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Background and Purpose: Boss phubbing may weaken employee trust and engagement in
healthcare organizations. This study aimed to examine the relationship between boss phubbing
and employee engagement, with trust in supervisors and psychological conditions as mediators.

Materials and Methods: This cross-sectional quantitative study was conducted in 2024 among
managers and employees of Hamadan University of Medical Sciences. Of the 348 distributed
questionnaires, 335 were valid and analyzed. Data were collected using validated questionnaires
and analyzed using descriptive statistics, multiple linear regression, and the Sobel test.

Results: Boss phubbing was a significant negative predictor of trust in supervisors (B=-0.366,
standard error [SE]=0.049, t=-7.447, P<0.001) and explained 14.3% of the variance in trust in
supervisors (R2=0.143). Trust in supervisors positively predicted psychological meaningfulness
(B=0.091, SE=0.021, t=4.336, P<0.001), psychological availability (B=0.075, SE=0.025, t=3.014,
P=0.003), and psychological safety (B=0.088, SE=0.022, t=4.082, P<0.001). Psychological
meaningfulness and psychological availability were positively related to employee engagement
(B=0.559, SE=0.08, P<0.001; B=0.412, SE=0.07, P<0.001), whereas psychological safety was not
significant (B=0.066, SE=0.021, P=0.225). Boss phubbing negatively predicted psychological
meaningfulness (B=-0.055, P=0.008) and psychological safety (B=-0.067, P=0.002), but not
psychological availability (B=0.021, P=0.704). Trust in supervisors partially mediated the
relationships between boss phubbing and psychological meaningfulness and psychological
safety, and fully mediated the relationship between boss phubbing and psychological availability.
Psychological meaningfulness and psychological availability mediated the relationship between
trust in supervisors and employee engagement.

Conclusion: Boss phubbing undermines employee engagement by reducing trust in supervisors
and weakening key psychological conditions, particularly meaningfulness and availability. Reducing
phubbing in managerial interactions may improve workplace communication and employee
engagement in healthcare settings.
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availability, Employee engagement
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Introduction

martphones have entered almost every

part of our lives and have a tremendous

impact on our social conversations [1]. A

new type of problem called smartphone

addiction or phubbing has emerged due
to the advancement of smartphone technology and the
increase in individual use of smartphones. Phubbing
significantly disrupts communication and interactions in
both work and personal environments [1, 2]. The word
“phubbing” is a portmanteau of “phone” and “snub-
bing”. It describes the act of ignoring others by using
a mobile phone during a face-to-face conversation [3]
or, more broadly, the act of neutralizing or disregarding
someone’s presence in a social situation by focusing on
a smartphone instead of the surroundings [4]. Phubbing
is often described as disrespectful, impolite, rude, and
socially inappropriate behavior [5]. Despite awareness
of its negative consequences, individuals continue to
engage in phubbing across various social contexts [6].
This phenomenon is closely linked to mobile phone ad-
diction and the perceived benefits derived from smart-
phones, such as Internet access, social networking, and
online gaming [7, 8]. In recent years, phubbing has gar-
nered attention across numerous disciplines, including
social science, communication, computer science, and
health. Various studies have investigated the relation-
ship between phubbing and different psychological
variables, leading to the development of several tools to
assess its dimensions [9], anxiety [10], social isolation,
depression, mental health problems [11], smartphone
addiction, and reduced life satisfaction [12]. Further-
more, research indicates that phubbing is positively
associated with boredom, neuroticism, and conscien-
tiousness, and negatively associated with self-esteem
and self-control [13].

Communication’s vital role in humaninteractionis a key
focus in phubbing research [14, 15]. Hinojo-Lucena et al.
(2020) argued that cell phones could reduce the quality
of interpersonal interactions and create a cocooning ef-
fect, in which people are distracted from face-to-face
exchanges and lose the art of face-to-face interaction.
Also, a lower level of empathic concern was observed
in the conversations in which smartphones were pres-
ent compared to cases where no smartphone was on
the desk [16]. Few studies have examined the impact
of phubbing on workplace relationships [17-20]. In all
these studies, multiple relationships among workplace
variables have indicated that employees experience a
higher degree of mistrust towards their employer or col-
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leagues. Since phubbing is regarded as a specific behav-
ior in communication with another person, research has
reported its adverse effect during face-to-face meetings
and personal conversations [21]. A “phubber” supervi-
sor, for instance, can lead to a lack of trust and negative-
ly impact employee engagement [19]. Therefore, paying
too much attention to the smartphone in the presence
of others may create a feeling of rejection and depri-
vation from meeting the desired person, which has a
significant effect on people’s mental health [22]. Effec-
tive communication standards emphasize listening and
attention (75% of the value of communication); how-
ever, phubbing overshadows real-world conversations
[21]. In our distraction-filled, digital world, the conflict
between human information-processing limits and the
necessity of smartphones is pronounced, especially in
the workplace [23]. The boundaries between work and
personal life have become vague and permeable [19,
24]. The lack of differentiation between these boundar-
ies can significantly reduce the efficiency of individuals
and organizations [25]. Phubbing degrades relation-
ships, necessitating an effective presence from both
parties in partnerships [26]. The use of mobile phones is
negatively associated with intimacy in conversation [5],
and as a communication disorder, it has led to less satis-
faction in two-way communication [27].

Phubbing can occur in any context and relationship,
with destructive effects on people subjected to phub-
bing [28]. Given the critical nature of health services,
understanding and fostering effective relationships be-
tween managers and employees in these institutions is
paramount, as face-to-face interaction and attentive co-
operation are foundational to trust and service quality.
Employees perceive supervisors’ phubbing as rejection,
leading to reduced job satisfaction and service failure.

This study aimed to examine the association between
boss phubbing and employee engagement in a healthcare
setting, with particular attention to the mediating roles of
trustin supervisors and psychological conditions, including
meaningfulness, psychological safety, and psychological
availability. Given the importance of effective face-to-face
communication in health organizations, identifying how
managerial phubbing may influence employees’ trust
and psychological states can help clarify an important
workplace problem that has received limited attention in
this context. The study’s main hypotheses and conceptual
model are presented below.
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Hypotheses

Boss phubbing is negatively associated with trust in
supervisors.

Boss phubbing is negatively associated with psycho-
logical meaningfulness, safety, and availability.

Trust in supervisors is positively associated with psy-
chological meaningfulness, psychological safety, and
psychological availability.

Trust in supervisors is positively associated with em-
ployee engagement.

Psychological meaningfulness and psychological availabil-
ity are positively associated with employee engagement.

Trust in supervisors mediates the relationship be-
tween boss phubbing and psychological meaningful-
ness, psychological safety, and psychological availability.

Psychological meaningfulness and psychological avail-
ability mediate the relationship between trust in super-
visors and employee engagement.

According to the research hypotheses examining the
relationships among variables, a conceptual framework
was presented as the structure of the study, as shown
in Figure 1, and the relationships among them were ex-
plored based on the hypotheses presented in the results.

Materials and Methods
Design and setting

This cross-sectional analytical investigation was conduct-
ed at the headquarters of Hamadan University of Medi-
cal Sciences from October 2023 to March 2024. This study
aimed to examine the association between boss phub-
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bing, trust in supervisors, psychological conditions, and
employee engagement among managers and employees.

Participants and sampling

The statistical population consisted of 1, 800 managers
and employees working at the headquarters of Hama-
dan University of Medical Sciences. The sample size was
estimated using Cochran’s formula and Morgan’s table.
Based on the initial calculation, 317 participants were
required, and considering a 10% attrition rate, the final
target sample size was set at 348 individuals. Partici-
pants were selected using random sampling. The inclu-
sion criteria were employment at the university head-
quarters, ownership of a smartphone, and membership
in at least one social network. Individuals who were not
full-time employees or who did not complete the ques-
tionnaire properly were excluded from the study.

Instruments

Data were collected using a structured questionnaire
composed of validated scales. Boss phubbing was as-
sessed using an 8-item questionnaire adapted from
Roberts and David [26]. The items, originally designed to
measure phubbing within personal relationships, were
adapted to the professional context of this study. Re-
spondents rated the items on a seven-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Trust in supervisors was measured using a scale adapt-
ed from Li and Tan (2013) [29]. Psychological conditions,
including safety, meaningfulness, and availability, were
measured using a researcher-developed instrument
based on prior literature. Content validity was evaluated
by 15 experts using face validity, content validity ratio
(CVR), and content validity index (CVI). Based on expert
review, items with insufficient CVR were removed, and
the remaining items achieved CVI values above the ac-

Psychological
meaningfulness

+
Ignorance
(boss ——»| Trustin > . . Employee
phubbing) - supervisor T Psychological availability engagement
+

Psychological safety

Figure 1. Conceptual framework of research [19]
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ceptable threshold. During the CVR assessment, three
items were removed due to insufficient scores: ‘My su-
pervisor usually places their mobile phone where | can
see it when we are together, ‘The work | do in this job
position is valuable to me,’ and ‘I feel that the work | do
in my job position is valuable.” Following these adjust-
ments, all remaining items attained CVI scores above
0.79. The reliability of the finalized instruments was
confirmed, yielding Cronbach’s a coefficients of 0.88,
0.79, and 0.82, respectively.

Employee engagement was evaluated using the ques-
tionnaire developed by Ghanbari et al. (2015), with a
Cronbach’s a coefficient of 0.87 [30].

Statistical analysis

Data analysis was performed using descriptive statis-
tics and inferential tests. Quantitative variables were
summarized using MeanzSD, skewness, and kurtosis.
Before inferential analysis, distributional assumptions

Table 1. Demographic information of study participants
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were examined, and the variables showed no serious
deviation from normality based on skewness and kur-
tosis values. Because the study aimed to test a set of
separate hypothesis-driven relationships, each asso-
ciation was examined using simple linear regression. In
addition, the mediating role of trust in supervisors was
assessed using the Sobel test within a regression-based
mediation framework. All tests were two-sided, and
P<0.05 were considered statistically significant.

Results

Atotal of 348 questionnaires were distributed, of which
342 were returned. After excluding seven questionnaires
because of incomplete information, 335 questionnaires
were included in the final analysis. Among the partici-
pants, 45.5% were men and 54.5% were women; the
largest age group was 31-40 years. Most participants
were employees, and the largest proportion had more
than 20 years of work experience (Table 1).

Demographic Information No. (%)
Male 153(45.5)
Gender Female 176(54.5)
Total (*missing:6) 329(100)
20-30 20(6.7)
31-40 149(49.8)
Age (y) 41-50 120(40.2)
50< 10(3.3)
Total (*missing: 36) 299(100)
>5 65(20.1)
6-10 63(19.5)
11-15 66(20.4)
Work record (y)
16-20 41(12.7)
>20 88(27.3)
Total (* missing:12) 323(100)
Manager Manager

Middle manager Middle manager
Job position
Expert Expert

Total(*missing: 36) Total(*missing: 36)
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Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for the study
variables. Psychological meaningfulness had the high-
est mean score, whereas psychological safety had
the lowest. Boss phubbing had a MeanSD score of
3.9897+1.20379, trust in supervisors had a MeantSD
score of 3.7788%1.16647, psychological meaning-
fulness had a MeanzSD score of 4.6364+0.45759,
psychological availability had a MeantSD score of
4.3194+0.53337, psychological safety had a Mean+SD
score of 2.6978+0.47195, and employee engagement
had a mean score of 3.5716+0.71373. The skewness
and kurtosis values for the main variables were within
acceptable ranges, indicating no serious violation of the
normality assumption (Table 2).

Boss phubbing was a significant negative predic-
tor of trust in supervisors (B=-0.366, standard error

Table 2. Descriptive indices of research variables
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[SE]=0.049, t=-7.447, P<0.001), and the model ex-
plained 14.3% of the variance in trust in supervisors
(R?=0.143) (Tables 3 and 4).

Trust in supervisors was a significant positive predictor
of psychological meaningfulness (B=0.091, SE=0.021,
t=4.336, P<0.001), psychological availability (B=0.075,
SE=0.025, t=3.014, P=0.003), and psychological safety
(B=0.088, SE=0.022, t=4.082, P<0.001) (Tables 3 and 4).

Psychological meaningfulness (B=0.559, SE=0.08,
t=7.002, P<0.001) and psychological availability
(B=0.412, SE=0.07, t=5.901, P<0.001) were significant
positive predictors of employee engagement. In con-
trast, psychological safety was not a significant predictor
of employee engagement (B=0.066, SE=0.021, t=1.475,
P=0.225) (Tables 3 and 4).

Variables Mean+SD Skewness Kurtosis
Boss phubbing 3.9897+1.20379 -0.207 -0.448
Trust in supervisors 3.7788+1.16647 -0.986 -0.052
Psychological meaningfulness 4.6364+0.45759 -1.171 0.361
Psychological availability 4.3194+0.53337 -0.172 -1.034
Psychological safety 2.6978+0.47195 -0.113 -0.406
Employee engagement 3.5716+0.71373 -0.175 -0.225
Table 3. Results of regression model fit
. Outcome . 2 . 2
Hypothesis Variables Predictor R Adjusted R F P Model
Trustin . . . .
1 . Boss phubbing 0.143 0.14 55.456 <0.001 Simple linear regression
supervisors
g i el U 0.053 0.051 18799 <0001  Simple linear regression
meaningfulness supervisors
3 Psychological Trustin 0.027 0.024 9.084 0003  Simple linear regression
availability supervisors
4 Pz el s RS 0.048 0.045 16.66 <0001  Simple linear regression
safety supervisors
5 Employee Psychological 0.128 0.126 49027 <0001  Simple linear regression
engagement meaningfulness
6 Employee Psychological 0.095 0.092 34827 <0001  Simple linear regression
engagement availability
7 Employee Psychological 0.004 0.001 1475 0.225 Simple linear regression
engagement safety
8 P el Boss phubbing 0.021 0.018 7.197 0.008 Simple linear regression
meaningfulness
9 Psyzf;?é?slcal Boss phubbing 0.03 0.027 10.152 0.002 Simple linear regression
10 Fsyehological Bossphubbing  0.0004 0.003 0.144 0.704 Simple linear regression
availability
Trust in . . ) .
11 . Boss phubbing 0.099 0.096 36.637 <0.001 Simple linear regression
supervisors
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https://jhs.mazums.ac.ir/index.php?&slct_pg_id=10&sid=1&slc_lang=en

2026, Volume 14, Issue 2

Table 4. Regression coefficients
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Hypothesis Predictor B SE Beta t P
1 Boss phubbing -0.366 0.049 -0.378 -7.447 <0.001
2 Trust in supervisors 0.091 0.021 0.231 4.336 <0.001
3 Trust in supervisors 0.075 0.025 0.163 3.014 0.003
4 Trust in supervisors 0.088 0.022 0.218 4.082 <0.001
5 Psychological meaningfulness 0.559 0.08 0.358 7.002 <0.001
6 Psychological availability 0.412 0.07 0.308 5.901 <0.001
7 Psychological safety 0.066 0.021 0.066 1.475 0.225
8 Boss phubbing -0.055 0.021 -0.145 -2.683 0.008
9 Boss phubbing -0.067 0.021 -0.172 -3.186 0.002
10 Boss phubbing 0.021 0.003 0.021 0.144 0.704
11 Boss phubbing 0.193 0.032 0.315 6.053 <0.001

SE: Standard error.

Boss phubbing was also a significant negative predictor
of psychological meaningfulness (B=-0.055, SE=0.021,
t=-2.683, P=0.008) and psychological safety (B=—0.067,
SE=0.021, t=-3.186, P=0.002), but it was not a signifi-
cant predictor of psychological availability (B=0.021,
SE=0.003, t=0.144, P=0.704) (Tables 3 and 4).

The Sobel test showed that trust in supervisors played
a significant mediating role in the relationships between
boss phubbing and psychological meaningfulness, psy-
chological safety, and psychological availability. In addi-
tion, psychological meaningfulness and psychological
availability had significant mediating roles in the rela-
tionship between trust in supervisors and employee
engagement. In contrast, psychological safety did not
mediate the relationship between trust in supervisors

Table 5. Sobel mediation test results

and employee engagement because it was not signifi-
cantly associated with employee engagement (Table 5).

Taken together, the findings indicate that boss phub-
bing is negatively associated with trust in supervisors
and with psychological meaningfulness and safety.
Trust in supervisors is positively associated with psycho-
logical meaningfulness, availability, and safety. In turn,
psychological meaningfulness and availability are posi-
tively associated with employee engagement, whereas
psychological safety is not significantly associated with
employee engagement. Figure 2 presents the final con-
ceptual model based on these findings.

. Type of Me-
Mediation Path z SE P yp. .

diation

Trust in supervisors mediates the relationship between boss phubbing and 3748 0.0089 <0.001 Partial

psychological meaningfulness.

Trust in supervisors mediates the relationship between boss phubbing and 3.526 0.0091 <0.001 Partial

psychological safety.

Trust in supervisors rpedlates the relationship between boss phubbing and 2784 0.0099 0.005 Complete

psychological availability.

Psychologlcal meaningfulness mediates the relationship between trust in su- 3.683 0.0138 <0.001 Partial

pervisors and employee engagement.

Psychological availability mediates the relationship between trust in supervi- 2673 0.0116 0.008 Partial

sors and employee engagement.
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Figure 2. Final conceptual model of the relationships among boss phubbing, trust in supervisors, psychological conditions, and employee

engagement based on the regression and mediation findings

The model summarizes the significant direct and indi-
rect relationships identified in the regression and media-
tion analyses. Boss phubbing was negatively associated
with trust in supervisors, psychological meaningfulness,
and safety. Trust in supervisors was positively associ-
ated with psychological meaningfulness, availability,
and safety. In turn, psychological meaningfulness and
availability were positively associated with employee
engagement, whereas psychological safety was not sig-
nificantly associated with it.

Discussion

This study aimed to examine the association between
boss phubbing and employee engagement by analyz-
ing the mediating roles of trust in supervisors and psy-
chological conditions, including psychological safety,
meaningfulness, and availability. Given the prevalence
of smartphones in both professional and personal set-
tings, the present study provides a focused examina-
tion of this issue in a healthcare organization. This issue
has received limited attention in previous research. In
an era when mobile phone use is a global phenomenon,
achieving a balance between online and offline work life
is crucial [19].

In studies conducted in this connection, it has been
found that phubbing negatively affects employees and
damages their employee engagement, affecting trust in
supervisors (managers) through the psychological factor
of availability, which causes a decrease in trust in the su-
pervisor and employee engagement in relation to their
professional value or growth. Moreover, employees
who believe their supervisor uses a smartphone more
frequently during interpersonal interactions with them
have reported feeling more socially excluded from those
interactions. This outcome is consistent with the work
of Roberts et al. [31], who similarly reported a negative

relationship between boss misconduct (phubbing) and
employee engagement, mediated by supervisory trust.

The relationship between trust in a supervisor and psy-
chological factors was investigated. The findings indicate
that supervisor trust positively impacts psychological
safety, meaningfulness, and availability. Additionally, ex-
amining the correlation between psychological factors
and employee engagement found that meaningfulness
and availability positively affect engagement, whereas
psychological safety did not have a significant influ-
ence. Since the use of mobile phones in the workplace
has become common practice, supervisors must adjust
their roles. Moreover, in organizations, self-confidence
and adaptability to negative feelings should be culti-
vated under appropriate training programs [32]. In fact,
these trainings can strengthen the psychological factors
(safety, meaningfulness, and availability) that create bal-
anced conditions in the work process and trust in su-
pervisors in case a person is exposed to phubbing. On
the other hand, supervisors should be trained on when
and how to use their phones in the presence of employ-
ees and must be able to communicate effectively with
employees in the workplace [31]. Many experimental
factors influence boss phubbing in organizations; the
role of employees and their functional tasks has been
considered in this regard [18].

This outcome is consistent with the work of Roberts
and David [19], who similarly reported a negative re-
lationship between boss misconduct (phubbing) and
employee engagement, mediated by trust in the super-
visors. The negative impact of phubbing on employee
engagement observed in the present study is, therefore,
consistent with previous evidence showing that phub-
bing undermines engagement through reduced trust.
However, regarding psychological safety, boss phubbing
had no direct effect on this variable; consequently, psy-
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chological safety did not significantly affect employee
engagement. Both supervisors and employees have
emphasized face-to-face interactions as an effective
approach to influence psychological availability, which
boosts trust between the two parties and has other de-
sirable outcomes in employees’ work performance [19].

The mediating role of trust in the supervisor has been
confirmed in the relationship between boss phubbing
and psychological meaningfulness, safety, and availabil-
ity. Boss phubbing directly impacts psychological mean-
ingfulness and safety. Trust in the supervisor partially
mediated the relationship between boss phubbing and
these psychological factors. However, since boss phub-
bing does not directly affect psychological availability,
trust in the supervisor fully mediated the relationship be-
tween boss phubbing and psychological availability. It has
also been found that supervisors’ phubbing reduces sub-
ordinates’ identification with supervisors, both directly
and indirectly through psychological interactions [33].

The mediating role of psychological meaningfulness
and availability in the relationship between trust in su-
pervisors and employee engagement has been con-
firmed. Given the direct relationship between trust in
supervisors and employee engagement, the impact of
psychological meaningfulness as a mediating variable
is partial. Because psychological safety does not affect
employees’ engagement, it cannot serve as a mediator
in the relationship between trust in the supervisor and
employee engagement. In the studies conducted in this
connection, it has been found that phubbing negatively
affects employees and damages their employee engage-
ment, affecting trust in supervisors (managers) through
the psychological factors of availability, which causes a
decrease in trust in the supervisor and employee engage-
ment in relation to their professional value or growth
[19]. Moreover, employees who believe their supervisor
uses a smartphone more frequently during interpersonal
interactions with them have reported a greater sense of
social exclusion from those interactions [21].

Finally, it should be stated that in examining the effect
of boss phubbing on employee engagement by explain-
ing the role of trust in the supervisor based on psycho-
logical variables among the employees of Hamadan Uni-
versity of Medical Sciences, boss phubbing had a direct
effect on trust in the supervisor, as well as meaningful-
ness and safety. The negative impact of phubbing on em-
ployee engagement has also been reported. However,
regarding psychological safety, it has been determined
that boss phubbing has no direct effect on this variable
and, as a result, no effect on employee engagement.

Iranian Journal of Health Sciences

Other studies have reported that group leaders’ phub-
bing is associated with poor employee engagement and
has many negative effects on employees. In addition, it
increases the social distance between employees and
leaders and the feeling of alienation among employees,
ultimately reducing their work performance. In this re-
gard, conducting training courses to develop positive
leadership skills and effective employee interaction, as
well as training on strategies for managing negative be-
haviors, including phubbing, and promoting a culture of
respect and positive interaction in the workplace, can
be very constructive [34].

Conclusion

According to the findings of this study, boss phub-
bing can reduce trust in supervisors and negatively af-
fect employees’ psychological conditions, especially
meaningfulness and safety, which are important for
sustaining engagement. The results also show that psy-
chological availability is indirectly influenced by trust
in the supervisor, while psychological safety does not
have a significant direct effect on employee engage-
ment. Overall, boss phubbing undermines employee
engagement by weakening the trust and psychological
conditions that support professional value and work in-
volvement. In healthcare organizations, where effective
communication and close coordination are essential,
reducing phubbing can help protect employee trust,
improve workplace interactions, and support better
performance. Therefore, managers should limit mobile
phone use during formal meetings and face-to-face in-
teractions, and organizations should consider training
and digital etiquette policies to reduce the negative ef-
fects of phubbing.

Study limitations

This study has several limitations that should be con-
sidered when interpreting the findings. First, the re-
search used a cross-sectional design, which means the
results reflect associations at one point in time rather
than causal effects. As a result, it is not possible to de-
termine whether boss phubbing leads to lower trust
and engagement over time, or whether employees with
lower engagement are more sensitive to phubbing.

Second, all data were collected using self-report ques-
tionnaires. This raises the possibility of common meth-
od variance, recall bias, and social desirability bias, es-
pecially because employees may underreport negative
perceptions of their supervisors or overstate positive
work attitudes. Using the same data source for both
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predictors and outcomes may have strengthened some
of the observed associations.

Third, the study was conducted in a single healthcare
organization in Iran, which limits the generalizability of
the findings. Organizational culture, managerial com-
munication style, and norms around smartphone use
may differ across sectors, regions, and countries; there-
fore, the present results should not be assumed to ap-
ply universally.

Fourth, this study examined a limited set of variables,
focusing on boss phubbing, trust in supervisors, psycho-
logical conditions, and employee engagement. Other
relevant factors such as leadership style, workload, or-
ganizational climate, job stress, job satisfaction, digital
culture, and individual differences were not included,
although they may influence employee engagement
and shape the impact of phubbing.

Fifth, psychological conditions were measured using
a researcher-developed instrument that, although re-
viewed by experts and tested for reliability, is still less
established than standardized international scales. This
may affect comparability with other studies and may
also limit replication across different populations.

Sixth, the mediation analysis was based on regression
and the Sobel test rather than longitudinal or experi-
mental data. Therefore, the indirect effects should be
interpreted cautiously, because the assumed sequence
from phubbing to trust to psychological conditions to
engagement cannot be fully confirmed without tempo-
ral data.

Seventh, the sample consisted of employees and
managers from a single organizational setting, and the
proportion of missing responses for some demographic
variables suggests that item non-response occurred.
Although the final sample was adequate for analysis,
missing data may still introduce some bias if non-re-
sponse was not completely random.

Overall, these limitations suggest that the findings
are best viewed as evidence of meaningful associations
rather than definitive causal pathways. Future research
should use longitudinal or multi-wave designs, multi-
source data, and samples from different organizations
and cultural settings to test the model’s stability and
generalizability.
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