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Introduction: This study investigates the workplace implications of boss
phubbing (BP)—a managerial behavior in which supervisors prioritize
smartphone use over face-to-face interactions with employees. Drawing on
Expectancy Violation Theory (EVT), Social Exchange Theory (SET), and Leader—
Member Exchange (LMX), BP is conceptualized as a negative relational signal
that can undermine employees’ job attitudes.

Methods: A moderated mediation model was tested to examine whether
satisfaction with supervision (JDI) mediates the relationship between BP and
job satisfaction, and whether power distance moderates the direct and indirect
effects. Survey data were collected from 412 full-time employees and analyzed
using PROCESS Model 7 with bootstrapping.

Results and discussion: BP significantly reduced satisfaction with supervision
(JDI), which in turn fully mediated its effect on job satisfaction; the direct effect
of BP on job satisfaction was not significant. Power distance did not moderate
the direct path from BP to satisfaction with supervision (JDI) but did moderate
the indirect effect, which was stronger for employees low in power distance.
Together, these findings indicate that boss phubbing operates primarily through
relational exchange processes and that cultural value orientations shape the
extent to which inattentive leadership undermines employees’ job attitudes.
These results contribute to the growing literature on digital workplace behaviors
by clarifying how, and under what conditions, boss phubbing erodes employee
outcomes.

KEYWORDS

boss phubbing, job satisfaction, satisfaction with supervision (JDI), power distance,
leadership behavior, workplace relationships

1 Introduction

Smartphones have become an indispensable part of daily life, enabling seamless access to
information and facilitating global communication (Abeele et al., 2019). Their widespread
adoption has transformed both social and professional dynamics by fostering frequent
interactions and effortless information sharing (Rios Ariza et al., 2021). While regional
variations exist, global smartphone users reached 6.9 billion in 2023, with Turkey reporting
an adoption rate of 81.68% (MOBISAD, 2023). Yet, as digital connectivity increases, concerns
about its unintended consequences—particularly the erosion of face-to-face interactions—
have intensified (Aagaard, 2020; Abeele et al., 2019).
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One manifestation of this phenomenon is phubbing, a fusion of
“phone” and “snubbing;” which refers to prioritizing smartphones
over direct interpersonal communication (Sun and Samp, 2022).
Phubbing disrupts emotional exchange and social engagement,
prompting individuals to neglect those physically present, including
family, friends, and colleagues (Xie and Xie, 2020; Yurtseven and
Duman, 2021). Turkle (2011) highlights how growing reliance on
digital devices diminishes face-to-face connections, evoking
perceptions of disrespect, contempt, and dissatisfaction (Rios Ariza
etal., 2021).

Phubbing has been linked to internet addiction
(Chotpitayasunondh and Douglas, 2016; Karadag et al., 2015) and a
greater propensity among socially excluded individuals to disengage
from physical interactions (Roberts and David, 2017). Although its root
causes remain under investigation, its detrimental effects on individual
well-being and interpersonal relationships are well documented (Erzen
etal., 2019; Roberts and David, 2017; Wang et al., 2017). While prior
research has extensively examined its psychological and social
consequences (Sun and Samp, 2022; Xie and Xie, 2020; Al-Saggaf and
MacCulloch, 2019; Karadag et al., 2015; Wang et al., 2017; Liu et al.,
2021), its workplace implications remain comparatively underexplored
(Roberts and David, 2017, 2020; Yasin et al., 2023; Khan et al., 2022).

Given that approximately 82% of employees use smartphones
during work hours (Career Builder, 2016), understanding workplace
phubbing has become increasingly important. Studies highlight the
cognitive strain caused by excessive smartphone use in professional
settings (Chotpitayasunondh and Douglas, 2016) and its adverse
impact on employee well-being and performance (Derks and Bakker,
2014). In this context, researchers have conceptualized boss phubbing
(BP) as employees’ perception that their supervisors are distracted by
smartphones during interactions (Roberts and David, 2017). This
behavior undermines communication, trust, and engagement,
creating a disengaging work environment.

From the lens of Expectancy Violation Theory (EVT) (Burgoon,
1993; Burgoon and Le Poire, 1993), BP constitutes a violation of
workplace interaction norms, as employees expect their supervisors to
provide undivided attention. When these expectations are breached,
employees often interpret the behavior as disrespectful and disengaging
(Hogh et al., 2021). Such violations can erode supervisor-employee
rapport and diminish job satisfaction. Empirical evidence supports
this notion, showing that BP negatively affects job satisfaction,
employee engagement, and trust in leadership (Roberts and David,
2017, 2020), while also fostering feelings of social exclusion and lower
organizational self-esteem among employees (Yasin et al., 2023).

Despite growing interest in BP’s consequences (Roberts and
David, 2017; Yasin et al., 2023; Khan et al., 2022), gaps remain in
understanding its underlying mechanisms and boundary conditions.
This study addresses these gaps by examining:

How employees’ perceptions of BP influence satisfaction with
supervision (JDI), ultimately shaping job satisfaction.

How power distance—the extent to which power is unequally
distributed (Saputra et al., 2018)—moderates employees’ responses to BP.

Abbreviations: BP, Boss Phubbing; EVT, Expectancy Violation Theory; AVE, Average
Variance Extracted; CR, Composite Reliability; SET, Social Exchange Theory; LMX,

Leader Member Exchange.
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By addressing these research questions, this study contributes to
the emerging literature on boss phubbing in several ways. First, it
extends EVT to the domain of digital workplace behaviors by
conceptualizing boss phubbing as a negative expectancy violation
that shapes employees’ job attitudes. Second, by integrating EVT with
Social Exchange Theory and LMX, the study highlights satisfaction
with supervision (JDI) as a key relational mechanism through which
boss phubbing affects job satisfaction, thereby foregrounding the role
of supervisor-subordinate relationship quality in understanding the
consequences of digital distractions at work. Third, by examining
power distance as a cultural boundary condition, the study sheds
light on when and for whom boss phubbing is most damaging,
offering a more nuanced account of how cultural values shape
reactions  to inattentive

employees’ leadership  in

contemporary organizations.

2 Theoretical background and
hypothesis development

2.1 Boss phubbing: a workplace disruptor

Phubbing, defined as the act of ignoring someone in favor of a
smartphone, disrupts interpersonal interactions and erodes
relationship quality (Ugur and Koc, 2015). Initially examined in social
contexts such as partner phubbing (Roberts and David, 2016),
parental phubbing (Xie and Xie, 2020), and friend-related phubbing
(Sun and Samp, 2022), the phenomenon also extends into professional
environments (Yasin et al, 2023). Across contexts, phubbing
consistently undermines communication, reduces engagement, and
fosters dissatisfaction (Al-Saggaf and MacCulloch, 2019).

The rise of smartphone dependence has driven extensive research
on the antecedents and consequences of phubbing. Studies identify
internet addiction, fear of missing out (FOMO), and diminished self-
control as key predictors (Chotpitayasunondh and Douglas, 2018). A
constant state of being permanently online and connected (POPC)
also amplifies phubbing tendencies (Schneider and Hitzfeld, 2021).
Beyond interpersonal costs, phubbing is associated with depression
(Wang et al,, 2017), lower life satisfaction (Cikrikei et al., 2019),
reduced relationship quality (Sun and Samp, 2022), and psychological
distress (Shahbaz et al., 2020).

In organizational settings, boss phubbing (BP)—when supervisors
prioritize smartphone use over employee interactions—has emerged
as a significant workplace disruptor (Roberts and David, 2017, 20205
Khan et al., 2022; Hasan et al., 2024). Given that employees spend a
substantial portion of their time at work, the implications of BP are
profound, affecting job satisfaction, motivation, and performance
(Yasin et al., 2023). As smartphones become more embedded in
professional routines, their ubiquity introduces both efficiency gains
and unintended relational costs (Roberts and David, 2020).

BP is increasingly viewed as a counterproductive workplace
behavior, weakening employee-supervisor relationships by fostering
disengagement and dissatisfaction (Roberts and David, 2017). It is not
merely a social nuisance; it actively undermines workplace morale and
productivity (Yuda and Suyono, 2024). Studies consistently
demonstrate that BP diminishes work engagement and job
performance, with intrinsic motivation often serving as a mediating
mechanism (Yousaf et al., 2022). Employees exposed to BP report
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lower perceived supervisor support, weaker professional identification,
and reduced performance outcomes (Bracht et al., 2024).

Earlier studies established BP’s negative impact on workplace trust
and employee engagement (Roberts and David, 2017), while
subsequent research confirmed its detrimental effects on job
satisfaction and organizational commitment (Roberts and David,
2020). Recent evidence further links BP to workplace incivility,
presenteeism, and lower subordinate identification with supervisors
(Khan et al., 2023; Hasan et al., 2024). BP has also been associated with
declines in employees’ psychological capital and work-family
enrichment (Zhen and Wen, 2022; Yao and Nie, 2023).

Overall, the growing literature underscores BP’s far-reaching
consequences for employee attitudes, workplace cohesion, and
organizational effectiveness (Yuda and Suyono, 2024). Yet, despite
these insights, gaps remain in understanding the mechanisms and
boundary conditions underlying these effects. Addressing these gaps
is essential to developing evidence-based interventions that can
mitigate BP’s

disruptive influence and promote healthier

workplace dynamics.

2.2 Boss phubbing and satisfaction with
supervision (JDI)

Expectancy Violation Theory (EVT) posits that individuals
develop implicit behavioral expectations in social interactions,
particularly concerning nonverbal engagement (Burgoon et al., 1989).
When these expectations are violated—such as when a supervisor
diverts attention to a smartphone—the interaction is disrupted,
prompting the observer to reassess both the behavior and its
underlying intent (Burgoon and Hale, 1988). This evaluative process
involves two steps: first, interpreting the behavior’s significance, and
second, assessing its desirability in the given context. While positive
expectancy violations may enhance communication and trust,
negative violations—such as inattentiveness—undermine rapport and
engagement (Burgoon et al., 1989).

In professional settings, employees expect supervisors to provide
full engagement during communication (Burgoon et al., 1989). When
supervisors divert attention to smartphones, employees often perceive
the behavior as signaling a lack of value or respect toward them and
their contributions (Roberts and David, 2020; Anshari et al., 2016;
Yousaf et al., 2022). Such violations weaken relational trust and
diminish communication effectiveness, as supported by research on
nonverbal intimacy in workplace interactions (Brandt, 1979).
Conversely, when supervisors display attentiveness and warmth,
employees report higher satisfaction and stronger professional
relationships (Castafieda and Nahavandi, 1991). In contrast, the
absence of nonverbal intimacy increases the likelihood of negative
supervisor evaluations and reduced satisfaction (Teven, 2007).

Satisfaction with supervision (JDI) refers to employees’ affective
evaluation of their supervisor’s interpersonal behavior and treatment
(perceived respect, fairness, sup-portiveness, and communication
quality) during work interactions (Teven, 2007; Garcia-Cabrera et al.,
2023; Singh, 2024; Roy et al., 2025). Empirical studies demonstrate
that phubbing undermines interpersonal communication, weakens
relational bonds, and fosters dissatisfaction (Erzen et al., 2019; Roberts
and David, 2016, 2017; Wang et al., 2017; Rios Ariza et al., 2021;
Yurtseven and Duman, 2021). In supervisory contexts, phubbing
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erodes perceived communication quality, lowering satisfaction with
supervision (JDI) (Chotpitayasunondh and Douglas, 2018). These
findings align with broader evidence emphasizing that nonverbal
intimacy is crucial for cultivating positive supervisor-subordinate
relationships, and its absence diminishes perceived leadership
effectiveness (Teven, 2007). Thus, we hypothesize:

HI: Boss phubbing is negatively associated with satisfaction with
supervision (JDI).

2.3 Boss phubbing and job satisfaction

Job satisfaction is defined as an emotional response to the
alignment—or misalignment—between employees” expectations and
their actual work experiences (Locke, 1969). When workplace
conditions meet or exceed expectations, employees report higher
satisfaction; when expectations are unmet, dissatisfaction and
disengagement follow. Organizational psychology literature highlights
that job satisfaction is shaped by both specific job facets (e.g.,
supervisor interactions, compensation) and overall work experiences
(Brayfield and Rothe, 1951; Smith et al., 1969). Some scholars
conceptualize job satisfaction as a multidimensional construct
influenced by factors such as supervisor relationships, organizational
culture, leadership style, and the social work environment (Schwepker,
2001; Han and Jekel, 2011; Tepret and Tuna, 2015). Among these,
supervisor-subordinate communication is a critical determinant.
Nonverbal cues such as eye contact, facial expressions, and body
language play a central role in shaping employees’ perceptions of
leadership engagement (Mishra, 2013). Supervisors influence
employees’ workplace experiences by providing guidance, articulating
organizational objectives, and delivering performance feedback (Steele
and Plenty, 2014). However, when supervisors appear distracted—
frequently engaging with their smartphones during interactions—their
perceived attentiveness declines, eroding trust and job satisfaction.

The link between supervisor communication and job satisfaction
is well-established. High-quality leader-employee interactions foster
job satisfaction (Miles et al., 1996; Babalola, 2016; Stringer, 2006),
while dismissive or condescending communication elicits negative
responses (Czech and Forward, 2013). Similarly, trust in leadership
(Dirks and Ferrin, 2001), emotional support from supervisors (Pohl
and Galletta, 2017), and two-way communication (Van der Wal et al.,
2016) are all key drivers of job satisfaction.

Boss phubbing, by prioritizing smartphone use over employee
interaction, undermines trust, damages relational quality, and reduces
job satisfaction (Roberts and David, 2020). Employees subjected to BP
frequently feel undervalued, disengaged, and less committed to their
roles, ultimately harming both morale and organizational effectiveness.
Thus, we hypothesize:

H2: Boss phubbing is negatively associated with job satisfaction.

2.4 Satisfaction with supervision (JDI) and
job satisfaction

Supervisors and managers play a central role in shaping
employees’ job satisfaction, a topic extensively examined in
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organizational behavior (OB) research. Prior studies have highlighted
the impact of supervisory behavior (Adebayo and Ogunsina, 2011),
leadership style (Rowold et al., 2014), supervisor support (Alegre et
al., 2016), and supervisor-employee relationship quality (Stringer,
2006). Among these dimensions, satisfaction with supervision (JDI)
consistently emerges as a primary determinant of overall job
satisfaction (Platis et al., 2015). Supervisors influence the work
environment by facilitating communication, providing performance
feedback, and modeling workplace engagement, all of which
significantly shape employee attitudes (Griffin et al., 2001). When
supervisors demonstrate attentiveness and maintain open, supportive
communication, employees report higher levels of job satisfaction.

Extensive research supports a strong association between
satisfaction with supervision (JDI) and positive job-related attitudes,
including organizational commitment (DeConinck and Stilwell,
2004). Supervisory behaviors characterized by friendliness, empathy,
and approachability foster employee satisfaction (Locke, 1969; Griffin
et al, 2001). Employees interpret the quality of supervisory
communication and engagement as a reflection of managerial support,
which directly influences job satisfaction and commitment (Pohl and
Galletta, 2017). Conversely, negative supervisory behaviors—such as
disengagement, inattentiveness, or lack of support—undermine
satisfaction and reduce motivation. Leadership behaviors, managerial
discretion, and communication style collectively determine the
strength of the supervisor-subordinate relationship and its effect on
job satisfaction (van der Wal et al., 2016). Based on this evidence,
supervisors who exhibit supportiveness, accessibility, and authenticity
are expected to cultivate higher employee satisfaction. Thus,
we hypothesize:

H3: Satisfaction with supervision (JDI) is positively associated
with job satisfaction.

2.5 Mediator role of satisfaction with
supervision (JDI) in boss phubbing-job
satisfaction relationship

Job satisfaction is widely recognized as a multifaceted evaluation
shaped not only by structural features of the job but also by the quality
of relationships in the workplace (Belias and Koustelios, 2014;
Cakmak et al., 2015; Mihalcea, 2014; Riaz and Haider, 2010). In
particular, the way supervisors interact with employees—whether they
are perceived as attentive, respectful, and supportive—plays a central
role in shaping employees’ overall job attitudes.

Social Exchange Theory (SET) conceptualizes the employment
relationship as an ongoing series of resource exchanges in which
parties reciprocate favorable or unfavorable treatment over time (Blau,
1964; Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005). When employees experience
attention, respect, and support from their supervisors, they are more
likely to reciprocate with positive attitudes such as satisfaction and
commitment. Conversely, signals of neglect or disrespect reduce
employees’ willingness to reciprocate and can erode their evaluations
of both the relationship and the job.

Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) theory applies this relational
perspective to supervisor-subordinate dyads, emphasizing that
leaders develop differentiated relationships with followers that vary
in mutual trust, respect, and obligation (Graen and Uhl-Bien,
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1995). High-quality LMX, characterized by frequent, open
communication and perceived socioemotional support, is robustly
associated with higher job satisfaction and stronger organizational
commitment, whereas low-quality exchanges are linked to
dissatisfaction and withdrawal (Han and Jekel, 2011). From this
standpoint, employees’ satisfaction with supervision (JDI)
represents a central affective indicator of the perceived quality of
the exchange relationship.

Building on EVT, BP can be understood as a negative relational
signal within these exchange processes. When supervisors divert
their attention from employees to smartphones during interactions,
they not only violate expectations of attentiveness but also convey
low relational value—signaling that the employee and the interaction
are not worth undivided attention (Roberts and David, 2017, 2020;
Yao and Nie, 2023). In SET and LMX terms, such behavior is likely
to be interpreted as a lack of relational investment and a degradation
in the quality of the leader-member relationship. Over time,
repeated exposure to BP should therefore undermine employees’
satisfaction with supervision (JDI). Because satisfaction with
supervision (JDI) is a key conduit through which leader behaviors
shape global job attitudes (DeConinck and Stilwell, 2004; Stringer,
2006), reductions in satisfaction with supervision (JDI) are
expected, in turn, to translate into lower job satisfaction. Thus,
we hypothesize:

In organizational settings, employees expect their supervisors to
demonstrate attentiveness and interpersonal respect during face-to-
face interactions. Boss phubbing (BP)—where a supervisor diverts
attention to a mobile device during communication—is perceived as
a breach of this normative expectation. According to Expectancy
Violation Theory (EVT), deviations from anticipated communicative
behavior often lead to negative social evaluations (Bano et al., 2024).
When supervisors prioritize their smartphones over employee
interactions, this behavior is interpreted as a failure to uphold norms
of workplace courtesy. Consequently, employees may feel dismissed
or devalued, perceiving such conduct as disrespectful and unjust. The
perception of being ignored or taken lightly violates not only
communicative expectations but also undermines the employee’s
sense of being treated with fairness and dignity.

This perceived disrespect can also thwart the fulfillment of
employees’ core socio-relational needs, such as the desire for belonging
and connection. When a manager’s inattentiveness signals disregard,
employees may experience exclusion, weakening their perceived
inclusion within the workplace (Yasin, 2021). The inability to satisfy
this need for relatedness fosters emotional detachment, reducing
employees’ sense of value and diminishing their satisfaction with their
supervisor. Over time, deteriorating satisfaction with supervision
(JDI) can erode overall job satisfaction, given that managerial
relationships play a central role in shaping employees’ affective
evaluations of work. Any perception of interpersonal injustice or lack
of recognition within this relationship can negatively influence
broader work attitudes. Empirical research supports this view,
showing that disruptions in satisfaction with supervision (JDI)
adversely affect job satisfaction and, by extension, performance
outcomes (Roberts and David, 2017). Thus, BP sets off a chain
reaction—beginning with expectation violation and culminating in
diminished job satisfaction—by obstructing the psychological
mechanisms that support respectful, fair, and socially fulfilling
supervisory relationships.
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H4: Satisfaction with supervision (JDI) mediates the relationship
between boss phubbing and job satisfaction.

H5: The relationship between boss phubbing and satisfaction with
supervision (JDI) is moderated from power distance.

2.6 Moderated-mediation: the role of
power distance

Power distance also has critical implications for the indirect effect
of BP on job satisfaction through satisfaction with supervision (JDI).
Cultural norms shape employees’ expectations of leadership behavior,
which in turn influence their reactions to supervisory actions
(Burgoon et al., 1989). For example, Wang and Franti (2022) identified
five themes through which power distance shapes workplace
interactions: hierarchy, authority, communication openness,
promotion, and unequal treatment. These findings emphasize how
power distance affects the evaluation of managerial behaviors.

BP, characterized by a supervisor’s smartphone distraction during
employee interactions, violates expectations of attentiveness and
respect (Roberts and David, 2020). According to EVT, such violations
trigger negative judgments and emotional responses, weakening
supervisor-employee relationships (Burgoon et al., 1989). The severity
of these negative reactions, however, depends on cultural context.

In low power distance cultures, employees expect more engaged
and egalitarian interactions with supervisors. BP is more likely to be
perceived as a salient norm violation, producing stronger negative
emotional reactions and reducing satisfaction with supervision (JDI).
In contrast, high power distance cultures feature lower expectations
of direct engagement; as a result, BP may be interpreted as less severe,
and its negative consequences are likely to be mitigated.

Given that satisfaction with supervision (JDI) mediates the
relationship between BP and job satisfaction, we propose that power
distance moderates this indirect effect. Specifically, the negative
mediated pathway is expected to be stronger in low power distance
cultures, where employees value participatory leadership, and weaker
in high power distance cultures, where hierarchical norms reduce
expectations of personal attention. Thus, we hypothesize:

Heé: Power distance moderates the indirect relationship between
boss phubbing and job satisfaction, through satisfaction with
supervision (JDI), such that the indirect effect is stronger in low
distance cultures and weaker

power in high power

distance cultures.

The research model corresponding to the aforementioned
hypotheses is presented in Figure 1.

3 Materials and methods
3.1 Measures

To test the study’s hypotheses, multi-item scales derived from
established scholarly research were employed to measure the various

constructs under investigation. Data were collected through
questionnaire surveys using a convenience sampling approach.
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Power Distance

Satisfaction with
the supervision
Heé

Boss Phubbing Job Satisfaction

FIGURE 1
Research model.

Respondents rated each item on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from
“Strongly Disagree” (1) to “Strongly Agree” (5), indicating their level
of agreement.

BP was measured using the 9-item Boss Phubbing Scale developed
by Roberts and David (2017) and adapted to Turkish by Ozdemir
(2020). Example items from this scale are:“During a typical meeting
where my boss and I are both present, my boss pulls out and checks

» <«

his/her cell phone.,” “My boss places his or her cell phone where I can
see it when we are together”.

Boss phubbing (BP) was assessed with an item set capturing
attentional division during face-to-face interactions. Items cover both
mere visibility/availability (e.g., the phone is placed on the table) and
active engagement during interaction (e.g., checking/typing while we
talk). Consistent with EVT, our operationalization focuses on the
subordinate’s perception of divided attention rather than the
supervisor’s intention. To address the content-validity concern that
visibility may not imply interference, we re-estimated all models after
dropping the visibility-only item (BP2). Results were materially
unchanged; measurement quality (loadings, CR/AVE, fit) and the
pattern of structural paths remained the same.

Job satisfaction and satisfaction with supervision (JDI) were
assessed using the “Job Descriptive Index” developed by Smith et al.
(1969), consisting of 9 and 6 items, respectively. Job satisfaction items
include: “My work satisfies me.;” “I am not satisfied with my job in
general” satisfaction with supervision (JDI) items include: “My

»

supervisor is rude.,” “My supervisor is annoying.”

Consistent with this definition and to avoid construct-measure
mismatch, we operationalized satisfaction with supervision using the
JDI Supervision facet; its items index interpersonal treatment
(courtesy/respect), fairness, support and feedback, competence, and
accessibility rather than pure communication satisfaction (Smith et
al., 1969).

To measure power distance, a five-item scale adapted from
Brockner et al. (2001) was utilized. Sample items from this scale
include: “Communications with superiors should always be done

» «

using formally established procedures.,” “People are better off not

questioning the decisions of those inauthority”

3.2 Sampling
This study aims to investigate the intricate relationships between

boss phubbing, job satisfaction, and satisfaction with supervision
(JDI), while also considering the moderating effect of power distance.
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To empirically test the proposed hypotheses, a sample of 500
employees from various sectors in Kocaeli/Turkey was selected based
on accessibility. Initial contact was made via phone, where the purpose
of the study was clearly explained to all potential participants. Of the
500 individuals approached, 458 agreed to take part in the research.
Subsequently, 426 participants completed the survey. After a thorough
review of the collected data, incomplete responses were excluded,
resulting in a final sample of 412 valid responses for further analysis.

Table 1 provides an overview of the demographic characteristics
of the study participants. The age distribution reveals that the majority
of respondents belong to the younger demographic, with 57.3% aged
between 26 and 35 years. This is followed by those aged 36-45 years
(18.0%) and 25 years and under (17.5%). Older age groups are less
represented, with 6.1% aged 46-55 years and only 1.2% aged 55 years
and above. This distribution indicates that the sample is predominantly
composed of individuals in early to mid-career stages.

The gender distribution shows an imbalance, with 62.9% of
respondents identifying as male and 36.9% as female. This gender
disparity may influence the diversity of perspectives captured in the data,
highlighting the need to consider gendered implications in the analysis.

Educational attainment among participants is significantly high,
with 58.0% holding a bachelor’s degree and 20.9% having completed
postgraduate education, including master’s and doctoral degrees. A

TABLE 1 Demographics variables.

Variables Category Frequency Percent
25 and under 72 17.5%
26-35 236 57.3%
Age 36-45 74 18.0%
46-55 25 6.0%
55 and more 5 1.2%
Male 259 62.9%
Gender Female 152 36.9%
Unresponse 1 0.2%
Primary School 0 0%
High School 30 7.3%
Vocational
57 13.8%
School
Education
Bachelor’s
239 58.0%
Degree
Master’s/
86 20.9%
Doctorate
5 years and less 178 43.2%
6-10 years 106 25.7%
11-15 years 55 13.4%
Total tenure
16-20 years 38 9.2%
21 years and
35 8.5%
over
Married 204 49.5%
Marital status Single 198 48.1%
Divorced 10 2.4%
Total 412 100.0
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smaller proportion of respondents have vocational school
qualifications (13.8%) or a high school diploma (7.3%), while none
reported primary school as their highest level of education. This
suggests that the sample is highly educated, with a substantial
emphasis on higher education qualifications.

In terms of workforce tenure, the data indicates that 43.2% of
respondents have 5 years or less of work experience, signifying a
strong presence of early-career professionals. This group is followed
by those with 6-10 years of experience (25.7%), 11-15 years (13.3%),
16-20 years (9.2%), and 21 years or more (8.5%). This distribution
underscores the dominance of individuals with relatively limited
professional experience in the sample.

Marital status is almost evenly distributed, with 49.5% of
respondents married and 48.1% single. A smaller proportion (2.4%)
reported being divorced. This near parity reflects the diverse life stages
of participants included in the study. The survey included a total of
412 respondents, predominantly comprising young, highly educated,
and male participants.

3.3 Data analysis

A variety of statistical techniques were employed for data analysis,
utilizing SPSS and AMOS software. To assess the reliability and
validity of the research model, composite reliability (CR), Cronbach’s
alpha, and average variance extracted (AVE) were calculated.
Additionally, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to
evaluate model fit indices, including CMIN/DE, CFI, IF], TLI, and
RMSEA. Moderation and mediation effects were examined using the
PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013). Hypothesis testing and the
significance of indirect effects were analyzed through bootstrapping
procedures, as outlined by Shrout and Bolger (2002).

4 Results
4.1 Measurement tests

Confirmatory factor analysis was performed with IBM AMOS 22
to evaluate the proposed measurement model. The findings showed
that the model was satisfactory, and the values were within the
threshold values (Hair et al., 2010). The values of the model fit indices
(see Table 2) indicating a good fit to the data were as follows: CMIN/
DF=2996 p<0.001; TLI=0.890; IFI=0.906; CFI=0.905,
NFI = 865, TLI = 0.849 and RMSEA = 0.070.

The reliability and validity of the scales were measured by
examining Cronbach’s alpha, AVE, CR values, and factor loading
(Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2010). Table 3 shows that
Cronbach’s alpha, CR, and AVE values exceeded the threshold values.
The convergent validity of each construct was measured through
factor loading values. Table 2 shows that the factor loading of each
item exceeded 0.5, achieving convergent validity. Also, discriminant
validity was assessed in accordance with Fornell and Larcker (1981),
who suggested that the values of each inter-correlation measure
should be less than the square root of the AVE for each measure. As
shown in Table 3, the correlations between all constructs are less than
the square root of the AVE, confirming the discriminant validity of
the model.
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TABLE 2 Model fit.

V' df ¥/ RMSEA CFl  TLI NFl RFI
df

66491.306 = 164.000 | 2.996 0.70 0.905 | 0.890 = 0.865 | 0.849

Table 4 presents the correlations between the variables,
highlighting several significant relationships. Boss phubbing
demonstrates a negative correlation with both satisfaction with
supervision (JDI) (r=-0.459, p<0.01) and job satisfaction
(r=-0.201, p < 0.01), while showing a positive correlation with power
distance (r =0.135, p<0.05). Furthermore, satisfaction with
supervision (JDI) is positively correlated with job satisfaction
(r=0.380, p < 0.01) and negatively correlated with power distance
(r=-0.162, p<0.01). These correlation results align with the
anticipated directions of the relationships among the variables.

The Boss Phubbing Scale was intended to assess supervisors’
interaction-disrupting smartphone use during face-to-face exchanges.
Although most items capture explicit attention-diverting behaviors,
BP2 (My boss places his or her cell phone where I can see it when we
are together) represents a comparatively weaker form of the construct.
Placing a phone within view does not necessarily imply active
attentional division; it may simply reflect a supervisor’s desire to
remain reachable for potential notifications. As such, BP2 can be
viewed as capturing a boundary condition of phubbing behavior.

Given concerns that BP2 may not fully reflect attentional
disruption, we conducted a robustness check by rerunning all analyses
with BP2 removed. Reliability coeflicients, factor loadings, and the
substantive pattern of relationships among variables showed no
meaningful changes. Thus, the exclusion of BP2 did not alter the
overall interpretation of the findings.

4.2 Hypotheses test

The bootstrapping analysis was conducted using the PROCESS
macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2012). This method is particularly effective for
estimating direct, indirect, and moderated effects within a single
analytical framework. It facilitates simultaneous testing of the overall
model, incorporating both mediation and moderation, to assess the
conditional nature of indirect effects (Edwards and Lambert, 2007;
Preacher et al., 2007). Specifically, the technique developed by
Preacher et al. (2007) was employed to test the mediating effect of
satisfaction with supervision (JDI) on the relationship between boss
phubbing and job satisfaction.

Consistent with recent methodological guidance on the use of
control variables, we did not include additional demographic or
job-related control variables in the PROCESS models. Our theorizing
specifies a focal attitudinal process linking boss phubbing to job
satisfaction via satisfaction with supervision (JDI) and power distance,
and we found no strong theoretical basis to treat variables such as age,
gender, tenure, or education as core confounds of these relationships.
In line with recent methodological guidance, we therefore avoided ad
hoc “kitchen-sink” specifications and prioritized a parsimonious,
theory-driven model, as the mechanical inclusion of controls can
introduce bias, reduce statistical power, and obscure interpretation
(Becker et al., 2016; Bernerth and Aguinis, 2016; Spector and
Brannick, 2011). We report the results of this focal model and
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encourage future research to examine context-specific controls where
clear theoretical rationales can be articulated.

Table 5 summarizes the regression analyses evaluating the direct,
indirect, and mediated relationships among boss phubbing,
satisfaction with supervision (JDI), and job satisfaction. The results
demonstrate that boss phubbing is significantly and negatively
associated with satisfaction with supervision (JDI) (f = —0.4051,
SE = 0.0445, t = —9.0962, p < 0.001), thereby supporting H1.

Additionally, a significant negative direct relationship is observed
between boss phubbing and job satisfaction (f = —0.1320, SE = 0.0400,
t=—3.2993, p = 0.0011). However, when satisfaction with supervision
(JDI) is introduced as a mediator, the direct relationship between boss
phubbing and job satisfaction weakens and becomes non-significant
(f=—0.0320, SE =0.0422, t=-0.7170, p = 0.4738). This finding
indicates the mediating role of satisfaction with supervision (JDI) in
this relationship, thus confirming H4, while not supporting H2.

Furthermore, satisfaction with supervision (JDI) exhibits a
positive and significant association with job satisfaction, even when
controlling for boss phubbing (= 0.2512, SE = 0.0427, t = 5.8904,
p <0.001), providing strong evidence for H3.

The significance of the indirect effect of boss phubbing on job
satisfaction, mediated by satisfaction with supervision (JDI), is further
validated through bootstrap analysis. The indirect effect [f
indirect = —0.1018, SE = 0.0226, 95% CI (—0.1476, —0.0587)] does not
include zero, confirming the robustness of the mediation effect.
Collectively, these findings underscore the critical role of satisfaction
with supervision (JDI) as a mediating variable, fully mediating the
relationship between boss phubbing and job satisfaction.

Table 6 presents the findings from the regression analyses
assessing the moderating role of power distance in the relationship
between boss phubbing, satisfaction with supervision (JDI), and job
satisfaction. Additionally, the analysis examines the conditional
indirect effects of boss phubbing on job satisfaction through
satisfaction with supervision (JDI) at varying levels of power distance
(refer Figure 2).

The results indicate that boss phubbing is significantly and
negatively associated with satisfaction with supervision (JDI)
(f=—-0.386, SE=0.045, t =—8.542, p <0.001), supporting HI.
However, the direct relationship between boss phubbing and job
satisfaction is not statistically significant (# = —0.0302, SE = 0.0422,
t =—0.717, p = 0.473), providing no support for H2. In contrast,
satisfaction with supervision (JDI) is significantly and positively
associated with job satisfaction (3 = 0.2512, SE = 0.0427, t = 5.8904,
p <0.001), confirming H3.

The interaction term between boss phubbing and power
distance was not statistically significant (# = —0.047, SE = 0.050,
t=—0.935, p =0.350), indicating that power distance does not
significantly moderate the relationship between boss phubbing and
satisfaction with supervision (JDI). As a result, H5 is not supported.
However, a descriptive examination of the data (refer to Figure 3)
suggests that the negative relationship between boss phubbing and
satisfaction with supervision (JDI) may appear weaker for
individuals in high power distance contexts compared to those in
low power distance contexts.

The conditional indirect effects of boss phubbing on job
satisfaction through satisfaction with supervision (JDI) were
analyzed using the PROCESS Macro Model 7 with bootstrap
confidence intervals. The analysis was conducted at three levels of
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TABLE 3 Measurement of reliability and validity.
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Consructs Items Loading SE p Loading Cronbach's
(unstd.) (std.) Alpha
BP1 0.635
BP3 0.906 0.080 0.276 ok 0.653
BP4 1.019 0.088 0.629 ok 0.679
Boss phubbing BP5 1.263 0.093 0.564 ok 0.836 0.880 0513 0.878
BP6 0.948 0.081 0.777 ok 0.690
BPS 1.091 0.087 0.600 ok 0.753
BP9 0.998 0.080 0.487 ok 0.744
SS1 0.742
$82 1.237 0.118 0.529 ok 0.740
Satisfaction with the SS3 0.703 0.074 0.647 o 0.725
- 0.872 0.533 0.871
supervision SS4 0.642
SS5 0.810 0.085 0.663 ok 0.764
SS6 0.990 0.085 0.710 ok 0.760
JS1 0.863 0.079 0.929 ok 0.698
JS2 0.762
Job satisfaction 0.771 0.490 0.767
1S3 1.044 0.072 0.430 ok 0.572
JS6 0.925 0.065 0.131 ok 0.666
PDI1 0.834 0.067 0.464 ok 0.749
Power distance PD2 1.028 0.069 0.905 o 0.879 0.769 0.536 0.751
PD3 1.056 0.071 0.833 s 0.524

SE, Standard error; CR(t), Critical ratio; CR, Composite reliability; AVE, Avarage variance extracted. ***p < 0.001.

TABLE 4 Descriptive statistics, correlation matrix and discriminant
validity.

Mean SD 1 2 3 4
1. Boss phubbing 3.157 | 1.330  (0.716)
2. Satisfaction with
3.621 1.315  —0.459**  (0.730)
the supervision
3. Job satisfaction 4.447 | 1.092  —0.201** | 0.380** | (0.700)
4. Power distance 5.150 | 0.874 = 0.135% | —0.162%* = —0.063 | (0.732)

*p <0.05;°p < 0.01.

power distance: one standard deviation below the mean (low
power distance), the mean, and one standard deviation above the
mean (high power distance). At low power distance (—1 SD), the
indirect effect was significant [ = —0.0868, SE = 0.0223, 95% CI
(—0.1365, —0.0484)]. At the mean level of power distance, the
indirect effect remained significant [ = —0.0972, SE = 0.0218,
95% CI (—0.1442, —0.0581)]. At high power distance (+1 SD), the
indirect effect was also significant [ = —0.1073, SE = 0.0259, 95%
CI (=0.1617, —0.0600)].

The presence of significant conditional indirect effects despite
a non-significant interaction effect is statistically plausible and
reflects the dynamics of the model. Specifically, the interaction
effect evaluates whether the direct relationship between boss
phubbing and satisfaction with supervision (JDI) varies
significantly across levels of power distance. In contrast,
conditional indirect effects assess how the mediated relationship
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between boss phubbing and job satisfaction changes at specific
levels of power distance (refer to Figure 4). A non-significant
interaction effect indicates that moderation is not globally
impactful, but conditional indirect effects can still be meaningful
at specific levels of the moderator.

The PROCESS Macro uses bootstrap confidence intervals to
evaluate conditional indirect effects. These intervals may reveal
significant indirect effects at particular levels of power distance,
even if the overall interaction effect lacks significance. While the
interaction effect is not significant, the results suggest that power
distance influences the strength of the mediated relationship
(through satisfaction with supervision (JDI)) between boss
phubbing and job satisfaction. This indicates that power distance
may still play a meaningful, albeit nuanced, role in shaping the
indirect effects.

Overall, the findings indicate that satisfaction with supervision
(JDI) mediates the relationship between boss phubbing and job
satisfaction, and that this mediated effect is significant across all levels
of power distance. Although the interaction term was not statistically
significant, the conditional indirect effects were consistently
significant, providing partial support for H6. The pattern of
conditional indirect effects is aligned with our theorizing, in that the
indirect effect of BP on job satisfaction through satisfaction with
supervision (JDI) is somewhat stronger at lower levels of power
distance. However, the differences in effect size across levels of power
distance are modest, and the moderated mediation should therefore
be interpreted with caution.
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TABLE 5 Regression results for simple mediation.

10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1692595

TABLE 6 Regression results for conditional indirect effect.

Variable p SE t p Predictor p SE t p LCL UCL
Direct and total effects Outcome: job satisfaction
Job satisfaction Constant 3.5374 0.1627 21.743 0.000 3.217 3.857
regressed on boss | 0.1320%* 0.0400 —3.2993 0.0011 Boss phubbing  —0.0302 = 0.0422 | —0.717 | 0473  —0.1131 | 0.052
hubbin,
? ¢ Satisfaction
Satisfaction with with the 02512 | 0427 | 5.8904 | 0.0000 | 0.1674  0.3351
the supervision -
P 0.40517%% 0.0445 —9.0962 <0.001 supervision
regressed on boss
Power
phubbing 0.0445 0.0457 | 09739 | 03307 | —0.0453 | 0.1342
distance
Job satisfaction . X X .
Outcome: Satisfaction with the supervision
regressed on
satisfaction with Constant 3.628 0.059 | 61.115 | 0.000 | 3.511 3.744
0.2512%% 0.0427 5.8904 <0.001
the supervision, Boss phubbing = 0.386 0.045 —8.542 | 0.000 —0.475 —-0.297
controlling for Power
boss phubbing distance —0.151 | 0.068 | —2.202  0.028 @ —0286  —0.016
Job satisfaction Boss phubbing
regressed on boss * Power 0047 | 0050 | —0935 0350  —0.46 | 0.052
hubbing, :
P & ~0.0320 0.0422 0.7580 0.4738 distance
controlling for
satisfaction with Boot
- Power .
the supervision . indirect
distance

Bootstrap results for indirect effect

Value —0.1018 —0.0587

‘ 0.0226 ‘ —0.1476

N =412. Unstandardized regression results are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 5,000. LCL,
lower confidence limit; CI, confidence interval; UCL, upper confidence limit. **p < 0.01.

5 Discussion

This study investigates the effects of BP—a supervisor’s behavior
of ignoring or showing disinterest in employees by using a smartphone
or other electronic devices—on employees satisfaction with their
supervisor and job satisfaction, within the framework of power
distance. The findings provide empirical evidence that BP diminishes
both satisfaction with supervision (JDI) and job satisfaction, revealing
the mechanism through which this occurs. Specifically, BP indirectly
reduces job satisfaction via its negative impact on satisfaction with
supervision (JDI).

Contrary to our initial expectation, BP is not directly associated
with job satisfaction. This absence of a direct effect does not mean that
BP is inconsequential; employees evaluate their work context
holistically, and interactions with supervisors represent only one
component of that broader appraisal. Our findings instead suggest
that satisfaction with one’s supervisor serves as a key psychological
mechanism through which BP ultimately shapes job satisfaction. This
mechanism is consistent with evidence that the attitudinal
consequences of boss phubbing operate via relational-affective
pathways—such as work alienation—rather than through a direct
effect on global job attitudes (Yao and Nie, 2023). It is also congruent
with relational perspectives derived from Social Exchange Theory and
Leader-Member Exchange, which emphasize that leaders influence
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effect

Conditional indirect effect at NTL = M + 1SD

—1SD (—0.874) | —0.0868 0.0223 —0.1365 —0.0484
M (0.000) —0.0972 0.0218 —0.1442 —0.0581
+1SD (0.849) —0.1073 0.0259 —0.1617 —0.0600

N = 244. Unstandardized regression results are reported. Bootstrap sample size = 5.000.
arange of values represent an abbreviated version of the output provided by macro. *p < 0.05.

Power Distance
Satisfaction with
the supervision

-0,4051*

Boss Phubbing Job Satisfaction

FIGURE 2
Results.

job attitudes primarily through the quality of ongoing exchange
relationships and the extent to which followers perceive themselves as
valued and respected partners (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano and Mitchell,
2005; Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995). In short, BP undermines employees’
perceptions of the supervisor as an attentive, fair, and supportive
exchange partner, and this deterioration in satisfaction with
supervision (JDI) subsequently translates into lower job satisfaction,
reinforcing prior research linking satisfaction with supervision (JDI)
to positive job attitudes, including organizational commitment
(DeConinck and Stilwell, 2004). While this study did not directly
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FIGURE 3
Moderating role of power distance on the relationship between boss
phubbing and satisfaction with supervision (JDI).
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FIGURE 4
Satisfaction with supervision (JDI) predicted by boss-phubbing
moderated by power distance.

assess perceived respect or the frustration of social needs, the pattern
of results aligns with the interpretation that boss phubbing triggers an
expectancy violation, weakening employees’ perceptions of
interactional fairness and belonging, which in turn contributes to
reduced satisfaction with supervision (JDI) and overall job satisfaction.

Moreover, the study does not find empirical support for the
moderating role of power distance in the direct relationship
between BP and satisfaction with supervision (JDI). From the
perspective of EVT, this pattern suggests that the violation valence
of boss phubbing is strongly negative across different levels of power
distance. When a supervisor diverts attention from an employee to
a smartphone during an interaction, this act typically violates basic
expectations of attentiveness, respect, and interpersonal
consideration. Regardless of employees’ endorsement of hierarchical

relations, such behavior is likely interpreted as a devaluation of the
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focal interaction. At the same time, employees in high power
distance contexts may attribute high communicator reward valence
to their supervisors, viewing them as powerful gatekeepers of
valued outcomes and career opportunities. As a result, they may
suppress overt negative reactions and refrain from explicitly
downgrading their evaluations of the supervisor, even when they
experience BP as a negative event. These dynamics help explain why
BP consistently undermines satisfaction with supervision (JDI), yet
the strength of this direct effect does not systematically vary with
power distance.

A contextual explanation is also consistent with the demographic
profile of the sample, which predominantly comprised young and
highly educated employees. These employees are embedded in
workplaces shaped by globalized organizational practices and
pervasive digital communication. They are therefore likely to frame
BP primarily as unprofessional and inattentive managerial behavior,
rather than as a culturally sanctioned leadership style. In line with
emerging evidence that intercultural differences in basic expectations
of respectful treatment are diminishing among Millennials and Gen
Z employees, they may evaluate BP independently of traditional
cultural prescriptions regarding deference to authority figures.

However, the findings suggest that power distance modestly
qualifies the indirect relationship between BP and job satisfaction. The
negative indirect effect of BP on job satisfaction through satisfaction
with supervision (JDI) appears somewhat stronger in low power
distance contexts and weaker in high power distance contexts. This
pattern indicates that power distance operates more as a boundary
condition for how dissatisfaction with the supervisor spills over into
global job attitudes than for how BP is initially evaluated. Employees
low in power distance hold stronger expectations for symmetrical,
participatory relationships with their supervisors and expect their
perspectives to be taken seriously. When these expectations are
violated by BP, the negative violation valence is not offset by
communicator reward valence, and diminished satisfaction with
supervision (JDI) more readily translates into lower job satisfaction.
By contrast, employees high in power distance are more accustomed
to hierarchical distance and more likely to construe BP as part of the
leader’s prerogative. They may cognitively rationalize or emotionally
regulate their reactions, such that reduced satisfaction with
supervision (JDI) has a weaker downstream impact on overall job
satisfaction, even though BP still constitutes a negative relational event.

5.1 Theoretical contributions

This study makes several contributions to the literature on EVT,
boss phubbing, and job attitudes. First, it identifies a relational-
attitudinal mechanism linking boss phubbing to job satisfaction.
Whereas prior research has primarily focused on BP’s effects on
outcomes such as performance, psychological capital (Zhen and Wen,
2022), work meaningfulness (Khan et al., 2022), and trust in managers
(Roberts and David, 2017), our findings show that BP indirectly
undermines job satisfaction via satisfaction with supervision (JDI). In
line with EVT, boss phubbing is conceptualized as a violation of
employees’ expectations for attentiveness and respect, and our results
demonstrate that this violation is translated into lower job satisfaction
primarily through employees’ affective evaluations of their supervisor.
By highlighting a relational-affective pathway, the study extends EVT
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into the domain of digital workplace behaviors and clarifies how
seemingly mundane smartphone use by supervisors can erode global
job attitudes through supervisor-focused evaluations (Yao and Nie,
2023; DeConinck and Stilwell, 2004).

Second, by integrating EVT with Social Exchange Theory and
Leader-Member Exchange, the study refines theoretical assumptions
about the role of supervisor behavior in shaping job attitudes. Boss
phubbing is conceptualized not only as an expectancy violation but
also as a negative relational signal that communicates low relational
value and weak relational investment by the supervisor. From a SET
and LMX perspective, such signals imply that the leader is not a fully
engaged, fair, or supportive exchange partner (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano
and Mitchell, 2005; Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995). Our findings that BP
consistently diminishes satisfaction with supervision (JDI) are
consistent with this logic and suggest that the quality of ongoing
leader-member exchanges is a key conduit through which digital
interruptions are translated into job attitudes. At the same time, the
absence of a moderating effect of power distance on the direct link
between BP and satisfaction with supervision (JDI) indicates that
managerial attentiveness has become a broadly shared expectation in
contemporary organizations, rather than a preference confined to low
power distance contexts. This pattern challenges the assumption that
followers in high power distance environments are generally tolerant
of intrusive, inattentive, or self-focused leadership behaviors and
aligns with emerging cross-cultural evidence that certain core
leadership behaviors—such as engagement and responsiveness—are
valued across cultures (Rockstuhl et al., 2012; House et al., 2004).

Third, the study advances the literature by showing that power
distance can function as a boundary condition for the indirect, rather
than the direct, effect of boss phubbing on job satisfaction. The
moderated mediation results indicate that power distance shapes the
extent to which reduced satisfaction with supervision (JDI) spills over
into global job attitudes, with a somewhat stronger indirect effect at
lower levels of power distance. Although the differences in effect size
are modest, the pattern is consistent with our cultural contingency
arguments and highlights the value of examining cultural values as
moderators of attitudinal pathways, not only of direct leader-outcome
links. For employees high in power distance, hierarchical distance and
perceived leader prerogatives weaken the translation of dissatisfaction
with the supervisor into global job evaluations, even though BP is still
experienced as a negative relational event. In EVT and SET terms, the
combination of negative violation valence and high communicator
reward valence leads high power distance employees to regulate,
compartmentalize, or cognitively reframe their reactions, thereby
attenuating the spillover from supervisor-focused attitudes to job
satisfaction. These insights underscore the importance of treating
cultural values as boundary conditions for the relational and
attitudinal processes through which digital workplace behaviors such
as boss phubbing exert their influence (Erdogan et al., 2006; Farh et
al., 2007).

5.2 Practical implications

The evidence indicates that sustaining attentiveness in face-to-face
interactions is not a peripheral interpersonal nicety but a core
leadership competency with direct implications for employee
attitudes. Organizations should therefore institutionalize prevention
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and development around boss phubbing (BP) within routine human-
resource systems rather than treating it as an ad-hoc etiquette issue.
In selection, supervisors should be evaluated not only on technical
credentials but also on their discipline in managing attention under
interruption pressure; behaviorally anchored prompts that elicit
concrete decisions in phone-alert scenarios help surface this capacity.
In development, generic awareness sessions are unlikely to shift
behavior. Managers benefit more from practice-based interventions
that make the relational costs of inattentiveness salient—e.g.,
structured role-plays that require them to experience a conversation
from the employee’s vantage point and to rehearse attention-
management routines in both physical and digital contexts.

Performance systems should translate values into observable
criteria. Multi-source feedback can incorporate indicators of focused
engagement during one-to-one exchanges and provide psychologically
safe avenues for employees to report instances of inattentiveness as
learning inputs rather than disciplinary triggers. Policy also has a role:
clear expectations for mobile-phone use in high-stakes interactions
(performance discussions, coaching, and feedback meetings) support
perceptions of fairness and normalize digital etiquette as part of
culture. More broadly, the pattern of findings suggests that the
consequences of BP are relational rather than merely evaluative.
Interventions that strengthen leader-member relationship quality—
coaching, communication training, and shared norms of presence—
are therefore likely to outperform generic “device-restriction” rules,
because they target the interpersonal mechanisms through which BP
affects satisfaction with supervision (JDI).

5.3 Limitations and future research

Several limitations qualify the inferences that can be drawn from
this study and point to promising directions for future work. First, the
cross-sectional design constrains causal claims among BP, satisfaction
with supervision (JDI), and job satisfaction. Longitudinal designs,
experience-sampling studies, or field experiments would allow
stronger inferences about temporal ordering and change dynamics,
especially for downstream outcomes such as organizational
commitment and performance. Second, because focal variables were
self-reported, common method bias (CMB) was a potential concern.
Harman’s single-factor test indicated that the first factor accounted for
23.42% of total variance—well below the 50% benchmark—suggesting
CMB is unlikely to be severe; nonetheless, multi-source or time-
lagged designs (e.g., supervisor and peer ratings) would further
reinforce robustness.

Third, generalizability is bounded by context. The sample
comprised primarily young, educated employees in Tiirkiye; cultural
norms around hierarchy may shape how BP is appraised in workplace
interactions. Replications across national and organizational cultures
are needed to assess scope conditions. Fourth, the model did not
include work engagement. In higher power-distance settings, BP may
erode engagement rather than directly depressing satisfaction with
supervision (JDI); employees who maintain positive surface
evaluations of their supervisors may instead withdraw psychologically
from work. Incorporating engagement and other proximal
motivational states would clarify whether they constitute alternative
or complementary pathways to job satisfaction, commitment,
and performance.
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Fifth, the underlying socio-relational mechanisms merit direct
testing. Future research should examine whether perceived respect
and relatedness-need fulfillment mediate the effects of BP on
employee attitudes, thereby providing stronger process evidence.
Sixth, measurement breadth remains limited. Scale refinement
that differentiates visibility from active use during interaction,
attends to timing and context, and improves sensitivity to event-
level variance would expand methodological leverage. Finally,
while supervisors may at times use smartphones for instrumental,
work-related purposes, the present account—consistent with
EVT—centers on employees’ perceptions of inattentiveness in
face-to-face encounters. Future studies should explicitly measure
perceived justification or instrumentality and test whether such
appraisals attenuate reactions to BP. Beyond power distance,
examining additional cultural dimensions (e.g., individualism-
collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, and masculinity-femininity)
within cross-level models would further illuminate when and for
whom BP is most consequential.

6 Conclusion

This study contributes to organizational behavior research by
examining the impact of boss phubbing on job satisfaction through
satisfaction with supervision (JDI) and power distance. By extending
EVT, it underscores the critical role of managerial attentiveness in
shaping employee experiences and workplace outcomes. The findings
highlight that BP indirectly undermines job satisfaction through its
negative effect on satisfaction with supervision (JDI), and that cultural
factors, particularly power distance, moderate this indirect relationship.

Future research should continue to investigate cultural variations
in managerial behavior and the implications of digital distractions in
the workplace, offering deeper insights into how employees across
different cultural contexts respond to technology-driven disruptions
in leadership interactions.
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