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ABSTRACT

Marital relationship holds profound significance, serving as a cornerstone for emotional
support, and personal growth. Moreover, the commitment and satisfaction inherent in marriage
fosters a sense of security and belonging. Personality traits on the other hand play a crucial role
in the success and dynamics of a marriage shaping the interactions, communications, and
overall satisfaction. The present study aims at exploring the predicting factors that contributes
to phubbing behavior in married individuals. The study sample consisted of 100 married
individuals (25-45 years). Significant results of correlation and regression indicated that
relationship commitment, relationship satisfaction and personality traits (neuroticism and
conscientiousness) have a major role in predicting phubbing behavior of a married individual.
This study can provide an insight into relationship dynamics.
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arriage provides a stable and intimate bond where partners can find emotional

support, understanding, and companionship, fostering mental well-being. With the

development of communication technologies, smartphone have become
indispensable in our daily life. Mobile phones are omnipresent and consequently affect the
dynamics of intimate relationships. The reason for increased smartphone usage is that they
facilitate social interactions and allow people to communicate with others regardless of time
and place (Turkle, 2011). They can have positive effects as they allow partners to stay in
touch, and show interest when he or she is not around (Murray & Cambell, 2015; Pollmann,
Norman, & Crockett, 2021). On the other hand, when mobile phones are used in the presence
of one’s partner, it can distract from the ongoing conversation and be a source of annoyance
and conflict (Miller-Ott & Kelly, 2015; Dwyer et al., 2018 Przybylski & Weinstein, 2013).
Despite the benefits of smartphones for communication and social relationships, the use of
technology in social settings might also lead to an unprecedented negative phenomenon:
phubbing.

The term phubbing is a portmanteau of the words “phone” and “snubbing”, and describes the
act of snubbing someone in a social setting by paying attention to one’s phone instead of
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talking to the person directly in one’s company (Haigh, 2012). When this behavior occurs
within a marriage, it can have several significant effects like, feeling of neglect, diminished
emotional connection, conflict and resentment, and also negative impact on overall mental
health.

Relationship Commitment and Phubbing

Relationship Commitment represents a long-term orientation to the relationship, including
feelings of attachment to a partner and desire to maintain the relationship (Arriaga & Agnew,
2001; Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). Factors such as current satisfaction, feelings of moral or
personal obligation, and environmental opportunities and constraints all play a role in
commitment process (Meyer & Allen, 1991). Low relationship commitment was a key
predictor of relationship stability, with lower commitment associated with higher rates of
breakup and divorces (Stanley et al., 2008). Lower levels of commitment in the relationships,
individuals with insecure attachment styles, characterized by fear of intimacy or abandonment
(Hadden et al., 2007) and have less positive mental representation of their partners and
relationships (Slotter et al., 2007).

Relationship Satisfaction and Phubbing

Relationship and/or marital satisfaction may be best understood as, “the degree to which
spouses perceive that their partners meet their needs and desires” (Peleg,2008). Negative
communication patterns such as, criticism, defensiveness, contempt, and stonewalling are
strong indicators of low relationship satisfaction (Gottman & Levenson, 1992). Individuals
who are not satisfied with their relationship may feel less fulfilled and connected to their
partners, increasing the need or inclination to engage in phubbing behavior. They are more
likely to seek distractions or escape from their relationship through excessive phone use (Wei
etal., 2019).

Personality traits and Phubbing

Personality represents behavior and attitudes in the face of events that are consistent and
ossified overtime (Eisenbergh, Vaughan, & Hofer, 2009). The five- factor personality model
limits a person’s personality to the traits of Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, and Neuroticism (McCrae & Costa, 1997). Outgoing and sociable nature
may predispose them to frequent interactions with digital devices, even in social settings
where face-to-face communication is expected or desired (Roberts & David, 2016).

When one partner consistently engages in phubbing behavior, it can lead to feelings of neglect,
frustration, and even resentment on the other partner. This constant distraction can prevent
meaningful communication and bonding moments between partners, weakening their
emotional connection and intimacy in the relationship (Abeele et. al, 2019). Overtime, the
cumulative effect of phubbing can ultimately reduce overall relationship satisfaction (Utami,
Anam, & Noorrizki, 2021). Phubbing is negatively associated with commitment along with
satisfaction in the relaionships (Sun & Yoon, 2023). For fostering and strengthening of the
marital relationships, knowing the cause of phubbing behavior is very necessary.

Present study

In the present study, we investigated the predictors of phubbing behavior in married
individuals. The consequences and impact of the phubbing behavior have been studied in the
past. However, the predictors or causes of the behavior is less explored area. Given the
relationship established in the literature,
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We developed three hypotheses:
e HI1: There is an impact of relationship commitment on phubbing behavior.
e H2: There is an impact of relationship satisfaction on phubbing behavior.
e Ha3: There is an impact of personality traits on phubbing behavior.

METHOD

Procedure

The research was conducted in 2 phases. In the first phase, on the basis of criteria of inclusion
and exclusion the sample was selected for the study. After obtaining an informed consent from
the participants the measures of the study were administered on them. In the second phase,
data trends were studied and results analyzed. Thereafter, the results were compiled and
studied for further implication.

Sample
Hundred married individuals (Male = 50, Female = 50), aged 25 to 45, participated in the
study.

Measures

e Demographics participants indicated their name, age, sex and years of marriage.

e Phubbing: Generic Scale of Phubbing (GSP) developed by Chotpitayasunondh and
Douglas in 2018 to assess phubbing behavior. It is a 4 factor 15 item scale. Participants
respond to items on a seven-point scale, with a label associated with each point Likert
scale (1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Occasionally, 4 = Sometimes, 5 = Frequently, 6 =
Usually, 7 = Always). The four factors are as follows: (a) Nomophobia (b)
interpersonal conflict (c) self-isolation and (d) problem acknowledgement.

e Personality Traits: The Brief Version of the Big Five Personality Inventory (BFI-10)
is adapted from Rammstedt , B. & John, O.P. (2007), It is a 10 item scale designed to
assess the personality correlates of an individual. It is a 5 point Likert scale ranging
from 1 = Disagree strongly to 5 = Agree strongly. Some items are reverse scored. The
scale measures 5 broad dimensions of personality, Openness, conscientiousness,
extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism.

e Relationship Satisfaction: Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS) developed by
Hendrich in 1988. It is a 7 item scale designed to measure general relationship
satisfaction. It is a 5 point Likert scale ranging from 1 = low satisfaction to 5 = high
satisfaction. Two items from the list are reverse scored. RAS was used by Ippolito in
2020 to examine the relation between phubbing, being phubbed and relationship
satisfaction.

e Relationship Commitment: Relationship Commitment Scale (RCS) developed by
Schumm et al. in 1986. It is a 5 point Likert scale ranging from 1 = Strong Disagree
to 5 = Strong Disagree. The scale constitutes 4 items to measure the commitment in
the relationship.

RESULTS

Correlational Analyses

To explore the associations between the variables of interest we conducted correlational
analyses. Phubbing behavior was associated with relationship commitment (r= -.537, p<.001),
and relationship satisfaction (r= -.711, p<.001). within the personality traits phubbing
behavior was associated with Extraversion (r= .261, p<.001), Conscientiousness (r= .391,
p<.001), and Neuroticism (r=.060, p<.001). See Table 1 for detail.
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Table 1 Correlation among the variables of interest

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phubbing Behavior
Relationship e
Commitment -537
Rel_atlon_shlp “711* 539"
satisfaction
Extraversion .261™ -.274™ -.089
Agreeableness -.026 .083 -.062 -.077
Conscientiousness 391 -.268™  -.335™ 184 .034
Neuroticism .601™ -4427  -.466™ 150 -.097 .049
Openness .060 -.086 -.054 .020 -.203" -.020 -.023

Relationship Commitment as a predictor of phubbing behavior

To determine if relationship commitment predicted phubbing behavior, we conducted
multiple regression. A significant regression equation was found F=39.679, p<.001, with an
R2 of .537 and adjusted R2 of .288. See Table 2 for detail.

Relationship Satisfaction as a predictor of phubbing behavior

Relationship satisfaction predicted phubbing behavior significantly with F=100.08, p<.001.
As per the regression equation R2 is .505 which means 50.5% of the variance in phubbing
behavior is accounted for by the relationship satisfaction in married individuals. See Table 3
for detail.

Personality Traits as a predictor of phubbing behavior

Conscientiousness and Neuroticism significantly predicts phubbing behavior. As per the
regression equation for conscientiousness, F=17.706, p<.001, with an R2 of .153 and adjusted
R2 of .144. The values indicate that 15.3% of the variance in phubbing behavior is accounted
for by Conscientiousnes (Personality trait). See Table 4 for detail. For Neuroticism, F=55.441,
p<.001, with R2 of .361 and adjusted R2 of .355. 36.1% of the variance in phubbing behavior
is accounted for by Neuroticism (Personality trait). See Table 5 for detail.

DISCUSSION

The present study aims at exploring the factors that predicts phubbing behavior in married
individuals. On the basis of review of literature around phubbing behavior in married
individuals, factors that are taken into consideration in the present study are relationship
satisfaction, relationship commitment, and personality traits. The subjects of the study are
young adults who are married for minimum 3 years. Following is the detailed interpretation
of the variables through correlation analysis to reveal the associations between these variables.
Subsequently, regression analysis was conducted to assess whether relationship commitment,
relationship satisfaction and personality traits predict phubbing behavior in married
individuals.

Table 2 Linear Regression with Phubbing behavior as the Criterion Variable

Model Unstquardized Stand_al_rdized t Sig
coefficients Coefficients '
B Std. error B

(Constant) 116.259 10.79 10.774 <.001

RC -4.195 .666 -.537 -6.299 <.001

RC: Relationship Commitment,
Dependent variable: Phubbing behavior
(NOTE: Fit for Model R2 = .537, Adjusted R2 = .288, F =39.679, p<.001)
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According to H2, relationship commitment has an impact on phubbing behavior. As per the
results relationship commitment significantly predicts phubbing behavior in married
individuals. The coefficient of determination (R2) is 0.288, which means that approximately
28.8% of the variance in the dependent variable (phubbing) can be explained by the predictor
variable (relationship commitment). The t-value of relationship commitment is -6.299, which
is highly significant (p<.001). This indicates that the relation between relationship
commitment and phubbing behavior is statistically significant. There are no empirical
evidences from past researches to support the relationship. The possible explanation of the
impact of relationship commitment on phubbing behavior can be, low commitment to their
relationship may be less invested in maintaining meaningful interactions with their partners.
Consequently, they may be more prone to turning to their phones as a distraction. Low
commitment is associated with communication issues and lack of emotional connection,
allowing individuals to retreat into their digital devices rather than engaging in meaningful
communication with their partners. Lower levels of relationship commitment are often
associated with lesser investment in the relationship and a lesser desire to prioritize the
partner’s needs and feelings. Individuals who are less committed to their relationship may be
less motivated to engage in attentive and present communication with their partner, thereby
increasing the likelihood of engaging in phubbing behavior. If they value their partner and
relationships, they will pay more attention to their partner by actively engaging in interactions
with frequent non-verbal behaviors (Sun & Yoon, 2023). Viewing relationship between
relationship commitment and phubbing is necessary as there is absence of sufficient empirical
evidences around these variables.

Table 3 Linear Regression with Phubbing Behavior as the Criterion Variable

Unstandardized Standardized

Model coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. error B

(Constant) 171.884 12.342 13.927 <.001

RS -5.225 522 -711 -10.004 <.001

RS: Relationship Satisfaction
Dependent variable: Phubbing behavior
(NOTE: Fit for Model R2 = .505, Adjusted R2 = .500, F =100.080, p<.001)

According to H2, relationship satisfaction has an impact on phubbing behavior. Results
indicates that relationship satisfaction significantly predicts phubbing behavior in married
individuals with p<.001. R2 value is .505, indicating that approximately 50.5% of the variance
in phubbing behavior is accounted for by the predictor variable that is relationship satisfaction.
The t-value is -10.004, shows high significance in prediction of phubbing through relationship
satisfaction (p<.001). Overall, regression analysis provides evidence that relationship
satisfaction is a significant predictor of phubbing behavior, higher levels of relationship
satisfaction associated with lower levels of phubbing behavior. Individuals experiencing low
relationship satisfaction may use phubbing behavior as a form of compensation for unmet
needs within the relationship (Wei et al., 2019; Przybylski & Weinstein, 2013). Results
support the previous study which concluded that individuals who reported higher levels of
phubbing behavior also reported lower levels of relationship satisfaction (McDaniel & Coyne,
2015). Negative communication patterns such as, criticism, defensiveness, contempt, and
stonewalling are strong indicators of low relationship satisfaction (Gottman & Levenson,
1992). One possible explanation of the results is that individuals who are not satisfied with
their relationship may feel less fulfilled and connected to their partners, increasing the need
or inclination to engage in phubbing behavior. They are more likely to seek distractions or
escape from their relationship through excessive phone use (Wei et al., 2019).
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Table 4 Linear Regression with Phubbing Behavior as the Criterion Variable

Unstandardized Standardized

Model coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
B Std.error B

(Constant) -13.765 15.807 -.871 .386

Conscientiousness 8.019 1.906 391 4.208 <.001

Dependent variable: Phubbing behavior
(NOTE: Fit for Model R2 = .153, Adjusted R2 =.144, F = 17.706, p <.001)

The coefficient for the predictor variable “Conscientiousness” is 6.982, with a beta value of
0.341. This indicates a moderate positive relationship between conscientiousness and
phubbing behavior. The t-value (4.615) is highly significant (p<.001). Conscientiousness is
characterized by traits such as organization, self-discipline, and responsibility. Individuals
high in conscientiousness are typically diligent and goal-oriented, striving for efficiency and
task completion. However, in the context of phubbing behavior, conscientiousness individuals
may experience a conflict between their desire for productivity and their susceptibility to
technological distractions. They may engage in phubbing behavior as a means of briefly
escaping from the pressures of their responsibilities or seeking external stimuli. The positive
relation between conscientiousness and phubbing behavior suggests that conscientious
individuals may experience a tension between their desire for productivity and their
susceptibility to technological interruptions. Despite their best intentions to stay focused and
attentive, conscientious individual may be drawn to their smartphones and other electronic
devices as they seek to manage multiple tasks, stay informed, or maintain a sense of
productivity throughout the day (Andreassen et al.,2010). Another possible explanation may
be that high conscientiousness lead to rigidity and inflexibility in thinking and behavior (Judge
& Llies, 2002). Moreover, the results suggest that highly conscientious individuals may
struggle to resist the urge to check their phones or engage in digital distractions, even in
situations where it may be inappropriate or detrimental to interpersonal interactions.

Table 5 Linear Regression with Phubbing Behavior as the Criterion Variable

Unstandardized Standardized

Model coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. error B

(Constant) -8.029 8.485 -.946 .346

Neuroticism 9.460 1.270 .601 7.446 <.001

Dependent variable: Phubbing behavior
(NOTE: Fit for Model R2 = .361, Adjusted R2 = .355, F = 55.441, p <.001)

The coefficient for the predictor variable (Neuroticism) is 8.937, with a beta value of 0.568.
This indicates a strong positive relationship between neuroticism and phubbing behavior. The
t-value (7.712) is highly significant (p<.001). Neuroticism is characterized by tendencies
towards negative emotions, such as anxiety, worry, and mood instability. Individuals high in
neuroticism often experience heightened stress and emotional reactivity in response to daily
challenges. In the context of phubbing behavior, neurotic individuals may turn to their
smartphones as a coping mechanism or means of distraction from their inner turmoil or
relationship conflict (Park et al., 2013). Additionally, the heightened emotional arousal and
sensitivity associated with neuroticism may exacerbate the frequency and intensity of
phubbing behavior, as individuals struggle to regulate their impulses and manage their
emotional states effectively (Montag et al., 2014).
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The strong positive correlation between neuroticism and phubbing behavior suggests that
neurotic individuals may turn to digital devices as a source of solace or escape when
confronted with emotional distress or relationship dissatisfaction. Moreover, neurotic
individuals may also exhibit heightened sensitivity to perceived social cues of threats in their
environment, making them susceptible to Fear of Missing Out (FOMO). Individuals high in
neuroticism were more likely to use their smartphones to cope with stress and negative
emotions (Elhai et al., 2017). This perceptual state of vigilance and hyper arousal may
exacerbate phubbing behavior within marital relationships, as neurotic individuals struggle to
regulate their impulses and maintain present-focused engagement with their spouses.

The regression analysis suggest that Conscientiousness and Neuroticism have the strongest
associations with phubbing behavior among the Big Five personality traits, while
Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Openness have minimal or negligible effects.

Limitations

The present study only focusses on the perspective of an individual within the couple, because
of the unavailability of both the partners at same time. There could have been several other
possible factors which might have contributed to the phubbing behavior.

Future Research

The present study focused on exploring the predicting factors of phubbing behavior in married
individuals, therefore future researches can cater on investigating the consequences or impact
of phubbing behavior. Further researches can be conducted exploring phubbing as a mediator
or navigating factor in marital relationships. Strategies can be designed so as to alleviate
phubbing and foster well-being in relationships. Researches should be done in technology
advanced societies to analyze whether the causes and impact of phubbing behavior are same
as compared to the less technologically advanced societies. Future researches should focus on
efforts to mitigate phubbing and promote mindful, attentive communication within marriages
that are crucial for preserving and enhancing relationship satisfaction, commitment and
overall relationship well-being.

CONCLUSION

Relationship commitment, relationship satisfaction and personality traits predicts phubbing
behavior in married individuals. The study has been instrumental in highlighting the causes
of phubbing behavior in married individuals. The most significant contribution of this study
has been to identify the predicting factors of phubbing behavior and later draw interventions
to enhance positive marital relationships.
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