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ABSTRACT

Long-distance relationships appear to be more prevalent in modern societies, even
though are accompanied with a number of challenges that could affect satisfaction between
the partners. In the context of this study, long-distance relationships (LDRs) can be defined as
relationships where physical contact cannot happen on a daily basis as a result of geographic.
Because of this lack of physical contact, geographic distance is challenging for the
maintenance of a relationship. Due to the lack of physical proximity, Social Networking Sites
are used to minimize the distance between partners, who might follow maintenance strategies
to facilitate an overcoming process against existing challenges. The present thesis explores
the SNS use for long-distance relationships and assess the mediating role of maintenance
strategies on relationship satisfaction. In addition, technology can play a significant role in
maintaining romantic relationships. Couples can use technology to express affection, support,
and positivity through various digital channels such as texting, video calling, and social media
interactions. Furthermore, special emphasis is given on the maintenance strategies and in
particular the threat mitigation strategies, as a way of sustaining an LDR in relation to the use
of SNS. The three maintenance strategies as the mediators of this study; derogation of
alternatives, idealization, and positive attributions and their relationship with SNS use, shed
light on the different psychological mechanisms through which the SNS use influences
relationship satisfaction for couples in LDRs. Specifically, the derogation of alternatives
seems to emphasize commitment and satisfaction within the relationship. Idealization helps to
minimize conflict and influences the satisfaction of the relationship. Lastly, positive
attribution promotes trust and intimacy. For the examination of these concepts, a quantitative
study was conducted which made use of an online questionnaire and the final sample consisted
of 172 participants. Finally, for the examination of the concepts a regression analysis was
conducted and showed evidence of strong direct effects of derogation of alternatives and
positive attributions in relationship satisfaction, while there is no direct effect of the SNS use

to the person’s satisfaction from an LDR.

KEYWORDS: Long-Distance Romantic Relationships, Maintenance Strategies, Threat
Mitigation Strategies, Social Networking Sites
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1. Introduction

The determination of a single definition for Long-Distance Relationship (LDR) is a
complicated issue, due to fact that social researchers and academics have provided a great
number of alternate definitions of what an LDR really is. For example, Aylor (2003) states
that the relationship status of an individual is self-defined by each individual whether it is a
Geographically Close Relationship (GCR) or an LDR. Numerous researchers have employed
the concept of self-identification by asking the participants the reasons why they think that
they are in an LDR (Dainton & Aylor, 2001; Ficara & Mongeau, 2000; Maguire, 1999).
Furthermore, other researchers define LDRs based on distance in miles in order to identify the
status of the relationship (Carpenter & Knox, 1986; Holt & Stone, 1988; Knox, Zusman, &
Daniels, 2002; Lydon, Pierce & O’Regan, 1997). Other scholars identify them by the number
of nights two partners spend apart, as well as a number of different criteria like residing in
different locations (Holmes, 2004; Rabe, 2001).

In general, a relationship, either long-distance or not, is difficult to survive if the two
persons who involve in it do not put in some work, achieve a good level of communication,
and reach out to each other (Muntean, 2019). Such incremental actions, usually referred to the
literature, as relationship maintenance behaviors or strategies (Neustaedter & Greenberg,
2012), allow communication between partners that are geographically apart, highlighting the
important role of social networking sites (SNS) in long-distance romantic relationships (Pistol
& Roberts, 2011). In the context of this study, long-distance relationships (LDRs) can be
defined as relationships where physical contact cannot happen on a daily basis as a result of
geographic distance (Pistol & Roberts, 2011). Because of this lack of physical contact,
geographic distance is challenging for the maintenance of a relationship (Billedo, Kerkhof &
Finkenauer, 2015).

LDRs tend to generate more stress within the relationship, while partners are prone to
higher levels of uncertainty (Martens, 2012). Although computer-mediated communication
acts as a supplement for couples in geographically close relationships (GCR), it can be seen
as a necessity in the case of long-distance relationships. In fact, represents the technological
medium used as a means to sustain the relationship (Billedo et al., 2015). When romantic
partners are separated due to distance, strategic maintenance behaviors should be incorporated
into relationships in different ways, most commonly facilitated through the use of

communication technologies (Martens, 2012). Long-distance relationships lack everyday



physical togetherness, and social media act as a means of bridging the gap between the
partners that live separately (Kim et al., 2014).

SNSs are among the various methods of computer-mediated communication (Meier &
Reinecke, 2021). Research usually concerns the implications of SNS in proximity
relationships, overpassing the role that they can play in LDRs (Zheng et al., 2021). SNS are
not limited to direct and private communication, as they expand to private, public,
synchronous, and asynchronous interaction, and they make communication possible in both
social and interpersonal contexts (Utz, 2015). While both social and interpersonal interactions
involve people interacting with each other, social interactions tend to be broader and less
intimate (Koo et al., 2011). On the other hand, close proximity interactions tend to be more
personal and involve deeper emotional connections, such as among friends, romantic partners,
or family members, when they mediated by SNS (Crystal Jiang & Hancock, 2013).
Consequently, SNS could be used to communicate everyday activities or display affection
towards the partner either when they are in GCRs or in LDRs (Papp, Danielewicz, &
Cayemberg, 2012).

Several researchers have investigated the use of SNS, such as Facebook, as a
maintenance strategy for couples in GCRs. For instance, Fox and Warber (2014) found that
while SNS offer opportunities for couples to connect, also pose challenges such as social
comparison, insecurity, lack of trust, and infidelity depending on attachment styles and
uncertainty. In another study, Toma and Choi (2016) found that mobile media use was
positively associated with relationship satisfaction, due to the feelings of connectedness and
closeness that it fostered. The researchers also suggest that SNS may offer new opportunities
for emotional expression. This is an example of the majority of research that was identified
which places focus on the role SNS plays in GCRs (Harker & Keltner, 2017; Muise et al.,
2009; Stafford & Reske, 2017; Utz & Beukeboom, 2011).

While these studies have demonstrated a positive correlation between the use of SNS
among romantic partners in GCRs, they do not explore the potential benefits of SNS for
couples who are in LDRs. As a result, the concepts introduced above, concerning couples in
LDRs, have not been examined in-depth within academic and research studies. However, the
extensive body of research concerning couples in GCRs provides academic insights, that could
work as a catalyst for bridging the gap, when trying to understand mediating variables in LDR
satisfaction. For this reason, this thesis specifically focuses on the role SNSs have in

maintaining LDRs (Miczo et al., 2011; Rivera Aragén et al., 2022; Taylor, Zhao, & Bazarova.,



2022). The effects of technology on these relationships are not yet fully understood, and
further research is needed for the development of technological means that could better
support couples in long-distance relationships (Stafford & Merolla, 2007).

The core societal relevance of this research is to provide insights, on how SNS appears,
could be effective or not, in the context of maintaining LDRs. LDRs have become a growing
trend in modern societies, particularly with the rise of global mobility, as well as factors
mediated by SNS, such as the growth of online dating as a mode (Frandberg & Vilhelmson,
2011; Stoicescu, 2019; Rivera Aragon et al., 2022; Wiederhold, 2021). Firstly, globalization
and mobility have brought about an increase in long-distance relationships (Frandberg &
Vilhelmson, 2003). This demographic trend has societal implications for supporting couples
who are separated by distance, as it poses unique challenges such as physical separation, trust
and jealousy, emotional strain, and limited shared experiences (Merolla, 2012; Pelikh & Kulu,
2018; Stafford & Merolla, 2007), that need to be understood and addressed. Secondly,
demographic shifts, such as marrying later and prioritizing personal growth, have resulted in
more individuals entering long-distance relationships (Kelmer et al., 2013; Merolla, 2012,
Pelikh & Kulu, 2018). Furthermore, as mentioned previously, academic research concerning
the maintenance of LDRs is not up to date with the current rate they are becoming increasingly
prevalent in society. Understanding the dynamics of these relationships can inform policies
and services that support emerging adults and individuals in similar situations (Stafford &
Merolla, 2007).

By addressing this gap in the literature, this study will aim to provide insights into how
technology can be used to maintain a long-distance relationship, specifically by the
examination of strategies that go beyond the promotion of healthy and effective
communication between partners who are physically apart (Belus et al., 2019; Johnson et al.,
2008; Neustaedter & Greenberg, 2012). Thus, this study will explore the various ways in
which technology can be leveraged by partners, in order to navigate the challenges that arise
from distance and also help sustain their relationship. By exploring the use of SNS as a
maintenance strategy, this study may provide insights into how technology can be used to
support the well-being of those in LDRs since studies have shown that partners in long-
distance relationships may experience higher levels of anxiety, depression, and stress, and
thus, lower levels of satisfaction making them vulnerable to separation (Waterman et al.,
2017). Therefore, the focus on the use of SNS concerning maintenance strategies will allow

the further exploration of the proposed topic aiming to address the following research



question: To what extent are maintenance strategies mediating the relationship between SNS

use and relationship satisfaction for couples in LDRs?



2. Theoretical Background

2.1 SNSs Affordances for Couples in LDRs

Technology can play a significant role in maintaining romantic relationships through
the five categories of maintenance strategies, as identified by Ogolsky and Monk (2019).
Couples can use technology to express affection, support, and positivity through various
digital channels such as texting, video calling, and social media interactions (Arikewuyo et
al., 2021; Hertlein, 2012).

Computer-mediated technology concerns the use of electronic devices, such as
smartphones, computers and tablets which facilitate communication and interaction between
users (Yao & Ling 2020). This involves the use of software applications, digital platforms
such as SNS which includes texting as well as services that afford face-to-face interaction like
video calling (Yao & Ling 2020). Furthermore, SNSs fall under the category of technology
use which affords facilities such as texting and video calling between individuals (Citrawati
et al, 2021; Gazit et al, 2020; Lugman et al, 2020; Yao & Ling, 2020). This would mean that
applications primarily associated with texting behaviors such as WhatsApp and Viber fall
under the category of SNS. A categorization that this study will use as the research
methodology progresses.

More specifically, according to the research of Janning, Gao, and Snyder (2018),
partners in long-distance relationships use different communication formats, such as video
chat and instant messaging, to create a meaningful shared reality when they are apart. In
recent years, texting has become increasingly popular as a way for people to stay in touch with
one another (Subrahmanyam & Greenfield, 2008). Furthermore, couples are afforded the
ability to bridge the gap in LDRs by sharing affectionate and sweet messages throughout the
day as a means to express their love, appreciation, and admiration of the other person through
the use of emojis or even virtual kisses and hugs (Chai et al., 2022). This is due to the feeling
of immediacy which texting facilitates as it affords instant communication between couples
(Ferris, 2022). The convenience and speed of message transfer foster a climate of frequent
and uninterrupted communication (Ferris, 2022). This is useful in romantic relationships
because it allows partners to check in with one another throughout the day, providing a sense
of connection and support. In regards to LDRSs, texting serves a variety of purposes that aid in
relationship maintenance behaviors. This is due to how texting as part of technology use offers
a number of different affordances that have been proven effective for the emotional support

of individuals in LDRs. These affordances include firstly asynchronous communication which



allows individuals to carefully craft their ideas and express their emotions effectively, without
the need for an immediate response (Chen & Lu, 2023). Secondly, textual cues may include
the use of images that help in the expression of empathy, understanding, and affection (Chen
& Lu, 2023; Ruppel, 2015). Lastly, when engaging in texting people engage in the
preservation of the messages which allows them to create a sense of continuity and reference
which provides a reminder of emotional support from the other person as well as a sense of
connection that is created over time (Lim et al., 2013).

Secondly, video calling affords face-to-face communication between partners.
Allowing partners to see each other’s expressions and hear their partner’s voice which can
foster feelings of emotional connection as well as intimacy (Dziabiola et al., 2022). Especially,
in the case of LDRs where face-to-face communication is limited, video calling facilitates a
means of having direct one-on-one communication between partners. Hampton et al. (2017)
explored the impact of different computer-mediated communication channels on satisfaction
in long-distance relationships. They found that partners who used video chat were more
satisfied with their communication and relationship than those who used other channels. This
is due to how video chat adds a visual component to communication that other forms of
communication, such as texting or phone calls, lack. This allows partners to see each other's
facial expressions and body language, which can enhance the emotional connection between
them (Keck et al., 2022). Additionally, video chat provides a more intimate and personal
experience, allowing partners to feel closer to each other despite the physical distance (Keck
etal., 2022).

Furthermore, research by Chen and Lu (2023) suggests that texting and face-to-face
communication in LDRs have unique affordances that play different roles in the support-
seeking process. They found that texting may be more effective for providing emotional
support, while face-to-face communication may be more effective for providing tangible
support. It is important to recognize that these affordances cater to different dimensions of
support-seeking in LDRs (Chen & Lu, 2023). Regardless, SNS as a means of communication
has shown that they provide a shared space for partners to communicate and maintain their
relationship despite the distance between them (Toma, 2018; Wang, Roache, & Pusateri,
2019).

On the other hand, face-to-face communication despite the physical distance between
the partners still includes important affordances which provide tangible support (Chen & Lu,

2023). Firstly, non-verbal cues for example body language, facial expressions, and tone of
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voice can enhance the interpretation of emotions and empathy (Fox & McEwan, 2017).
Secondly, when people engage in face-to-face communication, this communication takes
place in real time, and thus immediate feedback and clarifications may be offered. This
practice can be seen as valuable for situations that require immediate support (Fox & McEwan,
2017). Lastly, physical presence is important as it contributes to greater feelings of intimacy
and connectedness through simple actions such as holding hands and hugs. This is because
they are able to provide a sense of security and comfort between partners (Collins & Feeney,
2002; Collins & Feeney, 2004).

Lastly, public social media interactions can be used between partners to express their
support and love for each other (Liders et al., 2022). Furthermore, Goldberg et al. (2022)
investigated the online construction of romantic relationships on social media and found that
social media platforms such as Facebook and Instagram provide partners with opportunities
to express their affection and love publicly. The online public expression of affection and love
on social media platforms, such as Facebook and Instagram identified by Goldberg et al.
(2022) and can be classified under the category of positivity in the five relationship
maintenance strategies identified by Ogolsky and Monk (2019). When couples utilize
technology as such, they manage to foster positivity, create a sense of closeness and express
their affection (Taylor, Zhao, & Bazarova, 2022; Quiroz & Mickelson, 2021). However,
public displays of affection can have negative effects on the maintenance of relationships.
While sharing affectionate posts or pictures on SNS can be a way to express love and affection
for one's partner, it can also be viewed as excessive or performative, which may lead to
jealousy, insecurity, or embarrassment (Asuncion, 2021; Kocur et al., 2022).

According to a study by Arpin et al. (2014), excessive or public displays of affection
on Facebook were associated with lower levels of relationship satisfaction. Dunn and Langlais
(2020) conducted a mixed-methods study analyzing the dark side of Snapchat and found that
it can lead to jealousy, mistrust, and relationship dissatisfaction. Zhafira, Dimyati, and Shukla
(2021) explored the use of Instagram in different stages of romantic relationships and found
that Instagram was used primarily in the initiation and intensification stages of the
relationship, but its use decreased in the maintenance and decline stages.

Overall, while computer-mediated technology has its benefits and drawbacks, it's
important to consider how it can impact communication in romantic relationships. According

to Suwinyattichaiporn et al. (2017), individuals who were more committed to their online
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relationships were more likely to engage in maintenance behaviors such as expressing

affection and providing support via engaging with SNS.

2.2 SNS and Relationship Satisfaction

SNS use is integral to the maintenance of relationships, due to the communication that
it facilitates between couples in LDRs. This is due to how engaging with these facilities
encourages self-disclosure, positivity, assurances, and social network discussions between
partners (Daniel, 2022; Johnson et al., 2008). These factors seem to be beneficial to
relationship satisfaction and foster a closer bond between partners (Toma & Choi, 2013).
Furthermore, SNS has also been shown to have a positive impact on relational satisfaction,
specifically in the areas of openness, supportiveness and assurance (Anandarajan & Simmers,
2003; Fuss et al., 2022; Tidwell & Walther, 2002). Furthermore, technology can promote
openness in relationships by providing partners with a platform to share their thoughts and
feelings (Li, 2010).

Technology can also facilitate shared tasks by allowing couples to work on projects or
solve problems remotely allowing partners to support each other over distance (Olson &
Olson, 2000). It can also help maintain assurance in relationships by allowing partners to
reaffirm their commitment to each other, even when they are physically apart (Porche &
Purvin, 2008). This is corroborated by Chien and Hassenzahl (2020), who emphasize the
crucial role of technology in maintaining LDRs. They believe that technology offers various
benefits that can help maintain relationship satisfaction. By using technology, couples can feel
more connected despite the distance between them (Singhal et al., 2017). When considering
the different ways of communicating with others, the benefits and drawbacks of face-to-face
interactions versus online communication are prominent (Qiu & McDougall, 2013).

Moreover, an important aspect is the consideration of intimacy. While texting offers
the benefit of being able to communicate frequently, it may not provide the same level of
emotional closeness as face-to-face interactions. In romantic relationships, partners may feel
more connected when they can communicate in person. Tidwell and Walther (2002) and
Schouten, Valkenburg, and Peter (2007) discuss how computer-mediated communication can
affect self-disclosure and interpersonal evaluations, highlighting the importance of face-to-
face interactions for building intimacy which cannot be solely conveyed with the texting
because of the lack of non-verbal cues (McGee, 2014). As a result, video calling as an

affordance of SNS, whilst not a replacement for in-person communication, serves partners in
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LDRs as a means of facilitating face-to-face communication (Dziabiola et al., 2022). As a
result, the use of SNS may lead to higher levels of relationship satisfaction for couples in
LDRs, compared to geographically close couples, due to the positive attributions from their
communication processes (Li et al., 2020).

Finally, control is an aspect which needs to be taken into consideration. Texting
provides greater control over the timing and content of messages, which can be both positive
and negative (Littman & Kalanthroff, 2022). On the one hand, partners can carefully craft
their messages and respond at a time that works best for them (Morozov, 2023). However, this
can lead to misunderstandings and misinterpretations as the lack of tone and context can make
it difficult to accurately convey emotions (Keynan et al., 2022). Research by Jin and Park
(2013) and Kruger et al. (2005) highlight the impact of mobile communication on loneliness
and egocentrism, respectively.

Overall, Li et al. (2020) found that individuals who used SNSs for relationship
maintenance reported higher levels of satisfaction and lower levels of frustration. Fonseca et
al. (2021) investigated the relationship goals of intercultural romantic couples and found that
social networking sites played a crucial role in maintaining the relationship for partners who
had different cultural backgrounds. Kirk (2013) investigated the effect of newer
communication technologies on relationship maintenance and satisfaction in long-distance
dating relationships. The study showed that partners who used SNS reported higher
relationship satisfaction than those who did not.

2.3 SNS Usage

The intensity of SNS use has been found to play a crucial role in LDRs. This is because
individuals in long-distance relationships may rely on SNS as a primary means of
communication and connection with their partners (Broning & Wartberg, 2022). For instance,
a study by Toma and Choi (2013) found that the amount of time partners spent communicating
on SNS positively predicted relationship satisfaction and intimacy among individuals in long-
distance relationships. Similarly, another study by Orr et al. (2009) showed that the frequency
and depth of communication on SNS were positively associated with relationship satisfaction
and closeness. For example, individuals who use SNS for relationship maintenance purposes
(e.g., sharing personal information, expressing affection) are more likely to experience greater
relationship satisfaction and trust than those who use SNS for self-promotion or entertainment

purposes (Dainton & Aylor, 2002; Kim & Lee, 2011). Therefore, it is important to consider
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the intensity of SNS use in long-distance relationship research, as it can significantly impact
the quality and outcomes of the relationship.

In line with intensity of SNS use, research suggests that it can lead to high amounts of
relational load, which refers to the amount of stress and responsibility placed on an individual
in a relationship due to communication and interaction on SNS (Afifi et al., 2016). The study
suggests that individuals who experience high levels of relational load may have difficulties
managing their romantic relationships, leading to lower relationship quality. Additionally,
Nesi and Prinstein (2015) found that individuals who use SNS for social comparison and
feedback-seeking may be at a higher risk for developing depressive symptoms, particularly
when engaging in upward social comparison with others who appear to have more positive
and successful relationships.

Finally, excessive use of social media can lead to addiction and may result in
neglecting one's partner, decreasing communication and intimacy, and even leading to conflict
(Kuss & Griffiths, 2017). According to a study by Elphinston and Noller (2011), individuals
who reported high levels of social media addiction experienced more jealousy and relationship
dissatisfaction.

It is important to note that SNS usage varies interpersonally and is highly dependent
on the user’s intentions. While SNS can be a valuable tool in maintaining and strengthening
relationships (Burke & Kraut, 2014), excessive social media use can have negative impacts
on relationships (Utz & Beukeboom, 2011). The same holds for LDRs. Although SNSs play
a significant role in the maintenance of LDRs (Turner & Prince, 2020), their use can have both
positive and negative effects on relationships, depending on various factors, including the
communication channels used, and the attachment style of partners (Bazani et al., 2022).

In a study by Gogos (2022) found that problematic social media use was associated
with lower attachment and emotion regulation in romantic relationships. These are factors that
vary interpersonally. Reiss, Curbow, and Wang (2022) similarly found that intimate partner
cyberstalking was associated with lower attachment and social support. Jealousy is also a
common issue in relationships that can be exacerbated by social media use, especially when
couples in LDRs are reliant on SNS use in order to stay connected (SOURCE). Van Ouytsel
et al. (2019) found that adolescents perceived digital media as a potential trigger for jealousy,
conflict, and monitoring behaviors in romantic relationships. This goes to show that whilst
SNS use affords partners a variety of facilities which aid in relationship maintenance, usage

of SNS varies interpersonally, both positively and negatively.
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Social comparison is another factor to be considered as social media platforms provide
users with the opportunity to compare their lives to others, which can lead to feelings of envy,
jealousy, and insecurity, especially if the user perceives their partner as being more successful,
attractive, or happy than themselves (Verduyn et al., 2020). This, in turn, can create
relationship dissatisfaction and decrease commitment (Appel et al., 2016). According to a
study by Muise et al. (2009), social comparison on Facebook was associated with lower
relationship satisfaction and more negative emotions in romantic relationships. Taking this
into account SNS usage is a significant factor in determining relationship satisfaction. As a

result, the hypothesis is posed:

H1: SNS usage has a significant positive relationship with relationship satisfaction.

2.4 Relationship Maintenance Strategies in LDRs

Maintenance strategies refer to actions that individuals in romantic relationships
undertake in order to sustain their connections over time and distance (Stafford & Canary,
1991). The question of how SNS are used as a maintenance strategy for geographically
separated partners has been investigated by numerous researchers in recent years (Rivera
Aragon et al., 2022; Stdven & Herzberg, 2021; Toma, 2018 ). These strategies can take many
forms, including verbal communication, physical intimacy, and shared activities (Stafford &
Canary, 1991). Further research into the field has led to the identification of other maintenance
strategies that couples use to strengthen their relationships such as openness, positivity, and
assurances (Dainton & Stafford, 2003).

According to scholars, maintenance strategies are essential for the survival and
satisfaction of romantic relationships (Stafford & Canary, 1991). When individuals in
romantic relationships are geographically separated, these strategies become even more
crucial. In such situations, the use of technology can play a critical role in maintaining
relationships. For example, communication technologies afford couples the ability to use
video chat, instant messaging, or social networking sites to stay connected with each other
(Toma & Choi, 2016). Understanding which maintenance strategies work best for couples in
different situations can inform the development of supportive technologies and interventions
that can help couples sustain their connections over time and distance (Dainton & Stafford,
2003).
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Canary and Yum (2015) outline various approaches that individuals may use to
maintain their relationships and these strategies include positivity, openness, assurances,
social networks, and sharing tasks. Through a systematic literature review, Ogolsky and
colleagues (2017), aimed to define the core concept of relationship maintenance strategies and
identified a considerable number of relative articles, and highlighted the diverse ways that
partners may engage to maintain their relationships. In doing so, Ogolsky and Monk (2019),
identified five categories.

The first category, positivity, refers to the use of verbal and nonverbal behaviors that
promote positive effects such as affection, humor, and compliments. The second category,
which is openness involves disclosing personal information, sharing emotions, and being
responsive to one's partner's needs. On the third category, assurances involve verbal and
nonverbal behaviors that signal commitment and trust, such as expressing love and affection,
making promises, and demonstrating faithfulness. The fourth category social networks refer
to the involvement of social support systems such as friends and family in the relationship
(Ogolsky & Monk, 2019). The last but not least category which refers to shared tasks discusses
the division of labor and cooperation in accomplishing daily tasks and goals.

Ogolsky et al. (2017) presented a conceptual model, based on previous research,
aiming to study maintenance in a more integrated way. According to their model, they
reconceptualize maintenance strategies into two main categories including threat mitigation
and relationship enhancement. In this study, the focus will be placed on threat mitigation
strategies which primarily correlate with the maintenance of relationships as discussed above.
Threat mitigation strategies act as different approaches that couples take aiming to either
address or overcome the challenges that come along with being geographically separated.
These strategies intend to maintain a fulfilling and healthy relationship while also reducing
the negative impact of distance in their relationships.

Additionally, these could be ways that couples manage and address potential threats
to their relationship demonstrated both in individual and interactive practices and can be seen
as embedded within the broader framework of relationship maintenance strategies. For
example, if a couple is experiencing a conflict or disagreement, they might use communication
strategies to express their feelings and concerns openly and honestly, when engaging in an in-
person conversation is not an option (Dorison & Minson, 2022). Partners might also use

problem-solving strategies to find a mutually agreeable solution to the issue at hand (Toma &
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Choi, 2016). To add to that, emotional support strategies can be used to provide comfort and
reassurance during times of stress or difficulty (Dorison & Minson, 2022).

Overall, threat mitigation strategies are an important part of relationship maintenance.
This is because they both serve as psychological and cognitive tools that help to cope with the
inherent difficulties that come along with LDRs. The physical separation and the lack of
regular face-to-face communication could act as factors that both stress and strain the
relationship. Thus, the employment of mitigation strategies can work to counteract the
potential threats resulting from maintaining LDRs. This is because it helps couples navigate
challenges and build stronger, more resilient relationships and greater relationship satisfaction
despite distance being a problematic factor. Ogolsky et al (2017), provide a framework for
threat mitigation strategies which include techniques relating to the derogation of alternatives,

idealization, and attributions, as explained below.

2.5 SNS use and maintenance strategies in LDRs

Given that access to the Internet is greater than ever (Pew Research Center, 2021a)
and people spend a significant amount of time on SNS (She et al., 2023), individuals have the
opportunity to compare to other relationships; and thus, experience altered relationships
standards, and enable the derogation mechanism (Brady & Baker, 2022). As Christofides,
Muise, and Desmarais (2009) note, information disclosure and control are two different
processes on SNS, and partners should be mindful of how their actions on SNS may affect the

trust and security of their relationship.

2.5.1 Derogation of Alternatives on Relationship Maintenance

The maintenance of a romantic relationship may primarily be enhanced by derogating
alternatives, which refers to minimizing the attractiveness of other potential alternative
partners (Linardatos & Lydon, 2011). For example, this can be the result of simple ignorance
of other potential partners (Ritter et al., 2010). However, this varies based on interpersonal
factors. Regardless, based on cross-sectional findings, derogation of alternatives is positively
associated with secure attachment (Le et al., 2010), and demonstrated by partners who achieve
higher levels of commitment (Etcheverry et al., 2013).

The allure of alternative mates has been shown to threaten the stability of a
relationship. While SNSs offer a means for partners to stay connected in LDRs, partners need

to communicate openly and maintain trust to prevent the allure of alternative mates (Koranyi
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& Rothermund, 2012). Research by Birnbaum et al. (2019) found that relationship threats can
increase the allure of alternative mates, which can lead to infidelity and relationship
dissolution. In response, partners may engage in self-protective strategies to resist the
temptation of attractive alternatives (Gonzaga et al., 2008). Plant, Kunstman, and Maner
(2010) found that individuals may engage in self-protective responses when in contact with
attractive alternatives, to maintain their current relationship.

Perceived partner responsiveness may also play a moderating role in the relationship
between implicit theories of relationships and romantic relationship satisfaction, according to
a study by Li, Chen, and Zhang (2023). This suggests that partners who feel their needs are
being met by their significant other may be less likely to consider alternatives and thus “prove”
that they have greater relationship satisfaction (Seidman, 2012). This is important because
mitigation strategies are investigated aiming to see how they can positively contribute to
greater relationship satisfaction. Relationship satisfaction helps to provide a more concrete
understanding of the impact which the above-mentioned strategies have regarding
contributing to the overall commitment and stability of the romantic relationship. This is the
aim of the mitigation strategies and why they are relevant to this study.

Although online alternatives may be perceived as non-threatening, VVossler and Moller
(2020) point out that online threats pose the same threat as in-person alternatives. According
to Lee and O’Sullivan (2019), couples in an LDR have 51.1% higher probabilities of facing
romantic infidelity compared to couples in close-geographic proximity; thus, they have greater

difficulty in applying strategies associated with the derogation of alternatives.

H2: Derogation of alternatives mediates the relationship between SNS use and LDR

satisfaction.

2.5.2 Positive Illusions/ Idealization

Another threat mitigation strategy is idealization, also called the creation of positive
illusions. According to Ogolsky et al. (2017), it is based on the fear of their partner being
average; thus, partners experiencing this take steps towards idealizing their partner. This is
commonly achieved by overestimating the strengths and minimizing the weaknesses of their
partner. Idealization is positively correlated with relationship satisfaction and unrealistic
optimism for the future (Haupert et al., 2017).
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Research suggests that positive illusion/idealization is increased in long-distance
relationships, where partners often tend to avoid or postpone a potential conflict (Hillard,
2017). Partners in long-distance relationships report having more positive experiences due to
engaging in less destructive communication whilst also avoiding heated arguments when
compared to couples with relatively close proximity (Sahlstein, 2004). Furthermore, couples
in LDRs are more likely to idealize their partners compared to GCR, due to the limited contact
and the postponement of realistic assessments (Hillard, 2017). According to Vaterlaus et al.
(2015), individuals who use SNS to maintain their relationships may engage in selective self-
presentation, presenting themselves in a way that reflects their desired self-image.

Although research has found that positive idealization of one's partner can lead to
greater relationship satisfaction, the process of idealization may also have negative effects on
a long-distance relationship, such as when reality fails to meet expectations (Warren,
Donaldson, & Lee, 2018). For example, Conley et al. (2009) tested positive illusions versus
shared reality models of relationship satisfaction amongst couples and found that idealization
was associated with higher relationship satisfaction. In addition, Barelds and Dijkstra (2011)
found that idealizing a partner's personality was associated with higher relationship quality.

Moreover, when one intends to maintain a relationship, alongside being inattentive to
attractive alternatives, further tends to consider his/her partner as the ideal one (Lewandowski
et al., 2011). Maner et al. (2009) found that individuals in relationships were less attentive to
attractive alternatives compared to single individuals. It is worth noting, however, that the
love-is-blind bias, or the tendency to view one's partner through rose-coloured glasses, can
also be associated with negative consequences such as jealousy (Swami et al., 2012). The
love-is-blind bias refers to the tendency of individuals in romantic relationships to view their
partners positively, often ignoring or rationalizing negative qualities (Swami, et al., 2009). For
example, a study by Knobloch and Solomon (1999) and Foster (2021) found that individuals
who viewed their partners more positively and idealized their relationships were more likely
to experience jealousy and engage in self-protective behaviours such as monitoring their
partner's activities and restricting their partner's social interactions.

Overall, idealization can lead to an increase in relationship satisfaction and relationship
quality, but it can also be problematic. It is important for individuals in LDRs to be aware of
the potential consequences of positive illusions and to strive for a balanced view of their
partners (Eastwick, Finkel, & Eagly, 2011). Lastly, according to England (2018), couples who
were in an LDR expressed higher idealization levels compared to couples in a GCR.
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H3: Idealization mediates the relationship between SNS use and LDR satisfaction.

2.5.3 Attributions

The third threat mitigation strategy is the assignment of positive attributions when
individuals are interpreting their partners’ behavior. According to Ogolsky et al. (2017), when
in a romantic relationship, couples add a positive attribution in order to explain their partners’
behavior, and then they act accordingly. For example, if Partner A does not respond to
Partner’s B text message for a couple of hours, then Partner B to avoid getting upset, will
attribute the delay in the text to Partner’s A busy work schedule. The attribution to partner A's
behavior from partner B helps maintain trust and prevents conflict. This is an unconscious
process and assumes predictability on behalf of the partner’s behavior (Hillard, 2017). During
dating, the process is positively associated with higher levels of relationship satisfaction
(Durtschi et al., 2011).

When individuals encounter a behavior from their partner that is either ambiguous or
negative, they have two options. They either attribute their partner’s behavior to something
negative or positive. This process is automatic and unconscious (Joel et al., 2023). The
negative attributions include negatively interpreting the partner’s behavior. Positive
attributions include positively interpreting the partner’s behavior assuming that the partner’s
behavior has positive intentions or there are other circumstances behind their actions
(Zoppolat et al., 2020). Furthermore, once the individual has assigned a positive attribution to
their partner’s behavior, the individual’s response to said action is likely to be more forgiving,
understanding, or accommodating. On top of that, they are more likely to give their partner
the benefit of the doubt and exhibit patience (Zoppolat et al., 2020), while responding
positively can aid in the maintenance of a healthy and stable relationship (Joel et al., 2023).

Research suggests that social media usage is positively associated with positive
attributions in LDRs. According to Naudé (2022), emerging adults use social media as a means
to "protect their positivity," highlighting the positive aspects of their relationship on social
media platforms. This is because by showcasing the most positive experiences and moments
they manage to create a positive image of their relationships in an online space (Hidayanto &
Sarwono, 2021). This positive presentation can lead to a tendency to assign positive
attributions when it is needed to explain the partner’s behaviour as in the example above.

Similarly, Hidayanto and Sarwono (2021) suggest that social media can help maintain
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relationships. This is done by facilitating communication as well as building emotional
intimacy. Emotional intimacy is fostered due to feelings of closeness and connectedness which
social media has shown to improve. Allowing for more positive perceptions of one's partner
to be made, thus causing more positive attributions which have been shown to aid in
maintaining LDRs. This is due to how they encourage feelings of commitment and happiness,
leading to lower levels of relationship desolation (Adamczyk & Segrin, 2015). For example,
Fletcher and Kerr (2010) found that couples in LDR tend to avoid negative attributions more
frequently when compared to GCRs, in an attempt to regulate the relationship’s negative

aspect, and maintain the relationship in its current state.

H4: Positive attributions mediate the relationship between SNS use and LDR satisfaction

2.4 Research question and hypotheses
This study examines the association between SNS intensity use and relationship

satisfaction. Threat mitigation strategies are examined as mediators of this relationship. The

following diagram presents the conceptual model.

Figure 2.1: Hypothesized Conceptual model
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3. Methodology

3.1 Description and justification of the method

So that we could answer the research questions and the hypotheses which have been
determined, a quantitative study was conducted. To this extent, an augmented questionnaire
was created (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009), aiming to cover all necessary aspects of
this thesis, as described in the previous section. The questionnaire was designed in Qualtrics,
the approved website by Erasmus University.

To conduct the quantitative research, an online questionnaire was constructed, which
included validated scales, using a multi-item approach where each construct was measured by
several items. Participants were requested to fill in the survey after providing their consent,
according to the form presented in Appendix A. Informed consent is placed at the beginning
of the survey to provide the purpose of the research and make sure that the participants
understand their role in the study (Nijhawan et al., 2013).

Furthermore, through informed consent, participants are given important information
such as the inclusion criteria for the proposed research and ensures the participants’
understanding that their participation is voluntary (Hardicre, 2014). This ensures the
participants’ willingness to participate in the research. The developed questionnaire was
divided into sections, following the concepts that the present work aimed to study, along with
the corresponding relationships between them. The corresponding sections of the
questionnaire are explained in detail below in this subsection and displayed in Appendix B.

Incorporating the research ethics at the beginning of the questionnaire, there is a short
text (informed consent), explaining the aim of the study and ensuring the participants that their
answers are confidential and anonymous. It also includes the information that this research is
taking place in order to write their Master Thesis. Moreover, the introductory text includes the
estimated completion time which is about 10 minutes. Finally, a definition of what is meant
by long-distance relationships for the particular study (i.e., to be in a relationship currently
and not be able to physically meet each other on a daily basis due to geographical restrictions)
is provided according to Guldner and Swensen’s (1995) terms.

The questionnaire was distributed to adults above the age of 18 years old, avoiding the
extra documentation to be provided since younger participants would have required parental
consent to participate in the study. Furthermore, minors are less likely to be involved in a

LDR, and also due to the nature of the research, several questions would not be age appropriate
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for minors. Lastly, parental consent would also be necessary for the participation of the
minors.

In terms of selecting participants who use SNSs, it is important to consider that there
are many different platforms available, each with their own unique features and user
demographics. A study published in 2021 found that Facebook is the most popular social
media platform among adults, followed by YouTube and Instagram (Anderson, 2021).
However, the use of social media can vary significantly by country and cultural context. For
example, in China, WeChat is the dominant social media platform, with over 1.2 million
monthly active users (Statista, 2022) (usage worldwide). Taking into account this information,
in the survey a number of different SNS were listed but the option to specify which SNS
participants use the most was also made available.

Consequently, the researcher decided to include a variety of SNS options in the
questionnaire to ensure that participants from different countries and cultural backgrounds
have access to a platform they are familiar with. Therefore, there are no requirements with
respect to the number of SNS platforms that participants use in order to complete the
questionnaire. For the greater generalizability of the study, different SNS options are used to
ensure that participants from all countries have access to as there are countries that ban certain
SNS.

3.2 Sampling

The online survey was distributed by the researcher and the researcher’s network on
social media, having this way a convenience sampling technique, i.e., a non-probability
sampling technique where the subjects are selected just because of their convenient
accessibility and proximity to the researcher (Stratton, 2021). More specifically, snowball and
virtual sampling techniques were used because the survey was distributed by social media by
the researcher and her network as well (He et al., 2022). The survey was distributed between
05 and 24 of May of the year 2023, collecting 257 answers in total. The survey link was posted
on an Instagram story both by the researcher and the researcher’s network. Because of mutual
connections, the stories were published 3 days apart from each other, to avoid confusing
respondents, and ending up with respondents answering it twice.

This empirical analysis relied on web-based data obtained from a sample of 172
responses after data cleaning. The sample size follows the methodological guidelines for a

Master’s thesis (Janssen & Verboord, 2022). Due to the compulsory mode of all questions,
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data cleaning consisted only by deleting the responses that were not completed (41
participants), or because respondents did not give their consent (4 participants). With respect
to compliance with the inclusion criteria, 2 participants were younger than 18 years old and
38 participants were not in a LDR; thus filtered out of the analysis.

The final number of the participants in the data set was 172.The age of the participants
ranged from 18 to 56 years old (M = 25.53, SD = 8.06). Since the study examines peoples’
social life, as a mechanism explaining people of 50 + were defined as older adults considering
declining employment and stabilizing social life around this age, so 56 was considered a
representative maximum age for respondents. The majority of respondents (59.9%) identified
as female, 38.4% as male, and three participants (1.8%) identified as non-binary or third
gender or they prefer not to identify.

The sample consisted of a variety of different nationalities, most prominent being the
Europeans (70.9%), and more specifically Greeks (34.3%), followed by Dutch (15.7%), and
Cypriots (6.4%). All of them were currently involved in a long-distance relationship, 39.5%
for more than a year, 29.7% for less than a year, 20.3% for less than half a year, and 10.5%
for a duration smaller than two months. The reason why is mostly due to education (54.1%),
followed by work (34.3%). They are visiting their partners at least once per month, and while
being apart they consider the use of technology in their LDR was rated as very important (M
=4.63, SD =.64) and the most used way of communicating was via SNS and text messaging,
most frequent being WhatsApp (37.8%), followed by Instagram (27.3%).

3.3 Procedure of analysis

The online questionnaire followed the skip logic function for all questions regarding
the completion criteria (i.e., providing informed consent, being older than 18 years, and being
involved in an LDR). Participants that were not redirected to the end of the survey, were asked
to fulfill questions related to their demographic characteristics, their LDR and the use of SNS.
All questions had the function of “force response” on Qualtrics. This function makes each
question necessary to answer for the participants to move on. The “force response” option on
one hand enables the researcher to ensure the completion of entire questionnaire and also
makes sure that the participants would not skip any questions by accident but on the other
hand intervenes with the rights of the participants as the as participants could come across
questions that they might could have not felt comfortable with answering. In regards to that,

in the informed consent that the participants had to read and agree to in order to participate in
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was made clear that they had the right to quit the survey at any given time with no
consequences. Such information was placed in the beginning of the survey to allow the
participants to understand their rights and also make them feel comfortable about their replies.

Furthermore, all items used in each validated scale measuring the concepts of this
thesis were randomized using the function question randomization provided by Qualtrics.
Randomization is a solution to order bias, avoiding the skewness of data and leading to reliable
insights, simply by mixing up the order of the questions randomly (McLeod, Zhang, & Yu,
2003).

When the required number of participants were reached, the data were extracted and
transferred to SPSS for the creation of a database, where every question corresponded to a
new variable. SPSS is a software package that is being used for the analysis of statistical data
(Hinton et al., 2014). For an in-depth understanding of the data, the first step of analysis was
the use of general descriptive statistics, where each variable was presented by its mean value,
frequency, and/or percentages. The analysis of the database took place and the appropriate
tests were run. There are several assumptions for the linear regression, including the sample
size, the normal distribution of the dependent variable, the absence of outliers in all variables,
a linear relationship between independent variables and dependent variable, and an absence
of multicollinearity between the independent variables (Osborne & Waters, 2002). All
assumptions can be checked as part of the linear regression procedure, except for the normal
distribution of the dependent variable (Charalambous et al., 2019).

To perform mediation analyses, the PROCESS macro plug-in developed by Hayes
(2013) for SPSS was installed and utilized. This plug-in allows for the testing of more complex
models and is especially suitable for moderation and mediation analyses (Hayes, 2013). In the
context of this study, it was proven to be especially helpful for testing multiple hypotheses at
the same time. After the tests were completed, the results were analyzed and either the
acceptance or the rejection of the different hypotheses was possible.

To better understand initial findings, descriptive statistical analyses were initially
applied, using frequency tables, and correlation analysis. To ensure the reliability and internal
consistency of the scales and check whether all items can be grouped into one dimension, the
items were analyzed using the principal component analysis (Drost, 2011) and the variables
were tested through the Cronbach-a coefficient which is a commonly used measure of internal
consistency that assesses how well a set of items in a scale or questionnaire measure the same

underlying construct (Pallant, 2020).
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3.4 Operationalization of concepts into variables

According to the literature for methodological procedures, the use of validated scales
in designing the questionnaire enhances the validity and reliability of the study, thereby
ensuring that the data collected is both accurate and informative (Strauss & Corbin, 2015).
This study, in order to ensure both validity and reliability of the research findings, used multi-
item validated scales when designing the questionnaire. Every construct was measured by a
number of different items aiming to improve the reliability and validity of the study (Kline,
2016). This approach is in line with part of the literature where experts stress the importance
of using multi-item validated scales to improve the accuracy of the data collected (Furr &
Bacharach, 2014).

There are many choices of rotation method, orthogonal rotations for producing factors
that are uncorrelated and oblique methods that allow the factors to correlate (Pallant, 2020).
Traditionally, researchers have been guided to orthogonal rotation because uncorrelated
factors are more easily interpretable and varimax rotation is by far the most orthogonal
rotation, likely because it was developed as an incremental improvement upon prior
algorithms quartimax, and equamax (Osborne, 2015). It is the default rotation in many
software packages and the most preferred one, as all tend to produce similar results (Fabrigar
etal., 1999).

In order to minimize the time that each participant needed for the completion of the
questionnaire, all questions were categorical or Likert-scaled, thus each participant had to
choose the answer that better described his or her situation. The variables that were used are
following the instructions per scale, as presented to Appendix B. Each participant was
requested to fill each one of the following sections:

Demographic characteristics. Participants were asked to provide information with
respect to variables such as age, nationality, country, and sexual orientation. Among all
demographic variables, Age is a continuous variable (M = 25.53, SD = 8.06) and used as
covariate in the regression analysis.

SNS intensity use. The intensity of SNS use was measured based upon the Facebook
Intensity Scale (Ellison et al., 2007), also known as FIS, which consists of eight items. For the
present study, the items were rephrased to suit looking at SNS usage in general, instead of
solely on Facebook. The same approach was used by Morey et al. (2013) who developed the
Technology Use Questionnaire (TUQ), assessing various aspects of technology use and its
impact on individuals. In the present study, participants were firstly asked to state how often

they use each type of technology when communicating with their romantic partner by
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choosing the appropriate frequency among the given ones and secondly, focusing only on
SNSs, | used the modified 8-items FIS scale to measure SNS intensity use. A sample item is
“I rely on SNS to complete my daily tasks and activities.” Items are rated on a 5-point Likert-
type scale ranging from 1 (Not at all) to 5 (Extremely). Ellison et al. (2007) combined the
Likert statements with the frequency of login; the present study used only the Likert items for
the scale SNS intensity. The items were entered into factor analysis using Principal
Components extraction with VVarimax rotation based on eigenvalues (>1.00), KMO = .663,
X2 (N =172,7) =207.69, p <0.001. The items loaded into one factor, explaining 49.4% of
the variance in participants’ SNS intensity use. Based on Principal Components Analysis, the
scale named “SNS Use” demonstrated a stronger internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s
alpha= .61) and the average score of the scale was computed into a new variable (M = 3.75,
SD =0.39).

Relationship satisfaction. The 7-items Relationship assessment scale developed and
validated by Hendrick, Dicke & Hendrick (1998) was used in order to measure relationship
satisfaction. It is widely used to evaluate different aspects of romantic relationships. A sample
item is “To what extent has your relationship met your original expectations?” Items are rated
on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree).
The items were entered into factor analysis using Principal Components extraction with
Varimax rotation for producing factors that are uncorrelated based on eigenvalues (>1.00),
KMO = .873, X? (N =172, 7) = 587.09, p < 0.001. As expected, the items loaded into a single
factor, explaining 57% of the variance. Moreover, the scale demonstrated a strong internal
consistency reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .88). Following the reliability analysis, the average
score of the scale was computed into a new variable — Relationship Satisfaction (M = 4.08,
SD =.63).

Derogation of alternatives. The 4-item subscale by Stafford & Canary (1991) was
used and all items are rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Never) to 5
(Constantly). Example items include “My needs for intimacy [sharing personal thoughts,
secrets, etc.] could be fulfilled in alternative relationships,” and “The people other than my
partner with whom I might become involved are very appealing”. The items were developed
based on previous research regarding the Investment Model (Rusbult et al., 1991) and tested
by Drigotas and Rusbult (1992). The items were entered into factor analysis using Principal
Components extraction with Varimax rotation for producing factors that are uncorrelated
based on eigenvalues (>1.00), KMO = .618, X? (N = 172, 4) = 97.97, p < 0.001. The items
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were loaded into one factor, explaining 41.8% of the variance. Based on the Principal
Components Analysis, a new scale was constructed and consisted of 3 items (one item was
dropped in order to increase the internal consistency reliability. The scale named “Derogation
of Alternatives” demonstrated a stronger but still moderate internal consistency reliability
(Cronbach’s alpha = .61) and the average score of the scale was computed into a new variable
(M =2.66, SD = .83).

Idealization tendencies. The 5-item Idealistic Distortion Scale (Olson, 2005), a
subscale of the ENRICH Marital Satisfaction scale, views idealization as a tendency to
describe the relationship in an unrealistically positive way (Fowers & Olson, 1993). The scale
has been used to measure the tendency of individuals to idealize their romantic partners to
maintain their relationship and has been validated by Lee and Pistole (2012). A sample item
is “My partner and I understand each other completely.” Items are rated on a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). High scores indicate an
idealistic view; low scores indicate realistic perceptions. Midpoint scores indicate moderate
idealization, somewhat realistic perceptions, and some minimizing of problems (Olsen, 2005).
The items were entered into factor analysis using Principal Components extraction with
Varimax rotation for producing factors that are uncorrelated based on eigenvalues (>1.00),
KMO = .685, X? (N =172, 4) = 96.08, p < 0.001. As expected, the items loaded into a single
factor, and the scale demonstrated moderate internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s alpha
= .65). Following the reliability analysis, the average score of the scale was computed into a
new variable — Idealization (M = 3.48, SD = .64). Interpretation holds and the mean value of
the new variable indicates a midpoint score, showing moderate idealization between
participants, meaning that some of them have somewhat realistic perceptions, and some of
them tend to minimize problems.

Positive Attributions. The 3-item subscale of attributions by Fincham and Bradbury
(1992) was used. It has been used to measure the extent to which individuals make positive
attributions about their partners to maintain their relationship. A sample question is “I criticize
something my partner does.” Items are rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(never) to 5 (constantly). So that we could indicate the high scores of a positive attribution
when interpreting a partner's behavior, the last variable was reversed.

Using SPSS, the variables were entered into factor analysis using Principal Components
extraction with Varimax rotation for producing factors that are uncorrelated based on
eigenvalues (>1.00), KMO = .553, X? (N =172, 3) = 20.681, p < 0.001. As expected, the items
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loaded into a single factor, although the scale demonstrated a small internal consistency
reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .42). Following the reliability analysis, the average score of
the scale was computed into a new variable — Positive Attributions (M = 2.57, SD = .64). Even
though Cronbach’s alpha is low and does not reach the significant level of .6 to be considered
of high reliability (Shrestha, 2021), the scale used as it was validated in other studies and
seemed to be an important maintenance strategy, taking into account that findings cannot be
generalized and lead to specific results based conclusions. In addition, since Cronbach's alpha
is simply an overall reliability coefficient for a set of variables questions and reflects different
underlying personal qualities among the participants in the research, we can not drop the

variable based on the results of the principal components analysis (PCA), initially performed.
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4. Results
Table 4.1 displays the means and standard deviations as well as the intercorrelations

between the measures.

Table 4.1. Means, standard deviations, and Pearson correlations between variables

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. SNS intensity use 3.75 .39

2. Relationship satisfaction 408 .63 -.05

3. Derogation of alternatives 2.66 .83 .39** .27**

4. |dealization 348 .64 .01 .48** -12
5. Positive attributions 257 .64 31** .32** 49** -16*
6. Age 2553 804 06 -05 .09 .01 .09 .09

Note: Significance: * = p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001

Respondents in our sample stated that their use of SNS is quite intense (M = 3.75, SD
= .39) and they are very satisfied with their relationship (M = 4.08, SD = .63). Between the
maintenance strategies, idealization is most frequently presented (M = 3.48, SD = .64)
compared to the derogation of alternatives (M = 2.66, SD = .64) and positive attributions (M
= 2.57, SD = .64). Pearson correlations were significant between SNS intensity use and two
out of three maintenance strategies, and between relationship satisfaction and all maintenance
strategies. With respect to the correlations’ direction, SNS intensity use is negatively
correlated with relationship satisfaction (r = -.05) but not at a statistically significant level,
and positively and statistically significant correlated with derogation of alternatives (r = .39)
and positive attributions (r = .31).

Furthermore, relationship satisfaction is negatively and statistically significant
correlated with derogation of alternatives (r = -.27) and positive attributions (r = -.32), and
positively correlated at a statistically significant level with idealization (r = .48). With respect
to age, it seems to be statistically insignificant in all correlations but it is included in the model

as a control factor. Although several variables were significantly related to one another in both
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groups, correlations were not above .80, which indicates there is likely not a multicollinearity
problem (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Mediation analysis was used to test whether the proposed causal effect of SNS
intensity use on relationship satisfaction may be transmitted through a mediating variable
(Preacher et al., 2007). When mediation occurs, the effect of the independent variable can be
explained by using a third mediator variable which is caused by the independent variable and
is itself a cause for the dependent variable (Creswell, 2009).

In this conceptual model, maintenance strategies are considered to be mediators, since
cross-sectional approaches to mediation typically do generate substantially biased estimates,
spurious results and misleading conclusions. All paths represent the direct effect of one
variable on another (independent on mediator and mediator on the outcome), and the indirect
effect of SNS intensity use (independent) on relationship satisfaction (outcome variable) is
calculated as product of paths a and b for each one of the hypotheses. In order to test whether
SNS intensity use has an indirect effect on relationship satisfaction through maintenance
strategies, mediation analysis was performed by using the PROCESS function in SPSS.

Results demonstrate that SNS intensity use has a significant impact on the derogation
of alternatives (b = .83, t=5.47, p <.001), while age is found to have an insignificant impact
on the derogation of alternatives (p = .39). Additionally, SNS use has no significant impact on
idealization (b =.01, t=.01, p =.991) and the same holds for age (b =.01,t=1.62, p =.105).
With respect to path a, SNS intensity use has a significant impact on positive attributions (b =
49 ,t =412, p =.001), while age is found to have an insignificant impact on positive
attributions (p = .34).

Furthermore, SNS intensity use has no significant impact on relationship satisfaction
(b=.10,t=.88, p=.376), alongside derogation of alternatives (b =-.11, t = .-1.90, p = .058),
positive attributions (b =-.18, t =-2.47, p =.014), and age (b =-.01, t =-1.20, p =.232). The
only variable with a significant impact on relationship satisfaction is idealization (b = .43, t =
6.59, p <.001). There is no effect of age on any variable (mediators and outcome), suggesting
that it might be better not to include it in the model.

Total effect of the model refers to the impact of SNS intensity use on relationship
satisfaction, with the inclusion of direct and indirect effects. Direct effect is the impact of SNS
intensity use on relationship assessment with the presence of mediators and indirect effect is
the impact of SNS intensity use on relationship assessment without the presence of mediators.

Table 4.2 presents the summary reporting of the mediation analysis, where age was excluded
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since it had no statistically significant correlation with any of the variables (See Table 4.2

below).

Table 4.2. Mediation Analysis Summary

Total effect Direct effect

SNS intensity ~ SNS intensity ) )
_ _ Indirect Confidence
use — use — Relationship ) t-stat
) _ _ _ effect  interval
Relationship Relationship

satisfaction satisfaction
Lower Upper
H2: SNS intensity use
—  Derogation of
-.0864 .099
alternatives —  -.964 -1.998 002 -1.916
(.487) (:387) o
Relationship

satisfaction

H3: SNS intensity use
—  Idealization —

.006 -112 136 .099
Relationship

satisfaction

H4: SNS intensity use

— Positive

attributions— -.096 -1.927  -.025 -2.196
Relationship

satisfaction

In summary, this study has assessed the mediating role of maintenance strategies on
the relationship between SNS intensity use and relationship satisfaction. Results revealed a
significant indirect impact of SNS intensity use on relationship satisfaction through
idealization (b = .006, t = .099), supporting H3. The indirect impact of SNS intensity use on
relationship satisfaction through the derogation of alternatives is borderline insignificant (b =
.006, t =.099), as well through positive attributions (b = -.096, t = -2.196), thus, rejecting H2
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and H4, respectively. Furthermore, the direct effect of SNS intensity use on relationship
satisfaction in the presence of mediators is insignificant (b = .099, t = .387), rejecting the H1.
Hence, maintenance strategies partially mediate the relationship between SNS intensity and
relationship satisfaction, while SNS intensity use has a significant effect on mediators and age
was found to be an insignificant covariate throughout all relationships.

Using model 4 from PROCESS, hypotheses H1, H2, H3 and H4 were tested
simultaneously. This model tests direct effects of SNS intensity use on maintenance strategies
(a-path), indirect effect of SNS intensity use on relationship satisfaction through mediators (b-
path), and also calculates the direct effect of SNS intensity use on relationship satisfaction.
The 95% confidence interval of the analysis was generated with 5000 bootstrap samples. SNS
intensity use was entered as the predictor and relationship satisfaction as the outcome variable,
with derogation of alternatives, idealization, and positive attributions as mediators. The

following figure depicts the coefficients for all relationships

Figure 4.1. Parallel mediation model

Derogation of

Alternatives -964
_.830***
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A9k —
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For the linear regression model, all assumptions were tested. The Kolmogorov-
Smirnoff test of normality results suggest we can assume that data are normally distributed
since (p-value > .005). Correlations presented in Table 1 show that there are no
multicollinearity issues among independent variables (r < .70). Model summary statistics
show that there is at least one variable that has a statistical significance on explaining change
of the dependent variable (R? = .30, F (4, 167) = 18.14, p = .000). Table 3 presents the

coefficients of the multiple linear regression analysis.



33

Table 3. Multiple linear regression analysis

Model Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients t-stat  sig.
Beta
b se
Constant 3.033*** 460 6.589 .000
SNS intensity use .100 115 .062 867  .387
Derogation of alternatives -.115 .059 -.152 -1.961 .052
Idealization A22%** .065 426 6.480 .000
Positive attributions -.190** 074 -194 2566 .011

Note: Significance levels: * = p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001

The model explained 30.3.% of the variance of relationship satisfaction and is a
statistically significant finding. The ANOVA table for the slopes estimated which tests the
null hypothesis that the slope of relationship satisfaction is zero is also statistically significant
(p = .000). Unstandardized coefficients are the values used in the regression equation and
standardized coefficients are used for standardizing the contribution of all variables which can
be compared to each other. Finally, from the final regression table we can easily notice that
idealization has a greater impact on relationship satisfaction. In addition, idealization and
positive attributions made a significant change in relationship satisfaction (p < .050), while

the derogation of alternatives is borderline statistically insignificant.
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5. Discussion

This study aimed to understand how maintenance strategies can be applied as
mediators in LDRs. More specifically the study also explores the importance of SNSs in
facilitating a space in order for couples in LDRs to maintain relationship satisfaction.
Specifically, for the first hypothesis “SNS usage has a significant positive relationship with
relationship satisfaction.” The findings of the research indicate that there is no significant
positive relationship with relationship satisfaction like one would expect based on previous
research by scholars (Schade, 2013). This is because previous research emphasizes the
importance of SNS as a way to demonstrate relationship satisfaction rather than treating SNS
as a facilitator. However, after the analysis was conducted with the sample of participants that
were collected from the open survey that was published did not show a strong enough
correlation to be able to say that the use of SNS could show a positive relationship satisfaction.

This could be because the measurement that was used to measure SNS usage did not
capture the whole range and complexity of engagement that individuals have with SNSs. It is
important to take into consideration different factors associated with SNS use, such as the
content, the frequency, the duration, and the quality of interactions. It would be beneficial to
use measures that assess the different dimensions of SNS usage, for example, the intensity of
posting or different communication patterns to provide a more accurate relationship between
SNS use and relationship satisfaction with maintenance strategies as a mediating variable (Lee
& Hwang, 2019). Moreover, the influence of other interpersonal variables such the individual
differences in attachment style and relationship commitment or communication quality could
influence the relationship between relationship satisfaction and SNS use (Aisha, 2014). Such
variables would be beneficial if considered in future studies because they provide a more
nuanced understating of the relationship.

Furthermore, the exploration of other theoretical frameworks such as the Social
Information Processing Theory (SIPT) could offer additional insights. This is because SIPT
suggests that online verbal cues in computer-mediated interactions can be compensated
(Walther, 2008). With the particular framework research could be conducted that examines
how SNS use affects relationship satisfaction and information processing. Additionally, the
research only used a quantitative design, which only offers information about a certain point
in time (cross-sectional data) (Wang & Cheng, 2020). Therefore, the employment of different
designs such as the use of a longitudinal study and/or combining self-reported data and

objective data such as tracking the SNS behavior of the participants can provide a more
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comprehensive understanding of the relationship. Such research would be able to establish
stronger causal inferences.

Moreover, the second hypothesis “Participants who have been in LDR for less than 6
months will use SNS more intensively.” was also rejected. This outcome was not expected
based on the previous research that was conducted by scholars. Several scholars (Dainton &
Aylor, 2002; Kim & Lee, 2011; Orr et al., 2009) have explored the intensity and depth of
conversations on SNSs and concluded that such behaviors among couples are likely to lead to
relationship satisfaction and trust. It is important to acknowledge that while some research
like the ones mentioned suggest a positive association between SNS use and relationship
satisfaction, however, some other studies suggest that relationship satisfaction can be
influenced by other contextual factors (Gao et al., 2017; Merkle et al., 2017), establishing
mixed findings in the particular area of research.

Furthermore, scholars also pointed out that the increased SNS use can act as
maintenance strategies for the maintenance of the relationship when the communication on
SNS includes the sharing of personal information as well as the expression of affection
(Dainton & Aylor, 2002; Kim & Lee, 2011; Orr et al., 2009) However, the findings of this
research did not come to the same conclusions as previous research. A reason for such an
outcome could either be the result of the age groups of the participants but it could also be the
due to the easier travel experiences that are now available compared to when the previous
research was conducted.

To elaborate further, changes in travel experiences and technology could contribute to
the changes in the findings compared to previous research. For example, the improved travel
options that are now available and developing communication technologies offer increased
availability of video calling may change the way that partners in LDRs maintain their
relationships (Thompson, 2019). For example, the participants of this study may have relied
more on face-to-face interactions, diminishing the up-to-now perceived need for increased
SNS usage. Also, the duration of the relationship, may not be the best indicator of their SNS
use, as their use may increase or decrease over time in the relationship (D’Arienzo et al.,
2019).

Interestingly, the third hypothesis of this research “Derogation of alternatives
mediates the relationship between SNS use and LDR satisfaction.” was also rejected. Such an
outcome is not in line with previous research such as the one conducted by Lee and colleagues

(2010), which demonstrated that the derogation of alternatives can achieve higher levels of
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commitment and relationship satisfaction. Other scholars like Plant, Kunstman, and Maner
(2010) in their research found that individuals that engage in self-protective responses when
they are in contact with their partner are more likely to maintain their relationships. Similarly,
Koranyi and Rothermund (2012) also found that partners who communicate openly and trust
each other prevent the allure of the alternatives. However, this was not shown in this research,
probably due to the idiosyncratic characteristics (moral and cultural, socioeconomic etc.) of
the sample that could lead to the rejection of this hypothesis.

Different populations may exhibit different patterns in SNS use and relationship
satisfaction compared to others (Baloglu et al., 2020; Choi & Mahoney, 2020; Poyrazli &
Devonish, 2020). Also, the particular sample could have unique cultural and demographic
features compared to other populations because more than 40% of the sample was Greeks and
Cypriots and these two countries share common values, and beliefs and are very close in terms
of culture (Hu et al., 2019). Therefore, it is important to keep in mind that the generalisability
of the findings may not apply to all populations or LDRs.

Moreover, the findings of this research and previous research could be the result of
different methodological techniques. For instance, the measurement and operationalization of
the derogation of alternatives could vary among studies. Examining different measures of
derogating alternatives might be able to capture different aspects of these constructs. Such
aspects could be emotional responses, cognitive processes as well as behavioural tendencies
(Brady & Baker, 2022). Therefore, variations in the way the construct was measured can
impact the observed relationship especially if such relationship is solely measured with self-
reported data. This is because the derogation of alternatives involves a cognitive process where
the individual has to devalue as well as discount the potential attractiveness of the potential
alternative partner (Brady & Baker, 2022; Urganci, 2022). This is why implicit measures and/
or behavioural observations may provide a comprehensive understanding of the presented
phenomenon.

In the framework of LDRs, idealization can serve as a psychological mechanism that
can help maintain relationship satisfaction despite partners being separated by physical
distance (Chien & Hassenzahl, 2020). Idealization refers to the notion that individuals have
the tendency to perceive their partner with overly positive eyes (Goldsmith & Byers, 2020).
Moreover, scholars have studied how idealization and positive attributions influence LDRs
and concluded that they postpone their conflicts. This is because partners who are separated

by distance engage in less destructive communications and avoid heated arguments compared
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to couples in GCRs (Sahlstein, 2004). The fourth hypothesis that was proposed* Idealization
mediates the relationship between SNS use and LDR satisfaction.”, was accepted and the
findings are in line with the findings of previous research like the one conducted by Hillard
(2017). This research along with other studies, has demonstrated that idealization allows
individuals to maintain a positive outlook on their relationship as it helps to enhance feelings
of commitment, closeness, and satisfaction (Wang et al., 2019).

Additionally, the study of Sahlestein (2004) indicated that when individuals engage in
the idealization of their partners tend to avoid heated arguments and have less destructive
communications, especially in the context of LDRs. This has psychological benefits which
include, the navigation of the challenges that arise from being physically separated. This
consequently contributes to the fostering of optimism and hope for the future, creating and
maintaining a strong feeling of emotional connection leading to relationship satisfaction
(Chien & Hassenzahl, 2020). When it comes to the use of SNS, one might say that they play
a significant role in the maintenance of an LDR because through the use of SNS platforms
individuals can share supportive messages and experiences, providing a more idealized
version of their relationship (Holtzman et al., 2021; Leistner & Mark, 2020).

Moreover, the findings of this research showed that partners who are in an LDR tend
to avoid negative attributions more frequently compared to couples in GCRs as a means to
maintain their relationship at the current state. These findings are supported by previous
research by Fletcher and Kerr (2010). Additionally, Hidayanto and Sarwono (2021) suggested
that SNSs can contribute to the maintenance of the relationship by facilitating emotional
intimacy. This was also shown in this research because couples who used SNSs for allocating
positive attributions to their partners foster feelings of connectedness and closeness. The
findings of this research are in line with the findings of Fletcher and Kerr (2010). Thus the
fifth and last hypothesis of this research “Positive attributions mediate the relationship
between SNS use and LDR satisfaction ” was accepted. It is important to mention here that the
value of Cronbach’s alpha was 0.42 which is considered a low value for the internal validity
of the scale. This is due to when the value of Cronbach's alpha is low, the correlation that is
calculated will be lower compared to the true population value (Goodboy & Martin, 2020)
and this can lead to estimates of the association being too high (Hayes & Coutts, 2020). In
addition, because the findings of this study are cross-sectional which means that they are
looking at one point in time, and they cannot claim change over time (Wang & Cheng, 2020).

This is why claims regarding the future effects cannot be made with certainty because
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the questionnaire that was conducted only looked at the valid opinion of the participants at
one point in time (Wang & Cheng, 2020). However, cross-sectional data allow for the
comparison of variables at once, which is exactly what was done in this analysis, and was also
done in the research of other scholars such as Hidayanto and Sarwono (2021) and their

findings further corroborate the findings of this research.

5.1 Theoretical and Societal Implication

The study has not only theoretical implications, but also empirical upon the
understanding of the dynamics of LDRs and the role of technology in shaping relationship
satisfaction. The study contributes to the understanding of the different dynamics of LDRs in
relation to the role of SNSs in maintaining the relationship and relationship satisfaction. This
is because the findings of this study have a specific focus on relationships that are
geographically apart, while at the same time, it acknowledges the challenges and opportunities
that arise in efforts to maintain intimate connections over distance. The exploration of factors
such as communication frequency and SNS use as well as threat mitigation strategies
contributes to the in-depth understanding of these complexities which are present in LDRs
(Holtzman et al., 2021). Moreover, this study specifically investigated the role that SNS usage
plays in the maintenance of an LDR and the impact that it has on relationship satisfaction
contributing to a greater understanding of the interplay between SNS use and relationship
satisfaction (Broning & Wartberg, 2022).

Moreover, the present study challenges previous assumptions and findings in the
already existing literature of the topic. For example, the study did not find any significant
positive relationship between SNS use and relationship satisfaction, which was demonstrated
in pre-existing literature. Such an outcome, calls for further investigation regarding the
specific concepts and conditions in which SNS use influences relationship satisfaction.

Next to that, the findings of this study can contribute to the bridging of different
theories and theoretical perspectives which have been investigated in the field of LDRs.
Therefore, investigating the role SNS use in relation to maintenance strategies provides a
pathway for integrating other theories related to the topic, such as theories related to trust and
uncertainty. This will help with the creation of a more holistic framework that captures the

complex dynamics of an LDR.

5.2 Practical Implications
There are also practical implications that arise from this study, suggesting that couples

can benefit from using technology, such as SNSs, to foster honest communication, build trust,



39

and promote relationship satisfaction (Holtzman et al., 2021). Besides that, this study
highlights the significance of technology, specifically SNS use in the facilitation of
communication and maintenance of LDRs.

This is because the use of SNS can provide a set of functionalities which include the
expression of affection, and the sharing of daily updates which facilitate a sense of
togetherness despite the physical separation (Lydon & Karremans, 2015) Lastly, the mediators
of this study are the maintenance strategies: derogation of alternatives, idealization, and
positive attributions and their relationship with SNS use, shed light on the different
psychological mechanisms through which the SNS use influences relationship satisfaction for
couples in LDRs. Specifically, the derogation of alternatives seems to emphasize commitment
and satisfaction within the relationship (Collins et al., 2006). Idealization helps to minimize
conflict and influences the satisfaction of the relationship. (Lee & Pistole, 2012). Lastly,
positive attribution promotes trust and intimacy (Collins et al., 2006). Therefore, identifying
the benefits of the proposed mediators provides practical information on how couples can
either enhance or maintain relationship satisfaction despite the geographic distance. Because
the particular study focused only on couples who are separated by distance, the presented
mediators were examined through the use of SNSs, which indicated that the proposed
strategies are taking place online, which is something that couples can take advantage of.

Understanding the role of positive attributions (interpreting the partner’s behaviour in
a positive way) can help researchers to develop further studies that could contribute to
relationship satisfaction. Already existing studies have looked into them such as Anderson
and Emmers-Sommer (2006) and Ogolsky et al, (2017), making it clear that further research
will be beneficial. Moreover, targeting the maintenance strategies is important because
academic research has consistently demonstrated it including studies from Stafford and
Canary (1991) and Dainto and Aylor (2002). Therefore, the identification and development of
effective interventions for relationship satisfaction can contribute to the enhancement of
relationship satisfaction as well as the overall well-being of couples, especially those who are
inan LDR.

5.3 Limitations and Directions for Future Research

The current study comes with several limitations. Firstly, the question of relationship
satisfaction varies interpersonally which may vary how participants responded to the survey.
To further elaborate on this point, there are numerous studies that have looked into the

subjective nature of relationship satisfaction, and they have found that there are many
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individual differences in how people evaluate and perceive their relationships (Bouffard et al.,
2022; Kim et al., 2020; Mostova et al., 2022). For example, the study of Karney and Bradbury
(1995) conducted a longitudinal study in order to examine the trajectories of relationship
satisfaction and the results indicated high levels of heterogeneity among the patterns that were
observed among the couples.

The findings also showed that some couples had stable levels of high satisfaction while
some other couples have fluctuations and experienced declines in satisfaction. Therefore, it is
important to take into consideration the nature of the relationship as well as the individual
differences when aiming to examine relationship satisfaction.

Moreover, there are other studies that placed emphasis on the different factors that
could influence relationship satisfaction. Such as the one by Feeney and Collins (2015), which
emphasizes the role of the different attachment styles and the way they shape relationship
satisfaction. Therefore, this suggests that people with different attachment styles may have
different perceptions of relationship satisfaction, and thus their responses to the survey are
impacted. As a consequence participants when asked to fill in a survey may bring their unique
biases, perspectives as well as interpretations which potentially leads to both diverse and
subjective responses (Coughlan et al., 2009). Subjectivity is the result of cultural differences
and personal expectations, which may not be captured in an adequate way by standardized
surveys (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2001). Relationship satisfaction can have fluctuations
resulting from various different factors, including personal and life events, and changes in
personal circumstances (Bradbury & Karney, 2004).

Furthermore, factors such as self-reporting biases and social desirability can further
alter the inputs of participants (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2001). In order to avoid these,
anonymity and confidentiality were employed by ensuring the participants that their responses
are completely anonymous and they cannot be traced back to them. In this way, participants
were encouraged to give honest and accurate responses. On top of that, validated scales and
measures were used in order to enhance the accuracy of the self-reported data. These scales
have already been tested for both their reliability and validity, and they are designed in a way
that minimizes biases and has the ability to capture the construct of interest accurately. In
regards to generalizability, the study consisted of 172 participants with the majority of
participants identifying as Greek, Dutch, and Cypriot. As a result, generalization within
Europe may be negatively affected as the results may vary depending on the proportion of

groups examined accounting for intercultural differences. When mentioning that the
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generalizability may be “negatively affected” in the particular context, it meant that the ability
to apply the findings of this study to the broader population or to make efforts to apply the
findings to the entire European population may be limited. That is because the sample
consisted mainly of Greek, Dutch, and Cypriot people, who might have cultural differences
which could be not representative of other cultural groups within Europe.

In order to be able to generalize the findings of the present study it is necessary to have
diverse and presentative samples, that reflect the population of interest. Therefore, including
a larger sample of participants from broader cultural backgrounds within Europe would allow
for the greater generalizability of the findings as they would also account for potential
intercultural differences. However, focusing on an international audience has both its
advantages and pitfalls. The first benefit includes cultural diversity, which allows for the
exploration and comparison of the different experiences of individuals from various European
countries, which could potentially lead to the identification of cross-cultural patterns. The
second benefit is the enhanced external validity of the study which allows the broader
generalization and applicability of the findings to a larger population. In this way, the results
of the study can be applied to individuals from different cultural backgrounds.

On the other hand, there are some disadvantages when using an international sample.
Firstly, there are practical challenges such as differences in research protocols, and language
barriers which may lead to translation requirements. Secondly, contextual differences need to
be kept in mind conducting international research because cultural variations can affect the
interpretation and generalizability of the findings. There are factors that be acknowledged,
such as the social norms and cultural values that may vary across countries that could have an
impact on relationship satisfaction. Therefore, failure in accounting for those could limit the
broader applicability of the study.

Despite this, the results of the study are indicative of a greater need for relationship
maintenance strategies in LDRSs, a topic that has received minimal academic attention despite
LDRs becoming more prevalent (Belus et al., 2019; Weber, 2022).Based on the study's results,
recommendations for future research include fostering positive attribution and idealization to
enhance relationship satisfaction, developing interventions targeting maintenance strategies,
and conducting further research to gain a more comprehensive understanding of LDR
dynamics. Future studies could incorporate more objective measures, use different study
designs to strengthen causal inferences, and explore the relationship between SNS use,

relationship satisfaction, and threat mitigation strategies in LDRs more comprehensively.
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Moreover, it would be useful to explore the different types of uncertainty; self-
uncertainty, relationship uncertainty, and partner uncertainty identified by Knobloch (2007),
because this will contribute to well-rounded research. Looking at the different types of
uncertainty can provide a more comprehensive understanding of both the dynamics and the
sources that could lead up to uncertainty which may influence relationship satisfaction
(Sahlstein, 2006). It is necessary to acknowledge the interplay between relationship
satisfaction and uncertainty. For instance, higher levels of uncertainty may influence one’s
self-esteem and overall satisfaction in a relationship (Cameron & Ross, 2007). Relationship
uncertainty can create anxiety for the future, therefore, influencing relationship satisfaction.

Lastly, partner uncertainty can lead to trust issues and interpersonal differences,
leading to a decrease in relationship satisfaction (Maguire,2007). Moreover, there are practical
for conducting research regarding the different types of uncertainty in a relationship. The
recognition and address of such issues can help to enhance relationship satisfaction because
by identifying the specific areas of uncertainty, research can conduct research that will suggest
strategies that could target these areas effectively.

The findings of the present research only looked at how uncertainty leads to higher
levels of idealization without investigating further, the types of uncertainty or the reasons that
could to uncertainty already existing research has shown a positive correlation between
uncertainty and physical distance (Emmers & Canary, 1996; Holt & Stone, 1988) meaning
that further investigation in relation the SNS use can fill in a gap in the literature by either
indicating a correlation between the levels of SNS use and the levels of uncertainty. Although
uncertainty and jealousy appear to be recurring factors in LDRs in previous research (Stafford
& Reske, 1990), this study could not conclude similar results as there is very little evidence
that indicated evidence of idealization and there was no specific focus placed on the negative
effects (eg jealousy, uncertainty).

The lack of idealization findings in this study could be due to the number of
participants. This is because the sample size is relatively small and there might not be enough
statistical power that could detect small and subtle effects between idealizations and
relationship satisfaction (Lieber, 1990). Moreover, a larger sample would provide greater
variability in the responses of the participants as it would allow for a greater range of
perspectives and experiences (Cohen, 1992). Therefore, the small sample size of this study
makes it more difficult to detect significant associations. Due to the small size, it is also

difficult to assess subgroup differences such as the duration of the LDR, the age, and the
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gender that could level of idealization that is reported. Therefore, the small sample size limits
the ability to come to meaningful conclusions and identify patterns about subgroups.
Moreover, it is important to mention that measuring the levels of idealization in an
LDR or GCR is rather difficult because participants may not fully realize that they are
idealizing their partner or may not fully accept that they are idealizing their partner and their
relationship (Stafford & Merolla, 2007; Stafford & Reske, 1990). Consequently, alternative
analysis such as qualitative research or mixed method research which includes both
quantitative and qualitative findings may be needed to measure idealization in an LDR, to be

able to confidently come to conclusions.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Informed Consent

Dear respondent,

Thank you for your interest in this research. My name is Zizel Angelidou and | am a Master
student in Media and Business at Erasmus University Rotterdam. | am inviting you to fill in
this questionnaire for my MA thesis. | will investigate long-distance relationships. Further, it
is a prerequisite that you are in a long-distance relationship, and you are over 18 years old. A
simple definition of Long-distance relationships is: "Long-distance relationships (LDRS) can
be defined as relationships where physical contact cannot happen on a daily basis as a result

of geographic distance"

The questions will take approximately 5 minutes to fill in. Please answer each question
honestly and carefully. There are no right or wrong answers and the entire questionnaire is

completely anonymous.

CONFIDENTIALITY OF DATA
All research data remain completely confidential and are collected in anonymous form. I will
not be able to identify you. There are no foreseeable risks or discomforts associated with

participating in this research.

VOLUNTARY
If you now decide not to participate in this research, this will not affect you. If you decide to
cease your cooperation while filling in this questionnaire, this will not affect you either. You

can cease your cooperation without giving any reasons.

FURTHER INFORMATION

If you have questions about this research in advance, or afterwards, you can contact me (the
researcher), Zizel Angelidou via email: 538685ea@eur.nl. If you understand the above-
mentioned information, and freely consent to participate in this study, click on the "I agree"

button below to start the questionnaire.
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Scale

Question

Answer option

What is your age?

Drop down list

Default Question Block

Are you currently involved in a Long-
Distance Relationship?

"Long-distance relationships (LDRs) can
be defined as relationships where physical
contact cannot happen on a daily basis as

a result of geographic distance™

Yes
No

Demographics

What is your gender?

Male

Female

Non-binary/ third
gender

Prefer not to say

What is your nationality?

Drop down list

In which country do you reside?

Drop down list

What is your sexual orientation?

Heterosexual
Homosexual
Lesbian

Gay

Lesbian
Bisexual
Other

For how long are you in a long-distance

relationship?

Less than 2 months
Less than half a year
Less than a year

More than a year
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What is the reason for the long-distance Education

relationship? Military

Work

Other (text option)
What is the frequency of your visits?How Once a week

important would you rate the use of

technology in  your

romantic relationship?

Long-distance

Once per two (2)

weeks

Once a month

Every couples of
months

Other

How important would you rate the use of

technology in  your

romantic relationship?

Long-distance

Unimportant
Neutral
Important

Extremely important

TUQ
(Morey, Gentzler, Creasy,

Oberhauser, & Westerman,

How often do you use each of the
following types of technology when

communicating with  your

Never
Almost Never

Neutral Sometimes

2013) partner? Daily
- Telephone
- Email
- Social Networking Sites
- Text Messaging
With respect to Social Networking Sites Facebook/Messenger
(SNS), which one of the following options Instagram
are you using the most? Botim
SnapChat
TikTok

Viber
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WhatsApp
Other (text option)

Please rate the following statements with
respect to the above-selected option.

Completely Disagree
Disagree

Neutral

- Using the above-selected SNS is Agree

part of my everyday activity. Completely Agree
- | feel closer to my partner when
using the above-selected SNS.
Please rate the following statements Not at all

- How frequently do you use Very little

technology devices

smartphones, tablets, computers)

in your daily life.

- How much do you rely on
technology devices to complete
your daily tasks and activities.

- How much do you feel addicted to

or dependent on technology

devices.

- How much do vyou believe

technology devices positively

impact your daily life.

- How much do vyou believe

technology devices negatively

impact your daily life.

- How much do you feel in control

of your technology use.

- How much do you feel technology

devices enhance your

relationships.

Somewhat
Quit a bit

Extremely
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How much you do feel technology
devices detract from your face-to-

face social interactions.

Relationship

Scale

Assessment For the next questions, please rate your

level of agreement for each statement.

My partner meets my needs.

| am satisfied with my relationship.
| never regret being in this
relationship.

My partner meets my original
expectations.
My partner and | agree on
important issues.

My partner meets my needs and
desires.

My partner provides a satisfying

sexual experience.

Completely Disagree
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Completely Agree

Derogation of Alternatives
(Stafford & Canary, 1991)

Please, indicate to what extent you agree

with the following statements.

| find other people attractive.

| talk (romantically) to other
people apart from my long-
distance partner.

| find other people less attractive
than my partner.

I find myself comparing my

partner to other people online.

Never
Almost Never
Neutral
Sometimes

Constantly

Idealization
(Olson, 2005)

Please, indicate to what extent you agree

with the following statements.

My relationship with my partner is

Completely Disagree
Disagree

Neutral
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perfect, and we never have any
problems.

If threatened by relational
problems, | tend to minimize
disappointment or conflict.
Usually, I tend to maximize my
partner's strengths, thereby
avoiding conflict or break-up.

| know my partner is not perfect,
but | try to see him/her with

positive eyes.

Agree
Completely Agree

Please rate the following

My partner and | understand each
other.

Our relationship is almost perfect.
My partner and | agree on most
things.

We have a close to perfect
relationship.

Our relationship is without any

significant flaws.

Completely Disagree
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Completely Agree

Positive Attributions Scale

Please, indicate to what extent you agree

(Fincham and Bradbury, with the following statements.

1992) -

| criticize something my partner
does.

| have unrealistic expectations
concerning my relationship.

My relationship with my partner

makes me happy.

Never
Almost Never
Neutral
Sometimes

Constantly




	1. Introduction
	2. Theoretical Background
	2.1 SNSs Affordances for Couples in LDRs
	2.2 SNS and Relationship Satisfaction
	2.3 SNS Usage
	2.4 Relationship Maintenance Strategies in LDRs
	2.5 SNS use and maintenance strategies in LDRs
	2.5.1 Derogation of Alternatives on Relationship Maintenance
	2.5.2 Positive Illusions/ Idealization
	2.5.3 Attributions

	2.4 Research question and hypotheses

	3. Methodology
	3.1 Description and justification of the method
	3.2 Sampling
	3.3 Procedure of analysis​
	3.4 Operationalization of concepts into variables

	4. Results
	5. Discussion
	5.1 Theoretical and Societal Implication
	5.2 Practical Implications
	5.3 Limitations and Directions for Future Research

	6. References
	Appendices
	Appendix A: Informed Consent
	Appendix B: Survey Questions


