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ABSTRACT 

 

Background: The present study was aimed at discerning the impact of physical proximity in romantic 

relationships on trust, commitment and relationship satisfaction among young adults.  

Methodology: For the purpose, a sample of 40 young adults was taken. The participants were divided into 

two groups: (young adults involved in long distance relationship and proximally close relationship) on the 

basis of their physical proximity. Participants were assessed for their trust, commitment and relationship 

satisfaction, quantitatively with the help of Trust Scale, Sternberg’s Triangular Love Scale and Relationship 

Assessment scale.  

Results: The results of the study indicated that there was a significant difference in the levels of trust and 

commitment, although an insignificant difference was observed in the levels of relationship satisfaction 

among couples in long distance and proximally close relationship. And it was observed that, young adults 

involved in long distance relationship elicited higher levels of commitment with a mean of 115.15 as 

compared to young adults involved in proximally close relationship with a mean of 98.95; while lower levels 

of trust was observed among young adults in long distance relationship with a mean of 30.45 as compared 

to young adults in proximally close relationship with a mean of 38.35. 

Conclusions: There was a significant difference in the levels of trust and commitment, although an 

insignificant difference was observed in the levels of relationship satisfaction among couples in long distance 

and proximally close relationship. 
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INTRODUCTION  

Physical proximity: Couples in long-distance relationship often deviates from spatial and socio-temporal 

norms, that is, social expectations concerning the use of space and time [1]. Often in romantic relationship 

spatial closeness is assumed however, these preconceived notions are violated for those experiencing long 

distance relationships [1]. Often couples are defined as "being together," although couples in long-distance 

relationship negate this definition as they spend at least some of their time apart from each other and in 

separate spaces [1]. For this study, proximally close dating relationships are defined as couples who are 

currently dating (not married) and living in the same city while, long distance relationship is defined as 

couples who are currently dating (not married) and spend much of their time away from their partner in a 

different city/country. 

Trust: Trust is one of the most desired aspects in any close relationship. Love and commitment are 

mentioned in association with it as a cornerstone of the ideal relationship [2]. Deutsch (1973) has defined 
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trust as "confidence that one will find what is desired from another, rather than what is feared." Trust in 

one’s partner involves three stages, which includes predictability, dependability, and faith [3]. Over time 

people might be confronted with situations in which they must choose between their own interests and that 

of the relationship. As a result of such situations, individuals and their partners attribute these choices to the 

development of trust within their relationship [3-5]. Trust is defined as perception of partners’ dependability 

and beliefs regarding the future of the relationship [6]. Rempel and others defined trust as an important 

concept in human relationship, even more so in close interpersonal relationship (e.g., romantic partners, 

married couples, etc).  

The trust scale is divided into three dimensions: Predictability (emphasizes the consistency and stability of 

a partner’s specific behaviours on the basis of past experience), Dependability (is defined as the dispositional 

qualities of the significant other, which warrant confidence in the face of risk and potential hurt (e.g., 

reliability, honesty, etc.) and Faith (is described as feelings of confidence in the relationship and the 

responsiveness and caring expected from the partner when confronted uncertain future). 

Commitment: Sternberg described love in terms of three components. The first component is Intimacy, 

which was referred to as “feelings of closeness, connectedness, and bondedness in loving relationship. The 

second component is Passion, which was referred to as "romantic and physical components of a 

relationship". The third component is Commitment or the decision, which was referred by Sternberg as “in 

the short-term, to the decision that one loves a certain other, and in the long-term, to maintain that love as 

one’s Commitment”. By and large, it refers to one's cognitive preference to be engaged in a relationship and 

continue that relationship [7]. Decision is the short-term aspect, it refers to one's decision or choice to love 

someone, whereas Commitment, the long-term aspect refers to one's vow to uphold that love and it slowly 

increase with time. These components are independent of each other. Commitment is a crucial element in 

the development and maintains firmness of romantic relationships [3] and affects one’s level of evaluating 

his/her relationship as positive, in happy spirits and being more contended with it [8]. 

Relationship satisfaction: According to Mattson and others, relationship satisfaction is one of the most 

important variables in romantic relationship research [9]. Romantic relationship satisfaction corresponds to 

judgment of an individual about the positivity of his/her relationship [10-11]. Relationship satisfaction is 

known as the best predictor of stability in the relationship [12]. Many psychologists have described 

relationship satisfaction differently, like Sternberg defined it as functioning and well-being; Locke and 

Wallace defined it as ‘adjustment; Acitelli and others defined relationship satisfaction as the positive versus 

negative affect that is experienced in a relationship and is influenced by the extent to which a partner fulfils 

the individual’s most essential needs and it leads to overall well-being [13]. 

A number of studies has tried to investigate trust, commitment and relationship satisfaction in romantic 

relationships among young adults. Jenkins and others found that there was no significant difference between 

the satisfaction levels of people in long distance relationship and geographically proximal relationship [14]. 

While, some other studies found that participants in long-distance intimate relationships reported higher 

levels of satisfaction [15]. Also, researchers stated that young adults in long distance relationship reported 

their relationship as more satisfying than young adults in proximal relationships [16]. Although, some 

researchers report contradictory lower levels of relationship satisfaction and maintenance among long-

distance couples when compared to their proximally close counterparts [17]. 

Research has compared long dating relationship with proximally close ones and found that the relationship 

stability, satisfaction, and trust reported by long distance relationship young adults are equal to or better than 

those reported by proximally close young adults [18]. Guldner and Swensen found that young adults in long-

distance and close-proximity relationship had similar levels of commitment [19]. Also, in a study, 

researchers found no differences in relationship commitment before and after a long-distance separation of 

freshman young adults [20]. 

It is possible that couples who experience higher levels of trust also experience higher levels of commitment 

and possibly higher levels of relationship satisfaction. Within long-distance dating relationship, commitment 

is likely not sufficient if the partners do not trust each other [21]. Some researchers [21-22] indicate that for 

this reason, long-distance couples tend to idealize each other as well as the relationship, particularly when 

reality may present a threat of distrust in the relationship.  
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METHODOLOGY 

 

Participants  

A sample of 40 young adults belonging to the age group of 18-25 years was taken. The sample was further 

divided into two groups having 20 participants each on the basis of their physical proximity respectively.  

 
 

Instruments  

The following three quantitative tools were used – 

1. Trust Scale: The Trust Scale by Rempel and others was used to assess the levels of trust in 

participants. This version had dependability, faith and predictability sub-scales with a total of 17 

items. The participants were supposed to respond using a 7-point likert type scale. An example of 

an item on the trust scale is “I can rely on my partner to react in a positive way when I expose my 

weaknesses to him/her.” The overall cronbach alpha was 0.81 and the subscale reliabilities were 

found 0.80 for faith, 0.72 for dependability and 0.70 for predictability subscale. The three subscales 

were found to be moderately inter-correlated (range of 0.27-0.46). [23]. 

2. Triangular Love Scale: The Triangular Love Scale by Sternberg was used to assess participants 

levels of commitment [24]. This version had intimacy, passion and commitment sub-scales with a 

total of 45 items, broken down into 15 item subscales. The participants were supposed to respond 

using a nine-point likert type scale ranging from 1 indicating not at all applicable to 9 indicating 

strongly applicable. The participants were given instructions to score each statement depending on 

the degree to which they either could relate with the statements presented. An example of an item 

on the commitment subscale is: “I view my relationship with (the person I love or care for deeply) 

as permanent”. The overall coefficient alpha was 0.97, while the coefficient alpha for commitment 

was 0.94. The inter-scale correlations between the subscales were also found to be satisfactory. 

3. Relationship Assessment Scale: Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS) given by Hendrick is used 

to determine the participant's level of satisfaction with their romantic partners. It is a self-reported 

measure, that consists of 7 items with 5-point Likert scale (1 = Low, 5 = High) (e.g., “How well 

does your partner meet your needs?”) [25]. The Relationship Assessment Scale has illustrated 

reliability with an alpha of 0.86, a mean inter-item correlation of 0.49, and a test-retest reliability of 

0.85. Empirical testing of psychometric properties revealed the maintenance of high internal 

consistency, reliability, convergent validity, and predictive validity across a diversity of relationship 

types (i.e., romantic partners, parents, friends, and other family members) [26]. 

 

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

 

Data collected was scored and descriptive statistics were used to calculate the mean scores and standard 

deviation scores, along with t-test on the basis of physical proximity among young adults on the Trust Scale, 

Sternberg’s Triangular Love Scale (Commitment sub-scale) and Relationship Assessment scale. 

 

 

 

Sample

20

Young Adults in Long 
distance relationship

20

Young Adults in 
Proximally close 

relationship
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

Table 1 – Scores on various scales in the sample 

 

 Relationship 

status 

N Mean t value Significance 

Trust Proximally close 20 38.35  

 

5.014 

 

 

 

0.0001* 
Long-distance 

relationship 

20 30.45 

Commitment Proximally close 20 98.95  

4.238 

 

 

0.0001* 
Long-distance 

relationship 

20 115.15 

Relationship 

Satisfaction 

Proximally close 20 25.55  

0.225 

0.823 NS 

Long-distance 

relationship 

20 25.30 

**p<0.01, NS – not significant 

 

The present study was aimed at discerning the impact of physical proximity in romantic relationships on 

trust, commitment and relationship satisfaction among young adults. For the purpose, a sample of 40 young 

adults was taken. The participants were divided into two groups: (young adults involved in long distance 

and proximally close relationship) on the basis of their physical proximity.  

Trust is defined as perception of partners’ dependability and beliefs regarding the future of the relationship 

[6]. Rempel defined trust as an important concept in human relationships, even more so in close 

interpersonal relationship (e.g., romantic partners, married couples, etc). The trust scale is divided into three 

dimensions: Predictability (emphasizes the consistency and stability of a partner’s specific behaviors on the 

basis of past experience), Dependability (is defined as the dispositional qualities of the significant other, 

which warrant confidence in the face of risk and potential hurt (e.g., reliability, honesty, etc.) and Faith (is 

described as feelings of confidence in the relationship and the responsiveness and caring expected from the 

partner when confronted uncertain future). 

Looking at Table 1, it is indicated that there is a significant difference in the levels of trust among young 

adults involved in proximally close and long-distance relationships (t (38,1)= 5.014, p<0.01) and it is also 

observed that, young adults in proximally close relationships elicit higher levels of trust with the mean of 

38.35 as compared to young adults in long-distance relationships with the mean of 30.45. The effect size is 

calculated with the help of Cohen’s d formula and it came out to be d=1.58, since the value of the effect size 

of Cohen’s d is higher than 0.7, this is indicative of a high effect size, which in turn indicates that there is 

high practicality value of the given data. 

As Stafford has compared long dating relationships with proximally close ones and found that the 

relationship stability, satisfaction, and trust reported by long distance relationship young adults are equal to 

or better than those reported by proximally close young adults [27]. Thus, the present study is parallel to the 

findings of Stafford’s study and it indicates that there is a high impact of physical proximity on the levels of 

trust among young adults involved in romantic relationship [10]. Sternberg described love in terms of three 

components: Intimacy, Passion, and Commitment. Commitment or the decision is referred by Sternberg as 

in the short-term, to the decision that one loves a certain other, and in the long-term, to maintain that love 

as one’s Commitment [7].  

Looking at Table 1, the scores of commitment, it is indicated that there is a significant difference in the levels 

of commitment among young adults involved in proximally close and long-distance relationships (t (38,1)= 

4.238, p<0.01) and it is observed that, young adults involved in long-distance relationships elicit higher levels 

of commitment with the mean of 115.15 as compared to young adults involved in proximally close 

relationships with the mean of 98.95. The effect size is calculated with the help of Cohen’s d formula and it 
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came out to be d=1.34, since the value of the effect size of Cohen’s d is higher than 0.7, this is indicative of 

a high effect size, which in turn indicates that there is high practicality value of the given data. 

As Guldner and Swensen found that young adults in long-distance and close-proximity relationship had 

similar levels of commitment. Also, in a study by Baxter and Bullis, they found no differences in relationship 

commitment before and after a long-distance separation of young adults. Thus, the present study is 

contradictory to the findings of the two studies mentioned, as it indicates that there are higher levels of 

commitment among young adults in long-distance relationship as compared to young adults in proximally 

close relationships, which is indicative of a high impact of physical proximity on commitment among young 

adults involved in romantic relationships [19-20]. 

Hendrick in the Relationship Assessment Scale propounds to measure relationship satisfaction in generic 

terms [25]. Looking at Table 1, it is indicated that there is no significant difference in the levels of relationship 

satisfaction among young adults involved in proximally close and long-distance relationships (t (38,1)= .225, 

p>0.05).  As researchers found that there was no significant difference between the satisfaction levels of 

young adults in long distance relationship and geographically proximal relationship. While, some other 

studies [14-17] found that participants in long-distance intimate relationship reported higher levels of 

satisfaction.  

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Thus, from the present study it can be concluded that there was a significant difference in the levels of trust 

and commitment, although an insignificant difference was observed in the levels of relationship satisfaction 

among couples in long distance and proximally close relationship. And it was observed that, young adults 

in long distance relationship elicited higher levels of commitment with a mean of 115.15 as compared to 

young adults involved in proximally close relationship with a mean of 98.95; while lower levels of trust was 

observed among young adults in long distance relationship with a mean of 30.45 as compared to young 

adults in proximally close relationship with a mean of 38.35. But, in order for the results to be generalized 

to the larger population we need to take into consideration a larger sample size. Also, it would be interesting 

to study the gender differences pertaining to the impact of physical proximity on the dimensions of trust, 

commitment and relationship satisfaction. 
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