relationship and the feeling of psychological attachment to it (Rusbult, 1980). It was 

concluded that the investment model is among the top frameworks to evaluate 

relationship dynamics (Regan, 2011).   

 

Commitment refers to a subjective state involving both emotional and cognitive 

aspects, and it significantly impacts various behaviors of the individuals involved in 
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the ongoing relationship (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). Therefore, the level of 

commitment in a relationship can act as a mediator in determining whether one 

should continue to be in that relationship or leave it (Rusbult, 1983). The degree of 

commitment in a relationship is determined by different factors: the level of 

satisfaction, indicating happiness with the relationship; perceived alternatives, which 

encompass the existence of other attractive partners outside the relationship; and 

investments which would be lost if the partners decide to end the relationships 

(Pistole et al., 2010a). Consequently, based on the investment model, a person’s 

commitment to maintain their relationship is likely to grow if they feel satisfaction 

with the relationship, have no viable alternatives, and have made significant 

investments in it (Rusbult, 1983). 

 

Satisfaction level refers to the extent to which a person feels negative versus positive 

affect as a result of interaction (Rusbult et al., 2012). When a person’s essential 

needs, such as those for security, sexuality, companionship, belonging, and intimacy, 

are fulfilled in a relationship, their degree of satisfaction rises (Rusbult et al., 1998). 

Correspondingly, several studies reported that commitment was greatly predicted by 

satisfaction (Baker et al., 2017; Duffy & Rusbult, 1986; Le & Agnew, 2003; Tran et 

al., 2019). Although it is typical to observe relationships that are high in satisfaction 

levels last over time, it alone cannot indicate commitment (Rusbult, 1980). As a 

result, the other factors of commitment need to be examined.  

 

Similar to the interdependence theory, the investment model proposes that people 

tend to become more committed to their current relationships when they perceive 

fewer or unattractive alternatives outside of them (Rusbult, 1983). The evaluation of 

the perceived quality of alternatives is done similarly to how individuals assess their 

satisfaction with current relationships, considering the anticipated rewards and costs 

of the alternative; however, in this context, the evaluation is focused on an 

alternative relationship, being alone, casual dating, or spending time family and 

friends, essentially, whatever represents the best available alternative (Rusbult, 

1983). For instance, dissatisfied individuals who enjoy spending time alone can be 

less committed to maintaining their relationships (Rusbult, 1983). The enticement of 

physical proximity to another person can pose the greatest risk to an individual’s 
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commitment in a long-distance relationship, especially when there are geographically 

close alternatives available; hence, the greater the number of potential partners in 

close proximity, the stronger the temptation becomes to terminate the relationship 

(Özmeriç, 2024). However, it is important not to forget that relationships are 

dynamic, which means many relationships continue despite alluring alternatives, and 

the affections of partners fluctuate (Rusbult et al., 2012).  

 

This model suggests that commitment is influenced not only by the present 

relationship’s outcome value and alternatives but also by the size of the investment 

(Rusbult, 1980). Additionally, extrinsic and intrinsic are the two broad categories of 

investment that are likely to decrease in value or be lost when the relationship ends 

(Rusbult, 1980, 1983). Intrinsic investments refer to the resources that are directly 

committed to the relationship, such as time, emotional effort, or self-disclosures, 

whereas extrinsic investments occur when previously unrelated resources become 

intricately linked to the relationship, such as mutual friends, shared memories, or 

material possessions, persons/events/activities/objects that are exclusively associated 

with the relationship (Rusbult, 1983). Invested resources can be either costly or 

rewarding; for example, mutual friends or shared memories may serve as rewards, 

while monetary investments or emotional effort might result in costs (Rusbult, 1983). 

Partners in long-distance relationships perceive the logistical and financial expenses 

of their relationships, like the time dedicated to phone calls and traveling, and 

associated costs, as essential investments (Özmeriç, 2024). Investments increase 

one’s level of commitment and make it harder to end the relationship by increasing 

the costs linked to ending it; to varying extents, ending a relationship involves 

sacrificing the resources that have been invested (Rusbult, 1983). Therefore, in the 

event that a relationship ends, the more resources invested in it, the greater the 

possibility that one party will suffer more losses. So, the more people invest in a 

relationship, the more likely they are to display relationship maintenance behaviors, 

have high levels of satisfaction, and commitment.   

 

In other words, these parts are connected; having more satisfaction can result in 

having fewer alternatives, increased investments, and higher levels of commitment 

(Pistole et al., 2010a). In addition to increasing a person’s likelihood of staying with 
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their partners, high levels of commitment foster several relationship maintenance 

behaviors (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993; Rusbult et al., 2012). There are several studies in 

the literature that have examined the investment model in long-distance relationships 

(Arditti & Kauffman, 2004; Butler & Goodfriend, 2015; Etcheverry et al., 2013). 

Among them, according to research conducted by Pistole et al. (2010a), increased 

investments were connected with commitment to long-distance relationships, yet 

commitment to geographically close relationships was linked to fewer alternatives. 

Moreover, even though separation is believed to be one of the costs of being in a 

long-distance relationship, Arditti and Kauffman (2004) found that for people who 

are in long-distance relationships, the prevailing perspective on the separation was 

that it was a necessary investment for their future. In addition, people had the same 

levels of investment in either type of relationship (Bultler & Goodfriend, 2015), yet 

it is possible that the content of investments differs. For instance, in long-distance 

relationships, the time individuals devote to their partners could be regarded as an 

investment in the relationship. Based on the results associated with long-distance 

relationships and the investment model, it is evident that investments play a crucial role 

in the satisfaction and commitment of partners to their long-distance relationships. 

 

In conclusion, the investment model is a theory focusing on relationship 

maintenance, moreover, based on the investment model, relationship satisfaction is 

found to be the greatest predictor among the three components, which are 

relationship satisfaction, investments, and quality of alternatives, in predicting 

commitment (Tran et al., 2019). Therefore, to examine relationship satisfaction, the 

investment model was used as a facilitator in this study.     

 

2.3. Relationship Satisfaction  

 

The degree of satisfaction in relationships is possibly the most extensively 

researched and influential variable in romantic relationship studies (Graham et al., 

2011) because satisfaction is linked to happy couples who maintain stable and 

healthy romantic relationships (Arıcıoğlu & Kaya, 2023). In the literature, there has 

been an overall consensus regarding the definitions of concepts, such as relationship 

quality, adjustment, happiness, and satisfaction, resulting in the interchangeable use 
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of these terms by researchers (Heyman et al., 1994; Kluwer, 2010). A person’s 

subjective assessments of their relationships constitute relationship satisfaction 

(Graham et al., 2011; Keizer, 2014; Ogan & Öz Soysal, 2022). These subjective 

assessments of the degree to which their needs, expectations, or wishes have been 

met, as well as how satisfied people are with their relationships, are reflected in their 

evaluations regarding relationships (Topkaya et al., 2023). Therefore, a positive 

subjective evaluation of the relationship indicates an increased level of relationship 

satisfaction (Ogan & Öz Soysal, 2022). Moreover, relationship satisfaction is not an 

inherent characteristic of a relationship; rather, it is a personal opinion and 

experience; consequently, both partners in a relationship can have varying levels of 

satisfaction regarding their relationship (Keizer, 2014). So, relationship satisfaction 

has a multifaceted nature, having both affective and cognitive components, as well as 

behavioral.  

 

The investment model is used as a facilitator in this study to study relationship 

satisfaction. Positive emotions, a pleasant feeling, or an attraction to a relationship 

are typically mentioned as being paired with satisfaction in this model (Rusbult, 

1980). Accordingly, satisfaction means the range in which an individual’s feelings 

regarding their relationship indicate that the relationship provides higher rewards and 

lower costs, and its quality surpasses that individual’s comparison level (Rusbult et 

al., 1986). The degree of positive emotions and effects that are influenced by how 

well a person’s fundamental needs are addressed in the relationship is explained as 

satisfaction level in the investment model (Rusbult et al., 1998).  

 

The importance of relationship satisfaction for young adults has been highlighted in 

many studies. Fincham and Cui (2010) explained there are three main reasons why 

romantic relationships are crucial for young adults. First, for young adults, 

establishing and maintaining romantic relationships is a crucial developmental task; 

second, it has significant effects on young adults’ behavioral adjustment and well-

being; and third, romantic relationship patterns at this stage can be a predictor of 

future relationships (Fincham & Cui, 2010). Relationship satisfaction is also linked 

with various significant outcomes, such as physical and mental health (Graham et al., 

2011); for instance, satisfaction was found to be negatively correlated with 
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symptoms of depression (Whisman, 2001; Whitton & Kuryluk, 2012). In addition, it 

is established to influence an individual’s overall well-being (Demirtaş & Tezer, 

2012; Proulx et al., 2007). In line with this, a study conducted by Meyer et al. (2023) 

concluded that people in committed romantic relationships, independent of their 

relationship type, were more satisfied with their lives than people who are single or 

in non-committed relationships.  

 

In various studies, relationship satisfaction has been studied with multiple variables, 

usually as an outcome variable, such as abusive behaviors (Arıcıoğlu & Kaya, 2023), 

attachment styles (Candel & Turliuc, 2019; Fitzpatrick & Lafontaine, 2017), emotion 

regulation (Kardum et al., 2021; Mazzuca et al., 2018), irrational beliefs regarding 

relationships (Sarı & Owen, 2016; Topkaya et al., 2023), mindfulness (Barnes et al., 

2007), personality traits (Malouff et al., 2010; Sayehmiri et al., 2020; White et al., 

2004), phubbing behavior (Zhan et al., 2022), relationship duration (Bühler et al., 

2021; Schmiedeberg & Schröder, 2015), self-compassion (Yıldırım et al., 2021), 

strategies of relationship maintenance (Ogan & Öz Soysal, 2022), self-disclosure 

(Hendrick, 1988), and sexual satisfaction (Fallis et al., 2016; Józefacka et al., 2023). 

This proves that relationship satisfaction is an important variable in studying 

romantic relationships among scholars.  

 

2.3.1. Relationship Satisfaction and Long-Distance Relationships 

 

Contrary to common beliefs and with infrequent physical interactions, individuals in 

long-distance relationships tend to experience comparable levels of satisfaction to 

those in geographically close relationships (Crystal Jiang & Hancock, 2013; 

Goldsmith & Byers, 2020; Roberts & Pistole, 2009; Stafford & Merolla, 2007). 

Studies indicate that being in a long-distance relationship is not associated with a 

decline in crucial relationship components like perceived satisfaction, trust, intimacy, 

or commitment (Guldner & Swensen, 1995). A long-distance couple’s relationship 

satisfaction can impact both partners’ adjustment to the unique nature of a long-

distance relationship, which is the regular periods of coming together and separating 

from each other, as well as the length of the relationship, since the relationship 

satisfaction offers a broad perspective on the relationship’s quality.  
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As stated above, multiple works were studied on the comparison of satisfaction in 

both types of relationships, and the researchers did not find much difference between 

them. Guldner and Swensen (1995) studied whether the amount of time spent with a 

partner had a direct influence on relationship satisfaction, as well as commitment, 

trust, and intimacy. Their participants consisted of people who have long-distance 

relationships and geographically close relationships, and they concluded that both 

individuals reported the same degrees of relationship satisfaction and other 

relationship qualities, proving that the  amount of time spent with a partner is not a 

direct determinant of relationship satisfaction (Guldner & Swensen, 1995). Similarly, 

additional studies (Goldsmith & Byers, 2018; Holt & Stone, 1988; Joshi, 2021) also 

reported that individuals in long-distance relationships have as much satisfaction 

levels as when compared with people who are in geographically close relationships.  

 

Likewise, relationship satisfaction was researched along with the predictors of 

closeness and attachment styles in both types of relationships by Roberts and Pistole 

(2009). In their study, they found that the degrees of satisfaction in both relationship 

types were very much alike, as well as attachment styles (Roberts & Pistole, 2009). 

In addition, England (2018) compared the satisfaction levels of individuals in three 

different relationship types, which are geographically close relationships, moderate 

long-distance relationships, and extreme long-distance relationships. They explained 

that the satisfaction levels did not differ between the participants, meaning that being 

apart from a partner does not decrease the satisfaction in a relationship.  

 

Moreover, there have been instances where the relationship satisfaction levels were 

found to be higher among long-distance couples than the partners in geographically 

close relationships, and interestingly, long-distance couples were also found to be 

more satisfied with their communication (Stafford & Reske, 1990). This second 

finding was reported by Stafford and Merolla’s (2007) study as well; they reported 

greater satisfaction with communication in long-distance relationship partners than in 

geographically close relationship couples. However, not every study revealed the 

same results as above. Horn et al. (1977) stated that long-distance relationship 

partners rate their relationships as less satisfactory compared to geographically close 
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relationship couples. This discrepancy between past studies highlights the need to 

continue studying relationship satisfaction in long-distance relationships.  

 

Relationship satisfaction was also studied with various variables in long-distance 

relationships. For example, an interesting study compared the satisfaction levels of 

female young adults in low-distress and high-distress long-distance relationships by 

Maguire and Kinney (2010). They indicated that women in low-distress long-

distance relationships had more satisfying relationships than the women in high-

distress long-distance relationships, especially when the primary source of stress was 

the separation (Maguire & Kinney, 2010). Du Bois et al. (2022) sought to understand 

the influence of relationship satisfaction, stress, and maintenance behaviors within 

the context of long-distance relationships on personal health outcomes among young 

adults and their partners via self-reported measures of health and health behaviors. 

Their results showed that higher levels of relationship satisfaction were linked to 

better health results, whereas relationship stress correlated with worse health; 

however, neither of them had a significant effect on health behaviors (Du Bois et al., 

2022). Lastly, attachment styles are among the variables as predictors that have been 

studied with long-distance couples’ relationship satisfaction, stating that different 

attachment types affect relationship satisfaction differently among participants (Lee 

& Pistole, 2012; Yan, 2024).  

 

In conclusion, the comparison of relationship satisfaction between long-distance 

relationships and geographically close relationships is the popular choice to study 

satisfaction among researchers throughout the years. However, this study will focus 

on how different variables, such as relationship maintenance behaviors, irrational 

relationship beliefs, and emotion regulation strategies (namely reappraisal and 

suppression), predict relationship satisfaction in long-distance couples, while aiming 

better to understand the experiences of those in such relationships. 

 

2.4. Relationship Maintenance  

 

Whether the relationships are good or undesirable, having relationships with family, 

friends, children, or an opposite-sex or same-sex partner gives meaning to life (Duck, 
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1988). It is essential to take into account that relationships need to be maintained 

once they are formed; for that matter, romantic relationships demand maintenance, 

and if not, they cannot avoid deteriorating (Stafford & Canary, 1991).  

 

Numerous researchers have defined relational maintenance in various ways (Dindia 

& Canary, 1993). Nevertheless, Dindia and Canary (1993) stated four definitions of 

relationship maintenance, which are commonly used: holding a relationship in 

presence, holding a relationship in a particular condition or state, holding a 

relationship in a satisfying status, and holding a relationship in fixation. Similarly, 

Duck (1988) explained it as entailing efforts to keep a relationship’s continuation, 

prevent it from being too intimate, and steady a relationship through difficult periods. 

Also, Canary and Dainton (2006) conceptualized maintenance as the activities and 

behaviors partners partake in to pursue desired relational characteristics, such as 

displaying love or commitment.  

 

Stafford and Canary (1991) described relationship maintenance behaviors as actions 

and attempts employed to maintain the relationship's nature while keeping it stable, 

satisfying, and intimate. This definition is the most commonly used one in the 

literature. Their research identified five relationship maintenance behaviors that the 

participants used in their relationships. These five components (strategies) are 

openness, network, positivity, sharing tasks, and assurances (Stafford & Canary, 

1991). Openness refers to partners' disclosures about themselves and having open 

and direct discussions about their relationship's nature; network refers to the 

utilization of mutual connections, such as family and friends, to keep the relationship 

going; positivity refers to partners being cheerful and optimistic in their 

relationships, sharing tasks refers to each partner contributing equally to the tasks 

they need to do, and assurances refer to behaviors that stress a future in the 

relationship, such as demonstrations of love, faithfulness, and commitment (Stafford 

& Canary, 1991). Their study also concluded that married individuals employed 

social networks more than seriously dating individuals, and married and seriously 

dating individuals relied on assurances more than dating individuals; besides, 

seriously dating individuals employed openness more than married and dating 

individuals (Stafford & Canary, 1991).  
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Relationship maintenance behaviors are also differentiated as routine and strategic 

(Dainton & Stafford, 1993). The distinction between the two behaviors is the 

person’s intention, as strategic behaviors are intentional behaviors that have 

particular aims, while routine behaviors do not possess any intentionality in them for 

maintaining the relationship, yet provide the same purpose (Dainton & Stafford, 

1993). According to Dainton and Stafford (1993), the same behavior can be either a 

routine behavior or a strategic one at different times in the same relationship, for 

instance, asking about their partner’s day. Their study revealed that sharing tasks was 

the most commonly used strategy among partners, which may have the 

characteristics of a routine maintenance behavior more than the characteristics of a 

strategic maintenance behavior (Dainton & Stafford, 1993). Moreover, in their study, 

no differences in the use of maintenance behaviors were found between dating and 

married couples (Dainton & Stafford, 1993). Similarly, Dindia (2000) proposed that 

three distinct links between routine and strategic maintenance behaviors may exist. 

Firstly, the same person might employ the same behavior strategically in some 

situations and routinely in other situations; secondly, certain individuals may engage 

in some behaviors primarily strategically, while others might engage in them 

primarily routinely; lastly, it is possible that some behaviors start as partners’ 

strategies but gradually become into routine behaviors (Dindia, 2000).  

 

Later, Stafford revised her and Canary’s 5-factor relationship maintenance behaviors 

and proposed a new scale to measure relationship maintenance behaviors (Stafford, 

2011). The reason for this revision was that the meaning of maintenance had been 

changing; therefore, a new relationship maintenance scale that can measure 

maintenance strategies more appropriately was needed. In this newly revised scale, 

relationship maintenance behaviors were regarded as both strategic and routine, 

which were in line with Dainton and Stofford’s (1993) definition of relationship 

maintenance behaviors, and the goal of maintenance behaviors is to maintain the 

desired aspects of a relationship between partners, including commitment, love, 

liking, and satisfaction (Stafford, 2011). The revised Relational Maintenance 

Behavior Measure (RMBM) involves seven factors, which are “positivity, 

assurances, relationship talk, self-disclosure, understanding, networks, and tasks” 

(Stafford, 2011, p. 296). Even though the four factors remained the same, the 
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openness factor was divided into self-disclosure and relationship talk, and a new 

factor, understanding, was added (Stafford, 2011). In addition, the revised RMBM 

revealed 63% and 51% of the variance in relationship satisfaction for females and 

males, respectively (Stafford, 2011).   

 

Furthermore, Weger Jr and Emmett (2009) discriminated maintenance behaviors as 

common and relationship-specific maintenance behaviors. Common maintenance 

behaviors are present in a variety of relationship types and often involve actions 

linked to enhancing the bond or deepening the relationship, such as establishing 

relationship rituals and routines (Weger Jr & Emmett, 2009). Specific maintenance 

behaviors possess particular roles in various kinds of interactions, and the possible 

reason for their emergence is that different kinds of relationships experience diverse 

maintenance issues, so they perform specific functions in various relationship types 

(Weger Jr & Emmett, 2009).  

 

At the same time, relationship maintenance behaviors are proposed as determinants 

of maintaining functional and stable relationships by Rusbult et al. (2001). 

According to them, relationship maintenance behaviors are divided into behavioral 

and cognitive maintenance mechanisms (Rusbult et al., 2001). Behavioral 

maintenance mechanisms cover certain behavioral changes that partners exhibit to 

ensure their well-being in the relationship, while cognitive maintenance mechanisms 

refer to cognitive restructuring done by the partners for the same purpose (Rusbult et 

al., 2001). In a recent meta-analysis by Ogolsky ans Stafford (2023), relationship 

maintenance was defined as activities, acts, and cognitions that romantic partners do 

to promote or sustain their relationships.   

 

Thinking about relationship length when it comes to relationship maintenance can be 

considered appropriate, as the majority of time in relationships is devoted to 

maintaining them (Dindia & Baxter, 1987). In their study, Dindia and Baxter (1987) 

surveyed 100 married individuals to examine their relationship maintenance 

behaviors, and the results showed a negative correlation between the number of 

relationship maintenance behaviors used by the individuals and the length of the 

relationship. Moreover, relationship maintenance behaviors and relationship length 
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do not significantly correlate, according to the study results by Dailey et al. (2010). 

Another study by Dainton and Aylor (2002b) investigated the relationship between 

the use of maintenance strategies and relationship length and concluded that while 

the use of shared tasks, social networks, and conflict management was positively 

correlated with relationship length, it was negatively correlated with the strategic use 

of openness. They commented that as relationships continue, some maintenance 

behaviors become routine behaviors even though they have started to be 

implemented strategically (Dainton & Aylor, 2002b).  

 

On top of relationship duration, relationship maintenance has been studied in relation 

to other variables, such as gender (Aylor & Dainton, 2004; Ogan & Öz Soysal, 

2023), the type of relationship (engaged, dating, married, and seriously dating) 

(Dainton & Stafford, 1993; Stafford & Canary, 1991), attachment styles (Adams & 

Baptist, 2012; Goodboy et al., 2017), homosexual relationships (Haas & Stafford, 

2005), relationship satisfaction (Dainton & Gross, 2008; Ogan & Öz Soysal, 2022; 

Ogolsky & Bowers, 2013), self-efficacy (Weiser & Weigel, 2016), relationship 

beliefs (Weigel et al., 2016), conflict (Ogolsky & Gray, 2016), characteristics of 

relationship (commitment, liking and control mutuality) (Canary et al., 2002), culture 

(Yum & Canary, 2009), relational mobility (Güngör, 2021), relationship uncertainty 

(Denes et al., 2017; Kennedy-Lightsey, 2018), technology (Hassenzahl et al., 2012), 

and social networking sites (Billedo et al., 2015).  

 

2.4.1. Relationship Maintenance Behaviors and Relationship Satisfaction 

 

As can be seen, relationship satisfaction is one of the variables (mostly the outcome 

variable) studied together with relationship maintenance behaviors. For example, 

Stafford and Canary’s (1991) study results showed that satisfaction was consistently 

and greatly predicted by maintenance behaviors. The meta-analysis of Ogolsky and 

Bowers (2013) is crucial in that manner. In their study, the writers focused on the 

association between relationship maintenance behaviors and indicators of 

relationship quality, such as satisfaction, love, commitment, liking, relationship 

duration, and control mutuality (Ogolsky & Bowers, 2013). They examined a total of 

35 studies that included an overall sample of 12.273 participants in various 
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relationship types (Ogolsky & Bowers, 2013). Five relationship maintenance 

behaviors (openness, social networks, positivity, sharing tasks, and assurances) were 

included in the meta-analysis which is based on the Relational Maintenance 

Strategies Measure, which was constructed by Stafford and Canary (1991), and they 

found a positive relationship between those five maintenance behaviors and both 

relationship commitment and satisfaction (Ogolsky & Bowers, 2013). More 

specifically, they revealed that satisfaction is highly correlated with both assurances 

and positivity, and moderately correlated with social networks, openness, and 

sharing tasks (Ogolsky & Bowers, 2013). Furthermore, these results have 

implications for investment model and interdependence theory according to which 

maintenance behaviors not only increase commitment but also contribute to higher 

satisfaction in a relationship (Ogolsky & Bowers, 2013). Therefore, maintenance 

behaviors indicate investments in the relationships and hence increase satisfaction, as 

well as being perceived as rewards from partners in the relationships (Ogolsky & 

Bowers, 2013).  

 

Specifically, Dainton and Gross (2008) wanted to identify the negative behaviors 

people employ in maintaining relationships and focused on the role of those negative 

behaviors in relationship maintenance. They constructed a scale to measure six 

negative maintenance behaviors, which are “jealousy induction, avoidance, spying, 

infidelity, destructive conflict, and allow control” (Dainton & Gross, 2008, p. 183). 

The study results showed that relationship satisfaction was negatively correlated with 

negative maintenance behaviors and positively correlated with positive maintenance 

behaviors (Dainton & Gross, 2008).  

 

Additionally, Ogan and Öz Soysal (2022) examined how self-efficacy and 

relationship satisfaction in romantic relationships predict the application of 

relationship maintenance strategies among 406 university students. Stepwise 

regression was used for statistical analysis and found that both variables accounted 

for 53.3% of the variance in relationship maintenance strategies, together (Ogan & 

Öz Soysal, 2022). Besides, in their research, relationship satisfaction was seen as 

having the most predictive power by explaining 49.1% of the variance in the 

relationship maintenance strategies (Ogan & Öz Soysal, 2022). Furthermore, 
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Akçabozan Kayabol and Hatipoğlu Sümer (2022) examined the effects of 

relationship maintenance behaviors, relational equity, and appreciation on marital 

satisfaction. They tested two models with Structural Equation Modeling, one of 

which considered self-reported maintenance behaviors while the other examined 

perceived partner maintenance behaviors, on a sample of 602 married people 

(Akçabozan Kayabol & Hatipoğlu Sümer, 2022). They revealed that through 

perceived equity in the relationships and felt appreciation, maintenance behaviors, 

which are self-reported, predicted satisfaction (Akçabozan Kayabol & Hatipoğlu 

Sümer, 2022). In the study, positivity was the greatest predictor of marital 

satisfaction, yet they found mixed effects on openness because the stress of serious 

conversations put satisfaction at risk (Akçabozan Kayabol & Hatipoğlu Sümer, 

2022). In the past, Dainton (2000) also explained the role of perceived maintenance 

behaviors’ use in relation to relationship satisfaction by reporting a high correlation 

between them.  

 

2.4.1.1. Relationship Maintenance Behaviors in Long-Distance Relationships 

and Relationship Satisfaction 

 

Distance is an essential characteristic of long-distance relationships that affects both 

the partners and their relationships. Distance in romantic relationships can cause 

problems in maintaining the relationship since the partners have limited chances to 

perform relationship maintenance behaviors and have limited access to each other 

(Bui, 2020). The role of maintenance behaviors varies between long-distance and 

geographically close relationships, and engaging in maintenance behaviors in long-

distance relationships can result in either heightened or diminished perceived stress 

for couples (Pistole et al., 2010b). Physical separation or distance is viewed as a 

stressor affecting individuals' relationships (Helgeson, 1994). Hence, relationship 

maintenance is challenged by geographical distance (Billedo et al., 2015). As a 

result, maintaining long-distance relationships demands more effort than maintaining 

geographically close relationships (Billedo et al., 2015). Since relationship 

maintenance serves as rewards and inputs in relationships (Dainton, 2000), and a key 

indicator of a relationship’s stability and quality (Canary & Stafford, 1992), 

comprehending how partners preserve closeness and relational quality in spite of 



 

35 

little in-person interaction can explain the types of maintenance behaviors employed 

in long-distance relationships (Merolla, 2012).  

 

Sigman (1991) conceptualized the maintenance processes as relational continuity 

construction units (RCCUs), as the cognitions and behaviors that sustain the 

continuity of a relationship through separations. Three types of RCCUs were 

distinguished based on the perspective of temporal placement with respect to an 

interactional absence, such as prospective, introspective, and retrospective (Sigman, 

1991). First, prospective units occur before separation, reducing the partner’s worries 

about the stability of the relationship; for instance, they might discuss about duration 

of the separation (Ogolsky & Stafford, 2023), or leave objects behind to remind the 

partner’s previous physical presence, offering tokens, or farewells that indicate future 

interactions (Gilbertson et al., 1998). Second, introspective units occur during 

separation, involving reminiscing about past moments together or engaging in 

mediated communication, such as video calls, and they act as a reminder of a 

relationship to partners and strengthen their desire to get back together; and third, 

retrospective units occur after separation when the non-presence period ends and 

consists of conversations and greetings that help couple to “catch-up” during the 

separation (Gilbertson et al., 1998, p. 777), allowing partners to process the time 

spent apart and strengthen the relationship via shared activities, and both private and 

shared reflections (Ogolsky & Stafford, 2023). In the study of Gilbertson et al. 

(1998), the association between the use of RCCUs, the time spent away from a 

partner, and satisfaction was researched, and it was found that employing RCCUs 

was positively correlated with relationship satisfaction. Also, both Pistole et al. 

(2010b) and Goldsmith and Byers (2020) pointed out, according to their study 

results, that RCCUs may be more significant for the maintenance of long-distance 

relationships than geographically close relationships, as well as being related to long-

distance couples’ relationship satisfaction.  

 

Merolla (2010, 2012) also developed a long-distance relationship maintenance 

model, which captures face-to-face and mediated communication, relational 

cognition, and third-party contact that couples engage in before, during, and after 

separation periods. Regarding the prospective (before separation), introspective 
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(during separation), and retrospective (after separation) maintenance, Merolla (2012) 

proposed that three interactional aspects should be distinguished: first, intrapersonal 

(involving individual activity and relational cognitions); second, dyadic (involving 

couples’ mediated or face-to-face communication); and third, network (involving 

friends or family interactions), and they should be examined separately in each 

aspect, resulting a ten-factor model of long-distance relationships. In this regard, 

prospective, introspective, and retrospective maintenance can be done 

intrapersonally, dyadically, or within the network. Plus, introspective-intrapersonal 

maintenance can be engaged in a past-focused form or a future-focused form 

(Merolla, 2012).  

 

Prospective-intrapersonal maintenance is defined as the cognitions and activities that 

a person employs before separation, while prospective-dyadic maintenance refers to 

the conversations of couples that take place before separations, and the conversations 

with network members prior to separations refer to prospective-network (Merolla, 

2012).  If the individual activities employed and cognitions during separations are 

focused on the past, it is called introspective-intrapersonal – past-focused; if the 

same components are focused on the future then it is called introspective-

intrapersonal – future-focused (Merolla, 2012). If the talk that occurred during 

separations is mediated partner talk, it refers to introspective-dyadic, but if it is the 

talk between the person and their network members, it is introspective-network 

maintenance (Merolla, 2012). Retrospective-intrapersonal maintenance involves the 

individual thoughts and activities performed during reunion phases, whereas the 

partner talk employed during those periods refers to retrospective-dyadic 

maintenance strategies (Merolla, 2012). Lastly, retrospective-network is explained as 

the conversations with one’s network members during the reunion phases (Merolla, 

2012). Furthermore, the analysis of the ten-factor model revealed dyadic, 

intrapersonal, and retrospective-dyadic maintenance behaviors are positive predictors 

of relationship satisfaction, describing the 38% variance in relationship satisfaction 

(Merolla, 2012).  

 

On top of this, Belus et al. (2018) measured the relationship maintenance behaviors 

that long-distance couples perform by using the scale Merolla (2012) constructed 
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while introducing the ten-factor model, in their study. They studied the association 

between relationship maintenance behaviors and relationship satisfaction among 87 

individuals in long-distance relationships (Belus et al., 2018). Their results revealed 

that dyadic maintenance behaviors during separation and intrapersonal maintenance 

behaviors during and before separation were linked to higher relationship 

satisfaction, whereas the maintenance behaviors employed after separation were 

linked to decreases in relationship satisfaction (Belus et al., 2018). Furthermore, the 

findings of Belus et al. (2018) reported that relationship maintenance behaviors are 

important predictors of long-distance relationship satisfaction, with a 30% variance. 

Interestingly, this study highlights that while some maintenance behaviors are good 

for the relationship, some of them harm the relationship.  

 

In maintaining relationships, computer-mediated communication is found as a way 

long-distance couples employ in their relationships since partners need to use 

technology to stay in touch and preserve their relationship when they are 

geographically apart, such as sending a private message to the partner (Billedo et al., 

2015). Different studies concluded that long-distance couples utilize computer-

mediated communication platforms more often than geographically close partners to 

maintain their relationships (Billedo et al., 2015; Bui, 2020; Holtzman et al., 2021). 

In their study, Holtzman et al. (2021) compared the use of remote communication 

methods between long-distance couples and geographically close couples and 

indicated that texting was a great predictor of relationship satisfaction between 

partners in long-distance relationships. Additionally, a recent study that investigated 

whether the use of communication technologies is linked with relationship 

satisfaction in long-distance relationships revealed that platforms of video-based 

communication (Skype) increased long-distance relationship satisfaction (Hampton 

et al., 2018).  

 

Another maintenance strategy that is specific to long-distance couples might be 

idealization. Stafford and Merolla (2007) discussed that when individuals are 

thinking about their partners, idealization might be strengthened, and found in their 

study that compared to geographically close couples, long-distance couples perform 

essentially more positive relationship rumination, or idealization. Therefore, their 
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study results demonstrated that long-distance couples were more likely to break up 

with their partners after being geographically close to one another than when they 

were separated (Stafford & Merolla, 2007). This study may highlight the significant 

role of idealization that long-distance couples have towards their partners in 

maintaining their relationships while being separated. Idealization might be the 

reason why partners in long-distance relationships perceive their relationships as 

better than geographically close relationships (Butler & Goodfriend, 2015).  

 

Lee et al. (2011) investigated the relationship between commitment, infidelity, and 

relationship maintenance as well as the effect of missing a romantic partner after a 

brief geographic separation. Their participants consisted of 88 university students 

who were separated from their significant others due to winter break, and the 

researchers used the scale Stafford and Canary (1991) developed to measure 

relationship maintenance behaviors (Lee et al., 2011). According to their findings, 

one way that commitment fosters relationship maintenance throughout geographical 

separation is the feeling of missing a romantic partner, thus, people who miss their 

partners are more inclined to act in ways that maintain their relationships and refrain 

from actions that could endanger the relationship like infidelity (Lee et al., 2011).  

 

The significant effect of distance on couples cannot be ignored, such as insecurity, 

thoughts of breaking up, mistrust, and loneliness (Tseng, 2016). However, there are 

not enough studies that pay attention to the maintenance behaviors of Turkish 

emerging adults who are in long-distance relationships. That is why examining how 

these people maintain their relationships despite all the stressors of long-distance 

relationships is important. 

 

2.5. Irrational Relationship Beliefs  

 

People enter into relationships with preconceived beliefs about how relationships 

ought to appear, what guidelines should dictate the actions of partners, what aspects 

contribute to their satisfaction and fulfillment, and so on (Sprecher & Metts, 1999). 

Consequently, people’s beliefs regarding relationships include their expectations of 

relationships, their views on what should happen in a relationship, and their 
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interpretations of events experienced (Sullivan & Schwebel, 1995). A relationship’s 

initiation, development, and quality are greatly influenced by the beliefs of the 

individuals involved (Knee, 1998). Beliefs about relationships can affect the 

processes of those relationships in varying ways, based on whether they are 

categorized as rational or irrational (Eidelson & Epstein, 1982; Stackert & Bursik, 

2003; Topkaya et al., 2013). Irrational relationship beliefs are characterized by 

unreasonable, extreme, inflexible, and unyielding beliefs regarding the relationship 

itself, as well as one’s own self and others (Ellis, 1986). Thus, maintaining certain 

beliefs about relationships can reduce satisfaction between individuals (Eidelson & 

Epstein, 1982), and how individuals relate to one another is affected by irrational 

beliefs (Stackert & Bursik, 2003). Zagefka and Bahul (2021) stated that, due to 

preventing the development of healthy romantic connections, those beliefs have the 

potential to be dysfunctional. Moreover, irrational beliefs would cause normal 

romantic encounters to be viewed as improper or less than ideal (Sullivan & 

Schwebel, 1995). So, those kinds of beliefs easily influence people’s relationship 

satisfaction because it was indicated that expectations of what is typical, desirable, 

and normative in relationships are one factor that has an impact on relationship 

satisfaction levels (Zagefka & Bahul, 2021).  

 

In the past, irrational relationship beliefs were studied and explained by various 

scholars. Eidelson and Epstein (1982, pp. 715-716) created an inventory, which is 

called the Relationship Belief Inventory, to methodically evaluate irrational 

relationship beliefs and thus categorized those beliefs as “disagreement is 

destructive, mindreading is expected, partners cannot change, sexual perfectionism, 

and the sexes are different”.  

 

Knee (1998) also conceptualized relationship beliefs in two categories, according to 

the implicit theory, which are called destiny and growth beliefs. Destiny belief 

represents the idea that possible partners for a relationship are either meant to be 

together or not, while growth belief represents the idea that successful relationships 

are developed and nourished (Knee, 1998). People who score higher on destiny 

beliefs perceive relationships as more rigid and think that no matter how hard they 

try, obstacles are unlikely to be resolved (Gander et al., 2025). Otherwise, people 
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who score highly on growth beliefs perceive relationships as more flexible and think 

that hard work can overcome obstacles (Gander et al., 2025). Another important 

outcome highlighted by Knee (1998) is that the association between relationship 

satisfaction and idealization of a partner can be moderated by destiny belief. Knee’s 

(1998) explanation was that idealization of individuals during the early stages of a 

relationship is linked to increased levels of satisfaction (as they view their partner 

much more positively than they view themselves), and destiny beliefs influence this 

association by providing a perception that those individuals have found the ideal 

partner. Another categorization comes from Sprecher and Metts’ (1989) study, in 

which they developed a scale to gauge the views related to relationships called the 

Romantic Beliefs Scale, which consisted of four views: idealization, love finds a 

way, love at first sight, and one and only.   

 

Additionally, when faced with a negative event, irrational thinking can lead to 

dysfunction and maladaptive emotions like depression, anxiety, guilt, unhealthy 

anger, etc.; on the other hand, rational thinking tends to evoke adaptive and 

functional emotions such as healthy anger, sadness, concern, remorse, dissatisfaction, 

etc. (Filipovic et al., 2016). While emotions generated by rational beliefs belong to 

the same emotional category as dysfunctional emotions, they differ in various 

aspects, including social expression, problem-solving flexibility, phenomenological 

experience, and the behaviors they elicit (Filipovic et al., 2016). Similarly, when the 

irrational beliefs of university students and their problem-solving behaviors are 

examined, a negative relationship is found (Kaygusuz, 2013). In other words, 

individuals with more irrational beliefs toward their relationship and partner are less 

likely to have a positive attitude toward solving conflicts (Kaygusuz, 2013). 

Conveniently, interventions can effectively address and correct those relationship 

beliefs (Zagefka & Bahul, 2021).  

 

In the literature, irrational relationship beliefs were one of the variables that 

researchers studied in romantic relationships throughout the years. The relationship 

between irrational relationship beliefs and numerous variables like aggression 

(Gündoğdu et al., 2018), attachment styles (Stackert & Bursik, 2003; Şirin & Soyer, 

2018), coping behaviors (Knee, 1998), emotional and physical abuse (Kaygusuz, 
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2013), dating violence (Bahadır-Yılmaz & Şahin, 2022), dysfunctional emotions 

(Filipovic et al., 2016), relationship education effects (Holt et al., 2016), relationship 

quality (Goodwin & Gaines Jr, 2004), and relationship satisfaction (Epstein & 

Eidelson, 1981; Kemer et al., 2016; Saraç et al., 2015; Sarı & Owen, 2016; Stackert 

& Bursik, 2003; Sullivan & Schwebel, 1995; Topkaya et al., 2023; Zagefka & Bahul, 

2021) was studied by different scholars.  

 

2.5.1. Irrational Relationship Beliefs and Relationship Satisfaction 

 

Individuals’ expectations for relationships are included in their relationship beliefs; 

furthermore, those expectations regarding a romantic relationship, along with how 

well these are fulfilled by the relationship itself, serve as significant indicators of the 

relationship’s outcomes (Vannier & O’Sullivan, 2017). One study that aimed to 

explore the relationship between unmet romantic expectations and various 

relationship dynamics, such as investment, quality of alternatives, commitment, and 

satisfaction, within the larger context of the investment model belonged to Vannier 

and O’Sullivan (2017). Their findings showed that unmet romantic expressions were 

negatively associated with satisfaction and other relationship dynamics, highlighting 

the importance of acknowledging the romantic expectations that a person possesses 

(Vannier & O’Sullivan, 2017). In this regard, when looking from the investment 

perspective and interdependence theory, irrational relationship beliefs may influence 

the extent of individuals’ investments in their relationships, as those beliefs shape 

people’s ideas of their relationships and their satisfaction levels. If a person holds 

those types of beliefs about their relationship, they are unlikely to invest in that 

relationship. Also, the negative emotions that arise from and the behavior patterns 

that occur due to having these beliefs might be seen as costs that are reflected in the 

relationships. 

 

It is apparent that relationship satisfaction was a popular choice to understand how 

irrational relationship beliefs predict it among researchers. For example, in the study 

of Sullivan and Schwebel (1995), participants with fewer irrational relationship 

beliefs compared to their peers reported higher satisfaction in their present dating 

relationships. Similarly, Stackert and Bursik (2003) wanted to study the link between 



 

42 

irrational relationship beliefs, attachment styles, and relationship satisfaction in 

young adults. The study found that individuals with insecure attachment styles held 

more irrational relationship beliefs, which in turn decreased their relationship 

satisfaction (Stackert & Bursik, 2003). Moreover, Saraç et al. (2015) analyzed the 

predictors of romantic relationship satisfaction among 229 university students, 

specifically looking into the effects of various socio-demographic variables (like 

gender, age, relationship duration, and status), irrational romantic relationship 

beliefs, and premarital relationships’ perceptions. Their results showed that extreme 

expectations positively predicted relationship satisfaction, whereas gender 

differences and different thinking negatively predicted relationship satisfaction 

(Saraç et al., 2015).  

 

Another study conducted by Sarı and Owen (2016) examines the predictive role of 

irrational romantic relationship beliefs and attachment styles in relation to the 

relationship satisfaction of 368 university students. The findings of multiple 

regression analyses revealed that, surprisingly, some irrational relationship beliefs 

increased satisfaction (being positive predictors of satisfaction, such as thinking 

differently and extreme expectations) while others decreased satisfaction (being 

negative predictors, such as having rigid beliefs about gender roles in relationships) 

(Sarı & Owen, 2016). Their study results had somewhat the same conclusions as the 

previous study.  

 

A study by Topkaya et al. (2023) aimed to explore the relationship between irrational 

relationship beliefs and relationship satisfaction among 294 participants who were 

either dating or married. Their analyses showed that irrational beliefs about different 

thinking and gender differences negatively correlated with relationship satisfaction 

for both dating and married individuals (Topkaya et al., 2023). Likewise, Kemer et 

al. (2016) wanted to understand the factors predicting marital satisfaction among 

Turkish couples. Hierarchical regression analysis was used to determine how 

irrational relationship beliefs and emotional dependency account for relationship 

satisfaction while controlling for gender and relationship length (Kemer et al., 2016). 

They found that irrational relationship beliefs had a negative correlation with 
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participants’ satisfaction in their relationships, and they explained 2.8% of the 

variance (Kemer et al., 2016).  

 

Although numerous studies on irrational relationship belief exist in the literature, 

there is a notable lack of research examining these beliefs in the context of long-

distance relationships. Helgeson (1994) conducted a longitudinal study examining 

the relationships between positive self-beliefs and relationship beliefs with 

relationship status at the end of the semester, general distress, adjustment to breakup, 

and to the relationship stressors on college students who were in long-distance 

relationships. It was found that separation, relationship status, and breakup were 

linked to relationship beliefs, and while positive relationship beliefs enhanced 

relationship status, they diminished breakup and separation adjustment (Helgeson, 

1994).  

 

On the other hand, it can be assumed that the idealization that the partners in long-

distance relationships have can be viewed as irrational relationship beliefs. Stafford 

and Reske (1990, p. 275) argued that limited communication due to being in a long-

distance relationship can lead to “perceptual inaccuracy”, which means that those 

couples may tend to idealize each other more. Their rationale for studying 

idealization was that premarital idealization raises the possibility of marriage 

dissatisfaction and eventual breakup, and because of the limited interaction, there is a 

risk that long-distance partners will continue to be idealized longer and marry while 

still in this stage (Stafford & Reske, 1990). Further, their results were in line with 

their arguments, as individuals in long-distance relationships demonstrated increased 

levels of idealization compared to geographically close couples, and restricted 

communication in those relationships might enhance the continuation of idealized 

images (Stafford & Reske, 1990). Additionally, limited in-person interactions were 

linked to idealization in another study conducted by Stafford and Merolla (2007). 

This study also supported the idea that the reunions of long-distance relationship 

couples may be challenging and potentially lead to the dissolution of the relationship, 

since it was found that people in long-distance relationships are more likely to end 

their relationships after becoming proximal (Stafford & Merolla, 2007). According to 

the researchers, one possible explanation for this is that previous severe idealization 
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may make this phase difficult to handle when long-distance couples get 

geographically close and consequently have regular face-to-face communication, and 

on several levels, couples in long-distance relationships might need to restructure or 

renegotiate their relationships (Stafford & Merolla, 2007). In other words, post-

reunion instability was also found to correlate with excessive idealization during 

separation in their study (Stafford & Merolla, 2007).  

 

In conclusion, even though the importance of irrational relationship beliefs on 

relationship satisfaction and other relationship dynamics is acknowledged, the lack 

of studies in the context of long-distance relationships suggests a need to further 

investigate those variables together among participants in long-distance 

relationships. 

 

2.6. Emotion Regulation 

 

The way people interpret events and respond to challenges can differ from person to 

person (Campos et al., 1994) or change over time and situations. The same events 

may not hold the same significance across different cultures, and individuals may not 

exhibit the same reactions when faced with similar adaptive challenges (Campos et 

al., 1994). It is crucial to note that emotions do not compel people to react in specific 

ways; they increase the likelihood of people doing so (Gross, 2002). This flexibility 

allows individuals to manage their emotions; for instance, when feeling afraid, a 

person might flee, but it is not always the case; when a person is angry, they may 

lash out, but it is not always the case, or when a person is amused, they might laugh, 

but it is not always the case (Gross, 2002). How individuals manage their emotions is 

significant, as well-being is closely tied to emotions (Gross, 2002). This means that 

in response to the same situation that elicits emotion, individuals may experience 

different emotions or varying levels of the same emotions, and act differently from 

one another or act differently than usual. Therefore, some degree of management 

over emotions is needed (Gross, 1998b). 

 

The concept of emotion regulation (ER) has emerged due to the acknowledgment of 

the significance of emotion management processes (Bariola et al., 2011; Gross, 
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1998b). It is common for people to experience intense emotions like anger or sadness 

while behaving in a manner contradictory to those emotions (Gross, 1998a). This 

occurs because individuals attempt to control their emotions, the timing of their 

emotions, and how they express or experience them (Gross, 1998a). Individuals 

differ in various aspects of emotional responses, such as severity, duration, 

adjustment/change, onset, escalation, extent, fluctuation, and recovery (Thompson, 

1994). Furthermore, emotion regulation processes greatly impact an individual’s 

emotional response characteristics, strength, timing, and dynamic aspects, 

consequently shaping the emotional experience (Thompson, 1994) in the areas of 

experience, physiology, and behavior (Gross, 1998b; Gross, 2002). Consequently, 

emotional regulation has numerous impacts; emotions can be evaded, shifted, 

altered, reduced, restrained, or heightened (Campos et al., 1994). Nevertheless, 

although emotion regulation attempts are so frequent, people usually take emotion 

regulation for granted, and consequently, recognize it only when it is absent, such as 

when a person says things they later regret losing their control in heated situations 

(Gross, 1998a).  

 

Researchers studying emotion regulation highlighted the possibility of regulating 

both negative and positive emotions, as well as the expression and experience of 

emotions (Gross, 1998b). Emotion regulation is defined as "the extrinsic and intrinsic 

processes responsible for monitoring, evaluating, and modifying emotional reactions, 

especially their intensive and temporal features, to accomplish one's goals" 

(Thompson, 1994, pp. 27-28). In line with this definition, emotion regulation might 

be conceived as encompassing four main aspects: recognizing and comprehending 

emotions, accepting emotions, managing impulsive actions and acting in line with 

intended goals when feeling negative emotions, and employing suitable emotion 

regulation strategies adaptably to adjust emotional responses as needed to fulfill 

personal goals and situational requirements (Gratz & Roemer, 2004).  

 

Nevertheless, Thompson was not the only one who defined emotion regulation. 

Gross (1998a, 1998b, 2002) constructed "a process model of emotion regulation" 

framework and conceptualized emotion and emotion regulation accordingly. In his 

studies, Gross mentions the difficulty of coming up with a definition of emotion, and 



 

46 

he states the core features of emotion then he presents the modal model of emotion, 

which is comprised of these core features (Gross, 2014, 2015; Gross & Thompson, 

2007). The first relates to the emotion's occurrence time (Gross, 2014; Gross & 

Thompson, 2007). Gross explains that the emotion arises from the meaning that the 

situation has in relation to the goal (Gross, 2014). If the meaning changes due to 

shifts in the situation or the person's interpretation of the situation, the emotion will 

likewise change (Gross, 2014; Gross & Thompson, 2007). The second one is related 

to the emotion's multifaceted nature (Gross, 2014; Gross & Thompson, 2007).  

 

The modal model of emotion states that "emotions involve person-situation 

transactions that compel attention, have meaning to an individual in light of currently 

active goals, and give rise to coordinated yet flexible multisystem responses that 

modify the ongoing person-situation transaction in crucial ways" (Gross, 2014, p. 5). 

The modal model of emotion indicates the sequence of situation – attention – 

appraisal – response (Gross & Thompson, 2007). The sequence starts with a situation 

(external or internal) that is psychologically significant (Gross, 2014, 2015). 

Independent of whether the situation is internal or external, it is attended to and 

appraised based on its significance in relation to the person's present goals (Gross, 

2014, 2015). It is this evaluation based on the context that leads to the interconnected 

changes in behavioral, experiential, and physiological response systems that define 

emotion (Gross, 2014, 2015). The main concept is that emotional responses can 

cause changes in the environment that affect the likelihood of experiencing that and 

other emotions again (Gross, 2014; Gross & Thompson, 2007). In this process 

framework, emotion-regulatory actions might be considered to have their primary 

effect at various stages in the emotion-generative process (Gross, 1998b). Thus, this 

model's central assertion is that emotion regulation strategies vary in the timing of 

their main influence on the process of generating emotions (Gross, 2002). 

Additionally, the regulation of emotions by people typically encompasses numerous 

regulatory processes, and according to Gross, a process-focused perspective can lead 

to a better comprehension of the reasons, outcomes, and fundamental mechanisms 

involved (Gross, 1998b). Respectively, Gross (1998b) explained emotion regulation 

as the methods by which people control the emotions they feel, the timing of those 

emotions, and the way they express and experience them. On the basis of the process 
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model of emotion regulation, emotion regulation involves the conscious or 

unconscious examination and adjustment of one's emotions (Gross & John, 2003). 

 

Gross’s process model of emotion regulation proposes that emotions can be 

regulated by either influencing the system’s input, or “antecedent-focused emotion 

regulation,” or by influencing its output, or “response-focused emotion regulation” 

(Gross, 1998a). In this regard, antecedent-focused emotion regulation stands for the 

regulation before emotion generation, and response-focused emotion regulation 

stands for the regulation after emotion generation. Gross (1998a) explains that 

antecedent-focused emotion regulation involves reassessing the situation to reduce 

its emotional impact when faced with a possibly stressful situation. This 

reassessment should decrease the activation of emotion response tendencies, 

resulting in fewer signs of negative emotion subjectively, physiologically, and 

expressively (Gross, 1998a, 2002; Gross & John, 2003). On the other hand, 

response-focused emotion regulation should aim at addressing response tendencies 

that arise after the emotion has already been generated (Gross, 1998a, 2002; Gross & 

John, 2003). Response-focused regulation addresses how emotional response 

tendencies are changed after they have been produced, while antecedent-focused 

approaches primarily deal with whether emotional response tendencies are triggered 

(Gross, 2002).  

 

In his subsequent work, Gross (1998b, pp. 281-282) identified five categories of 

processes for regulating emotions, which are “situation selection, situation 

modification, attention deployment, cognitive change, and response modulation.” 

These five processes or strategies are explanations of the two-way distinction he 

previously suggested, and they can be placed in that extensive scheme (Gross, 

1998b, 2002). Based on the process model of emotion framework, these five emotion 

regulation processes can be categorized based on the timing of their main influence 

on the emotion-generative process (Gross, Gross & Jazaieri, 2014; Gross & 

Thompson, 2007). Moreover, this process model of emotion is based on the modal 

model and considers every stage in the emotion-generative process outlined in the 

modal model as a possible target for regulation (Gross, 2014).  
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The first one is situation selection, which is addressing or avoiding particular 

individuals, items, or places for regulating emotions (Gross, 1998a, 1998b, 2015). 

Situation selection requires balancing between immediate and long-term emotional 

gains (Gross, 2002).  

 

The second one is situation modification, which refers to engaging in deliberate 

attempts to change a selected situation in order to influence its emotional effect for 

regulating emotions (Gross, 1998a, 1998b, 2015; Gross & Jazaieri, 2014) Similarly, 

a significant amount of estimation is involved in situation modification since 

individuals assess the potential influence of their efforts in altering a situation 

(Gross, 2002).  

 

The third one is attentional deployment, which selects which aspects of a situation to 

focus on, as situations have various aspects (Gross, 2002; Gross & Jazaieri, 2014). 

This can be either turning the attention toward or away from something for 

influencing emotions (Gross, 1998a, 2015; Gross & Thompson, 2007). According to 

Gross (1998b), concentration, rumination, and distraction could be the strategies for 

switching attentional focus.  

 

The fourth one is cognitive change, which involves choosing which of the numerous 

potential meanings a person will connect to that aspect after narrowing their focus to 

a specific aspect of the situation (Gross, 2002) to affect their emotions (Gross & 

Jazaieri, 2014). At times, cognitive change is used to address an external situation, 

but in other instances, it can be used to address an internal situation, such as a racing 

heart (Gross, 2014, 2015). The use of cognitive change is commonly aimed at 

reducing emotional responses, but it can also be utilized to intensify emotional 

responses and even alter the emotion itself (Gross, 1998a, 2002). Assigning personal 

meaning to a situation is essential as it strongly affects the physiological, 

experiential, and behavioral response tendencies that will be generated in that 

specific situation (Gross, 2002).  

 

The fifth and final one is response modulation, which involves trying to affect 

emotional response tendencies after they have already been evoked (Gross, 1998b, 
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2014, 2015). The physiological and experiential components of emotion also target 

response modulation (Gross, 2002). During a cycle of generating emotions, a person 

progresses through the process model from the first to the last over time (Gross & 

Jazaieri, 2014). In everyday life, it is frequent to display behaviors that reflect a mix 

of different strategies rather than only one isolated strategy (Gross, 2014; Gross & 

Jazaieri, 2014). 

 

2.6.1. Reappraisal and Suppression Strategies of Emotion Regulation   

 

In addition, in his studies, Gross (1998b) presented the goals of emotion regulation. 

To him, people frequently aim to reduce negative emotions and boost positive 

emotions (Gross, 1998b). These objectives can be easily grasped in hedonistic terms; 

that is, individuals are driven to evade pain and pursue pleasure (Gross, 1998b). 

Moreover, emotion regulation encompasses rising or triggering negative emotions 

and reducing or blocking positive emotions (Gross, 1998b). Simply put, emotion 

regulation's primary goal is to change emotional responses (Gross, 2002). Thus, the 

methods by which people try to accomplish their emotion-regulatory objectives are 

known as emotion-regulatory strategies (Gross & Jazaieri, 2014).  

 

A widely shared and important goal for regulating emotions is the down-regulation 

of emotion (Gross, 2002). The two most common forms of emotion regulation 

strategies for down-regulating emotions are reappraisal and suppression (Gross, 

2002). Reappraisal is a form of cognitive change and is, therefore, antecedent-

focused emotion regulation, and it occurs early in the process of emotion generation 

(Gross, 2002). Reappraisal entails cognitively changing the situation to modify its 

emotional impact (Gross, 1998b), mainly reducing the emotional effect (Gross, 

2002). When used for down-regulating a negative emotion, reappraisal may decrease 

the negative emotion's experiential and behavioral components (Gross & John, 

2003). The definition of reappraisal is interpreting a situation that could elicit 

emotion in non-emotional terms (Gross, 1998a, 2002).  

 

On the other hand, suppression falls under response modulation and is focused on 

response-focused emotion regulation, which occurs afterward in the process of 
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emotion generation (Gross, 2002). The definition of suppression is the inhibition of 

emotion-expressive behavior while experiencing emotional arousal (Gross, 1998a). It 

entails hindering the visible indications of internal feelings (Gross, 2002). In 

addition, context can influence the various forms of emotion regulation (Gross & 

Jazaieri, 2014). Most of the time, individuals who aim to regulate their emotions are 

focused on regulating their own emotions, known as intrinsic emotion regulation 

(Gross, 2015). On other occasions, individuals who aim to regulate emotions are 

focused on regulating someone else's emotions, known as extrinsic emotion 

regulation (Gross & Jazaieri, 2014). Gross (2014, 2015) also stated that a single 

action can have both regulatory functions. 

 

Furthermore, since there is seemingly an endless array of activities that could be 

considered emotion regulation, Gross (2014) suggested an explanation of core 

features of emotion regulation, similar to emotion itself. Therefore, the concept of 

emotion regulation encompasses three essential components (Gross, 2014). The first 

one, which is the emotion regulation goal, pertains to what individuals aim to 

achieve; the second one, which is emotion regulation strategy, involves the specific 

methods employed to attain the goal; and the third one, which is the outcome, 

denotes the results of pursuing a specific emotion regulation goal utilizing a 

particular strategy (Gross, 2014). 

 

2.6.2. Reappraisal Strategy of Emotion Regulation, Suppression Strategy of 

Emotion Regulation, and Relationship Satisfaction 

 

People's emotional experiences can be significantly influenced by their close 

relationships (Chen & Liao, 2021). Being in love is frequently portrayed as an 

experience that is not fully within a person’s control; however, people might try to 

manage their feelings of love by downregulating or upregulating emotions to feel 

less or more attached to their partners (Meier et al., 2022). After all, romantic love is 

an intense emotional occurrence (Meier et al., 2022). The role of emotions in serving 

important social functions implies that emotion regulation should lead to social 

consequences, and various regulation strategies should result in different outcomes 

(Gross, 2001). Being aware of which strategy a person uses for emotion regulation 
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during stressful times can help them to realize their influence on the relationship, and 

with that, they can be more conscious of their regulation strategy utilization. For 

example, when a person constructively uses reappraisal, it requires them to confront 

their own role in tense relationship situations (Winterheld, 2016).  

 

Throughout the years, researchers have agreed on the apparent lack of research about 

emotion regulation and romantic relationships (Bloch et al., 2014; Lindsey, 2020; 

Meier et al., 2022). Moreover, despite the lack, emotion regulation has been a topic 

of interest among researchers. Past research has explained the results of emotion 

regulation strategies, showing that individuals who use suppression more tend to 

have fewer close relationships, whereas those who use cognitive reappraisal more 

tend to have more close relationships (Butler et al., 2003; John & Gross, 2004). 

Among the variables which were studied together with emotion regulation in 

romantic relationship experiences were trust and intimacy (Marroquín & Nolen-

Hoeksema, 2015), conflict (Bloch et al., 2014; Chen & Liao, 2021), memory 

(Richards et al., 2003), partner change effects (Sisson et al., 2022), relationship 

quality (Impett et al., 2012; Velotti et al., 2016; Walker et al., 2024), connectedness 

with the partner (Zerwas et al., 2022), sexual functioning (Viana-Sousa et al., 2023), and 

commitment on satisfaction of couples (Jitaru & Turliuc, 2022), as well as attachment 

(Brandão et al., 2020; Fávero et al., 2021; Mosannenzadeh et al., 2024) which shows 

us the influence of emotion regulation abilities on individual’s internal dynamics. 

 

On top of these variables, relationship satisfaction is another popular topic to study in 

emotion regulation. For example, a study by Antoniac et al. (2024) looked at the 

links between relationship satisfaction, emotion regulation, and the moderating role 

of age. Based on 775 participants aged between 18-75 years, it was concluded that 

higher emotion regulation difficulties are linked to a lower relationship satisfaction 

level. Notably, younger individuals tend to experience a greater negative impact 

because of their lesser emotional maturity and limited experience in conflict 

management (Antoniac et al., 2024). Their findings showed the importance of 

emotion regulation for fostering and maintaining healthy relationships and might 

suggest various approaches based on age to address regulatory challenges (Antoniac 

et al., 2024), which includes the age group of this research as well.  
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Another study by Kardum et al. (2021) assessed the role of two emotion regulation 

strategies, namely expressive suppression and cognitive reappraisal, in relationship 

satisfaction among romantic couples. They employed actor-partner independence 

modeling, and with that, they could collect self-referred and partner-reported data 

from 205 heterosexual couples (Kardum et al., 2021). The results showed that 

cognitive reappraisal has a positive influence on relationship satisfaction for both 

partners; individuals who reported using reappraisal experienced an increase in their 

own relationship satisfaction, while partner-reported reappraisal also promoted 

higher satisfaction (Kardum et al., 2021). Here, they highlighted cognitive 

reappraisal’s interpersonal benefits, as well. Conversely, expressive suppression had 

a negative effect on women’s own relationship satisfaction, yet did not show a 

significant effect on their partner’s relationship satisfaction (Kardum et al., 2021). 

This result presented that the harmful consequences of expressive suppression are 

mainly intrapersonal. In short, the study results by Kardum et al. (2021) emphasize 

the significance of cognitive reappraisal in enhancing relationship satisfaction and 

imply that expressive suppression might be disturbing to individuals. These findings 

might be useful for individuals who want to increase both their own and their 

partner’s relationship satisfaction, as well as prevent it from decreasing further, such 

as when faced with conflicts.  

 

In addition, Sasaki et al. (2022) examined the effect of expressive suppression on 

relationship satisfaction from a dyadic perspective. In the study of 427 heterosexual 

couples, the researchers applied actor-partner interaction modeling to investigate the 

impact of each partner’s expressive suppression and they found that a high level of 

expressive suppression of either partner was associated with lower relationship 

satisfaction, and it was only high if both partners reported low expressive 

suppression (Sasaki et al., 2022). They also evaluated the ability to resolve conflicts 

in two samples, which included 242 couples (Sasaki et al., 2022). The same result 

applied here as well; when the partners reported a lower level of expressive 

suppression, they were better at managing conflicts (Sasaki et al., 2022).  

 

On top of these studies, emotion regulation was also researched in more specific 

conditions regarding relationship satisfaction. For example, Rick et al. (2017) studied 
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the relationship between emotion regulation and relationship satisfaction in 104 

clinical couples. They aimed to investigate the emotion regulation dimensions of 

each partner and their effects on relationship satisfaction. The dimensions were 

“acceptance, goals, impulse, awareness, strategies, and clarity” (Rick et al., 2017, p. 

791). Major findings imply that greater availability of emotion regulation strategies, 

such as cognitive reappraisal, correlates with increased self-reported relationship 

satisfaction for both partners (Rick et al., 2017). Contrarily, emotional awareness and 

acceptance were tied to lower satisfaction levels for either gender, especially in 

distressed couples (Rick et al., 2017). Women’s ability to manage their impulses 

during emotional situations positively influenced the satisfaction of their partners, 

while no similar effect was observed for men (Rick et al., 2017). This study indicates 

that the context surrounding emotional regulation, especially in distressed 

relationships, might affect its influence on satisfaction. Finally, Rick et al. (2017) 

point out that developing methods to regulate emotions could assist individuals in 

increasing their relationship satisfaction in the context of clinical couples. 

 

Another study by Vater and Schröder-Abe (2015) explores how emotion regulation 

and interpersonal behavior mediate the relationship between relationship satisfaction 

and the Big Five personality traits among 137 couples. Subjects took personality 

assessments and talked about a present conflict during a lab session, with their 

interpersonal behavior and spontaneous emotion regulation documented and 

analyzed (Vater & Schröder-Abe, 2015). Utilizing a dyadic approach, they 

discovered that the Big Five personality traits are strong predictors of spontaneous 

emotion regulation strategies; except for neuroticism, all other Big Five personality 

traits are connected to more adaptive emotion regulation strategies (e.g., cognitive 

reappraisal), which consecutively forecast positive behaviors in relationships and 

contribute to greater satisfaction for both the individual and their partner (Vater & 

Schröder-Abe, 2015). In contrast, neuroticism is associated with more dysfunctional 

emotion regulation (e.g., expressive suppression) and interpersonal interactions, 

resulting in reduced relationship satisfaction (Vater & Schröder-Abe, 2015). The 

findings emphasized the roles of emotion regulation and conflict behaviors in 

relation to personality and the quality of relationships. Overall, all the studies 
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mentioned above indicate that the direct connection between emotion regulation and 

relationship satisfaction has been a topic of interest in the research field.  

 

When it comes to studying the same association in the context of long-distance 

relationships, a direct study could not be found. However, emotional state (Borelli et 

al., 2015), emotional functioning (Weber et al., 2024), emotional intimacy 

(Khairunnisa et al., 2018), and emotional intelligence (Purba & Khoman, 2012) were 

among the variables which are studied with couples in long-distance relationships.  

 

All these results show that the experiences of people in long-distance relationships 

need to be studied in larger contexts. 

 

2.7. Summary of the Literature Review 

 

First, the description and nature of long-distance relationships were given in the 

literature section. Second, the theories related to romantic relationship satisfaction, 

namely Social Exchange Theory, Equity Theory, Interdependence Theory, and 

Investment Model, were explained. Third, relationship satisfaction, which is the 

subjective evaluation of a person’s relationship that provides high rewards and low 

costs, was presented with a brief examination in the long-distance relationship 

context. Fourth, the predictors of relationship satisfaction, namely relationship 

maintenance behaviors, irrational relationship beliefs, and emotion regulation 

strategies (reappraisal and suppression), were explained.  

 

Past research supports the predictive role of relationship maintenance behaviors on 

long-distance relationship satisfaction greatly. However, studies are limited on long-

distance relationship satisfaction and its other predictors, studies report that irrational 

relationship beliefs are negatively associated with relationship satisfaction of 

individuals. Moreover, both emotion regulation strategies were found to be 

correlated with relationship satisfaction, but the research is limited. Reappraisal was 

associated positively, while suppression was associated negatively with relationship 

satisfaction. In short, the previous empirical findings revealed that long-distance 

relationship satisfaction is influenced by many factors. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

 

METHOD 

 

 

This chapter consists of eight sections, which are research design, the study’s 

participants, data collection instruments, data collection procedure, description of the 

variables, data analysis, study limitations, and summary of the results.  

 

3.1. Research Design  

 

The design of this study is quantitative and correlational. According to Fraenkel et al. 

(2022), the relationships between two or more variables are examined in this type of 

research without attempting to manipulate any of them. One goal of correlational 

research is predicting probable results (Fraenkel et al., 2022). Regression analysis is 

a method used to predict an outcome variable based on a single predictor variable or 

multiple predictor variables (Field, 2009). This study aims to examine the predictive 

roles of relationship maintenance strategies, irrational relationship beliefs, 

reappraisal strategy of emotion regulation, and suppression strategy of emotion 

regulation (predictor variables) on romantic relationship satisfaction (criterion 

variable) in long-distance relationships. In this regard, hierarchical multiple 

regression will be used as the correlational approach in this study since it can be 

employed to discover a correlation between two or more predictor variables and a 

criterion variable (Fraenkel et al., 2022).  

 

3.2. Participants 

 

The study's target population consists of all Turkish adults aged 18 to 29 who have 

experienced at least one non-married long-distance relationship lasting a minimum of 

six months, where the partners are geographically apart, such as residing in separate 
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cities or countries. The accessible population of this study consisted of Turkish 

emerging adults who came across the study announcement and had the opportunity 

to participate. The sampling methods employed in this study were convenience 

sampling, which includes selecting participants who are effortlessly available for the 

research (Fraenkel et al., 2022). There were five inclusion criteria for this study to 

take part in: being Turkish, having at least one long-distance non-marital relationship 

experience lasting six months in the last two years, being aged between 18 and 29, 

being unmarried, and the distance between partners should be a minimum of 40 km.  

 

Without omission, 457 participants filled out all of the questionnaires. However, 145 

individuals were excluded as they did not meet the inclusion criteria. More 

specifically, 42 individuals were above 29 years, nine individuals were married, 60 

individuals reported they did not have any long-distance relationships in the last two 

years, and 43 individuals indicated their long-distance relationship duration was less 

than six months. Some participants did not meet more than one inclusion criterion. 

Lastly, four participants were removed due to their outlier status; three of them were 

univariate outliers, and one of them was a multivariate outlier. Following the data 

cleaning process, the data were collected from 308 participants who met the 

inclusion criteria.   

 

3.2.1. Demographic Characteristics of the Participants 

 

Table 3.1 presents the demographic characteristics of the study’s participants. 

Among the 308 participants, 216 of them were female (70.1%), 91 of them male 

(29.5%), and only 1 participant stated their gender as non-binary (0.3%). 

Participants’ ages were between 18 and 29 years (M = 24.39, SD = 2.57). 

 

Table 3.1. Demographic Characteristics of the Participants 

 N % M SD 

Gender 

Female 

Male 

Non-binary 

 

216 

91 

1 

 

70.1 

29.5 

0.3 
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Table 3.1. (continued) 

Level of Education 

High-school 

Associate degree 

Bachelor 

Master 

Ph.D. 

 

19 

10 

196 

78 

5 

 

6.2 

3.2 

63.6 

25.3 

1.6 

  

Age 308  24.39 2.57 

The Reason of the Long-Distance 

Relationship 

Work Conditions 

Education Conditions 

Residence Conditions 

Mandatory Conditions 

Military Service 

Loneliness 

Commitment/Love 

 

 

59 

135 

84 

12 

2 

1 

15 

 

 

19.2 

43.8 

27.3 

3.9 

0.6 

0.3 

4.9 

  

Average Distance Between Partners (in km) 308  1317.72 2043.58 

Frequency of the Visits  

Once in a Week 

More Than Once in a Week 

Once in a Month 

A Couple of Times in a Month 

Once Every Few Months 

Once or Twice in a Year 

Never 

 

8 

1 

55 

35 

137 

59 

13 

 

2.6 

0.3 

17.9 

11.4 

44.5 

19.2 

4.2 

  

Locational Differences Between Partners 

Living in Different Countries 

Living in Different Cities in the 

Same Country 

Living in the Same City with a 

Distance More Than 40 km 

 

110 

196 

 

2 

 

35.7 

63.6 

 

0.6 

  

 

Moreover, most of the participants had bachelor’s degree (n = 196, 63.6%) followed 

by master’s degree (n = 78, 25.3%), high-school degree (n = 19, 6.2%), associate 

degree (n = 10, 3.2%), and Ph.D. (n = 5, 1.6%).  

 

Out of 308 participants, 210 (68.2%) stated that their current relationship was a long-

distance relationship, while 98 of them (31.8%) stated that they had a long-distance 

relationship in the last two years.   

 

The duration of the long-distance relationship of participants (n = 308) ranged from 

six months to 96 months (M = 21.21, SD = 18.41). When participants were asked to 
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evaluate the importance of their long-distance relationships on a 10-point scale (1 = 

not important at all and 10 = very important), the mean score was found as 7.57, and 

the standard deviation was found as 2.50.  

 

When participants disclosed the reason for their long-distance relationships, 135 of 

them (43.8%) reported the reason as “education conditions”, 84 of them (27.3%) as 

“residence conditions”, 59 of them (19.2%) as “work conditions”, 15 of them (4.9%) 

as “commitment/love”, 12 of them (3.9%) as “mandatory conditions”, two of them 

(0.6%) as “military service”, and one of them (0.3%) as “loneliness”.  

 

The average distance between the partners in km ranged from 70 km to 14.937 km 

(M = 1317.72, SD = 2043.58). The frequency of the visits between partners were 

reported as “once in a week” (n = 8, 2.6%), “more than once in a week” (n = 1, 

0.3%), “once in a month” (n = 55, 17.9%), “a couple of times in a month” (n = 35, 

11.4%), “once every few months” (n = 137, 44.5%), “once or twice in a year” (n = 

59, 19.2%), and “never” (n = 13, 4.2%). 

 

When the locational differences between the partners asked, 110 participants (35.7%) 

stated “living in different countries”, 196 participants (63.6%) stated “living in 

different cities in the same country”, and two participants (0.6%) stated “living in the 

same city with a distance more than 40 km”.    

  

3.3. Data Collection Instruments 

 

Five instruments were used to collect the data in this study. Particularly, the 

demographic information form, the Relationship Maintenance Strategies Scale 

(RMSS), the Relationship Belief Inventory (RBI), the Turkish version of the 

Emotional Regulation Questionnaire (T-ERQ), and the Relationship Assessment 

Scale (RAS).  

 

3.3.1. Demographic Information Form 

 

The demographic information form included questions about participants’ gender, 

age, education status, the length of their last long-distance relationships, the 



 

59 

importance of that relationship, the reason for the distance, the physical distance 

between partners, the location of their partner, and how frequently they visit each 

other (see Appendix B).  

 

3.3.2. Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS) 

 

The Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS) was developed by Hendrick (1988) to 

measure individuals’ relationship satisfaction. The item number of the RAS is seven, 

and the scale has a single-factor structure. The items on the scale are ranked from 1 

(low satisfaction) to 7 (high satisfaction) on a 7-point Likert-type scale. Sample 

items from the scale are “How often do you wish you had not gotten into this 

relationship,” and “How well does your partner meet your needs.” A higher total 

score indicates a higher degree of relationship satisfaction. Items that were numbered 

four and seven are scored reversely. The scale’s Cronbach’s alpha was found to be 

.86 by Hendrick (1988).  

 

The Turkish adaptation and translation of the scale was made by Curun (2001). The 

Turkish version contains the same seven items and preserves the original single-

factor structure (see Appendix C). The scoring procedure is the same as the original 

version that Hendrick developed. The Turkish adaptation’s Cronbach’s alpha value 

was also computed as .86, which indicates high internal consistency (Curun, 2001). 

 

The single-factor structure of RAS was assessed with confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA) for construct validity in this study. The results revealed good model fit indices 

for one-factor structure of RAS [(x2 (14) = 35.8, p = .00, x2/df = 2.56, SRMR = .03, 

RMSEA = .07; CFI = .98; TLI = .98)]. Standardized factor loadings ranged between 

.61 and .92. In the current study, Cronbach’s alpha value of the total scale was found 

as .91, indicating high internal consistency, for reliability. 

 

3.3.3. Relationship Maintenance Behaviors Measurement (RMBM)  

 

The Relationship Maintenance Behaviors Measure (RMBM) was developed by 

Canary and Stafford (1992) to measure people’s relationship maintenance behaviors. 
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The scale has 29 items and five factors: openness, positivity, social networks, 

assurances, and sharing tasks. The items are rated from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree) on a 7-point Likert-type scale. Sample items of the scale are 

“Encourage him/her to disclose thoughts and feelings to me,” “Attempt to make our 

interactions very enjoyable,” “Like to spend time with our same friends,” “Imply that 

our relationship has a future,” and “Share in the joint responsibilities that face us” 

which are related with openness, positivity, social networks, assurances, and sharing 

tasks, respectively. High scores on the scale imply a high level of relationship 

maintenance behavior. The Cronbach’s alpha value was reported as .95 for the total 

scale (Canary & Stafford, 1992).  

 

In the following years, Stafford (2011) revised the previous maintenance scale and 

developed a version of the Relationship Maintenance Behaviors Measurement. This 

new version is employed to evaluate perceived partner and self-reported application 

of maintenance behaviors (Stafford, 2011). It has 28 items and seven factors: 

understanding, positivity, relationship talks, self-disclosure, networks, tasks, and 

assurances. A 7-point Likert scale, from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), is 

administered to collect responses. Sample items from the revised scale are "Acts 

positively with me," "Apologizes when he/she is wrong," "Is open about his/her 

feelings," "Tells me how he/she feels about the relationship," "Talks about our plans 

for the future," "Share in the joint responsibilities that face us," and "Includes our 

friends in our activities" which are belonging to positivity, understanding, self-

disclosure, relationship talks, assurances, tasks, and networks, respectively. The scale 

can be applied to assess either how individuals perceive their own use of 

maintenance behaviors or how they perceive the use of maintenance behaviors by 

their partners. High scores on the scale imply higher perceived partner and self-

reported maintenance behaviors' use. Thus, in this study, the total score of all 

relationship maintenance behaviors was used. The total scale’s Cronbach alpha value 

was reported as .94 (Legkauskas & Pazniokaite, 2018). 

 

The revised version of the seven-factor RMBM was translated and adapted into 

Turkish by Akçabozan Kayabol (2017). The confirmatory factor analysis revealed a 

five-factor structure: positivity, openness, social network of family, social network of 
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friends, and sharing tasks. The items numbered 1, 8, 10, 13, 15, 16, 19, 20, 22, and 

26 are part of the positivity factor. The items numbered 2, 3, 7, 9, 11, 17, 18, 23, and 

25 are part of the openness factor. While items numbered 12 and 24 are part of the 

social network of family factor, items numbered 6 and 28 are part of the social 

network of friends factor. Lastly, the items numbered 4, 14, 21, and 27 are part of the 

sharing tasks factor (see Appendix D). The five-factor structure of self-reported 

RMBM explained 65.1% of the variance, and the five-factor structure of perceived 

RMBM explained 69.10% of the variance (Akçabozan Kayabol, 2017). The scale 

initially comprised 28 items; however, after factor analysis, the fifth item failed to 

load on any factor structure. Consequently, it was excluded from subsequent 

applications, and the scale was revised to 27 items. The Cronbach’s alpha value of 

the total scale was found as .86 (Güngör, 2021). 

 

CFA for the one-factor structure of RMBM was conducted for construct validity. 

The results did not yield a good fit. Therefore, the parceling technique was employed 

to acquire better fit indices. Five parcels were formed via randomly assigning five 

items to three parcels and six items to two parcels, and their average scores were 

calculated. Afterwards, covariances were added between parcels 3 and 1 and 

between parcels 5 and 4 according to suggestions on modification indices. One-

factor structure of RMBM with a good fit was confirmed [(x2 (3) = 12.2, p = .00, 

x2/df = 4.06, SRMR = .02, RMSEA = .09; CFI = .99; TLI = .96)]. Standardized 

factor loadings ranged between .70 and .85. For reliability, Cronbach’s alpha for the 

total RMBM was computed as .88 in this study, indicating high internal consistency.  

 

3.3.4. Relationship Belief Inventory (RBI) 

 

The Relationship Belief Inventory (RBI) was developed to measure irrational beliefs 

of individuals in relationships by Kalkan (2006). The scale has 20 items and two 

factors: helplessness and unlovability. However, since the present study focused on 

overall levels of irrational relationship beliefs rather than specific dimensions, the 

sub-factors of the RBI were not assessed individually. The scale's items are rated 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) on a 5-point Likert-type scale (see 

Appendix E). A sample item from the scale is "When my partner and I do not think 
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in the same way, I feel that our relationship has failed." The highest score that can be 

obtained from this scale is 100, and the lowest score is 20. Higher total scores from 

the scale indicate that individuals have more irrational beliefs about their romantic 

relationships. Therefore, in this study, the total score of irrational relationship beliefs 

was used. Kalkan (2006) measured Cronbach's alpha as .87 for the total scale to 

check internal consistency. Also, the test-retest reliability value of the scale is .74 

(Kalkan, 2006).  

 

To check construct validity, CFA for the unidimensional factor structure of RBI was 

conducted in the current study. The initial results did not reveal good model fit 

indices. Thus, the parceling technique was used to obtain better fit indices. Five 

parcels were created by assigning four items to each, and their average scores were 

calculated. Then, the unidimensional structure of RBI was confirmed with a good fit 

[(x2 (5) = 11.1, p = .04, x2/df = 2.22, SRMR = .01, RMSEA = .06; CFI = .99; TLI = 

.99)]. Standardized factor loadings ranged between .65 and .88. For reliability, this 

scale’s total Cronbach’s alpha value was found as .88, presenting high internal 

consistency.  

 

3.3.5. Turkish version of the Emotional Regulation Questionnaire (T-ERQ)  

 

The Emotional Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ) was developed by Gross and John 

(2003) to measure the regular application of two emotion regulation strategies by 

people. The scale consists of 10 items and two factors: suppression and reappraisal. 

A 7-point Likert scale, from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), is applied to 

gather responses. A sample item from the scale in the suppression sub-factor is “I 

keep my emotions to myself,” and a sample item in the reappraisal sub-factor is 

“When I want to feel more positive emotions, I change what I am thinking about.” 

While the scale does not yield a total score, the suppression sub-factor has a lowest 

score of 4 and a maximum score of 28, and the reappraisal sub-factor has a lowest 

score of 6 and a highest score of 42. For the reappraisal sub-factor, the internal 

reliability coefficient of the scale falls between .80 and .82, and for the suppression 

sub-factor, it falls between .73 and .76 (Gross & John, 2003). The test-retest 

reliability is .69 (Gross & John, 2003).     
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The Turkish version of the Emotional Regulation Questionnaire (T-ERQ) was 

adapted by Eldeleklioğlu and Eroğlu (2015). The Turkish version consists of the 

same ten items, and the confirmatory factor analysis confirmed the original two sub-

factor structure. Items which belonged to the reappraisal sub-factors are 1, 3, 5, 7, 8, 

and 10, while items which belonged to the suppression sub-factor are 2, 4, 6, and 9 

(see Appendix F). Cronbach’s alpha values calculated by Eldeleklioğlu and Eroğlu 

(2015) are .78 for the reappraisal sub-factor and .73 for the suppression sub-factor, 

while indicating adequate internal consistency. Furthermore, the test-retest reliability 

value for the suppression sub-factor was .72, and the reappraisal sub-factor was .74 

(Eldeleklioğlu & Eroğlu, 2015).  

 

For construct validity, CFA for the two-factor structure of T-ERQ was conducted. 

Results indicated an acceptable fit for the two-factor structure of T-ERQ [(x2 (34) = 

103, p = .00, x2/df = 3.03, SRMR = .05, RMSEA = .08; CFI = .92; TLI = .90)]. 

Standardized factor loadings ranged between .23 and .82. For reliability, Cronbach’s 

alpha values were found as .82 for the reappraisal sub-factor and .63 for the 

suppression sub-factor in the current study.  

 

3.4. Data Collection Procedure 

 

The data collection procedure started with obtaining permission from the authors to 

use all the scales. Afterward, the Middle East Technical University Human Research 

Ethics Committee’s approval was obtained (see Appendix A). Then, the data started 

to be collected. The details of the study, information about the researcher, and a link 

to access the surveys were put into a poster and shared through social media 

platforms, such as Instagram. Moreover, additional posters were made to be handed 

out to the students on campus, with information on the study details and a QR code 

to open the survey link on phones or laptops. After getting the necessary approval 

from the rectorate, the same posters were hung on the announcement boards of the 

buildings on campus. The data were collected with METUSurvey between April 

2024 and November 2024. The participants’ informed consent was obtained prior to 

filling out the survey questions. They were also informed about confidentiality, their 
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right to withdraw, and the average survey completion period. The survey took 10 to 

15 minutes to complete.   

 

3.5. Descriptions of the Variables  

 
3.5.1. Predictor Variables 

 

Relationship maintenance: The mean of total scores measured by the Relationship 

Maintenance Behaviors Measurement (RMBM).  

 

Irrational relationship beliefs: The mean of total scores measured by the 

Relationship Belief Inventory (RBI).  

 

Reappraisal: The mean of total scores measured by the 6-item reappraisal sub-factor 

of the Turkish version of the Emotional Regulation Questionnaire (T-ERQ). 

 

Suppression: The mean of total scores measured by the 4-item suppression sub-

factor of the Turkish version of the Emotional Regulation Questionnaire (T-ERQ). 

 

3.5.2. Outcome Variable 

 

Relationship satisfaction: The mean of total scores measured by the Relationship 

Assessment Scale (RAS). 

 

3.6. Data Analysis 

 

Inferential and descriptive statistics were administered by SPSS version 30 (IBM 

Corp, 2024). The participants’ demographic information and study variables’ 

descriptive statistics were analyzed using means, frequencies, maximum and 

minimum values, and standard deviations. Univariate and multivariate outlier 

analyses were employed. Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to test the 

validity of the scales by AMOS version 26 (Arbuckle, 2022). Then, Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficients were computed to assess the reliability of each scale. Moreover, 
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Pearson’s correlation coefficient was run to check the relationships between 

variables. Also, hierarchical regression analysis was conducted after checking its 

assumptions to investigate the extent to which relationship maintenance behaviors, 

irrational relationship beliefs, reappraisal, and suppression predicted relationship 

satisfaction. 

 

3.7. Limitations of the Study 

 

The study has several limitations. It is important to highlight these limitations to have 

a better understanding of the results of this study. One limitation of this study can be 

its sampling strategy. Since the sample is not randomly selected, the results will be 

restricted to the specific sample group. This can affect the study’s generalizability 

and representativeness. More information on the topic can be provided by conducting 

the research with participants at various developmental stages, socioeconomic and 

cultural levels, and long-distance couples who are married instead of dating. The 

research results only encompass the characteristics and attributes measured by the 

five scales in the study.  

 

Also, self-reported responses from participants may affect the responses’ accuracy 

and reliability since participants might want to look more favorable or fit into 

expected norms. The online setting of the surveys and the combination of multiple 

surveys may lead participants to lose their attention, and they could start to answer 

the surveys less carefully. Therefore, they affect the results of the study by providing 

invalid answers. Threats to internal validity arise as the data is only gathered once, 

and thus, responses may be influenced by the location, time, and participants’ errors 

in recalling their past experiences, moods, and attitudes. Also, the results cannot 

provide any information on long-term relationship satisfaction as the data was 

collected only at a single point in time. 

 

Moreover, the number of women who completed the survey was more than the 

number of men who completed the survey, and this gender difference might be 

explained by the assumption that romantic relationships are thought of as more 

central to women’s lives than to men’s lives (Wahring et al., 2024). In society, men 
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are viewed as less romantic and interested in relationships than women (Wharing et 

al., 2024). Likewise, it was found that women are frequently observed to be more 

reflective and expressive regarding relational topics (Mosley et al., 1987).  

 

In addition, this study focuses solely on the experiences of one individual with a 

long-distance relationship. Future research that collects dyadic information will 

allow for a more comprehensive exploration of mutual influences in such 

relationships. Lastly, due to being a correlational study, a direct cause-and-effect 

relationship cannot be obtained from the results.  
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CHAPTER 4 

 

 

RESULTS 

 

 

This chapter provides the results of the study. The results of the study include 

preliminary and primary analysis results. Preliminary analyses include controlling 

missing values, reverse item coding, univariate outliers, and multivariate outliers. 

Afterwards, descriptive statistics of the data and correlations between variables are 

presented. The assumptions of hierarchical regression were checked, and then the 

findings of the hierarchical regression, which is the primary analysis, are presented.  

 

4.1. Preliminary Analyses 

 

To prevent gathering missing data, all of the scale answers were required to be 

answered. 145 participants out of 457 were excluded since they did not meet the 

inclusion criteria. In particular, 42 individuals were older than 29 years, nine 

individuals were married, 60 individuals reported they had no long-distance 

relationships over the last two years, and 43 individuals indicated their long-distance 

relationship duration lasted less than six months. In addition, it happened that some 

of those individuals did not fit more than one of the inclusion criteria.  

 

Thereafter, z-scores, Cook’s distance, and Mahalanobis distance were computed to 

check univariate and multivariate outliers in the data. There were no values greater 

than 1 for Cook’s distances, meaning that it was not violated. However, four 

participants were excluded from the study as their z-scores were outside of the range 

between -3.29 and + 3.29 (Field, 2009), one of them also had a Mahalanobis distance 

value more than the x2
4 = 18.47, which was measured as x2 with degrees of freedom 

by being variable numbers (4) at p < .001 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). As a result, 

the remaining analyses were conducted with 308 participants.  
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4.1.1. Descriptive Statistics  

 

Each variable’s descriptive statistics are given in Table 4.1, which consist of mean 

scores, standard deviations, and possible and actual range values.   

 

Table 4.1. Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables 

 M SD Possible 

Range 

Actual 

Range 

Relationship Maintenance Behaviors 5.80 .61 1 - 7 3.70 - 6.96 

Irrational Relationship Beliefs 2.35 .62 1 – 5 1.15 – 4.30 

Use of Reappraisal 4.75 1.12 1 – 7 1.83 – 7.00 

Use of Suppression 3.16 1.24 1 – 7 1.0 6.50 

Relationship Satisfaction 5.39 1.29 1 – 7 1.29 – 7.00 

 

According to Table 4.1, the mean score of the participants’ relationship maintenance 

behaviors was calculated as 5.80 (SD = .61), and the mean score of their irrational 

relationship beliefs was calculated as 2.35 (SD = .62). The descriptive statistics of 

the participants’ use of reappraisal (M = 4.75, SD = 1.12) and suppression (M = 

3.16, SD = 1.24) were also shown in Table 4.1. Lastly, the mean score of the 

participants’ relationship satisfaction was calculated as 5.39 (SD = 1.29).  

 

4.1.2. Bivariate Correlations Between Study Variables 

 

Bivariate correlations between variables to examine the relationships between 

predictor and outcome variables were computed with the use of Pearson correlation, 

and the findings were provided in Table 4.2. 

 

Table 4.2. Bivariate Correlations Between Study Variables 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Relationship Maintenance 

Behaviors 

1.00 -.14* .13* -.27** .42** 

2. Irrational Relationship Beliefs -.14* 1.00 -.16** .27** -.26** 

3. Use of Reappraisal  .13* -.16** 1.00 .18** -.05 

4. Use of Suppression -.27** .27** .18** 1.00 -.18** 

5. Relationship Satisfaction .42** -.26** -.05 -.18** 1.00 

Note. * p<.05. ** p<.01. 
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The findings indicated that relationship maintenance behaviors of the participants 

were weakly and negatively correlated with participants’ irrational relationship 

beliefs (r = -.14, p < .01) and use of suppression (r = -.27, p < .01), and weakly and 

positively correlated with participants’ use of reappraisal (r = .13, p < .01) in 

accordance with the standards suggested by Cohen (1988). Moreover, there was a 

significant positive correlation between relationship maintenance behaviors and 

relationship satisfaction (r = .42, p < .01). According to Cohen (1988), the 

correlation was moderate.  

 

The participants’ irrational relationship beliefs were negatively and significantly 

correlated with their use of reappraisal (r = -.16, p < .01), and relationship 

satisfaction (r = -.26, p < .01). Irrational relationship beliefs were also significantly 

and positively correlated with the use of suppression (r = .27, p < .01). According to 

the Cohen (1988), the correlations were small.  

 

The participants’ use of reappraisal was significantly and positively correlated with 

their use of suppression (r = .18, p < .01). According to Cohen (1988), the 

correlation was weak. Use of suppression of study participants was significantly and 

negatively correlated with relationship satisfaction (r = -.18, p < .01). According to 

Cohen (1988), the correlation was small.  

 

4.1.3. Assumptions of Hierarchical Regression 

 

Before conducting hierarchical regression analysis, the assumptions of the analysis 

were checked to see if they had been met. The assumptions of hierarchical regression 

analysis to be examined are variable types, sample size, normality, linearity, 

homoscedasticity, independence of errors, and multicollinearity (Field, 2009).  

   

4.1.3.1. Variable Types  

 

The predictor variables of this study are relationship maintenance behaviors, 

irrational relationship beliefs, reappraisal strategy of emotion regulation, suppression 

strategy of emotion regulation, and the outcome variable of the study is relationship 
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satisfaction. All the variables are quantitative and continuous, indicating no 

violations regarding this assumption. 

 

4.1.3.2. Sample Size 

 

Evaluating the regression model’s overall fit in terms of the sufficient sample size, 

Green (1991) offers the formula of 50 + 8k, where k represents the predictors’ 

number. Since there are four predictors in this study, the sufficient sample size is 

calculated as 50 + 32 = 82. A total of 308 participants does not violate this 

assumption. Furthermore, the additional calculation for determining the sample size 

for a hierarchical multiple regression using G*Power (version 3.1.9.7) revealed that 

the minimum total sample size for this study consisted of 119 individuals, assuming 

a medium effect size (f2 = 0.15), an alpha level of .05, and a desired power of 0.95 

when one predictor entered in the first block, and three additional predictors tested in 

the second block – total of four predictors (Faul et al., 2009).  

 

4.1.3.3. Normality 

 

Normality was assessed by the histogram and normal probability plot (P-P plot) of 

residual distributions. Figure 4.1 shows that the histogram has a slightly positively 

skewed distribution. This means that the distribution looks almost normal, and there 

are not any significant deviations from normality for relationship satisfaction.  

 

 
Figure 4.1. Histogram Presenting the Normality of Residuals 
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Moreover, the P-P plot presents a normal distribution of the residuals because most 

of the data points are close to the line in Figure 4.2.  

 

 

Figure 4.2. Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 

 

Lastly, skewness and kurtosis values are also checked for normality. The values 

between -3 and +3 suggest normal distribution (Kline, 2011). In this study, skewness 

values range from -.96 to .69, and kurtosis values range from -.50 to .47, meaning 

that there is no normality violation as presented in Table 4.3.  

 

Table 4.3. Skewness and Kurtosis Values of Study Variables 

 Skewness Kurtosis 

Skewness SE Kurtosis SE 

Relationship Maintenance Behaviors -.71 .14 .47 .28 

Irrational Relationship Beliefs .69 .14 .37 .28 

Use of Reappraisal -.22 .14 -.08 .28 

Use of Suppression .22 .14 -.50 .28 

Relationship Satisfaction -.96 .14 .24 .28 

 

4.1.3.4. Linearity  

 

In a linear model, it is crucial that the modelled relationship between variables to be 

a linear one; otherwise, it limits the results’ generalizability (Field, 2009). Moreover, 

partial regression plots were inspected. The scatter plots in Figure 4.3, Figure 4.4, 

Figure 4.5, and Figure 4.6 present a linear relationship between every predictor 

variable and the outcome variable.  
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Figure 4.3. Partial Regression Plot 

 

 

Figure 4.4. Partial Regression Plot 

 

 

Figure 4.5. Partial Regression Plot 
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Figure 4.6. Partial Regression Plot 

 

4.1.3.5. Homoscedasticity 

 

According to Field (2009), the residual terms’ variance should be constant at every 

level of the predictor variables, and to check that, the use of a scatter plot is advised. 

Figure 4.6 presents the scatter plot to check the assumption of homoscedasticity, and 

it shows no violation of this assumption. Additionally, the Mahalanobis distance was 

also checked, and it was found to be 16.38, indicating that the assumption was not 

violated since the cutoff value is x2
4 = 18.47. 

 

 

Figure 4.7. Homoscedasticity Scatterplot 

 
4.1.3.6. Independence of Errors 

 

The Durbin-Watson test is used to examine whether there is a correlation between 

errors or not, and it is known that the values should be between 1 and 3 (Field, 2009). 
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The Durbin-Watson value in this study was found as 2.14, thus revealing that this 

assumption has not been violated.  

 

4.1.3.7. Multicollinearity 

 

In a regression model, multicollinearity occurs when two or more predictors have a 

high correlation with one another, and it can be checked by looking at VIF and 

tolerance values (Field, 2009). Troublesome tolerance values are those that are less than 

.10, and the ones for VIF values are the values more than 10 (Meuleman et al., 2015, 

Chapter 5, p. 107). The VIF values for relationship maintenance behaviors, irrational 

relationship beliefs, reappraisal strategy of emotion regulation, and suppression 

strategy of emotion regulation were found as 1.12, 1.14, 1.13, and 1.24, respectively, 

and tolerance values are calculated as .89, .88, .89, and .81, respectively.  

 

4.2. Results of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis 

 

As it was stated, the primary analysis for this study is hierarchical regression. The 

results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis are presented in Table 4.4. 

 

Table 4.4. Hierarchical Regression Analysis Results for Relationship Satisfaction 

Variables B SE ß t R2 ∆R2 Adjusted 

R2 

Model 1     .177** .177 .174 

Relationship Maintenance 

Behaviors 

.89 .11 .42 8.11**    

Model 2     .235** .059 .225 

Relationship Maintenance 

Behaviors 

.87 .11 .41 7.74**    

Irrational Relationship 

Beliefs 

-.47 .11 -.23 -4.23**    

Reappraisal -.16 .06 -.14 -2.66*    

Suppression .01 .06 .01 .25    

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

 

Hierarchical regression was implemented to identify whether relationship 

maintenance behaviors, irrational relationship beliefs, reappraisal, and suppression 
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predict relationship satisfaction in individuals in long-distance relationships. It is 

essential to delicately decide the order of the variables to be added to the model by 

researchers when computing hierarchical regression analysis. It is stated that the 

predictors in hierarchical regression are chosen based on the past research and the 

theoretical grounding, and with respect to their influence in predicting the outcome, 

known predictors from prior studies need to be added to the model first (Field, 2009). 

Given that past literature has highlighted the effect of relationship maintenance 

behaviors on predicting relationship satisfaction, it was included first in the analysis 

as model 1. Then, other predictor variables, irrational relationship beliefs, 

reappraisal, and suppression, are added together as model 2 to find out the variance 

in the relationship satisfaction. 

 

As shown in Table 4.4, Model 1 significantly predicted relationship satisfaction, F 

(1, 306) = 65.73, p < .001. Also, Model 1 explained 17.7% of the variance in 

relationship satisfaction. The effect size for Model 1 was computed as f2 = .22, 

presenting a medium effect size according to Cohen’s (1988) guidelines. 

Relationship maintenance behaviors in this model were significant positive 

predictors of relationship satisfaction (ß = .42, p < .001), suggesting that individuals 

who use more relationship maintenance strategies had higher relationship 

satisfaction.  

 

Subsequently, irrational relationship beliefs, reappraisal, and suppression were 

entered in Model 2, next to the relationship maintenance behaviors. Model 2 was 

significant as well, F (4, 303) = 23.33, p < .001. In addition, Model 2 explained 

23.5% of the variance in relationship satisfaction with an approaching large effect 

size calculated as f2 = .31, demonstrating that the model’s explanatory power for 

relationship satisfaction was enhanced by the addition of more predictors (Cohen, 

1988). The addition of these three predictors accounted for an additional 5.9% of the 

variance. Relationship maintenance behaviors were significant positive predictors of 

relationship satisfaction (ß = .41, p < .001), having the same effect as Model 1; in 

other words, people who employed relationship maintenance behaviors more had 

higher relationship satisfaction. Relationship maintenance behaviors alone explained 

15.1% of the variance across the predictors in Model 2. Irrational relationship beliefs 
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were significant negative predictors of relationship satisfaction (ß = -.23, p < .001), 

meaning that individuals who have irrational relationship beliefs had lower 

relationship satisfaction. Irrational relationship beliefs uniquely accounted for 4.5% 

of the variance between the predictors. Reappraisal strategy of emotion regulation 

was also a significant negative predictor of relationship satisfaction (ß = -.14, p < 

.05), meaning that individuals who utilize reappraisal as an emotion regulation 

strategy have slightly lower relationship satisfaction. Reappraisal alone explained 

1.8% of the variance between the predictors in Model 2. Lastly, the suppression 

strategy of emotion regulation was not a significant predictor of relationship 

satisfaction (ß = .01, p > .05).  

 

4.3. Summary of the Results 

 

The purpose of this study was to identify the predictor roles of relationship 

maintenance behaviors, irrational relationship beliefs, reappraisal strategy of emotion 

regulation, and suppression strategy of emotion regulation on long-distance 

relationship satisfaction. According to the results, the final model explained 23.5% of 

the variation in relationship satisfaction in long-distance relationships, which was the 

criterion variable. Relationship maintenance behaviors, irrational relationship beliefs, 

and reappraisal strategy of emotion regulation were revealed to be significant 

predictors; their semi-partial variances were 15.1%, 4.5%, and 1.8%, respectively. 

Nonetheless, the suppression strategy of emotion regulation was not a significant 

predictor of relationship satisfaction in long-distance relationships in the final model.  
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CHAPTER 5 

 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

 

The discussion chapter is organized into three main sections. The first section 

discusses the findings. Specifically, contributions of the predictor variables 

(relationship maintenance behaviors, irrational relationship beliefs, the reappraisal 

strategy of emotion regulation, and the suppression strategy of emotion regulation) to 

the outcome variable, relationship satisfaction in long-distance relationships, are 

discussed. The second section explores the theoretical and practical implications of 

these results. Finally, the third section offers recommendations for future research 

based on the study’s limitations and findings. 

 

5.1. Discussion of the Findings 

 

In this study, which examined the predictive power of relationship maintenance 

behaviors, irrational relationship beliefs, and emotion regulation strategies on long-

distance relationship satisfaction, the tested model was found to be significant and 

explained 23.5% of the variance. The semi-partial variances of relationship 

maintenance behaviors, irrational relationship beliefs, and reappraisal are as follows: 

15.1%, 4.5%, and 1.8%, respectively. The following sections cover each variable’s 

directions and predictive power.   

 

5.1.1. Relationship Maintenance Behaviors and Relationship Satisfaction in 

Long-Distance Relationships 

 

The findings of this study revealed that the relationship maintenance behaviors 

significantly and positively predicted relationship satisfaction of the participants in 

long-distance relationships. Moreover, relationship maintenance behaviors were the 
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strongest predictor of relationship satisfaction in long-distance relationships when 

compared to other predictors of the study, explaining 15.1% of the variance. 

Thereupon, the first hypothesis of the present study was supported by the results. The 

results of this study support the notion that couples’ intentional and consistent 

actions to maintain their relationship are just as important to long-distance 

relationship satisfaction as love or intimacy.  

 

The results on the positive and significant predictive role of relationship maintenance 

behaviors on relationship satisfaction in long-distance relationship are compatible 

with the results of previous studies comparing long-distance relationships and 

geographically close relationships (Goldsmith & Byers, 2020; Holtzman et al., 

2021), and with the results of studies conducted only with individuals in long-

distance relationships (Belus et al., 2018; Merolla, 2012).  

 

Positive relationship features like satisfaction and commitment were correlated with 

relationship maintenance behaviors in many studies (Ogolsky & Bowers, 2013). The 

utilization of openness, positivity, network, tasks, and assurance was found to be 

linked with increased relationship satisfaction (Dainton & Gross, 2008; Stafford & 

Canary, 2006; Weiser & Weigel, 2016). Moreover, when a partner’s maintenance 

behaviors go above and beyond expectations, particularly for positivity and 

assurances, their partner’s satisfaction level increases (Dainton, 2000). Perceived 

level of effort in employing maintenance behaviors was found to be associated with 

relationship satisfaction levels of individuals, as perceptions of reduced effort may 

result in lower levels of satisfaction regarding the partner’s involvement in the 

relationship, in line with the investment model (Liu et al., 2023). 

 

The difficulties related to geographical distance in long-distance relationships may 

affect individuals’ employment of relationship maintenance behaviors. Individuals in 

long-distance relationships demonstrate maintenance behaviors more than 

geographically close relationships (Merolla, 2012; Stafford & Merolla, 2007) since, 

in order to maintain their relationship during separation, they need to adopt new, 

varied behaviors (Pilny & Siems, 2019). In fact, couples in long-distance 

relationships who have some face-to-face contact indicated more maintenance 
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behavior use than the ones with no in-person contact, as well as having more 

satisfaction (Dainton & Aylor, 2001).  

 

Additionally, in long-distance relationships, studies have considered the channels or 

modes of relationship maintenance behaviors (Ogolsky & Stafford, 2023). Goldsmith 

and Byers (2020) found that long-distance couples showed more frequent 

maintenance behaviors to communicate when they are physically separated, like 

making phone calls and texting. Furthermore, phone use was found to be related to 

increased satisfaction and commitment, and internet use was positively linked with 

trust (Dainton & Aylor, 2002a). Social networking sites (Billedo et al., 2015) and 

emails (Johnson et al., 2008) were also found to have the same role in maintaining 

long-distance relationships. Similarly, Wang et al. (2018) conceptualized 

technology-mediated communication, such as texting, using social networking sites, 

and phone calling, as relationship maintenance behaviors in long-distance 

relationships.  

 

Furthermore, the difference in study results regarding long-distance relationship 

satisfaction over the years might be explained in the same way. Almost three decades 

ago, Horn et al. (1997) presented lower levels of relationship satisfaction among 

long-distance couples than among geographically close relationship couples. 

However, towards the 2010s and beyond, studies presented the same levels or even 

higher levels of relationship satisfaction between long-distance relationship partners 

(Goldsmith & Byers, 2020; Joshi, 2021; Roberts & Pistole, 2009). This difference 

between satisfaction levels indicated by various studies could be explained by 

technological advancements (Oakes & Brown, 2016), easy accessibility of 

communication technologies and transportation (Larsen et al., 2006), and 

globalization (Akçabozan-Kayabol et al., 2022), enabling long-distance partners to 

maintain their relationship and visit each other more easily, as well as making this 

type of relationship more common (Akçabozan-Kayabol et al., 2022; Larsen et al., 

2006). Also, throughout the years, research methods and statistical tools have 

advanced as well, presenting more reliable and valid study results.  

 

Therefore, relationship maintenance behaviors can either act as agents to enhance 

rewards of those relationships or act as investments that partners are willingly 
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making to increase satisfaction and decrease the attractiveness of alternative others. 

For example, Le et al. (2011) indicated that self-reported actions of relationship 

maintenance behaviors of positivity, assurances, and openness were predicted by 

self-reported commitment. Similarly, Pistole et al.’s (2010a) study highlighted the 

importance of investments in long-distance relationships by revealing their 

connection with commitment, which indicates high levels of satisfaction. Although 

the investment content may differ between long-distance relationships and 

geographically close relationships, such as the maintenance behaviors couples 

employ or their frequency, investment levels were found to be at the same level 

(Butler & Goodfriend, 2015).  

 

All in all, these results highlight the effect of relationship maintenance behaviors in 

long-distance relationship satisfaction, which means that when long-distance 

relationship partners demonstrate more relationship maintenance behaviors, their 

relationship satisfaction increases.  

 

5.1.2. Irrational Relationship Beliefs and Relationship Satisfaction in Long-

Distance Relationships 

 

Irrational relationship beliefs were found as significant predictors of long-distance 

relationship satisfaction and explained 4.5% of the variance. This finding supported 

the second hypothesis. Furthermore, they were found to be negative predictors of 

long-distance relationship satisfaction. This result indicates that when individuals in 

long-distance relationships have more irrational relationship beliefs, they are more 

likely to experience a decrease in their relationship satisfaction levels, as the ones in 

geographically-close relationships (Sullivan & Schwebel, 1995). 

 

This finding was compatible with previous study results where researchers found a 

negative relationship between irrational relationship beliefs and relationship 

satisfaction (Kemer et al., 2016; Stackert & Bursik, 2003; Topkaya et al., 2023). 

Furthermore, previously explained variance of irrational relationship beliefs was 

2.8% in relationship satisfaction of participants in geographically-close relationships 

(Kemer et al., 2016). In this study, the explained variance of irrational relationship 
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beliefs in relationship satisfaction was higher, implying that the role and effect of 

irrational relationship beliefs may be more crucial in long-distance relationships. 

Even though there were not many studies conducted to find out the relationship 

between irrational relationship beliefs and long-distance relationship satisfaction, 

Helgeson (1994) studied relationship beliefs in long-distance relationship context 

and found a negative relationship between positive relationship beliefs and breakup 

possibility, which supports the results of this study.  

 

Irrational relationship beliefs were examined regarding their contributions on the 

elements of investment model and commitment (Fitzpatrick & Sollie, 1999). It was 

found that women who hold these beliefs reported more alternatives and a lower 

level of commitment, and these beliefs were linked to men’s perceptions of higher 

costs and more alternatives (Fitzpatrick & Sollie, 1999). Correspondingly, people’s 

perceptions and investments in romantic relationships might be influenced by 

irrational relationship beliefs. In order to promote healthier, more committed and 

satisfied relationships, it is critical to address irrational relationship beliefs, which are 

linked with costs and the perceptions of alternatives.   

 

In addition, this finding points out the need to study the predictor role of irrational 

relationship beliefs on long-distance relationship satisfaction. Irrational beliefs can 

increase dissatisfaction by increasing disappointment or frustration when idealized 

expectations are not met, especially in long-distance relationships where uncertainty 

and ambiguity may be higher. These findings emphasize the cognitive aspect of 

relationship satisfaction and imply that challenging irrational beliefs can be one 

practical strategy to enhance the quality of relationships. 

 

5.1.3. Reappraisal and Relationship Satisfaction in Long-Distance Relationships 

 

Similar to irrational relationship beliefs, reappraisal strategy of emotion regulation 

was also found as a significant predictor of long-distance relationship satisfaction, 

explaining 1.8% of the variance. This result supported the third hypothesis. 

Moreover, the direction of the relationship was negative. One possible reason for this 

result may be that culture influences emotion regulation processes (Deng et al., 
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2019), and individuals in collectivist cultures do not often demonstrate reappraisal, 

as well as emotional expression (Matsumoto et al., 2008).  

 

This finding was not supported by the previous studies (Kardum et al., 2021; Rick et 

al., 2017; Vater & Schröder-Abe, 2015), where researchers presented a positive 

correlation between reappraisal and relationship satisfaction. In accordance with 

these results, past studies with actor-partner interdependence models carried out with 

couples indicated that the more individuals and their partners use reappraisal, the 

higher their and their partner’s relationship satisfaction increases (Mazzuca et al., 

2018; Rusu et al., 2019). On the other hand, the participants of these studies were 

geographically close couples; therefore, the situation might be different in long-

distance relationships. Individuals in long-distance relationships might use 

reappraisal as a strategy to regulate their emotions during conflict situations or 

emotional distress moments. For them, reappraisal might be more individualistic 

rather than relational since the dynamics of long-distance relationship are different 

than geographically-close relationship dynamics.  

 

In the literature, a study that presented a direct link between reappraisal and long-

distance relationship satisfaction has not been conducted. One study in which the 

researchers selected participants who were in a long-distance relationship was that of 

Borelli et al. (2015). They examined the association between relational savoring and 

long-distance relationship satisfaction and emotion (Borelli et al., 2015). Their 

findings revealed that increased positive emotion was linked with relational savoring, 

as well as decreased negative emotion in long-distance couples (Borelli et al., 2015). 

In that manner, relational savoring might seem to help sustain relationship 

satisfaction in the face of stress through its effect on increasing positive emotions 

(Borelli et al., 2015).  

 

Moreover, Weber et al. (2024) explained that problems with relational set shifting, 

which is a mental shift essential to the transition process of relationship phases, may 

result in the experience of higher negative emotions in the phase that follows. Long-

distance partners who had higher relationship satisfaction levels indicated less set-

shifting problems, which led to the experience of fewer negative emotions (Weber et 



 

83 

al., 2024). Even though these studies did not include reappraisal, they pointed out the 

essential role of emotion in preserving relationship satisfaction in long-distance 

relationships. Further research into that matter, especially more studies that examines 

the relationship between the use of reappraisal and relationship satisfaction in long-

distance relationships, is needed.  

 

5.1.4. Suppression and Relationship Satisfaction in Long-Distance Relationships  

 

The fourth hypothesis of the present study was rejected with the finding that 

suppression as an emotion regulation strategy was not a significant predictor of long-

distance relationship satisfaction. In the literature, it was studied that the use of 

suppression was associated with lower levels of relationship satisfaction (Han et al., 

2022; Sasaki et al., 2022).  

 

In addition, Impett et al. (2012) indicated that suppression led to declines in 

relationship satisfaction, as well as making individuals more likely to break up with 

their partners. They also pointed out that when individuals suppress their emotions in 

times of making sacrifices for their partners or relationship, the results would be 

emotionally and relational costly for them, such as lower levels of relationship 

satisfaction, authenticity, and positive emotions (Impett et al., 2012). Similarly, 

Cameron and Overall (2018) studied the effects of suppression in romantic 

relationships and reported that suppression of emotions had costs related to 

intrapersonal and interpersonal dimensions. The interpersonal costs linked with 

suppression were decreased relationship satisfaction, distancing oneself from others, 

and feelings of unacceptance from others (Cameron & Overall, 2018). Even though 

these studies were conducted with geographically close relationship partners, they 

have consistent results with each other.  

 

Unfortunately, no study investigates the association between suppression and long-

distance relationship satisfaction in both national and international literature. In long-

distance relationships, the sacrifices partners make might be more common and 

varied than those in geographically close relationships. Therefore, individuals might 

accept or perceive them as normal. This might also be a way to reduce additional 



 

84 

costs within the relationship since long-distance relationships already have their 

unique costs. This situation may also lower the likelihood of those individuals to 

suppress their emotions, in line with the results of this study.  

 

5.2. Implications for Practice 

 

The study results have implications for emerging adults who are in long-distance 

relationships, mental health professionals, and technology developers. First of all, 

individuals who are in long-distance relationships or considering beginning one 

might take advantage of the present study results to increase their relationship 

satisfaction. The current study concluded that individuals in long-distance 

relationships who are implementing more relationship maintenance behaviors and 

having fewer irrational relationship beliefs encounter higher relationship satisfaction 

levels in their relationships, in line with past studies (Belus et al., 2018; Helgeson, 

1994). If a person is unsatisfied with their long-distance relationship, they could 

reconsider the extent to which they implement relationship maintenance behaviors 

and how often they let their irrational relationship beliefs to cloud their judgments. 

Discovering new behaviors to maintain their long-distance relationship can increase 

the satisfaction they receive from that long-distance relationship, as well as it may 

strengthen the bond between partners. With every new maintenance behavior that 

expresses openness, positivity, and self-disclosure, the unsatisfied partner might 

realize that it is becoming easier to keep the relationship satisfying.  

 

Similarly, identifying irrational beliefs regarding the relationship and restructuring 

them can change the way that a person perceives their relationship. In that way, the 

unsatisfied partner may start to hold rational and positive beliefs regarding their 

long-distance relationship, thus increasing the satisfaction they receive from that 

relationship. Both implementing relationship maintenance behaviors and 

restructuring irrational relationship beliefs might influence the investments that both 

partners are contributing to the long-distance relationship. 

 

Second, counselors or therapists who work with couples on relationships might find 

the results of this study beneficial. Specific intervention programs that are targeted to 
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enhance long-distance relationship satisfaction can be planned by counselors and 

therapists. Practices to promote relationship maintenance behaviors can be included 

in those intervention programs. Mental health professionals can teach individuals the 

cognitive strategies to deal with irrational relationship beliefs. They can explain the 

effect of perceptions that individuals have on their relationship satisfaction levels and 

the maintenance of their relationships with long-distance individuals. These may 

help long-distance relationship partners, especially during periods of separation.  

 

Lastly, the current study’s findings indicate certain technological implications, 

mainly for the development of digital tools and applications that support long-

distance partners in the digital age. Communication technologies may be an essential 

tool for creating relationship maintenance behaviors, which are predictive of 

relationship satisfaction. Applications that facilitate support of long-distance couples 

might include features such as virtual date planning applications, auto-reminders to 

express love or appreciation, and virtual reminders that encourage positivity, 

commitment, and reassurance. Also, devices that simulate physical contact (e.g., 

heartbeat-vibrating rings) may strengthen the feelings of closeness. These 

applications can facilitate actions that strengthen relationships, which may result in 

increased satisfaction. Furthermore, the value of adding psychoeducational content 

into online platforms is demonstrated by the finding that irrational relationship 

beliefs were other predictors of long-distance relationship satisfaction. Applications 

might, for instance, include interactive modules that challenge negative assumptions 

about intimacy and love or offer evidence-based recommendations for developing 

realistic expectations in long-distance relationships. These interventions could aid in 

restructuring rigid or maladaptive thinking that hinders satisfaction.  

 

5.3. Recommendations for Further Research 

 

Further studies that will be conducted in the future should build upon the extending 

the existing literature on long-distance relationship satisfaction in Türkiye. This need 

comes from the lack of research done in the literature. In addition, the variables in 

this study accounted for 23.5% of the variance in long-distance relationship 

satisfaction, suggesting that other variables may also predicting relationship 
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satisfaction in long-distance relationships. Thus, to understand the predictors of long-

distance relationship satisfaction, more studies with different variables are needed, 

such as commitment and attachment styles.  

 

The revised version of the RMBM (Stafford, 2011) and its Turkish version 

(Akçabozan Kayabol, 2017) are newly used scales, and since the Turkish version of 

the revised scale is the only scale that covers relationship maintenance behaviors in 

the national literature (Akçabozan Kayabol & Hatipoğlu Sümer, 2022; Güngör, 

2021), its psychometric properties can be examined in different samples. Moreover, 

other scales which do not have a Turkish adaptation; for instance Merolla’s (2012) 

10-factor maintenance model, can also be adapted since it was also used by other 

researchers to investigate relationship maintenance behaviors in long-distance 

relationship contexts (for instance, Bazani et al., 2021; Belus et al., 2018; Bouchard 

et al., 2023).  

 

Also, it is suggested to study which relational maintenance behaviors affect long-

distance relationship satisfaction more and which ones affect negatively; this should 

be studied further, as different relationship maintenance behaviors might influence 

relationship satisfaction differently. Moreover, not only self-reported maintenance 

strategies but also perceived maintenance strategies can be explored about long-

distance relationship satisfaction in future studies since relationship satisfaction was 

found to be linked with both individuals’ and their partner’s engagement in 

maintenance behaviors (Dainton, 2000; Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 2008). In long-

distance relationships, relationship maintenance behaviors can exceed the ones that 

were used in this study, such as idealization (Stafford & Merolla, 2007) and 

technology use to communicate (Dainton & Aylor, 2002a); therefore, how 

individuals in long-distance relationships maintain their relationships should further 

be studied. In addition, to be able to study use of communication technologies as a 

way of relationship maintenance in Turkish long-distance couples, the development 

of necessary scales which measure the uses of various ways of technology use to 

communicate is suggested, as well as including the utilization of other ways of 

technology use to maintain the relationships, such as posting a photo with the partner 

on social media platforms.   
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Furthermore, since the goals of emotion regulation can be either intrinsic or extrinsic 

or co-occur (Gross, 2015), the way partners regulate each other’s emotions can be 

studied in long-distance relationships in future studies. Extrinsic emotion regulation 

is crucial in couples since their extrinsic emotion regulation strategies are linked to 

the quality of their relationship (Kinkead et al., 2023). Thus, several studies have 

found a positive association between the utilization of extrinsic emotion regulation 

strategies and relationship satisfaction (Kinkead et al., 2021; Walker et al., 2024). In 

the context of long-distance relationships, where the communication is mostly 

technology-mediated and stressors are high, the strategies partners use to regulate 

each other’s emotions and their motives might be crucial on their relationship 

satisfaction levels, especially during conflict times.  

 

Another recommendation can be related to the study sample. In this study, dyadic 

data were not collected; individual data were collected to investigate long-distance 

relationship satisfaction, similar to previous studies (Goldsmith & Byers, 2020; 

Guldner & Swensen, 1995; England, 2018). Collecting dyadic information from both 

partners in long-distance relationships can be helpful for an in-depth understanding 

of the ways the associations take place between these variables. Dyadic data might 

also help to explore the other dynamics of long-distance relationships as well. 

Moreover, future studies may diversify the sample characteristics to uncover the 

relationship between long-distance relationship satisfaction and the study variables in 

different relationship types and ages, such as including married individuals and 

covering middle adulthood. In future studies, participants can share which city and 

country they and their partners live in so that the researchers would have a better 

understanding of the distance between partners.  

 

In this study, it was not a requirement to be in a long-distance relationship currently, 

but to have one in the last 2 years; however, future studies may have this requirement 

to examine the relationship between satisfaction and study variables more 

coherently, as participants could have hard times to remember their previous 

relationships accurately. Lastly, the female distribution was higher than the male 

distribution in this study, so a more balanced gender distribution of the participants 

may be a priority for future research.  
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Additionally, future qualitative studies investigating long-distance relationship 

satisfaction and how other variables influence relationship satisfaction in long-

distance relationships can provide a deep understanding directly from the 

individuals’ experiences. Moreover, they can also reveal the cultural factors that are 

shaping the experiences of long-distance partners.  

 

Even though long-distance relationship satisfaction is a popular subject to investigate 

outside of Türkiye, the literature review indicated that it has been studied very rarely 

in a few studies in the region, comparatively. As a result, more studies are needed to 

discover the predictors of relationship satisfaction in long-distance relationships and 

their effects.  
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B. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM 

 
 

Demografik Bilgi Formu 

 

1. Doğum yılınız: … 

2. Cinsiyetiniz: Kadın ( )   Erkek ( )   Non-binary ( )    

3. Eğitim düzeyiniz: İlkokul ( )  Ortaokul ( )   Lise ( )   Ön Lisans ( )   Lisans ( )   Yüksek 

Lisans ( )   Doktora ( ) 

4. Uzak mesafe ilişkisi, partnerler arasında önemli bir coğrafi mesafenin bulunduğu, 

partnerlerin birbirlerini istedikleri zamanda göremedikleri ve ilişki içindeki 

iletişimin büyük bir kısmının yüz yüze olmadığı bir ilişki türüdür. 

Son iki yıl içerisinde yukarıdaki açıklamaya uyan bir ilişkiniz oldu mu (güncel ilişkiniz 

uzak mesafe ilişkisi ise ona uygun olarak cevaplayın)?  

Şu andaki ilişkim uzak mesafe ilişkisi. ( ) 

Şu andaki ilişkim uzak mesafe ilişkisi değil ancak son iki yıl içinde uzak mesafe ilişkim 

vardı. ( ) 

Son iki yıl içinde uzak mesafe ilişkim olmadı. ( )  

5. Son iki yıl içerisinde yaşadığınız uzak mesafe ilişki durumunuz (son 2 yıl içerisinde 

birden fazla uzak mesafe ilişkisi deneyimlemişseniz, kriterlere uygun olan bir 

tanesini seçip anket sorularına sadece seçtiğiniz uzak mesafe ilişkisini düşünerek 

cevap veriniz): 

Flört( )  Sevgili ( )   Nişanlı/Sözlü ( )   Evli ( )    

6. Bu ilişkinin sizin için önemi nedir/neydi? 

Hiç önemli değil  1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9   10   Çok önemli 

7.  Bu ilişkinin süresi ne kadar/dı (yıl ve ay olarak)? … 

8. Partnerinizden ayrı kalma sebebiniz ne/neydi? … 

9. Partneriniz ile aranızdaki uzaklık ortalama kaç km/idi? … 

10. Partneriniz ile aranızdaki saat farkı nedir? … 

11. Partneriniz ile birbirinizi ne sıklıkla ziyaret ediyorsunuz/ediyordunuz? ….  

12. Partnerinizle farklı şehirlerde mi yaşıyorsunuz/yaşıyordunuz? Evet ( )   Hayır ( ) 

13. Partnerinizle farklı ülkelerde mi yaşıyorsunuz/yaşıyordunuz? Evet ( )   Hayır ( )  
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C. SAMPLE ITEMS OF THE RELATIONSHIP ASSESSMENT SCALE 

 

 

İlişki Değerlendirme Ölçeği 

 

Lütfen her bir ifadenin size uygunluğunu 7 dereceli ölçek üzerinde değerlendirip ifadenin 

yanındaki boşluğa uygun sayıyı yazınız.  

 

1                    2                   3                   4                   5                    6                    7 

       Hiç                                                                                                                        Çok 

                                                                                                 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Sevgiliniz ihtiyaçlarınızı ne kadar iyi karşılıyor?        

2. Genel olarak ilişkinizden ne kadar memnunsunuz?        

3. Diğerleri ile karşılaştırıldığında ilişkiniz ne kadar iyi?        

  4. Ne sıklıkla ilişkinize hiç başlamamış olmayı 
istiyorsunuz? 
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D. SAMPLE ITEMS OF RELATIONSHIP MAINTENANCE BEHAVIORS 

MEASUREMENT 

 
 

 
İlişki Sürdürme Davranışları Ölçeği 

 
 

Lütfen, ilişkinizi sürdürmek için aşağıdaki her bir davranışı sizin ve partnerinizin ne ölçüde 

yaptığınızı belirtiniz. Yapılması gerektiğini düşündüğünüz ya da eskiden yapılan davranışları 

değil şu andaki davranışlarınızı düşünerek yanıt veriniz.  

 

1                  2                3                4               5               6                  7 

  Kesinlikle Katılmıyorum                                                                        Kesinlikle Katılıyorum                                                                                              

                                                                                                 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1.Eşime karşı affediciyimdir.                          

2.İlişkimiz hakkında eşimle konuşurum.        

3.Korkularımı eşimle paylaşırım.        

  4.Ortak sorumluluklarla ilgili kendi payıma düşeni 
yaparım.   
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E. SAMPLE ITEMS OF RELATIONSHIP BELIEF INVENTORY 

 
 
 

İlişkilerde İnanç Envanteri 
 

Aşağıda romantik ilişkilere yönelik insanların benimsedikleri bazı düşünceler bulunmaktadır. 

Lütfen her cümleyi dikkatle okuyup, bunlara ne kadar katıldığınızı belirleyin. İlginize ve 

yardımlarınıza teşekkür ederim. 

1                     2                    3                    4                    5                     

  Hiç Katılmıyorum                                                                                 Tamamen Katılıyorum                                                                                              

                                                                                                 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Partnerimle aynı yönde düşünmediğimiz zamanlar, 
ilişkimizin başarısız olduğunu düşünürüm. 

     

2. Partnerimin saygı duyacağı hiçbir özelliğim yok.      

3. Partnerim benim ihtiyaçlarımı, ben söylemeden de fark 
edebilmeli. 

     

  4. İlişkimde yolunda gitmeyen durumlar ortaya çıktığında, 
suçu kendimde ararım. 
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F. SAMPLE ITEMS OF TURKISH VERSION OF THE EMOTIONAL 

REGULATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
 

Duygu Düzenleme Ölçeği 

 

Size duygusal yaşamınızla özellikle de duygularınızı nasıl kontrol etiğiniz (yani düzenlediğiniz 

ve yönettiğiniz) ile ilgili sorular sormak istiyoruz. Aşağıdaki sorular duygusal yaşantınızın iki 

farklı yönünü kapsamaktadır. Birisi duygusal deneyiminiz ya da içinizde ne hissettiğinizdir. 

Diğeri duygusal ifadeniz ya da konuşma, el kol hareketleri yapma ve davranma şeklinizde 

duygularınızı nasıl gösterdiğinizdir. Aşağıdaki soruların bazıları size benzer görünebilir fakat 

önemli açılardan farklıdırlar. Her bir madde için, lütfen aşağıdaki ölçeği kullanarak cevap 

veriniz. Her bir ifadenin sizi ne ölçüde tanımladığını aşağıdaki 7 aralıklı ölçek üzerinde 

değerlendiriniz.  

 

          1                    2                   3                   4                   5                    6                    7 

Kesinlikle                                                  Karasızım                                                 Kesinlikle 

aynı fikirde değilim                                                                                              aynı fikirdeyim 

                                                                                                 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Daha olumlu duygular hissetmek istediğimde (keyif 
veya eğlence gibi) düşündüğüm şeyi değiştiririm. 

       

2. Duygularımı kendime saklarım.        

3. Daha az olumsuz duygu hissetmek istediğimde (üzüntü 
ve öfke gibi) düşünüyor olduğum şeyi değiştiririm. 

       

  4. Olumlu duygular hissettiğimde onları ifade etmemeye 
özen gösteririm. 
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G. TURKISH SUMMARY / TÜRKÇE ÖZET 

 

 

UZAK MESAFE İLİŞKİSİ OLAN ÇİFTLERİN İLİŞKİ SÜRDÜRME 

DAVRANIŞLARI, AKILCI OLMAYAN İLİŞKİ İNANÇLARI VE DUYGU 

DÜZENLEME STRATEJİLERİNİN İLİŞKİ DOYUMU ÜZERİNDEKİ 

YORDAYICI ROLÜ 

 

1. GİRİŞ 

 

Yakın ilişkiler insan gelişimi için olmazsa olmazdır; kişilik, bilişsel ve duygusal 

gelişimi (Noam ve Fischer, 1996) ve davranışsal süreçleri (Reis ve Collins, 2004) 

etkiler. Bir başka deyişle, arkadaşlıklar, aile ve romantik birliktelikler gibi yakın 

ilişkiler, bir kişinin yaşamı boyunca genel iyilik halini, ruh sağlığını, kimlik 

oluşumunu ve yaşam doyumunu şekillendirmede önemli bir rol oynarken (Heshmati 

vd., 2021), yaşamın belirli aşamalarında kişilik gelişimini teşvik eden karşılıklı 

etkileşimlere de yol açmaktadır (Finn vd., 2017). Derin etkileri göz önüne 

alındığında, insanların, sağladıkları psikolojik, duygusal ve sosyal faydalar nedeniyle 

bu ilişkileri sürdürmek için çaba göstermeleri ve bunun da yaşam doyumunu 

artırması anlaşılabilir bir durumdur. 

 

Sosyal değişim kuramı bakış açısından bakıldığında, insanlar bir ilişkiye girmeye ve 

sürdürmeye karar verirler çünkü bu ilişkinin tatmin edici düzeyde sonuçlar sağlama 

potansiyeli vardır ve bu sonuçlar da, kişilerin ilişkiden elde edebilecekleri 

faydalardan ilişkiye başlamanın getirdiği maliyetlerin çıkarılmasıyla açıklanabilir 

(Sabatelli, 1988). Bir bireyin partnerinin özelliklerine ilişkin değerlendirmeleri ve 

aralarındaki etkileşim kalitesine ilişkin değerlendirmeleri, öncelikle bir ilişkiden elde 

edilebilecek sonuçların algılanma düzeyini şekillendirir (Sabatelli, 1988). Bu 

sonuçlar, kişinin beklentileri veya karşılaştırma düzeyine göre değerlendirilir 

(Sabatelli, 1988). Karşılaştırma düzeyi, bir kişinin ilişkiden elde etmesi gerektiğini 

düşündüğü şeyler olarak görülebilir (Stafford ve Kuiper, 2021). Karşılaştırma 
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düzeyinin önemi, bir ilişkinin sonuçlarının değerlendirilmesindeki ve dolayısıyla bir 

ilişkiden elde edilen doyum seviyesinin belirlenmesindeki rolünde yatmaktadır 

(Sabatelli, 1988). Dolayısıyla, bu görüş ilişkinin sürdürülmesi, doyumu ve 

çözülmesiyle ilgili unsurların anlaşılmasına yardımcı olmaktadır (Clark, 2023). 

Rusbult (1980) tarafından geliştirilen Yatırım Modeli’ne göre, ilişkinin maliyetleri 

azaldığında, faydalar arttığında ve beklentiler azaldığında bir kişinin daha fazla 

doyum hissetmesi ve bir ilişkiye bağlanması muhtemeldir. Bu nedenle model, 

insanların daha az alternatifle birlikte artan doyum ve yatırımlarının ilişkilerinde 

daha güçlü bir bağlılığa yol açtığını öne sürmektedir (Rusbult, 1980). Bu bağlılık da 

bir dizi ilişki sürdürme davranışını teşvik eder (Rusbult vd., 1994).  

 

Romantik ilişki doyumu, bir bireyin ilişkisinin çekiciliğine ve partnerinin olumlu 

duygularına ilişkin içsel değerlendirmesi olarak bilinir (Rusbult, 1983). Romantik 

ilişki doyumu, romantik bir ilişkinin kalitesini değerlendirmek için önemli bir 

ölçüttür (Zhan vd., 2022). İnsanların ilişkilerinden ne kadar doyum aldıkları ilişki 

sürdürme davranışları (Ogolsky ve Bowers, 2013; Stafford ve Canary, 1991), akılcı 

olmayan ilişki inançları (Topkaya vd., 2023) ve duygu düzenleme (Weber vd., 2020) 

de dahil olmak üzere çok sayıda faktörle ilişkilendirilmiştir.   

 

İnsanlar, ilişkide yüksek düzeyde memnuniyete sahip olduklarında partnerlerine 

bağlı kalmaya daha meyillidir (Tran vd., 2019) ve bu durum ilişkilerdeki ilişki 

sürdürme davranışlarına da yansıyabilir. İnsanlar ilişki sürdürme davranışlarını bir 

ilişkiyi tatmin edici bir durumda tutmak ve/veya bozulmasını önlemek için 

kullanırlar (Dindia, 2000).  

 

İlişki doyumu, bir kişinin romantik ilişkisinin mevcut durumuna ilişkin 

değerlendirmesini ve algısını yansıtır (Collins ve Read, 1990). Partnerler veya ilişki, 

taleplerin veya beklentilerin gerisinde kaldığında, insanlar gerçekçi ve akılcı 

olmayan genellemeler yapma eğiliminde olur ve bu düşünceler kişinin partnerine 

yönelik olumsuz duyguları ve uyumsuz davranışları tetikler (McMahon ve Woo, 

2012). Kişinin kendisine, diğer insanlara ve ilişkilerine yönelik gerçekçi olmayan 

beklentiler ve özyıkıcı tutumlar akılcı olmayan inançların özellikleridir (Tikdarinejad 

vd., 2017). Akılcı olmayan inançlar sorunlu davranışlara ve ilişkisel çatışmalara yol 
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açabilir (Kaygusuz, 2013). Topkaya vd. (2023) tarafından yapılan bir çalışma, akılcı 

olmayan ilişki inançları ile ilişki doyumunun negatif yönde ilişkili olduğunu ortaya 

koymuştur.  

 

Bunlara ek olarak, son zamanlarda ilişki türü de ilişki doyumunun bir belirleyicisi 

olarak ortaya çıkmıştır. Yıllar geçtikçe, insanların yaşam biçimlerindeki değişime 

bağlı olarak ilişki kurma ve sürdürme biçimleri de çeşitlenmiştir. Bunun sonucunda 

“uzak mesafe ilişkileri” terimi ortaya çıkmıştır. Genel kanıya göre, uzak mesafe 

ilişkileri, partnerlerin birkaç gün veya hafta ayrı yaşadıkları, kısa süreliğine yeniden 

bir araya geldikleri ve sonra tekrar ayrıldıkları, ayrılıp yeniden bir araya gelme 

döngüleriyle karakterize edilen farklı bir doğaya sahiptir (Pistole vd., 2010a). 

Teknoloji ve ulaşım olanaklarının gelişimi (Larsen vd., 2006) ile yaşam koşullarının 

dinamikliği ve küreselleşmenin sonucu olarak uzak mesafe ilişkiler gittikçe 

yaygınlaşmaktadır (Akçabozan-Kayabol vd., 2022). Bireyler genellikle daha iyi iş, 

eğitim ve kariyer fırsatları elde etmek ve maddi gelirlerini artırmak için bu ilişkileri 

tercih etmektedir (Akçabozan-Kayabol vd., 2022). 

 

Bu nedenle, uzak mesafe ilişkileri yakın ilişkilerin temel özelliklerini, bilhassa 

fiziksel yakınlık ve daimi yüz yüze iletişim ihtiyacını sorgulatabilir, zira yakın 

ilişkileri olan insanlar isteyerek ayrı yerlerde çalışır veya yaşarlar (Stafford, 2005). 

Merolla (2012), uzak mesafe ilişkilerdeki kişilerin, ayrılığın yol açtığı zorluklara 

rağmen olumlu ilişki çıktılarını sürdürmek için ilişki sürdürme davranışlarını daha 

sık kullandıklarını ileri sürmektedir. Başka bir deyişle, uzak mesafe ilişkisini uzak 

mesafe yapan şey coğrafi uzaklıkla sınırlı değildir; ilişkisel dinamikler, sürdürme 

davranışları ve zorluklar da farklı olabilir. 

 

Uzak mesafe ilişkilerinde ilişki doyumuna yönelik bulgular karışıktır: bazı 

araştırmalar düşük seviye ilişki doyumu gösterirken (Horn vd., 1997) bazı çalışmalar 

daha yüksek seviyede ilişki doyumu göstermiştir (Stafford, 2005; Stafford ve Reske, 

1990). Çiftler için coğrafi olarak ayrı olmak, giderek artan duygusal dalgalanmalar, 

yüz yüze görüşme beklentileri ve finansal zorluklar gibi çeşitli faktörler nedeniyle 

güç olabilir (Goldsmith ve Byers, 2020). Seyahatle ilgili stres ve uzak mesafe 

ilişkisinde yinelenen ayrılık evreleri, daha yüksek psikolojik huzursuzluk 
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seviyeleriyle bağlantılıdır (Krapf, 2018). Ayrıca, uzak mesafe ilişkilerin sona 

ermesinin en büyük yordayıcısının, ilişki memnuniyetinin daha düşük 

değerlendirilmesi olduğu bulunmuştur (Horn vd., 1997). 

 

Uzak mesafe ilişkilerindeki bireyler, sorunları büyüterek veya gerçekçi olmayan 

beklentiler oluşturarak doyumu önemli ölçüde azaltabilen bilişsel önyargılar olarak 

hareket eden akılcı olmayan ilişki inançlarına daha fazla sahip olabilirler. Bu inançlar 

aynı zamanda partnerlerin ilişki yatırımlarını nasıl algıladıklarını, bunların boşa mı 

yoksa değerli mi olarak görüldüğünü etkiler ve güvensizlik gibi sorunları daha da 

kötüleştirerek ilişkiyi sürdürme davranışlarını azaltabilir. 

 

Duygu düzenlemesi uzak mesafe ilişkilerde önemli olabilir, çünkü akılcı olmayan 

inançlar genellikle davranışı ve doyumu etkileyen olumsuz duygulara yol açar. 

Duygu düzenlemesinin birincil amacı olumsuz duyguları en aza indirmek ve olumlu 

olanları artırmaktır (Gross, 2015). Yeniden değerlendirme gibi uyumlu stratejiler, 

daha fazla olumlu duyguya ve daha az olumsuz duyguya yol açarak daha iyi 

iletişimi, daha yakın ilişkileri (Gross ve John, 2003) ve daha yüksek ilişki doyumunu 

teşvik eder (Mazzuca vd., 2019; Rusu vd., 2019). Bunun aksine, bastırma olumlu 

duyguları azaltır, olumsuz duyguları değiştirmeden bırakır (Gross ve John, 2003) ve 

daha düşük sosyal iyilik hali ve romantik ilişki kalitesi ile güçlü bir şekilde 

bağlantılıdır (Chervonsky ve Hunt, 2017). Duygu düzenleme stratejileri ilişkiye 

yapılan yatırımlar olarak görülebilir. Yeniden değerlendirme gibi uyumlu stratejiler, 

partnerlerin pozitif bakış açısını korumalarına, ilişkinin algılanan maliyetlerini 

azaltmalarına ve mevcut olumlu yönlere odaklanarak bağlılığı artırmalarına yardımcı 

olur, böylece alternatif arama olasılığını azaltır.  

 

Araştırmalar ilişki sürdürme davranışlarını, akılcı olmayan ilişki inançlarını ve duygu 

düzenlemeyi ayrı ayrı incelemiş olsa da, uzak mesafe ilişki doyumunu yordamada 

üçünü birlikte ölçen çalışmaların eksikliği söz konusudur. Bu nedenle, bu 

değişkenlerin ilişki doyumundaki yordayıcı rollerini ölçmek için yatırım modeli bir 

aracı olarak önerilmiştir çünkü ilişki sürdürmeyi açıklayan bir teori olan bu modele 

göre (Rusbult, 1980), ilişki doyumu üç bileşen arasında bağlılığı açıklayan en güçlü 
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yordayıcıdır (Tran vd., 2019); dolayısıyla, bu çalışmada ilişki doyumu bağımlı 

değişken olarak ele alınmıştır.  

 

1.1. Çalışmanın Amacı 

 

Bu çalışmanın amacı, uzak mesafe romantik ilişki yaşayan bireylerde ilişki sürdürme 

davranışlarının, akılcı olmayan ilişki inançlarının ve yeniden değerlendirme ve 

bastırma duygu düzenleme stratejilerinin ilişki doyumu üzerindeki yordayıcı rollerini 

araştırmaktır. Bu amaca hizmet eden şu soruya cevap aranmıştır: “Uzak mesafe 

romantik ilişkilerde ilişki sürdürme davranışları, akılcı olmayan ilişki inançları, 

yeniden değerlendirme ve bastırma duygu düzenleme stratejileri ilişki doyumunu ne 

ölçüde yordamaktadır?” 

 

1.2. Çalışmanın Önemi 

 

Uzak mesafe ilişkileri üniversite öğrencileri arasında oldukça yaygın bir durumdur 

ve %70-75'i bu tür ilişkileri yaşamış ya da yaşamaktadır (Aylor, 2003; Stafford, 

2005). Bu ilişkilerin de temelinde insanın bağlanmaya duyduğu temel ihtiyaç 

yatmaktadır; zira insanlar, erken yetişkinlik döneminde önemli bir gelişim görevi 

olan (Dinero vd., 2008) ve ruh sağlığını etkileyebilen derin kişilerarası ilişkiler de 

dahil olmak üzere doğumdan itibaren çeşitli ilişkiler kuran sosyal varlıklardır 

(Lehnart vd., 2010). Ortak yönlerine rağmen, uzak mesafe ilişkileri benzersiz 

zorluklar ve stres faktörleri sunar. Yalnızlık, çatışma ve kıskançlık gibi tipik 

romantik ilişki sorunlarının (Terzi İlhan, 2021) ötesinde, uzak mesafe ilişkileri 

seyahat, ayrılma gerginlikleri ve ilişkinin uzun vadede devamlılığına ilişkin 

belirsizlik gibi farklı endişeleri içerir (Pistole vd., 2010). Danışma merkezlerinin bu 

özel ihtiyaçlara cevap verecek şekilde adapte olmaları teşvik edilmektedir. Bununla 

birlikte, uzak mesafe çiftlerin yaşadığı “küresel stres” konusunda kapsamlı bir 

çalışma eksikliği olduğu bilinmektedir (Pistole vd., 2010). Daha önce hiçbir 

çalışmada ilişki sürdürme davranışları, akılcı olmayan ilişki inançları ve duygu 

düzenleme stratejilerinin uzak mesafe ilişki doyumu üzerindeki rolleri eş zamanlı 

olarak incelenmediği için önemli bir araştırma boşluğu bulunmaktadır. Bu boşluğun 
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özellikle Türk beliren yetişkinler arasında ele alınması, onların deneyimleri hakkında 

değerli bilgiler sağlayabilir. 

 

2. YÖNTEM 

 

2.1. Çalışmanın Deseni 

 

Bu çalışmada korelasyonel araştırma deseni kullanılarak, yordayıcı değişkenler ile 

ölçüt değişkeninin arasındaki ilişkiler incelenmiştir. Bu sebeple de korelasyonel 

yaklaşım olarak regresyon analizi kullanılmıştır.  

 

2.2. Örneklem 

 

Çalışmanın örneklem grubunu partnerleri ile aralarında en az 40 km bulunan ve son 

2 yıl içerisinde evli olmayıp en az 6 ay süren uzak mesafe ilişkisi yaşamış 18-29 yaş 

aralığındaki beliren yetişkinler oluşturmaktadır. Örnekleme yöntemi olarak 

elverişlilik örnekleme tercih edilmiştir. Anketleri toplamda 457 kişi tamamlamış, 

fakat 145 kişi katılımcı kriterlere uymadığı için çalışma dışı bırakılmıştır. 42 kişi yaş 

aralığı kriterini karşılamadığından, 9 kişi evli olduğundan, 60 kişi son 2 yılda hiç 

uzak mesafe ilişkisi yaşamadığından, 43 kişinin uzak mesafe ilişkisi 6 aydan daha 

kısa olduğundan ve 4 kişi de aykırı değerlere sahip olduğundan dolayı çalışma dışı 

bırakılmıştır.  

 

Böylece, çalışmanın analizi 308 katılımcının verileriyle gerçekleştirilmiştir. 308 

katılımcının 216’sı kadın (%70.1), 91’i erkek (%29.5) ve sadece 1’i cinsiyet 

kimliğini non-binary (%0.3) olarak tanımlamıştır. Katılımcıların yaşları 18 ile 29 

arasındadır (M = 24.39, SD = 2.57). Katılımcıların eğitim düzeyleri, 196 katılımcının 

(63.6%) lisans, 78 katılımcının (%25.319) yüksek lisans, 19 katılımcının (%6.2) lise, 

10 katılımcının (%3.2) ön lisans ve 5 katılımcının (%1.6) doktora olarak 

belirtilmiştir. Katılımcıların 210’unun (%68.2) şu anki ilişkileri uzak mesafe 

ilişkisiyken 98’inin (%31.8) son 2 yıl içerisinde bir uzak mesafe ilişkisi olmuştur. 

Katılımcıların uzak mesafe ilişki süreleri 6 ile 96 ay arasındadır (M = 21.21, SD = 

18.41). Uzak mesafe ilişkilerine verdikleri önemi bir ile on arasında 
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değerlendirmeleri istendiğinde katılımcıların ortalaması 7.57 (SD = 2.50) olarak 

bulunmuştur. Katılımcılardan uzak mesafe ilişki nedenlerini belirtmeleri istendiğinde 

135 katılımcı (%43.8) eğitim koşulları, 84 katılımcı (%27.3) ikamet koşulları, 59 

katılımcı (%19.2) iş koşulları, 15 katılımcı (%4.9) duygusal bağlılık, 12 katılımcı 

(%3.9) zorunlu yaşam koşulları, 2 katılımcı (%0.6) askerlik ve 1 katılımcı (%0.3) 

yalnızlık olarak belirtti. Katılımcıların uzak mesafe ilişki yaşadıkları partnerleri ile 

aralarındaki ortalama uzaklık 70 ile 14.937 kilometre (M = 1317.72, SD = 2043.58) 

arasıdır. Katılımcıların uzak mesafe ilişkisi yaşadıkları partnerlerini ziyaret sıklıkları 

sorulduğunda katılımcıların 8’i (%2.6) haftada bir kere, 1’i (%0.3) haftada bir 

kereden fazla, 55’i (%17.9) ayda bir, 35’i (%11.4) ayda birkaç kere, 137’si (%44.5) 

birkaç ayda bir, 59’u (%19.2) yılda bir-iki kere ve 13’ü (%4.2) hiç olarak 

belirtmiştir. Katılımcıların 110’u (%35.7) partnerleriyle farklı ülkelerde yaşarken, 

196 katılımcı (%63.6) aynı ülkenin farklı şehirlerinde yaşamakta ve 2 katılımcı 

(%0.6) aynı şehirde 40 km’den daha uzak bir mesafede yaşamaktadır.  

 

2.3. Veri Toplama Araçları  

 

Bu çalışmada veriler, araştırmacı tarafından geliştirilen demografik bilgi formu, 

İlişki Doyumu Ölçeği (Curun, 2001), İlişki Sürdürme Davranışları Ölçeği 

(Akçabozan-Kayabol, 2017), İlişkilerde İnanç Envanteri (Kalkan, 2006) ve Duygu 

Düzenleme Ölçeği (Eldeleklioğlu ve Eroğlu, 2015) kullanılarak toplanmıştır.  

 

2.4. Veri Toplama Süreci  

 

Veri toplama süreci, tüm ölçeklerin kullanımı için yazarlardan izin alınmasıyla 

başlamıştır. Sonrasında Orta Doğu Teknik Üniversitesi (ODTÜ) İnsan Araştırmaları 

Etik Kurulu’ndan onay alınmıştır. Veriler Nisan 2024 ve Kasım 2024 tarihleri 

arasında METU Survey aracılığıyla çevrimiçi ortamda toplanmıştır. Ek olarak, 

çalışmanın detayları, araştırmacı hakkında bilgi ve çalışmaya ulaşmak için 

okutulabilen bir QR kod içeren bir poster hazırlanmış ve ODTÜ kampüsündeki 

binaların duyuru panolarına asılmıştır. Katılımcılar ankete başlamadan önce 

bilgilendirilmiş onam formunu onaylamışlardır ve gizlilik, çalışmadan geri çekilme 

hakları ve ortalama çalışmayı tamamlama süreleri hakkında bilgilendirilmişlerdir.  
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2.5. Verilerin Analizi 

 

Çalışmanın veri analizleri ve istatistikleri SPSS 30 kullanılarak gerçekleştirilmiştir 

(IBM Corp, 2024). Veri analizinden önce eksik değerler kontrol edilmiş, tek 

değişkenli ve çok değişkenli aykırı değer analizleri yapılmıştır. Her bir ölçeğin 

güvenilirliğini değerlendirmek için Cronbach alfa katsayıları hesaplanmıştır ve 

doğrulayıcı faktör analizi gerçekleştirilmiştir. Tanımlayıcı istatistik analizleri ve 

çalışmanın değişkenleri arasında Pearson korelasyon analizleri yapılmıştır. Ayrıca, 

ilişki sürdürme davranışları, akılcı olmayan ilişki inançları, yeniden değerlendirme 

ve bastırmanın ilişki doyumunu ne ölçüde yordadığını araştırmak için varsayımları 

kontrol edildikten sonra hiyerarşik regresyon analizi yapılmıştır.  

 

2.6. Çalışmanın Sınırlılıkları 

 

Çalışmanın çeşitli sınırlılıkları bulunmaktadır. Bunlardan bir tanesi örnekleme 

yöntemi olabilir. Örneklem rastgele seçilmediği için sonuçlar belirli bir örneklem 

grubuyla sınırlı kalacaktır. Bu durum, çalışmanın genellenebilirliğini ve temsil 

gücünü etkileyebilir. Araştırmanın farklı gelişim aşamalarındaki, sosyoekonomik ve 

kültürel düzeylerdeki katılımcılarla ve uzak mesafe ilişkisini evli olarak 

deneyimleyen katılımcılarla yürütülmesi konu hakkında daha fazla bilgi sağlayabilir. 

Araştırma sonuçları yalnızca çalışmadaki beş ölçek tarafından ölçülen özellikleri ve 

nitelikleri kapsamaktadır. Katılımcıların kendi beyanlarına göre cevapladıkları 

yanıtlar, yanıtların doğruluğunu ve güvenilirliğini etkileyebilir çünkü katılımcılar 

daha fazla olumlu görünmek veya onlardan beklenen normlara uymak isteyebilirler. 

Anketlerin çevrimiçi ortamda cevaplanması ve birden fazla anketin aynı anda 

yapılması katılımcıların dikkatlerinin dağılmasına ve anketleri daha dikkatsiz 

yanıtlamaya başlamalarına neden olabilir. Dolayısıyla geçersiz cevaplar vererek 

çalışmanın sonuçlarını etkileyebilirler. Yanıtların yalnızca tek bir kere toplanması 

nedeniyle yanıtlat yer, zaman ve katılımcıların geçmiş deneyimlerini, ruh hallerini ve 

tutumlarını hatırlama hatalarından etkilenebilir. Aynı nedenden dolayı yanıtlar uzun 

vadeli ilişki doyumu hakkında herhangi bir bilgi sağlayamamaktadır. Çalışmadaki 

katılımcıların çoğunun kadın olması da çalışmanın temsil gücünü düşürebilmektedir. 

Bu çalışma yalnızca uzak mesafe ilişkisi olan bir bireyin deneyimlerine 
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odaklanmaktadır. İkili bilgi toplayan gelecekteki araştırmalar, bu tür ilişkilerin daha 

kapsamlı bir şekilde incelenmesine olanak sağlayacaktır. Son olarak, korelasyonel 

bir çalışma olması nedeniyle, çalışmanın sonuçlarından doğrudan bir neden-sonuç 

ilişkisi elde edilememektedir.    

 

3. BULGULAR 

 

Katılımcıların ilişki sürdürme davranışları, akılcı olmayan ilişki inançları, yeniden 

değerlendirme duygu düzenleme stratejisi, bastırma duygu düzenleme stratejisi ve 

ilişki doyumuna ilişkin betimleyici istatistikler aşağıdaki Tablo 3.1’de sunulmuştur.  

 

Tablo 3.1. Değişkenler için Betimleyici İstatistikler 

 Ort SS Olası Aralık Gerçek Aralık 

İlişki Sürdürme Davranışları 5.80 .61 1 - 7 3.70 - 6.96 

Akılcı Olmayan İlişki 

İnançları 

2.35 .62 1 – 5 1.15 – 4.30 

Yeniden Değerlendirme 4.75 1.12 1 – 7 1.83 – 7.00 

Bastırma 3.16 1.24 1 – 7 2.0 6.50 

İlişki Doyumu 5.39 1.29 1 – 7 1.29 – 7.00 

 

Çalışmanın değişkenleri arasındaki korelasyonlar Pearson korelasyonları kullanılarak 

hesaplanmıştır. Cohen (1988) tarafından önerilen standartlara göre sonuçlar 

incelendiğinde, ilişki sürdürme davranışları, akılcı olmayan ilişki inançları (r = -.14, 

p < .01) ve bastırma (r = -27, p < .01) ile anlamlı, negatif ve zayıf düzeyde ilişki 

bulunmuştur. Ayrıca, ilişki sürdürme davranışları, yeniden değerlendirme (r = .13, p 

< .01) ve ilişki doyumu (r = .42, p < .01) ile anlamlı ve pozitif bir ilişki bulunmuştur. 

Akılcı olmayan ilişki inançları, yeniden değerlendirme (r = -.16, p < .01) ve ilişki 

doyumu (r = -.26, p < .01) ile anlamlı, negatif ve zayıf düzeyde ilişkili, bastırma (r = 

.27, p < .01) ile anlamlı, pozitif ve zayıf düzeyde ilişkili olduğu bulunmuştur. 

Yeniden değerlendirme ile bastırma (r = .18, p < .01) arasında anlamlı, pozitif ve 

zayıf düzeyde bir ilişki bulunmuştur. Son olarak, bastırma ile ilişki doyumu (r = -.18, 

p < .01) arasında anlamlı, negatif ve zayıf düzeyde bir ilişki bulunmuştur.    

 

Varsayımlar kontrol edildikten sonra, ilişki sürdürme davranışlarının, akılcı olmayan 

ilişki inançlarının, yeniden değerlendirme ve bastırma duygu düzenleme 
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stratejilerinin uzak mesafe ilişki doyumunu ne ölçüde yordadığını değerlendirmek 

için hiyararşik regresyon analizi yapılmıştır.  

 

Literatürde ilişki sürdürme davranışlarının ilişki doyumunu yordamadaki etkisi 

vurgulandığından, ilk önce model 1 olarak analize dahil edilmiştir. Daha sonra, diğer 

yordayıcı değişkenler olan akılcı olmayan ilişki inançları, yeniden değerlendirme ve 

bastırma duygu düzenleme stratejileri, uzak mesafe ilişki doyumundaki varyansı 

bulmak için model 2 olarak analize dahil edilmiştir.  

 

Model 1 uzak mesafe ilişki doyumunu anlamlı bir şekilde yordamıştır F (1, 306) = 

65.73, p <.001. Ayrıca, model 1 ilişki doyumundaki varyansın %17.7’sini 

açıklamıştır. Model 1 için etki büyüklüğü f2 = .22 olarak hesaplanmıştır ve Cohen’in 

(1988) standartlarına göre orta düzeyde bir etki sunmaktadır. Bu modelde ilişki 

sürdürme davranışları, ilişki doyumunun anlamlı bir pozitif yordayıcısıdır (ß = .42, p 

< .001); bu da daha fazla ilişki sürdürme davranışları kullanan bireylerin daha 

yüksek ilişki doyumuna sahip olduğunu göstermektedir.  

 

Akılcı olmayan ilişki inançları, yeniden değerlendirme ve bastırma duygu düzenleme 

stratejileri, ilişki sürdürme davranışları ile birlikte model 2 olarak analize dahil 

edildi. Model 2 de ilişki doyumunu anlamlı olarak yordadı F (4, 303) = 23.33, p < 

.001. Model 2 ilişki doyumundaki varyansın %23.5’ini açıklamış ve etki büyüklüğü 

f2 = .31 olarak bulunmuştur. Bu sonuçlar, model 2’nin ilişki doyumunu açıklama 

gücünün daha fazla yordayıcının eklenmesiyle arttığını göstermiştir. Diğer 3 

yordayıcının eklenmesiyle varyansın %5.9’u daha açıklanmaktadır. İlişki sürdürme 

davranışları, uzak mesafe ilişki doyumunun anlamlı pozitif yordayıcılarıdır (ß = .41, 

p < .001) ve model 1 ile aynı etkiye sahiptir. Bir başka deyişle, ilişki sürdürme 

davranışlarını daha fazla kullanan kişiler daha yüksek ilişki doyumuna sahiptir. İlişki 

sürdürme davranışları tek başına model 2’deki yordayıcılar arasındaki varyansın 

%15.1’ini açıklamaktadır. Akılcı olmayan ilişki inançları, ilişki doyumunun anlamlı 

negatif yordayıcılarıdır (ß = -.23, p < .001), yani akılcı olmayan ilişki inançlarına 

sahip bireylerin ilişki doyumu daha düşüktür. Bu yordayıcı, varyansın %4.5’ini tek 

başına açıklamaktadır. Yeniden değerlendirme duygu düzenleme stratejisi de ilişki 

doyumunun negatif yönde anlamlı bir yordayıcısıdır (ß = -.14, p < .05); bu da 
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yeniden değerlendirme duygu düzenleme stratejisini kullanan bireylerin ilişki 

doyumlarının biraz daha düşük olduğu anlamına gelmektedir. Yeniden 

değerlendirme tek başına model 2’deki varyansın %1.8’ini açıklamaktadır. Son 

olarak, bastırma duygu düzenleme stratejisi, ilişki doyumunun anlamlı bir 

yordayıcısı olarak bulunmamıştır (ß = .01, p > .05).  

 

4. TARTIŞMA 

 

4.1. Uzak Mesafe İlişkisinde İlişki Sürdürme Davranışları ve İlişki Doyumu 

 

Bu çalışmanın bulguları, ilişki sürdürme davranışlarının uzak mesafe ilişkilerde 

katılımcıların ilişki doyumunu anlamlı ve pozitif olarak yordadığını ortaya 

koymuştur. Ayrıca, ilişki sürdürme davranışları, varyansın %15.1'ini açıklayarak, 

uzak mesafe ilişkisinde ilişki doyumunun diğer yordayıcılara kıyasla en güçlü 

yordayıcısı olmuştur. Bu çalışmanın sonuçları, çiftlerin ilişkilerini sürdürmeye 

yönelik kasıtlı ve tutarlı eylemlerinin, uzun mesafeli ilişki memnuniyeti için sevgi 

veya yakınlık kadar önemli olduğu fikrini desteklemektedir. 

 

İlişki doyumu ve bağlılık gibi olumlu ilişki özellikleri birçok çalışmada ilişki 

sürdürme davranışları ile ilişkilendirilmiştir (Ogolsky ve Bowers, 2013). Açıklık, 

olumluluk, sosyal çevre, görevlerin paylaşımı ve güvencenin kullanımının artan ilişki 

memnuniyeti ile bağlantılı olduğu bulunmuştur (Dainton ve Gross, 2008; Stafford ve 

Canary, 2006; Weiser ve Weigel, 2016). Dahası, bir partnerin sürdürme davranışları, 

özellikle olumluluk ve güvence konusunda beklentilerin ötesine geçtiğinde, 

partnerinin doyumunu arttırmaktadır (Dainton, 2000). İlişki sürdürme davranışlarının 

uygulanmasında algılanan çaba düzeyinin, bireylerin ilişki doyumu düzeyleriyle 

ilişkili olduğu bulunmuştur; çünkü azalan çaba algısı, yatırım modeliyle uyumlu 

olarak, partnerin ilişkiye katılımına ilişkin daha düşük doyum düzeyleriyle 

sonuçlanabilir (Liu vd., 2023). 

 

Uzak mesafe ilişkisinde coğrafi uzaklıkla ilgili zorluklar, bireylerin ilişki sürdürme 

davranışlarını kullanmalarını etkileyebilir. Uzak mesafe ilişkisinde bireyler, coğrafi 

olarak yakın ilişkilere kıyasla daha fazla sürdürme davranışı sergilemektedir 
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(Merolla, 2012; Stafford ve Merolla, 2007) çünkü ayrılık sırasında ilişkilerini 

sürdürebilmek için çeşitli yeni davranışlar benimsemeleri gerekmektedir (Pilny ve 

Siems, 2019). Ayrıca, uzak mesafe ilişkisinde bir miktar yüz yüze teması olan çiftler, 

yüz yüze teması olmayanlara göre daha fazla sürdürme davranışı kullandıklarını ve 

daha fazla memnuniyete sahip olduklarını belirtmişlerdir (Dainton ve Aylor, 2001). 

Yıllar içinde araştırmalarda sunulan ilişki doyumu seviyesindeki karşıtlıklar da aynı 

şekilde açıklanabilir. 2010’lara doğru ve sonrasında yapılan çalışmalarda, uzak 

mesafe ilişki doyumunun artması teknolojik gelişmeler (Oakes ve Brown, 2016), 

iletişim teknolojilerinin ve ulaşımın kolaylaşması (Larsen vd., 2006) ve küreselleşme 

(Akçabozan-Kayabol vd., 2022) ile açıklanabilir.  

 

Ek olarak, uzak mesafe ilişkilerinde, çalışmalar ilişki sürdürme davranışlarının 

yöntemlerini veya biçimlerini dikkate almıştır (Ogolsky ve Stafford, 2023). 

Goldsmith ve Byers (2020), uzak mesafe çiftlerin fiziksel olarak ayrı olduklarında 

iletişim kurmak için telefon görüşmesi yapmak ve mesajlaşmak gibi daha sık 

sürdürme davranışları gösterdiklerini bulmuştur. Ayrıca, telefon kullanımının artan 

doyum ve bağlılıkla, internet kullanımının ise güvenle ilişkili olduğu bulunmuştur 

(Dainton ve Aylor, 2002a). Sosyal ağ siteleri (Billedo vd., 2015) ve e-postaların 

(Johnson vd., 2008) da uzak mesafe ilişkisinin sürdürülmesinde aynı role sahip 

olduğu bulunmuştur. Benzer şekilde, Wang ve arkadaşları (2019) mesajlaşma, sosyal 

ağ sitelerini kullanma ve telefonla arama gibi teknoloji aracılı iletişimi uzak mesafe 

ilişkisinde ilişki sürdürme davranışları olarak kavramsallaştırmıştır. 

 

Bu nedenle, ilişki sürdürme davranışları ya bu ilişkilerin ödüllerini arttırmak için 

aracılar olarak hareket edebilir ya da partnerlerin memnuniyeti arttırmak ve 

alternatiflerin çekiciliğini azaltmak için isteyerek yaptıkları yatırımlar olarak hareket 

edebilir. Örneğin, Le ve arkadaşları (2011), olumluluk, güvence ve açıklık gibi ilişki 

sürdürme davranışlarının öz bildirimli eylemlerinin öz bildirimli bağlılık tarafından 

yordandığını göstermiştir. Benzer şekilde, Pistole ve arkadaşlarının (2010a) 

çalışması, uzak mesafe ilişkisinde yatırımların önemini vurgulayarak, bunların 

yüksek doyum düzeylerine işaret eden bağlılıkla bağlantısını ortaya koymuştur. Uzak 

mesafe ilişkiler ile coğrafi olarak yakın ilişkiler arasında, çiftlerin uyguladıkları 

bakım davranışları veya bunların sıklığı gibi yatırım içerikleri farklılık gösterse de, 
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yatırım düzeylerinin aynı seviyelerde olduğu bulunmuştur (Bultker ve Goodfriend, 

2015). 

 

Özetle, bu sonuçlar ilişki sürdürme davranışlarının uzak mesafe ilişki 

memnuniyetindeki etkisini vurgulamaktadır; yani uzak mesafe ilişki çiftleri daha 

fazla ilişki sürdürme davranışı gösterdiklerinde ilişki memnuniyetleri artmaktadır. 

 

4.2. Uzak Mesafe İlişkisinde Akılcı Olmayan İlişki İnançları ve İlişki Doyumu 

 

Akılcı olmayan ilişki inançları uzak mesafe ilişki doyumunun anlamlı ve negatif 

yordayıcıları olarak bulunmuş ve varyansın %4.5'ini açıklamıştır. Bu sonuç, uzak 

mesafe ilişkilerde bireylerin daha fazla akılcı olmayan ilişki inancına sahip 

olduklarında, coğrafi olarak yakın ilişkilerde olduğu gibi ilişki doyum düzeylerinde 

düşüş yaşama olasılıklarının daha yüksek olduğunu göstermektedir (Sullivan ve 

Schwebel, 1995). 

 

Bu bulgu, araştırmacıların akılcı olmayan ilişki inançları ile ilişki doyumu arasında 

negatif bir ilişki bulduğu önceki çalışma sonuçlarıyla uyumludur (Kemer vd., 2016; 

Stackert ve Bursik, 2003; Topkaya vd., 2023). Ayrıca, daha önce coğrafi olarak 

yakın ilişki içinde olan katılımcıların ilişki doyumunda akılcı olmayan ilişki 

inançlarının açıklanan varyansı %2.8 olarak bulunmuştur (Kemer vd., 2016). Bu 

çalışmada, akılcı olmayan ilişki inançlarının ilişki doyumundaki açıklanan 

varyansının daha yüksek olması, akılcı olmayan ilişki inançlarının rolünün ve 

etkisinin uzak mesafe ilişkisinde daha önemli olabileceğine işaret etmektedir. Akılcı 

olmayan ilişki inançları uzak mesafe ilişki doyumu arasındaki ilişkiyi ortaya koyan 

çok fazla çalışma olmamasına rağmen, Helgeson (1994) uzak mesafe ilişki 

bağlamında ilişki inançlarını incelemiş ve olumlu ilişki inançları ile ayrılık olasılığı 

arasında bu çalışmanın sonuçlarını destekleyen negatif bir ilişki bulmuştur. 

 

Akılcı olmayan ilişki inançları, yatırım modeli ve bağlılık unsurları üzerindeki 

katkıları açısından incelenmiştir (Fitzpatrick ve Sollie, 1999). Bu inançlara sahip 

olan kadınların daha fazla alternatif ve daha düşük düzeyde bağlılık bildirdikleri ve 

bu inançların erkeklerin daha yüksek maliyet ve daha fazla alternatif algılarıyla 
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bağlantılı olduğu bulunmuştur (Fitzpatrick ve Sollie, 1999). Buna paralel olarak, 

insanların romantik ilişkilere yönelik algıları ve yatırımları da akılcı olmayan ilişki 

inançlarından etkileniyor olabilir. Daha sağlıklı, daha bağlı ve tatmin edici ilişkileri 

teşvik etmek için, maliyetler ve alternatif algıları ile bağlantılı olan akılcı olmayan 

ilişki inançlarını ele almak kritik önem taşımaktadır. 

 

Bulgular, akılcı olmayan ilişki inançlarının uzak mesafe ilişki memnuniyeti 

üzerindeki yordayıcı rolünün incelenmesi gerektiğine işaret etmektedir. Akılcı 

olmayan inançlar, özellikle belirsizliklerin daha yüksek olabileceği uzak mesafe 

ilişkilerde, beklentiler karşılanmadığında hayal kırıklığı veya hüsranı artırarak 

memnuniyetsizliği artırabilir. Bu bulgular, ilişki doyumunun bilişsel yönünü 

vurgulamakta ve akılcı olmayan inançlara meydan okumanın ilişkilerin kalitesini 

artırmak için pratik bir strateji olabileceğini ima etmektedir. 

 

4.3. Uzak Mesafe İlişkisinde Yeniden Değerlendirme ve İlişki Doyumu 

 

Yeniden değerlendirme duygu düzenleme stratejisi uzak mesafe ilişki doyumunun 

anlamlı bir yordayıcısı olarak bulunmuş ve varyansın %1.8’ini açıklamıştır ve 

ilişkinin yönü negatif çıkmıştır. Bu sonucun olası bir nedeni, kültürün duygu 

düzenleme süreçlerini etkilemesi (Deng vd., 2019) ve kolektivist kültürlerdeki 

bireylerin duygusal ifadenin yanı sıra yeniden değerlendirme davranışını sıklıkla 

göstermemesi olabilir (Matsumoto vd., 2008). 

 

Bu bulgu, araştırmacıların yeniden değerlendirme ile ilişki doyumu arasında pozitif 

bir korelasyon ortaya koyduğu önceki çalışmalar (Kardum vd., 2021; Rick vd., 2017; 

Vater ve Schröder-Abe, 2015) tarafından desteklenmemiştir. Bu sonuçlarla uyumlu 

olarak, çiftlerle yürütülen geçmiş çalışmalar, bireylerin ve eşlerinin yeniden 

değerlendirmeyi ne kadar çok kullanırsa, kendilerinin ve eşlerinin ilişki doyumunun 

o kadar arttığını göstermiştir (Mazzuca vd., 2018; Rusu vd., 2019). Öte yandan, bu 

çalışmaların katılımcıları coğrafi olarak yakın çiftlerdir; bu nedenle, uzak mesafe 

ilişkilerinde durum farklı olabilir. Uzak mesafe ilişkisinde bireyler, çatışma 

durumlarında veya duygusal sıkıntı anlarında duygularını düzenlemek için bir strateji 

olarak yeniden değerlendirmeyi kullanabilir. Uzak mesafe ilişkilerin dinamikleri 
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coğrafi olarak yakın ilişkilerin dinamiklerinden farklı olduğu için, yeniden 

değerlendirme onlar için ilişkisel olmaktan ziyade bireysel olabilir. 

 

Ayrıca, Weber ve arkadaşları (2024), uzak mesafe ilişkilerde geçiş süreçlerinde 

gerekli olan zihinsel değişim ile ilgili sorunların, takip eden evrede daha yüksek 

olumsuz duyguların deneyimlenmesine neden olabileceğini açıklamıştır. İlişki 

doyum düzeyleri daha yüksek olan uzak mesafe partnerleri, daha az olumsuz duygu 

deneyimine yol açan daha az zihinsel değişim sorunu belirtmiştir (Weber vd., 2024). 

Bu çalışmalar yeniden değerlendirmeyi içermese de, uzak mesafe ilişkisindeki ilişki 

doyumunun korunmasında duyguların önemli rolüne işaret etmektedir. Bu konuda 

daha fazla araştırmaya, özellikle de uzak mesafe ilişkisinde yeniden değerlendirme 

kullanımı ile ilişki doyumu arasındaki ilişkiyi inceleyen daha fazla çalışmaya ihtiyaç 

vardır. 

 

4.4. Uzak Mesafe İlişkisinde Bastırma ve İlişki Doyumu 

 

Bu çalışmanın dördüncü hipotezi, bir duygu düzenleme stratejisi olarak bastırmanın 

uzak mesafe ilişki doyumunun anlamlı bir yordayıcısı olmadığı bulgusu ile 

reddedilmiştir. Literatürde, bastırma kullanımının daha düşük ilişki doyumu 

düzeyleriyle ilişkili olduğu çalışılmıştır (Han vd., 2022; Sasaki vd., 2022). 

 

Buna ek olarak, Impett ve diğerleri (2012) bastırmanın ilişki doyumunda düşüşe yol 

açtığını ve bireylerin partnerlerinden ayrılma olasılığını artırdığını belirtmiştir. 

Ayrıca, bireylerin partnerleri veya ilişkileri için fedakarlık yaptıkları zamanlarda 

duygularını bastırdıklarında, sonuçların onlar için daha düşük ilişki doyumu, 

sahicilik ve olumlu duygular gibi duygusal ve ilişkisel olarak maliyetli olacağına 

dikkat çekmişlerdir (Impett vd., 2012). Benzer şekilde, Cameron ve Overall (2018) 

bastırmanın romantik ilişkilerdeki etkilerini incelemiş ve duyguların bastırılmasının 

içsel ve kişilerarası boyutlarla ilgili maliyetleri olduğunu bildirmiştir. Bastırma ile 

bağlantılı kişilerarası maliyetler, ilişki doyumunun azalması, kişinin diğerlerinden 

uzaklaşması ve diğerlerinden kabul görmeme duygularıdır (Cameron ve Overall, 

2018). Bu çalışmalar coğrafi olarak yakın ilişki partnerleriyle yürütülmüş olsa da 

birbirleriyle tutarlı sonuçlara sahiptir.  
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Ne yazık ki, hem ulusal hem de uluslararası literatürde bastırma ile uzak mesafe 

ilişki doyumu arasındaki ilişkiyi inceleyen bir çalışma bulunmamaktadır. Uzak 

mesafe ilişkilerinde, partnerlerin yaptığı fedakârlıklar coğrafi olarak yakın ilişkilere 

kıyasla daha yaygın ve çeşitli olabilir. Bu nedenle, bireyler bunları normal kabul 

edebilir veya algılayabilir. Bu aynı zamanda, uzak mesafe ilişkilerin zaten 

kendilerine özgü maliyetleri olduğundan, ilişki içindeki ek maliyetleri azaltmanın bir 

yolu olabilir. Bu durum, bu çalışmanın sonuçlarıyla uyumlu olarak, söz konusu 

bireylerin duygularını bastırma olasılığını da azaltabilir. 

 

4.5. Uygulamaya Yönelik Çıkarımlar 

 

Araştırma, uzak mesafe ilişkilerindeki bireyler için, daha fazla ilişki sürdürme 

davranışı uygulamanın ve akılcı olmayan ilişki inançlarını azaltmanın daha fazla 

doyum sağlayabileceğini öne sürmektedir. Doyumsuzluk durumunda, partnerler 

mevcut ilişki sürdürme çabalarını yeniden değerlendirmeli ve akılcı olmayan 

inançların kararlarını nasıl etkiliyor olabileceğini ele almalıdır. Açıklığı, olumluluğu 

ve kendini açmayı ifade eden yeni davranışlar keşfetmek bağı güçlendirebilir ve 

doyumu artırabilir. Benzer şekilde, akılcı olmayan inançların belirlenmesi ve yeniden 

yapılandırılması, kişinin ilişkiye dair algısını değiştirerek daha rasyonel ve olumlu 

bakış açılarını teşvik edebilir ve doyumu artırabilir. Bu eylemler, partnerlerin ilişkiye 

yaptıkları yatırımları da olumlu yönde etkileyebilir. 

 

Psikolojik danışmanlar ve terapistler, ilişkiyi sürdürme davranışlarını teşvik eden 

uygulamaları ve akılcı olmayan inançlarla başa çıkmak için bilişsel stratejileri 

içerebilecek uzak mesafe ilişki doyumunu artırmayı amaçlayan müdahale 

programları geliştirebilirler. Ayrıca, bireylerin algılarının, özellikle fiziksel ayrılık 

dönemlerinde, ilişki doyumlarını ve ilişkilerini sürdürmelerini nasıl etkilediğini 

açıklayabilirler. 

 

Son olarak, yazılım ve uygulama geliştiricileri için bu çalışma, doyumu öngören 

ilişki sürdürme davranışlarını teşvik etmede iletişim teknolojilerinin önemini 

vurgulamaktadır. Uygulamalar sanal randevu planlama, sevgiyi ifade etmek için 

otomatik hatırlatıcılar ve olumluluğu, bağlılığı ve güvenceyi teşvik eden sanal 
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hatırlatıcılar gibi araçlar içerebilir. Kalp atışı titreşimli yüzükler gibi fiziksel teması 

simüle eden cihazlar da yakınlık duygularını güçlendirebilir. En önemlisi, akılcı 

olmayan ilişki inançlarının doyumu öngördüğü göz önüne alındığında, psikoeğitim 

içeriği çevrimiçi platformlara entegre edilmelidir. Bu, yakınlık hakkındaki olumsuz 

varsayımlara meydan okuyan veya uzak mesafe ilişkilerde gerçekçi beklentiler 

geliştirmek için kanıta dayalı öneriler sunan ve böylece doyumu engelleyen uyumsuz 

düşüncenin yeniden yapılandırılmasına yardımcı olan etkileşimli modülleri içerebilir. 

 

4.6. Gelecek Çalışmalar için Öneriler 

 

Uzak mesafe ilişki doyumunu daha kapsamlı bir şekilde anlamak için, özellikle 

Türkiye'deki mevcut araştırmaların azlığı göz önüne alındığında, mevcut literatürü 

genişletmek için gelecekteki çalışmalara kritik derecede ihtiyaç vardır. 

Araştırmacılar, mevcut modeller yalnızca sınırlı bir varyansı açıkladığından, uzak 

mesafe ilişki doyumunu daha iyi tahmin etmek için bağlılık ve bağlanma stilleri gibi 

daha önce çalışılanların ötesinde ek değişkenleri dahil etmelidir.  

 

Metodolojik olarak, bu çalışmada kullanılan İlişki Sürdürme Davranışları Ölçeği 

(Akçabozan-Kayabol, 2017) gibi yeni kullanılan ölçeklerin psikometrik 

özelliklerinin incelenmesi ve Merolla'nın (2012) 10 faktörlü sürdürme modeli gibi 

Türkçe versiyonları bulunmayan diğer ilgili ölçeklerin uyarlanması önerilmektedir.  

 

Gelecekteki araştırmalar ayrıca, hangi spesifik ilişki sürdürme davranışlarının uzak 

mesafe ilişki doyumunu olumlu veya olumsuz etkilediğini araştırmalı, hem kendi 

bildirdiği hem de algıladığı sürdürme stratejilerini incelemeli (Dainton, 2000; Weigel 

ve Ballard-Reisch, 2008) ve idealleştirme (Stafford ve Merolla, 2007) ve teknoloji 

kullanımı (Dainton ve Aylor, 2002a) gibi davranışları dikkate almalıdır. Ek olarak, 

teknolojik gelişmeleri takiben, uzak mesafe ilişki yaşayan çiftlerin iletişim 

teknolojilerini ilişki sürdürme amacıyla kullanımını ölçen ölçekler de geliştirilebilir. 

Ayrıca, gelecekteki çalışmalarda partnerlerin birbirlerinin duygularını düzenleme 

biçimleri de incelenebilir.  

 

Örneklemlerle ilgili olarak, her iki partnerden de ikili veri toplamak, ilişki 

dinamiklerinin daha derinlemesine anlaşılması için çok önemlidir ve çalışmalar 
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çeşitli özellikleri (örneğin, evli bireyler, orta yetişkinlik, belirli coğrafi mesafe) 

hedeflemelidir. Ayrıca, daha tutarlı veriler elde etmek için katılımcıların hâlihazırda 

bir uzak mesafe ilişki içerisinde olmaları ve dengeli bir cinsiyet dağılımına öncelik 

verilmesi tavsiye edilmektedir. Son olarak, bireylerin doğrudan deneyimlerinden 

derinlemesine bir anlayış elde etmek için nitel çalışmalar önerilmektedir. 
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