
Many college students may find long-distance
relationships (LDRs) to be more common
than those in the general population because

their lives are in a state of transition. Whether a cou-
ple must separate because of college, a new career, or
some other reason, the desire to remain in the rela-
tionship is pivotal in choosing to begin an LDR. In the
past, partners may have dissolved the relationship,
believing its survival to be impossible. However, LDRs
may be viewed differently now, possibly due to the
ready availability of methods by which two people can
stay in touch. Even people who live on the other side
of the world are able to connect in a matter of seconds. 

As the number of Internet users continues to grow,
the availability and speed of e-mailing and instant mes-
saging has introduced convenient means of commu-
nicating to those who are far apart. Similarly, the variety
of cellular phone plans has made expensive long-dis-
tance phone calls a mere memory. As the world grows
more connected by technology, it is possible that the
number of Americans in LDRs will increase as more
international career and education opportunities pres-
ent themselves. We may find that LDRs become even
more common, so further investigation of experiences
in LDRs is important.

Rohlfing (1995) pointed out important concerns
in studying LDRs. Of special note is the problem of
defining long-distance because individual perceptions
of distance are subjective and prone to variation. Past
studies reviewed by Rohlfing categorized participants
in various ways, utilizing factors such as geographical
distance, frequency of visits, and reasons for separation.
Persons in LDRs experienced both advantages (e.g.,
fewer distractions from jobs or schoolwork) and dis-
advantages (e.g., travel expenses). 

Research on Long-Distance Relationships
Several past studies focused solely on participants

who were in LDRs and factors relevant to such rela-
tionships. For example, researchers explored satis-
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faction in conjunction with variables such as mainte-
nance of relationships during separation, the effect
of changing gender roles, and termination strategies
employed in LDRs (Bercaw, 2002; Carpenter & Knox,
1986; Patt, 2003; Wilmot, Carbaugh, & Baxter, 1985).
Other studies have found that satisfaction with the
relationship predicted relationship stability for both
men and women (Schwebel, Dunn, Moss, & Renner,
1992) and positive relationship beliefs (e.g., optimism
about future of the relationship) were predictive of
positive relationship outcomes (Helgeson, 1994).
However, positive relationship beliefs were also linked
to lower levels of adjustment to separation and breakup,
and results suggested that positive relationship beliefs
were associated with both adaptive functioning and
maladaptive functioning for those in LDRs.

Knox, Zusman, Daniels, and Brantley (2002) stud-
ied the experiences of students in LDRs and reported
descriptive statistics that were of interest. Of special
note is the similarity between the percentages of stu-
dents who reported that being apart worsened their
relationships (20%) and of students who reported
that being apart improved their relationships (18%).
However, about 22% of the sample reported rela-
tionship dissolution, which seems to highlight the dif-
ficulties of maintaining LDRs. Only 9% of the sample
reported "no effect," and other responses indicated
a mixed effect. Benefits for couples in LDRs came to
light in Jesswein's (1984) study of married couples.
Being physically apart was linked to improved com-
munication and an increase in the couple's emotional
bond. Additionally, the women grew to be more inde-
pendent and confident, though this development was
not always supported by the husband. The separation
also led couples to redefine their relationships and
their reasons for remaining together, forcing them to
resolve existing differences in needs and values.
Interestingly, physical separation was tied to improved
communication, greater emotional bond, and more
respect for the individuality of each spouse.

Comparing Local and Long-Distance Relationships
Multiple studies compared both local relation-

ships (LRs) and LDRs on variables such as commu-
nication, relationship quality, and relationship
outcomes. For example, Stafford and Reske (1990)
explored communication and idealization in couples
who were in relationships of either type. Results indi-
cated a tendency for long-distance partners to ideal-
ize each other, due to the restricted communication
that is characteristic of LDRs. Individuals are able to
present themselves more favorably when communi-
cating only intermittently, and when day-to-day inter-
action is lacking, their partners maintain an impression

that may not be completely accurate. LDR couples
therefore remained in their relationships longer than
did LR couples, and as a possible negative point, the
researchers suggested that LDR couples may stay in
their relationships longer than they would have had
they remained a local couple. Satisfaction in LDR cou-
ples was positively correlated with the presence of
restricted communication, which encompassed face-
to-face, telephone, and written channels. Stephen
(1986) reported differences in the content of com-
munication between partners in LRs and LDRs. Persons
in LDRs tended to discuss the maintenance of their
relationships as well as other relationship issues dur-
ing the time they had to communicate, whereas cou-
ples who were in LRs often had conversations that
were not greatly relevant to their relationship. The
further study of communication in LRs and LDRs is vital
in understanding the differences between the two,
especially with the current boom of improved com-
munication methods.

Until recently, much of the research on commu-
nication differences between local and long-distance
couples was performed before the widespread use of
Internet and cellular phones. Aylor and Dainton (2002)
reported that in-person contact is critical to main-
taining an LDR, though use of the Internet as a com-
munication tool was found to be a strong positive
predictor of trust for individuals with lack of in-per-
son contact. LDR couples who had periodic in-per-
son or telephone contact with each other experienced
higher levels of satisfaction than did LDR couples who
had infrequent in-person or telephone contact. In
general, however, there was no difference in satisfac-
tion between LDRs and LRs.

Le and Agnew (2001) focused specifically on pre-
dictors of need fulfillment (e.g., meeting intimacy,
trust, satisfaction, and commitment needs) and emo-
tional experience in a daily-record study of college
students. Findings indicated greater need fulfillment
was associated with more positive emotion, and this
link was stronger for those in LRs on some days (but
on average, non-significant). Also, less need fulfill-
ment was associated with more negative emotion on
some days, and this link was stronger (and marginally
significant on average) for those in LRs. One type of
need fulfillment that did not differ between LDRs and
LRs related to intimacy needs (i.e., those that could be
met without the physical presence of the partner).
These findings suggest that those in LRs and LDRs
do not differ greatly in need fulfillment and that inti-
macy does not necessarily suffer in long-distance rela-
tionships.

Considerable past research comparing LDRs and
LRs has generally not found differences in relation-

128 PSI CHI JOURNAL OF UNDERGRADUATE RESEARCH � Fall 2006
Copyright 2006 by Psi Chi, The National Honor Society in Psychology (Vol. 11, No. 3, 127–135 / ISSN 1089-4136).

PREDICTORS OF CLOSENESS � Lin and Knee



ship outcomes, such as satisfaction or stability. However,
most of those studies examined in-group differences
rather than differences between LDRs and LRs as pre-
dictors of outcomes. For example, Van Horn et al.
(1997) compared college students in LRs versus LDRs
and found that whereas they did not differ on inti-
macy, self-disclosure, affection, enhancement of worth,
instrumental help, nurturance, and partner's per-
spective-taking, those in LDRs reported a few disad-
vantages ,  such  a s  l e s s  se l f -d i s c lo sure ,  l e s s
companionship, and uncertainty about relationship
endurance. Overall, the best predictor of stability (i.e.,
how long the relationship lasted) across both kinds
of relationships was relationship satisfaction.

A comparison by Guldner and Swensen (1995)
revealed no differences between LDR participants
and LR participants in self-reported levels of satisfac-
tion, intimacy, dyadic trust, and degree of relation-
ship progress, suggesting that simply being in an LDR
is not necessarily a risk factor for lower relationship
quality. Dellmann-Jenkins, Bernard-Paolucci, and
Rushing (1994) compared relationship quality between
local and long-distance couples. Results indicated no
mean differences in levels of intimacy between the
two types of relationships. Conversely, Johnson (1984)
found that those in LDRs perceived themselves as
being less satisfied overall. They were more likely to deal
with relationship difficulties passively, especially while
they were apart from their partners. However, indi-
viduality, time away, having space, and not having to
compromise were cited as primary reasons for the sat-
isfaction of those in LDRs.

As distance presents inherent challenges to a rela-
tionship, Holt and Stone (1988) explored coping
strategies and outcomes among students involved in
LRs and LDRs. The most effective coping strategies
for those in LDRs involved the quality of verbal com-
munication and seeing the partner more frequently.
Those who were able to visit with their partners more
often had levels of satisfaction similar to those in local
relationships (LRs). Overall, the participants did not
indicate that anything was lacking in their relation-
ships and reported that their relationships were sat-
isfying and intimate.

The Current Study
Past research has yielded diverse findings, as shown

above, with relatively few reporting differences between
those in local and long-distance relationships. Only a
few of the studies examined differences in variables,
such as need fulfillment, that predict outcomes in the
two types of relationships (e.g., Le & Agnew, 2001).
The aim of the current study is to identify predictors
of closeness that may or may not distinguish between

LRs and LDRs by examining variables that are par-
ticularly relevant to LDRs, such as communication,
social support, and coping. Although other studies
have explored variables such as coping and commu-
nication in LDRs, most have been limited to examin-
ing differences in the average levels of those variables
in both types of relationships. The few that examined
predictors of relationship quality outcomes dealt only
with longevity and relationship beliefs. This study
examined differences and similarities between LRs
and LDRs and whether the above variables predict
overall closeness differently, depending on the type
of relationship.

The key criterion of the current study was the con-
struct of closeness, which was examined as a function
of several other features in both LRs and LDRs. Other
variables included attitudes toward LDRs and per-
ceptions of social support as a function of relation-
ship type. The attitudes of the participants may differ,
depending on the type of relationship they have expe-
rienced, and these attitudes may relate to closeness
differently in relationships. Additionally, one's atti-
tudes are not formed solely from one's own percep-
tions. The support of one’s family, friends, and partner
are also expected to play a role in relationship stabil-
ity, and the current study will examine this in greater
depth. The goals of this study, then, are two-fold. First,
we wished to explore differences between LRs and
LDRs regarding factors that have been shown to pre-
dict outcomes in close relationships. Second, we wished
to examine whether these variables predict closeness
differently in LRs and LDRs.

Method
Participants

At the start of the study, 211 heterosexual partic-
ipants who were at least 18 years of age and in dating
(unmarried) romantic relationships for a minimum of
1 month were recruited from psychology classes at the
University of Houston. Six of the participants pro-
vided incomplete information and were removed from
the sample. Of the remaining 205 participants (167
women, 38 men), 60 were in LDRs. Participants' ages
ranged from 18 to 43 with a mean of 21.4 years (SD =
4). Reported relationship duration ranged from 
1 month to 7 years, with an average of approximately
20.4 months (SD = 17.1).

The LR sample contained 25 men and 120 women
and consisted mostly of juniors (34%) and seniors
(25%), with freshmen, sophomores, and postgraduate
students in the minority. Race was reported as follows:
35% Caucasian, 16% African-American, 26% Hispanic,
23% Asian, and the few remaining students were of
mixed heritage or simply marked "other." The mean
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distance apart for local couples was 24 miles (SD =
79). Twenty participants cohabited with their partners
and therefore responded "0 miles" when asked for
their distance apart.

In comparison, the LDR participant pool con-
tained 13 men and 47 women and was largely com-
posed of freshmen (34%), followed by juniors (28%).
Sophomores, seniors, and postgraduate students
formed 19%, 15%, and 4% of the sample, respectively.
Race was reported as follows: 35% Caucasian, 27%
African-American, 13% Hispanic, 20% Asian, and 5%
mixed heritage or "other." The mean distance was 843
miles (SD = 1,316), and participants reported seeing
their partners an average of once per month.
Interestingly, in the LDR sample, only 32% of the par-
ticipants had ever been in a long-distance relation-
ship in the past, whereas 57% of the LR sample had
been in a distant relationship at least once.

Procedure
Participants were recruited from undergraduate

psychology classes in exchange for extra credit in their
courses. Those agreeing to participate completed sur-
vey packets in which measures were assembled in a
Latin-square design.

Per the recommendation of Dellmann-Jenkins et
al. (1994), a long-distance relationship was defined
by the perception of the respondent in an effort to
look beyond the actual number of miles separating
partners, as individual perceptions of what constitutes
an LDR can vary. Hypothetically, regardless of the
actual geographic distance, perceived distance would
likely affect the participants' perspectives of their rela-
tionships. Also, a self-reported measure of physical
distance apart was included as a more objective param-
eter.

Measures
Attitudes toward long-distance relationships. A

scale was developed that consisted of 20 items, each
expressing a positive or negative opinion of LDRs.
Participants rated items such as "Long-distance rela-
tionships are old-fashioned" and "Long-distance rela-
tionships bring partners closer together" on a scale
of 1 (disagree completely) to 7 (agree completely) based on
the extent to which these statements matched their
own beliefs. A principal components factor analysis, fol-
lowed by a promax rotation, was conducted on the 20
items and revealed three factors. One factor included
nine items such as "Long-distance relationships do
not work out" and was labeled "Negative Feelings"
because all items reflected a negative perception of
LDRs. The second factor included six items like "Long-
distance relationships allow partners more free time,"

receiving the designation of "Positive Feelings." Finally,
the third factor consisted of five items such as "Long-
distance relationships are high-maintenance" and was
therefore labeled "Costs." Items that loaded on each
factor were averaged. Internal reliabilities (Cronbach’s
alpha) for Negative Feelings, Positive Feelings, and
Costs were .78, .69, and .63, respectively.

Communication channels. Participants were asked
to imagine themselves in each of twelve scenarios. The
scenarios varied in the extent to which the event
depicted was major versus minor (e.g., shopping for
a new car vs. seeing a mutual friend at the store) and
whether the event was positive or negative (e.g., gain-
ing acceptance into a coveted program vs. losing an
important file for a presentation). Each event con-
sisted of a brief description followed by five ways of
communicating that event to their romantic partner
including (a) in person, (b) by telephone, (c) by writ-
ten letter, (d) by e-mail, or (e) chatroom, instant mes-
saging, or text messaging (i.e., synchronous electronic
communication). Participants rated each communi-
cation channel from 1 (not likely at all) to 7 (very likely)
according to how likely they would be to use each
form of communication to convey that news. For exam-
ple, one scenario read “I got a top score on a major
test or paper” which was then followed by the five com-
munication channels, each of which received a score
from 1 to 7. Mean scores were computed across the
12 scenarios for each communication channel, yield-
ing five composite scores. Cronbach’s alphas for the
communication of news in person, by phone, by let-
ter, by e-mail, or through synchronous electronic com-
munication were .94, .86, .93, .95, and .96, respectively.

Coping strategies (COPE). A coping inventory
consisting of 76 statements (Carver, Scheier, &
Weintraub, 1989) was modified so that participants
responded with the conditional "When my partner
and I are apart" in mind. The original COPE featured
11 subscales, including active coping (e.g., “I take
direct action to get around the problem"), mental dis-
engagement (e.g., “I daydream about things other
than this”), restraint coping (e.g., “I hold off doing
anything about it until the situation permits”), denial
(“I act as though it hasn’t even happened”), and accept-
ance (“I learn to live with it”). The version used in the
current study incorporated seven new subscales and
a revision of the "mental disengagement" subscale,
created by Zuckerman and Gagne (2003). Examples
of the new scales include self-blame (“I blame myself”),
expressing emotion (“I let my emotions show”), and
repair of emotion (“I try to be optimistic in spite of
the situation”). Participants were asked to rate the
items on a scale of 1 (I don't do this at all) to 4 (I do this
a lot). 
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Given the large number of  subscales ,  an
exploratory (second-order) factor analysis, followed by
oblique rotation (promax) was conducted on the 19
subscales of the revised COPE. A plot of the eigen-
values suggested three factors with the Positive/Active
factor primarily tapping attempts to view the situation
positively and do something about it. Specifically,
Positive/Active factor was comprised of the subscales
of positive reinterpretation and growth, understand-
ing of emotion, repair of emotion, planning, and active
coping. The second factor, Support-Seeking/
Expression, encompassed support-seeking strategies
and emotional expression, as indicated by the sub-
scales of seeking support for emotional reasons, seek-
ing support for instrumental reasons, focus on and
venting of emotion, expression of emotion, turning
to religion, suppression of competing activities, and
acceptance (reverse-scored). Finally, the third factor
of Avoidance consisted primarily of avoidance and
denial as ways of coping, represented by the subscales
of denial, behavioral disengagement, mental disen-
gagement, restraint coping, and self-blame. The three
factors were scored according to unit weighting.
Internal reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) were .85, .80,

and .73 for Positive/Active, Support-Seeking/
Expression, and Avoidance, respectively. 

Inclusion of other in the self (IOS). This single-
item measure consists of seven paired circles (each
pair representing the self and partner) overlapping
to different degrees (Aron, Aron, Tudor, & Nelson,
1991; Aron & Aron, 1996). The first circles are set
slightly apart from each other, and the next sets over-
lap gradually until the final set of circles overlap almost
completely. When completing the survey, participants
selected the set of circles that best described their rela-
tionship with their partners. This measure is found
to be highly correlated with other well-validated meas-
ures of closeness. The IOS, despite being a single-item
scale, has been shown to be reliable over time and to
possess discriminant, convergent, and predictive validi-
ties comparable to other measures of closeness
(Berscheid, Snyder, & Omoto, 1989; Sternberg, 1988).

Social support, modified. An existing measure of
social support (Acitelli, 1996) was shortened in order
to assess the amount of perceived support participants
received from these specific categories: a romantic
partner, friends, parents, other relatives, and people
other than those already specified. Participants rated
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LR (SD) LDR (SD) F df error r

IOS (closeness) 4.79 (1.52) 4.42 (1.78) 2.16 189 .11

Communication - in person 6.00 (.97) 4.18 (2.00) 73.59* 196 .52

Communication - telephone 5.66 (.90) 5.54 (1.33) .56 197 .05

Communication - written letter 1.33 (.74) 1.58 (1.04) 3.51 195 .13

Communication - e-mail 1.84 (1.22) 3.20 (1.85) 36.13* 195 .39

Communication - IM, chat 1.93 (1.50) 3.09 (2.06) 18.81* 195 .29

Attitudes - negative 4.16 (.84) 3.51 (.92) 23.20* 201 .32

Attitudes - positive 4.96 (.88) 5.29 (.84) 5.95 200 .17

Attitudes - disadvantages 5.61 (.79) 5.43 (.87) 2.14 201 .10

COPE - positive/active 2.57 (.55) 2.72 (.53) 3.17 201 .12

COPE - support-seeking/expression 2.32 (.51) 2.25 (.52) .08 201 .06

COPE - avoidance 1.93 (.39) 1.92 (.39) .03 201 .01

Note. r = √[(F1, __)/(F1, __ + dferror)] from Rosenthal and Rosnow (1991). Degrees of freedom varied from 189 to 201, depending on missing data.  All available
data were included in analyses. *p < .01.

TABLE 1

Means Differences Between Relationship Outcome by LR and LDR



the same eight statements under each of the above
categories, depending on the extent to which they felt
they received support from each group. For instance,
items such as "Would make sure you were cared for if
you were ill" and "Accepts you just the way you are"
would each be rated five times—for the participant's
partner, friends, parents, other relatives, and other
people. A 7-point scale was used, with 1 being Not at all
and 7 being To a great extent. Cronbach’s alphas for
this measure were .88, .90, .89, .90, and .90 for sup-
port from one's partner, friends, parents, other rela-
tives, and other people.

Results
To test whether there were significant mean dif-

ferences between LRs and LDRs on the variables of
interest, a series of one-way ANOVAs were conducted,
with α= .01 to correct for inflation. Table 1 provides
means and standard deviations between relationship
outcomes by LR and LDR, along with the F-ratio and
r (as a measure of effect size; Rosenthal & Rosnow,
1991). With regard to communication channels, par-
ticipants in LRs were more likely to communicate in
person compared to those in LDRs. Otherwise, those
in LDRs were more likely to use e-mail and synchro-
nous electronic communication (e.g., instant mes-
saging and real-time chatting). Table 1 also shows
mean levels of coping as a function of type of rela-
tionship. As shown, the three factors of the COPE
yielded no significant mean differences.

Examination of participant attitudes toward LDRs
found that those in LRs had somewhat more negative
attitudes toward LDRs, whereas those in LDRs had
significantly more positive attitudes toward LDRs.
People in both types of relationships tended to acknowl-
edge that disadvantages existed in LDRs. For exam-
ple, a participant in an LDR might agree that
“Long-distance relationships allow partners to focus on
school or work” but also agree that “Long-distance
relationships require compromise.” Aside from atti-
tudinal and communication differences, no other sig-
nificant mean differences were found between LRs
and LDRs.

In order to test whether each of the exploratory
variables predicted closeness differently, depending
on the type of relationship, a series of hierarchical
multiple regression analyses were conducted. Each
analysis was conducted with closeness as the criterion.
In step 1, the exploratory variable, along with rela-
tionship type, were entered into the equation as pre-
dictors, followed by their product of the exploratory
variable and relationship type. Interactions were inter-
preted in step 2. A few variables, described below, had
main effect associations. 

In the exploration of communication channels
usage, communicating in person was positively asso-
ciated with higher levels of closeness, as was commu-
nicating by telephone. The latter result was qualified
by a significant interaction with the type of relationship
(F = 7.5, p = .01). Figure 1 provides scores on close-
ness as a function of communication by telephone
and type of relationship, based on the regression equa-
tion at step 2. As shown, communicating by phone
predicted closeness more strongly among those in
LDRs compared to those in LRs. Due to the exploratory
nature of this study, a few marginally significant inter-
actions should be noted. One such interaction with
relationship type emerged for social support from
friends (F = 3.00, p = .09). More precisely, social sup-
port from friends was more negatively associated with
closeness in LDRs (compared to LRs). Similarly, a
marginally significant interaction for support from
"other people" suggested that those in LDRs felt less
close to their partners when they had support from
people other than their partners, family, or other rel-
atives (F = 2.86, p = .09).

One interaction emerged between relationship
type and the three COPE factors. This interaction,
between Positive/Active coping and type of relation-
ship (F = 14.86, p < .01), is shown in Figure 2. Higher
levels of Positive/Active coping were associated with
increased levels of closeness for those in LDRs and
slightly decreased levels of closeness for those in LRs.
No significant interactions emerged between the type
of relationship and social support received from the
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partner, parents, other relatives, or positive attitudes
toward LDRs.

Discussion
The current exploration uncovered several mean

differences between LRs and LDRs in the two groups'
usage of communication channels and their attitudes
toward LDRs. For instance, participants in LDRs exhib-
ited more positive attitudes about LDRs, whereas those
in LRs tended to view LDRs more negatively. It is pos-
sible that this is an example of false consensus, where
people prefer or see advantages in whatever behavior
they have chosen themselves. Both groups acknowl-
edged the disadvantages that exist in LDRs. These
results might reflect the respondents' past experience
with LDRs, given that 50% of the total sample had
been in LDRs in the past. Fifty-seven percent of the
respondents who were currently in LRs had been in at
least one LDR in the past, so their negative attitudes
may have resulted from an LDR coming to an end.
This study did not account for the possibility of respon-
dents' LRs being a product of a former LDR, but if
that were ever the case, perhaps the LR participants
found their LDR so disadvantageous that they (or
their partners) moved in order to turn the relation-
ship into a local one. Additionally, participants in LRs
may also have reported more negative attitudes toward
LDRs because they harbored existing negativity toward
LDRs and therefore never entered any.

Results revealed some degree of interaction with
the type of relationship among factors such as social
support, communication channels, and coping strate-

gies. For example, communicating by telephone was
associated with greater closeness for participants in
LDRs, similar to the findings of Aylor and Dainton
(2002). The interaction suggests that, for many part-
ners in LDRs, communicating by telephone is the clos-
est they can get to communicating in person. Though
web cameras and Internet chat applications that allow
actual voice conversations help simulate in-person
communication, there remain people who may not
have reliable access to the Internet but who are able
to take advantage of the widespread availability of tele-
phones and inexpensive (or free) long-distance phone
plans. The other communication channels (e.g., writ-
ten letter, e-mail, messaging) may not afford couples
the immediacy they require for some conversations.

The marginal interaction between social support
from friends and relationship type (included due to
the exploratory nature of this study) was unexpected,
as it revealed that LDR participants who received more
social support from their friends were also less close
to their partners. It may be that the participants relied
less on their partners for support if it was already pro-
vided by their friends, and with this decreased degree
of dependence, the partners felt less close. It could
also be that the respondents' partners did not provide
a sufficient amount of support, causing the respon-
dents to turn to their friends for support. The study also
showed that more positive or active coping in LDR
participants was associated with greater closeness in
the relationship. It may seem counterintuitive that
the exhibition of coping strategies would be linked
to close LDRs, but the need for coping may simply be
a result of the stressful nature of this type of rela-
tionship (Lydon, Pierce, & O’Regan, 1997; Maguire,
2002). On the other hand, if coping strategies mani-
fest in an LR, problems may already exist in the rela-
tionship, and as a result, the partners may feel less
close.

Though the procedures and participants for this
study were carefully considered, they are not without
limitations. There were considerably more female par-
ticipants in the study, accounting for about 82% of
the sample, possibly due to the large proportion of
female psychology students at the University of Houston
or that more women than men are interested in rela-
tionship studies. As a consequence, this may reduce the
generalizability of the results.

It was difficult to recruit a larger percentage of
students in LDRs. Participants were recruited at the
start of the academic year with the expectation that
more students would be in LDRs, especially if they
had just started college or transferred from another
school. However, only 29% of the sample consisted of
students in LDRs.
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The association between positive/active 
coping strategies and closeness in local and 

long-distance relationships.



In a few instances, some participants expressed
confusion when answering the COPE measure, which
was originally designed to measure coping responses
to more severe or dramatic problems, such as dis-
agreements; whereas in this study, the scale attempted
to measure coping responses to being away from one’s
partner. Some students felt that the items were too
extreme for the scenario or were daunted by the 76-
item scale and left all or part of it incomplete. This
might have been remedied by administering the sur-
vey in a lab setting, where we could motivate partici-
pants and answer any questions.

Despite these limitations, the study also had sev-
eral strengths. It was one of the few LDR studies to
examine predictors of a relationship condition (close-
ness), and the sample was drawn from both LR and
LDR populations. The study is somewhat unique in
the way that "long-distance" is defined. As recom-
mended by Dellman-Jenkins et al. (1994), we looked
beyond the distance separating the couples and asked
participants whether they perceived themselves to be
in LDRs, as perceptions of an event can be more influ-
ential than the actual event. Respondents in both LRs
and LDRs felt that partners had to be an average of
252 miles apart (SD = 882 and 621, respectively) before
their relationship could be considered an LDR.

Future studies should assess LDR attitudes of peo-
ple who are not in any relationship at the moment. It
is possible that such a sample could offer a more objec-
tive viewpoint of LDRs. Also, an assessment of partic-
ipants’ likelihood to enter another LDR if their current
one dissolved or whether LR participants would con-
sider entering an LDR in the future would be inter-
esting, as it may indicate a shift in their attitudes toward
LDRs. Both Holt and Stone (1988) and Aylor (2003)
have suggested that researchers should be careful to
differentiate between types of LDRs, as the popula-
tion characteristics (e.g., whether relationship was
always long-distance, length of time before relation-
ship can become a local one) often vary and could
affect results. Additional questions, such as “When
was the last time you saw your partner?” might allow
researchers to control for factors that could influence
participant responses. The use of newer channels of
communication, such as electronic mail (e-mail) and
synchronous computer-mediated communication
(e.g., instant messaging, real-time chat rooms, web-
cams, voice chatting), also merits further study. Future
studies should also consider surveying participants’
partners and not relying solely on individual responses.

Though long-distance relationships have existed
for many years, the detriments and delights that are
associated with them are still under-studied. Much of the
past research has indicated that LRs and LDRs are not

as different as we might think and that despite inherent
challenges, LDRs may also have their advantages. 
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