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        Abstract



        
          

          Aim


          This research investigated the impact of being phubbed on positive communication dynamics within family relationships, specifically between parents and adolescents and between parents dyadically.

        


        
          

          Background


          The experience of being phubbed is becoming an increasing phenomenon as the use of gadgets during face-to-face communication takes place. Most research focuses on how children experience being phubbed by their parents. For this reason, this study answers the gap related to how parents experience being phubbed in communication with their children. This research also examines the experience of being phubbed between fathers and mothers in the same family and its impact on their positive family communication.

        


        
          

          Methods


          Data were analyzed using the Actor Partner Interdependence Model (APIM), a statistical model for dyadic data in which two individuals affect one another, such as those between parent-adolescent child dyads and husband-wife dyads. The total participants consist of 306 participants from 102 Indonesian families, including 102 father-adolescents, 102 mother-adolescents, and 102 father-mother dyadic pairs. The APIM_MM web-based application was used to test how an individual’s predictor influences their outcome and how an individual’s predictor influences their partner’s outcome (the partner's effect).

        


        
          

          Results


          The study found that being phubbed (whether experienced by oneself or one's partner) has no statistically significant effect on positive family communication qualities. This held true for the three pairs studied: father and adolescent, mother and adolescent, and father and mother. There were no significant actor or partner effects regarding being phubbed, although positive communication in the dyads indicated some dependency. All members of each dyad had comparable patterns of positive communication, suggesting that some positive interactions occur in return within familial relationships.

        


        
          

          Conclusion


          This study explored the impact of being phubbed on positive communication within Indonesian family dyads using the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM). Results revealed no significant actor or partner effects of being phubbed on positive communication in father-adolescent, mother-adolescent, or father-mother relationships.
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      1. INTRODUCTION


      The family forms the structure of society that most people consider stable, which has a particular place in people's lives as a whole [1]. It is important to note that positive interaction between parents and their adolescent children is necessary to build relationships and help the adolescents' social and psychological growth. Positive parent-child communication is founded on a loving, nurturing relationship, especially on sensitive issues such as sexual and reproductive health [2]. This is more pronounced when there is mother-adolescent interaction, as studies show that adolescents are more willing to talk to their mothers than fathers [3], even when both parents are at home [2]. Discussing emotional and relationship topics – which mothers routinely do because it is often their nurturing role – greatly impacts adolescent wellbeing and decision-making processes [4, 5]. In that context, the function of fathers in communication with adolescents is important, too, although scholars somewhat neglect this fact.


      Positive communication between fathers and their adolescent children has been illustrated as one of the factors that enhance protection against certain risk behaviours, including substance use and sexual risk-taking [6, 7]. For example, African American fathers who talk to their adolescent children about health promotion activities help model healthy behaviours among children [7]. Moreover, it has been noted that fathers engage their adolescent children in conversations about social issues, which may enhance coping and emotion regulation abilities [8]. This view shows fathers' significance in acquiring children’s views and behaviours, even when society may coercively lead them to engage in risky behaviours [7].


      Communication between mothers and adolescents should also be highlighted as a subject of considerable importance. Mothers typically spend more time with their adolescent children and have more emotional interactions with them [9]. This type of imbalance has a positive impact on adolescents' psychological state. Findings suggest that mothers are attentive and caring, and through their communication, adolescents’ internalizing problems, such as anxiety and depression, are lessened [10, 11].


      On the other hand, it has also been reported that women’s inclusion in household chores and conversations boosts adolescents' self-concept and even lowers the stress level, which is usually experienced by the younger generation. A Malaysian study that incorporated questionnaires found a positive link between parents' communication with adolescents and adolescents’ self-esteem in the family context, which means that stronger families are associated with stronger self-esteem [12].


      Mother and father communication barriers have been shown to include gender and sexuality and also include the cultural background of the communicators [10]. For example, research indicates that mothers usually exert more effort in nurturing their daughters, yet fathers still have an essential position in their sons’ socialization and emotional control [5]. For instance, the fact that boys and girls grew up understanding some aspect of communication could create a lasting impression on how they approach communication on sensitive topics such as SRH and mental health [11, 13]. On top of that, regarding psychosocial aspects, more open, warmer, and supportive relationships have been associated with higher levels of adolescent life satisfaction, which places the burden of effective communication of positive messages on both parents [5, 14]


      In addition to communication between parents and adolescents, positive communication between husband and wife is also essential. Communication between spouses is known to be very crucial in promoting marital satisfaction as well as general satisfaction in a relationship [15]. Positive communication promotes individual gratification as well as the greater well-being of the marriage. Openness, understanding, and empathy are critical, as the partners can trust and support each other in their endeavours to handle possible challenges [16, 17]. Positive communication between a husband and wife is one of the most critical determinants of marriage satisfaction and the general satisfaction of relationships [18].


      The actor-partner interdependence model analysis is used to buttress the communicative barriers one partner carries and perceives, which can shape the other partner's marital communication [19]. This dependence also speaks to the issues of understanding in the interaction. If a partner is engaged in positive communication, the overall relationship quality will likely improve for both partners [20, 21].


      Many families have practically adopted technological advancements in their daily lives. However, this advancement has affected the relationships between married couples, so one cannot say that it has been an absolute blessing. The family's communication quality is undermined when each family member is lulled into problematic smartphone use. The use of modern technology interrupts family interactions. Such interruptions range from a lack of verbal communication during an interaction to a lack of emotional bond and, consequently, a loss of satisfaction in the relationship [22].


      Smartphone addiction has a detrimental impact on the relationship between parents and children and on the overall family relationship. Studies showed that increased dependence on mobile screen devices can be associated with decreased levels of communication between parents and children and even their socio-cognitive development. More specifically, children aged four to five years whose parents had used mobile touchscreen devices (MTSD) more than two hours a week showed lower parental interaction and low parental involvement (physical) [23].


      Phubbing–snubbing someone in a social situation by looking at your phone instead of paying attention to them–has been researched as a common parental behaviour that may affect children. However, the reverse effects (i.e., how children phubbing parents) have not been sufficiently studied. One way to think about family communication dynamics is through the lens of the Actor Partner Interdependence Model (APIM). This model proposes that phubbing by any family member disrupts the quality of their interactions with the overall family, thus warranting dyadic analysis for better comprehension of these associations.


      Most children still experience phubbing at home despite spending more time in school, which negatively influences their social-emotional adjustment [15]. Studies indicated that parental phubbing increases depression among children and adolescents, meaning that the use of mobile phones detracts children from healthy family relations and socialization. The parental use of mobile devices can disrupt aggressive familial interaction, which is equally crucial in preventing emotional growth [24].


      Parental phubbing harms relationship satisfaction while it increases child neglect [25]. To be specific, quite some studies report a positive relationship between cyberbullying and mother phubbing among adolescents through the mediation of perceived mother acceptance, indicating that communication with parents is necessary. The research findings show that a mother's phone may cause her adolescents to feel neglected [26].


      Parents scornfully ignoring their adolescent children has been shown to lower adolescents’ willingness to communicate, negatively affecting their social connections and mental well-being. Parental phubbing, especially among fathers, harms the relationship between a father and his adolescent children, thus affecting adolescent self-regulation and psychological health [27]. The finding concludes that frequent paternal phubbing may lead to emotional disconnection, thereby reducing the chances of parents opening up to their adolescent children [28].


      Positive family interactions help alleviate disputes and are important in children's socialization [29]. The children and parents who practice such open communication are more emotionally intelligent and socially competent [30]. Parents can provide values that include empathy, appreciation, and cooperativeness by developing a positive atmosphere where children can comfortably communicate [29]. It includes but is not limited to speaking, embracing reciprocal exchanges to foster understanding and emotional backing, and training all the involved members of the family in relevant techniques for managing disputes [31].


      Phubbing creates a reciprocal dynamic for both the phubber and the victim. In parent-child communication, adolescents frequently replicate their parents' phubbing behavior. Parental phubbing may influence adolescents' phubbing of their parents. Adolescents may emulate their parents when online via social media, given their parents' extensive phone usage during family gatherings.


      Individuals who feel phubbed by significant others are more prone to indulge in phubbing themselves [32]. Research shows that being phubbed by parents has adverse effects on a child’s emotional and psychosocial growth, forming a vicious cycle, allowing children subjected to smartphone-induced parental negligence to also engage in phubbing. Parental phubbing establishes a mobile dependence in adolescents as seeking a parent who is on the mobile phone only motivates the use of the phone more [33]. Adolescents experiencing being phubbed by parents are predicted to become mobile phone addicts. One twisted explanation of this behavior is that neglect causes the desire to seek comfort inside the screens [28].


      Psychological data have primarily focused on the individual; however, social and behavioral scientists often engage with interpersonal matters. Close dyadic ties define the most salient context of everyday life because people would rather be seen together than alone. Due to the extensive nature of the dyadic data, researchers can effectively deal with complex research questions [34]. Within the relationship, both parties' contributions may change the outcome somehow. A promising model for examining dyadic data is the actor–partner interdependence model, used when both partners undertake the same measures. An actor effect refers to the effect on a person’s outcome score by his/her score on a predictor variable, while a partner effect involves the effect of one person’s score on his/her partner’s score [35].


      So far, studies have focused mainly on how phubbing holds in parent-child paradigms and how the power dynamic tends to be one-directional, from the superior party, parents, to the affected majority party, children. If the trend of reciprocal phubbing continues, which seems to turn into behaviour in family communication, the children may phub their parents.


      As such, in the social relationships under focal consideration, the relations between a father and a mother and between parents and their adolescent children may be affected by phubbing, for example, adolescent children being challenged by their parents in their parenting practices [36]. The same model is also utilized in father and mother dyadic pairs. Consequently, within familial dynamics, communication between parents and children may be hindered by being phubbed experiences, affecting adolescent offspring and their parents [37]. The same framework is also utilized for father-mother dyadic couples. The father's effective communication is shaped by his experience of being phubbed and the mother's experience. The mother's effective communication is shaped by her experience of being phubbed and the father's experience of being phubbed.


      On the other hand, only a few studies consider the practice of being phubbed in family relations restricted to father-child, mother-child, and parent-parent relationships. Although we found literature on the effect of phubbing on parent-children relationships, no study dealt with being phubbed by adolescent children [38]. The experience of being phubbed in dyadic parent-child interactions and between parents is limited, particularly regarding its impact on positive family communication.


      This study applies the APIM approach to explore the experience of being phubbed in communication between family dyadic members: father-adolescent, mother-adolescent, and father-mother. The APIM approach examines partner variations by considering how participants in the study are interdependent [39, 40] Within the partner phubbing framework, the model differentiates between actor effects 1 (own-effects) and partner effects 2 (effects on one's partner) about their respective positive communication.

    


    
      

      2. METHODS


      
        

        2.1. Participants and Procedure


        Before data collection, research participation invitations were sent to parents through schools and faculties in Cirebon and Jakarta. In the meeting with parents, the explanation and purpose of the study were presented in detail so that the decision to participate could be made.


        We ensured that family data was not exposed other than for research purposes. Both parents who agreed to participate in the study gave informed consent to the researcher regarding the participation of their adolescent children. The G-Form questionnaire was administered to families who agreed to participate. Thus, participants were obtained based on convenience sampling. The researcher emphasized that participation in this study was for research purposes only and had nothing to do with the school's assessment of the participating students.


        The data collection started in the first week in Cirebon and continued in Jakarta. The researcher coordinated with the high school principals there and provided Link G-Forms to the schools to distribute to the students' families.


        Each family received three questionnaires for the father, mother, and teenage child. Data collection occurred over two months until the last week of October 2024. The fathers' and mothers' questionnaires were only addressed to their same adolescent child. Likewise, adolescents filled out questionnaires regarding their relationships with their fathers and mothers.


        The research was conducted under the evaluation and monitoring of the Institute for Research and Community Service of Tarumanagara University and The Directorate General of Higher Education, Research, and Technology (DGHERT) of the Ministry of Education, Culture, Research, and Technology (MOECRT) of the Republic of Indonesia. Participation in this study began with obtaining informed consent from each participant in the family and guaranteed confidentiality.


        We carefully evaluated the ethical implications of our work and decided not to seek formal approval. Our conclusion was based on the non-invasive nature of research. Our study did not involve any physical treatments, invasive procedures, or the acquisition of sensitive personal data that could be risky for participants. The Institute of Research and Community Service of Universitas Tarumanagara conducts monitoring and evaluation of this project to ensure that the implementation of the research does not deviate from the research plan and timeliness.


        The required sample size for dyadic analysis is a minimum of 93 dyads [41]. The study participants comprised 102 adolescents (14-21 years old), 102 fathers, and 102 mothers from the same family. Within a family, data was collected in pairs of the child-father, the child-mother, and the mother-father. Fathers and mothers were paired with only their same adolescent child. Thus, fathers and mothers evaluated their respective experiences of being phubbed and positive communication with their same adolescent child. Conversely, the adolescent children also evaluated their experience of being phubbed and positive communication experiences with each parent.


        A total of 306 participants were included in the study to evaluate the roles of 102 families—fathers, mothers, and adolescent children within dyads. Parents’ age was between 49 and 66, M = 42.9 (SD = 5.3) for mothers and M = 44.9 (SD = 5.7) for fathers. Adolescent children have a mean age of 18.6 years (SD = 5.6) and range from 14 to 20 years. It is worth mentioning that 100% of the couples co-parented their biological children from birth.

      


      
        

        2.2. Measures


        
          

          2.2.1. Positive Family Communication


          Positive family communication scale [42] ascertained positive family communication among parents and their adolescent children using three items on a 5-scale response questionnaire. The three items were rated with 1 indicating Strongly Disagree and 5 indicating Strongly Agree. Items are adapted according to the communication partner. For example, in an adolescent child-father relationship, item 1 for the adolescent child is expressed as “I have lots of good conversations with my father”. The second item asked the adolescent child the following:” If you had important concerns about drugs, alcohol, sex, or some other serious issue, would you talk to your father?” Responses had choices ranging from 1 to 5, where 1 = No, 2 = Probably Not, 3 = I am not sure, 4 = Probably Yes, and 5 = Yes. The third item is “How often does your father talk to you about what you do in school? (1 = never to 5 = very often). Specifically, for item 3, when the participant's partner is the adolescent child, the context is the adolescent's school/study context. Thus, communication between the father or mother and the child is related to the child's studies. When the communication partner is the father, then item 3 is aimed at the context of the father's work. Finally, when the communication partner is the mother, item 3 is related to general household conditions.

        


        
          

          2.2.2. Being Phubbed


          To measure being phubbed, three Being Phubbed subscales were adapted from the Parental Phubbing Scale (PPS) [30]: BP-Mother (BP-M), BP-Father (BP-F), and BP-Adolescent Child. BP-M refers to how adolescents feel about being phubbed by their mothers during communication with their mothers. The BP-F scale measures how adolescents think about being phubbed by their fathers. All items on both scales are the same except referring to the source of phubbing i.e., father or mother. BP-Adolescent Child has the same statements that are related to how the father or mother feels about being phubbed by their adolescent child.


          An example of BP-F items is, “During leisure time that we spend together, my father pays more attention to his smartphone than to me”; BP-M: “During leisure time that we spend together, my mother pays more attention to her smartphone than to me”; and BP-AC: “During leisure time that we spend together, my adolescent child pays more attention to his/her smartphone than to me.” Response categories ranged from “Never” (1), “Rarely” (2), “Sometimes” (3), “often” (4), to “All the Time” (5).

        

      


      
        

        2.3. Data Analysis


        This research uses the Actor Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) approach to analyze father-child, mother-child, and father-mother dyadic data (Supplementary data). The research data analysis used the APIM_MM program: Web Programs for Dyadic and Group Data Analysis [43]


        Before examining the dyadic effects of being phubbed on each individual's positive communication in the relationships, the data were first restructured into pairwise data through the web application ItoP [44]. Before testing the effect of dyad being phubbed on positive communication, a distinguishability analysis was conducted by first restructuring individual data into dyad format with the help of the ItoD application [45]. The distinguishability test in the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) is a critical analytical procedure used to assess whether the roles within a dyad (parent-child pairs) can be treated as statistically distinguishable. This test is essential for understanding the dynamics of interdependence in relationships, as it allows researchers to determine if the effects observed in one partner can be attributed differently to each member of the dyad. This included tests for equality of means, variances, and correlations across dyad roles. Dingy was used to test distinguishability [46].


        The APIM analysis used coefficients and standardized beta estimates to assess the significance of actor effects, which look at how a person's predictor affects their outcome, and partner effects, which look at how a person's predictor affects their partner's outcome. In addition, covariate analysis was also performed to control for the roles within dyads (e.g., adolescent vs. parent, mother vs. father) to assess differences in communication patterns.

      

    


    
      

      3. RESULTS


      In this study, we explored the effect of being phubbed (a situation where one is ignored in favour of a phone) on positive communication within a relationship. They aimed to understand how both an individual’s own experience of being phubbed (referred to as the “actor”) and their partner's experience of being phubbed (the “partner”) impacted positive communication on the actor’s part. The study design treated both members of the dyad (each pair) as interchangeable, meaning the researchers did not differentiate between the roles of each partner in terms of who the actor or partner is. This approach was applied to 102 dyads, or 306 individuals, with no missing data.


      
        

        3.1. Distinguishability


        The analysis of distinguishability in the context of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) provides valuable insights into the dynamics between the roles of adolescent and father, adolescent and mother, and mother and father regarding the variables positive communication and being phubbed.


        
          

          3.1.1. Adolescent-father Dyad


          In light of the findings provided, it is evident that the dyads under study are distinguishably identifiable. The analysis of variance indicates that the means and the correlations among the variables in question are significantly different. In particular, the test comparing the means, Model I versus Model II, returned the statistically significant result (chi-square(2) 8.17; p = .017), which means that the means for the variables differ when comparing the roles of adolescent and father (Table 1). There was also a statistically significant result with the test, which looked at the equality of correlations, Model I versus Model III (chi-square(2) = 13.66 p =< 0.000). This further suggests that the relationships between the variables are different regarding each role. In contrast, the test for equal variances, Model IV versus Model V, was not statistically significant (chi-square(2) = 5.05, p = .080). In this case, it is possible to suggest that the variances across the dyads are equal. However, the significance of the differences in means and correlations is more than enough to confirm the distinguishable nature of the dyads.

        


        
          

          3.1.2. Adolescent-mother Dyad


          Three key findings emerged in analyzing the models and comparing various statistical properties. First, the test comparing the means of two models (Model I versus Model II) yielded a statistically significant result (chi-square (2) = 17.28, p < .001), indicating that the means are unequal. Second, the test assessing the equality of correlations between pairs of variables (Model I versus Model III) did not reach statistical significance (chi-square(2) = 3.49, p = .175), suggesting that the data support the hypothesis of equal correlations under the assumption of equal variances. Lastly, the test for the


          
            Table 1 Adolescent-father dyad tests of distinguishability.


            
              
                
                  	Model

                  	Equal Means

                  	Equal Variances

                  	Equal Correlations

                  	Chi-square

                  	df

                  	p

                  	RMSEA

                  	SABIC
                

              

              
                
                  	I

                  	Yes

                  	Yes

                  	Yes

                  	26.294

                  	6

                  	<.001

                  	0.182

                  	38.025
                


                
                  	II

                  	No

                  	Yes

                  	Yes

                  	18.120

                  	4

                  	.001

                  	0.186

                  	32.783
                


                
                  	III

                  	Yes

                  	Yes

                  	No

                  	12.630

                  	4

                  	.013

                  	0.145

                  	27.293
                


                
                  	IV

                  	No

                  	Yes

                  	No

                  	5.051

                  	2

                  	.080

                  	0.122

                  	22.647
                


                
                  	V

                  	No

                  	No

                  	No

                  	-

                  	0

                  	-

                  	-

                  	20.529
                

              
            


          


          
            Table 2 Adolescent-mother dyad tests of distinguishability.


            
              
                
                  	Model

                  	Equal Means

                  	Equal Variances

                  	Equal Correlations

                  	Chi-square

                  	df

                  	p

                  	RMSEA

                  	SABIC
                

              

              
                
                  	I

                  	Yes

                  	Yes

                  	Yes

                  	29.742

                  	6

                  	<.001

                  	0.197

                  	41.473
                


                
                  	II

                  	No

                  	Yes

                  	Yes

                  	12.461

                  	4

                  	.014

                  	0.144

                  	27.124
                


                
                  	III

                  	Yes

                  	Yes

                  	No

                  	26.252

                  	4

                  	<.001

                  	0.234

                  	40.915
                


                
                  	IV

                  	No

                  	Yes

                  	No

                  	9.430

                  	2

                  	.009

                  	0.191

                  	27.026
                


                
                  	V

                  	No

                  	No

                  	No

                  	-

                  	0

                  	-

                  	-

                  	20.529
                

              
            


          


          
            Table 3 Father-mother dyad tests of distinguishability.


            
              
                
                  	Model

                  	Equal Means

                  	Equal Variances

                  	Equal Correlations

                  	Chi-square

                  	df

                  	p

                  	RMSEA

                  	SABIC
                

              

              
                
                  	I

                  	Yes

                  	Yes

                  	Yes

                  	9.175

                  	6

                  	.164

                  	0.072

                  	20.906
                


                
                  	II

                  	No

                  	Yes

                  	Yes

                  	2.146

                  	4

                  	.709

                  	0.000

                  	16.809
                


                
                  	III

                  	Yes

                  	Yes

                  	No

                  	8.474

                  	4

                  	.076

                  	0.105

                  	23.137
                


                
                  	IV

                  	No

                  	Yes

                  	No

                  	1.448

                  	2

                  	.485

                  	0.000

                  	19.044
                


                
                  	V

                  	No

                  	No

                  	No

                  	-

                  	0

                  	-

                  	-

                  	20.529
                

              
            


          


          equality of variances (Model IV versus Model V) was statistically significant (chi-square(2) = 9.43, p = .009), providing evidence that the variances are unequal. Despite these findings, all models exhibited poor fit, as indicated by the chi-square test and RMSEA values. Notably, the model demonstrating complete distinguishability had the lowest SABIC value, concluding that the dyad of adolescent-mother is fully distinguishable (Table 2).

        


        
          

          3.1.3. Father-mother Dyad


          The analysis reveals that the means for each variable are statistically significant, indicating that the means are unequal (chi-square(2) = 7.03, p = .030). In contrast, the tests for equal correlations between pairs of variables (chi-square(2) = 0.70, p = .704) and equal variances (chi-square(2) = 1.45, p = .485) are not statistically significant, suggesting that the correlations and variances are equal (Table 3). The best-fitting model is the Means Unequal Model (Model II), supported by chi-square tests and fit indices like RMSEA and SABIC. Since there is no indication of distinguishability, dyad members can be treated as indistinguishable.

        

      


      
        

        3.2. APIM Analysis


        
          

          3.2.1. Adolescent-father Dyad


          The actor effect of being phubbed on positive communication was −0.102, and the partner effect was −0.096. Both effects were non-significant (p =. 271 and p =. 292, respectively). Standardized effects were also very small, with the actor effect at -0.077 (p = 0.008) and the partner effect at -0.073 (p = 0.004), with negligible practical concerns. The k-value, which gives the ratio of partner-to-actor effects, was 0.938. However, the wide confidence (−7.405 to 9.313) prevents us from drawing strong conclusions about the contributions of actor and partner effects relative to each other.


          The Role as a covariate, indicating adolescents (1) and fathers (2), significantly affected positive communication (estimate = -0.234, p =. 027). This indicates that when other variables were controlled for, fathers, on average, reported lower positive communication than adolescents. The effect was small at −0.125 (95% confidence interval −0.144, −0.107). The role covariate distinguishes between the upper dyad (coded as 2) and the lower dyad (coded as 1) based on fathers versus adolescents. The negative coefficient indicates that positive communication scores decrease as the Role value increases from adolescent to father.


          Several important key findings were noted in the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM), which deals with adolescents and fathers concerning positive communication. Adolescents had a residual standard deviation of 0.890, while fathers recorded a 0.975 residual standard deviation, the data displaying some dispersion. However, the measured R-squares for both partner and actor effects were relatively low, notably -.037 for adolescents and .000 for fathers, which came out as noticeably decent. The chi-square test result was (1.640, p = .440), showing that these R-squared values had no significant statistical meaning, making it possible to conclude that the model has not accounted for a significant proportion of variance in positive communication.


          Even so, the partial intraclass correlation related to positive communication while controlling for both actor and partner variables was .373 and statistically significant p < .001, implying a moderate communication likeness between adolescents and fathers. The intercept of 4.201 was crucial in the analysis since it was also statistically significant, p <.001, which is the expected observed value of positive communication when all the predictive factors are at the mean. Adopting the assessment of generalized least squares with correlated errors and the maximum likelihood estimation technique shows that the actor effect of being phubbed was -0.102 (p = .271), and the effect for a partner was -0.096 (p = .292), which were both non-significant and small. Table 4 presents the adolescent-father dyad information.


          It is concluded that, although a significant interdependence of the dyad members' positive communication was found during the study, the effects of being phubbed on positive communication were not statistically significant. Therefore, more research is needed to investigate more variables that may explain communication in father-adolescent dyads.

        


        
          

          3.2.2. Adolescent – mother Dyad


          The study examines the effect of being phubbed on positive communication, where they look at the actor’s (individual) experience of being phubbed and the partner’s (interpersonal) experience of being phubbed among the dyads comprising adolescents and their mothers. The sample consists of 102 dyads, constituting a total of 204 subjects. All proportions are treated as having no missing data and are partially distinguishable, with the adolescents and mothers having different residual variances and intercepts but the same actor and partner effects across the groups. The Role of any participant is accounted for in the analysis, with adolescents’ scores set at 1 and mothers at 2.


          Actor and partner effects for being phubbed on positive communication show no significant effects. The actor effect was not significant (β = −0.041, p =. 612) with a standardized effect of -0.036 (r = -. 038). Partner effect was also nonsignificant (β = -0.011, p =. 895) and had a standardized effect size of −0.010 (r = −. 009). The Role as a covariate was significantly associated (β = -0.216, p =. 041), and d = −. 268), suggesting a small effect size (Table 5).


          For Positive Communication, the partial intraclass correlation was. 243 (p =.014), indicating that members of the dyad were very similar after controlling for actor and partner variables. It is statistically significant and suggests the partial dyadic effect, indicating that dyad members are positively correlated in their positive communication scores. However, it has to be noted that the variables being phubbed explored here do not account for it.

        


        
          

          3.2.3. Father-mother Dyad


          Within the father-mother dyad, the model explains 0% of the variance in positive communication (R2 = .000, χ2(2) = 0.562, p = .755), indicating no significant predictive value. The residual standard deviation is 0.842. However, the intraclass correlation for positive communication is .380, indicating father-mother dyad members are similar (p < .001). The intercept is significant (4.012, p < .001). Neither the actor effect (.053, p = .486) nor the partner effect (-.017, p = .821) is significant for being phubbed (Table 6). The overall nonindependence correlation is .378, but the model explains almost none (0.18%).

        

      

    


    
      

      4. DISCUSSION


      The results showed that in all dyads, neither the actor effect nor the partner effect showed the effect of being phubbed on the positive communication of each family member. Majorly research agrees that phubbing has cropped up in the technology-reliant world where families exist. Phubbing goes against established communication norms and ethics, which value face-to-face engagement. This behaviour is viewed as a negative outcome of rapid technology improvements, resulting in decreased interpersonal communication quality [47].


      Nevertheless, it makes sense that someone constantly disconnected from interactions with others would eventually get to a point where they begin to feel that what is known as phubbing is normal behaviour [48]. Phubbing may be seen today as a universal practice in social settings due to how particular smartphones are now the norm and how mobile distractions posed by parents’ phones are not an issue today, signaling a change in communication in this generation [49]. It shows how technology or the expansion of technologies in society predicts the normalization of actions such as phubbing even when they are relationship adversaries. Phubbing also occurs more often among individuals in close relations, meaning the closer the relations are, the more phubbing occurs [50].


      Phubbing is apparently an emerging trend among millennials and Generation Z. A sizeable number of people belonging to this demographic cohort report not only partaking in phubbing but also being at the receiving end of it from others. This indicates a tendency for such phubbing behaviour becoming more prevalent in social contexts [51]. Phubbing is being increasingly viewed as a regular course of action that can be practiced in many circumstances, be it family gatherings, business meetings, or social gatherings [52]. Many individuals feel it is acceptable to prioritize their smartphone talks above face-to-face interactions. Social learning and normative influences augment the preexisting concepts related to those mentioned above. Adolescents' continuous exposure to parental phubbing behavior predisposes them to adopt similar behaviors, indicating that these patterns are imparted or acquired within the familial context [53]. Thus, the feeling of being phubbed and the habit of phubbing other family members becomes the new common “communication norm.” This is very likely why being phubbed in communication has no impact on positive family communication. While it appears that phubbing and being phubbed are now common in all face-to-face communication, the act of phubbing refrains from being beneficial to one’s health and thus wights raises the need to treat it as a pertinent health issue, suggesting that it is neither commonplace nor a desirable action to take in an interaction.


      Although the APIM dyadic analysis showed no impact of actor and partner’s being phubbed on positive family communication, a consistent finding in each dyad is reciprocal positive communication in each dyad relationship. Positive connections can reduce conflict and preserve a relationship despite negative feelings. This tactic can hide the consequences of being phubbed on communication. Phubbing may cause people to engage more to compensate for their partner's preoccupation, complicating the assessment of how it affects communication [54].


      In addition, the context of this research is communication in family relationships, which are very different in dynamics and quality compared to other forms of close relationships. Although often experiencing neglect in communication with parents or children, each family member still sees the family based on the bond of relationship between children and parents. Hope, trust,


      
        Table 4 Effect estimates for the actor-partner interdependence model in father-adolescent dyads.


        
          
            
              	Variable

              	Effect

              	Estimate

              	95.00 CI Lower

              	95.00 CI Upper

              	p-value

              	Beta

              	r
            

          

          
            
              	Positive Communication

              	Intercept

              	4.201

              	3.305

              	5.098

              	<.001

              	-

              	-
            


            
              	Being-Phubbed

              	Actor

              	-0.102

              	-0.283

              	0.079

              	.271

              	-0.077

              	-.055
            


            
              	-

              	Partner

              	-0.096

              	-0.274

              	0.082

              	.292

              	-0.073

              	-.061
            


            
              	-

              	k

              	0.938

              	-7.405

              	9.313

              	-

              	-

              	-
            


            
              	Role

              	-

              	-0.234

              	-0.440

              	-0.028

              	.027

              	-0.125

              	-.125
            

          
        


      


      
        Table 5 Effect estimates for the actor-partner interdependence model in mother-adolescent dyads.


        
          
            
              	Variable

              	Effect

              	Estimate

              	95.00 CI Lower

              	95.00 CI

              Upper

              	p-value

              	Beta

              	r
            

          

          
            
              	Positive Communication

              	intercept

              	3.891

              	3.767

              	4.014

              	<.001

              	-

              	-
            


            
              	Being-Phubbed

              	Actor

              	-0.041

              	-0.200

              	0.118

              	.612

              	-0.036

              	-.038
            


            
              	-

              	Partner

              	-0.011

              	-0.171

              	0.149

              	.895

              	-0.010

              	-.009
            


            
              	-

              	k

              	0.261

              	-11.160

              	11.005

              	-

              	-

              	-
            


            
              	Role

              	-

              	-0.216

              	-0.420

              	-0.011

              	.041

              	-0.134

              	-.125
            

          
        


      


      
        Table 6 Effect estimates for the actor-partner interdependence model in father-mother dyads.


        
          
            
              	Variable

              	Effect

              	Estimate

              	95.00 CI Lower

              	95.00 CI Upper

              	p-value

              	Beta

              	r
            

          

          
            
              	Positive Communication

              	Intercept

              	4.012

              	3.876

              	4.147

              	<.001

              	-

              	-
            


            
              	Being Phubbed

              	Actor

              	0.053

              	-0.096

              	0.202

              	.486

              	0.049

              	.046
            


            
              	-

              	Partner

              	-0.017

              	-0.166

              	0.132

              	.821

              	-0.016

              	-.015
            


            
              	-

              	k

              	-0.325

              	-10.383

              	10.140

              	-

              	-

              	-
            

          
        


      


      and support between family members are strongly felt in the family. This is why family members still have positive communication with each other.


      The analysis of positive communication within father-adolescent, mother-adolescent, and father-mother dyads revealed that while there is a notable similarity in communication patterns among family members, the specific impact of being phubbed—being ignored due to phone use—was not significant in influencing these interactions. In both the father-adolescent and mother-adolescent dyads, the effects of being phubbed were minimal and did not contribute meaningfully to variations in positive communication. Similarly, the father-mother dyad showed no significant predictive value regarding positive communication.


      The research findings showed similar patterns of positive communication relationships in all three pairs of relationships between child-father, child-mother, and father-mother. Each individual in the pair showed similar positive communication practices. When the adolescent children demonstrated positive communication, their fathers and mothers responded positively.


      Communication between a father and an adolescent is, in many ways, a two–way street, and such can be seen when a father and adolescent are positively communicating. When a father engages in his adolescent children’s affairs and establishes an equally healthy relationship, this encourages communication between the two, which has desirable outcomes on the adolescent's behaviour [55]. The interrelationships go hand in hand in facilitating the process of building a sound bond between fathers and adolescents that improves the overall satisfaction of the adolescents with their lives [56].


      Through positive talk with fathers, adolescents' psychological health can also be enhanced, and their life satisfaction is expected to be gratified [57]. The bond that forms as a result of communication enables this relationship to be more effective in linking perceived positive father involvement with adolescent well-being. Such a bond improves adolescents' life satisfaction and impacts their ability to develop prosocial behaviors and the quality of their relationships [58]. This interdependence intimates that fathers' effective communication should improve the adolescents’ mental health and enhance the fathers’ emotional involvement with their adolescent children [59].


      One of the basic features of positivity in communication is emotional expressiveness. When mothers provide primary emotional and verbal interactivity and exposition, they promote safety in the adolescents and encourage sharing their parents’ thoughts and feelings. These mothers’ emotional detachments create an atmosphere where adolescents tend to express themselves. Encouraging communication strategies in parents can prevent their adolescent children from delinquency, suggesting that such children are likely to behave the way their mothers expect them to when they behave positively [60]


      With mothers creating a room where conversation is the norm, their adolescent children are most likely to join in discussions actively. This participation is crucial when dealing with sensitive issues such as a healthy intimate life and relationships; even in cases when parents are hesitant to approach such subject matters, their desire to keep communication with their adolescent children can result in better outcomes as adolescents are likely to be more proactive in such discussions [61]. This mutual participation fosters communication and increases the likelihood of them turning to their mothers for advice and assistance.


      Reciprocal listening enhances the ability to understand and connect emotionally, improving the overall quality of communication between husband and wife. Mutual listening cultivates empathy, trust, and the ability to resolve conflicts. With mutual listening, each spouse must focus on their partner, not interject, and restate and ask any questions whenever necessary [62]. This creates a warm and nurturing atmosphere where both couples register and recognize each other's efforts, contributing to a greater sense of emotional closeness and better conflict resolution [63]. In addition, when partners listen to each other actively, this helps to promote understanding because both of them are instructed to look at the situation from the eyes of their spouses, hence avoiding conflicts while enhancing cohesion [64].

    


    
      

      CONCLUSION


      This study investigated the dynamics of being phubbed and its effect on Indonesian families' positive communication. The results, using the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM), suggest that, consistent with the general pattern of positive communication in all three dyadic relationships (father-adolescent/father-mother/mother-adolescent), being phubbed (from own effects/partner effects) was not associated with positive communication.


      The absence of the influence of phubbing in the effect of actors and partners on positive communication indicates that at the same time, contemporary maladaptive behavior in a globalized world does not completely sever family relationships based on hope, trust, and support. When the family interacts positively, it seems to last, thus reducing the negative effects of interruptions or distractions caused by technology.


      The results suggest to educators and family counsellors the need to emphasise the significance of maintaining positive interaction patterns in family relationships regardless of technological interference such as phubbing. It is necessary to organise seminars for families to learn the best ways to communicate with one another. Adolescents in schools and parents in the community can be educated about reciprocal communication about the phenomenon of phubbing and its potentially strong negative effects on their emotional bonds. The findings of this study can help parents manage their interactions with their children and partners so that technology does not impede such interactions.

    


    
      

      LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS


      This study's limitation is that it is cross-sectional, so it cannot be used to analyze the effects of being phubbed on positive family communication over time. The study only analyzed 102 families of three relationship pairs: child-father, child-mother, and father-mother from two cities. The vastness of Indonesia's territory certainly requires analysis to reach more islands outside Java. Also, the generalizability of this study is limited to families living in big cities, so it cannot be generalized to Indonesian families in rural areas. In addition, from the age range, the children in the family are in their adolescent years, so the research findings are limited to adolescents only. Therefore, the generalizability of the findings is limited.


      While finding that the family communication process is strong enough to withstand major distractions from technology, this study also shows that more studies are needed to identify additional factors that might be affecting the communication dynamic. The present study's participants can be further generalized by recruiting participants from different regions and ages for future studies. Also, longitudinal approaches would qualify to measure the chronic effects of being phubbed on family communications.
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