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ABSTRACT

Objective: Social safeness and pleasure play an important role in adolescent mental
health and are influenced by early attachment experiences. In recent years, exposure
to phubbing has emerged as a potential digital risk that may negatively affect these
functions. This study examines the mediating effect of perceived phubbing on the
relationship between parental attachment and adolescents’ social safeness and pleasure.
Methods: A cross-sectional study was conducted with 138 adolescents (Mean age =
16.2 £ 1.03 years) recruited from an outpatient child and adolescent psychiatry clinic.
Participants completed the Social Safeness and Pleasure Scale, the Generic Scale of
Being Phubbed, and the Parent and Peer Attachment Scale. Structural equation modeling
was used to test direct and indirect pathways.

Results: Parental attachment was positively associated with social safeness and pleasure
(B=0.402, p < 0.001) and negatively associated with perceived phubbing (§ = -0.376, p
= 0.002). Perceived phubbing, in turn, predicted lower social safeness (f = -0.246, p =
0.012). Among phubbing dimensions, only the “feeling ignored” subscale significantly
mediated the link between parental attachment and social safeness (indirect effect: B =
0.087, p = 0.033). The model accounted for 28.7% of the variance in social safeness and
pleasure.

Conclusion: Secure parental attachment appears to enhance adolescents’ social safeness
and pleasure both directly and indirectly by reducing perceived phubbing—particularly
feelings of being ignored. This study provides a unique theoretical contribution to the
literature by placing phubbing, a digital interaction pattern, within an attachment-based
framework.

Keywords: attachment, being phubbed, perceived phubbing, social security, social

satisfaction
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INTRODUCTION

Social safeness and pleasure is defined as perceiving one’s
social world as safe and comforting and feeling content in social
situations [1]. These two concepts are often considered together
and are used to express the extent to which people experience the
world as safe, warm, and comforting [2]. Paul Gilbert’s emotion
regulation model proposes that the sense of social safeness is
regulated by the soothing-affiliation system. This system does
not merely reduce negative emotions; it also generates a positive
emotional state characterized by trust, calmness, and relational
closeness [3]. Kelly et al. [4] have reported that feelings of
social security may be a psychosocial mechanism related to
parental warmth and capacity for affection, as an outcome of
this soothing system.
Difficulties related to social safeness are considered a
vulnerability factor between diagnoses in terms of the
development and maintenance of psychopathology [5]. Best et al.
[6] demonstrated that an individual’s capacity to perceive their
social environment as safe and supportive plays a protective role
against feelings of loneliness. The study proposed that social
safeness is an emotional regulation system shaped by early
parental warmth and affection experiences, and that the weakness
of this system makes it difficult to trust others and form social
bonds. The literature indicates that having emotionally warm
parents may facilitate feelings of trust and attachment in an
individual’s adult relationships. In contrast, individuals whose
caregivers lack warmth may be deprived of a sense of social

trust [4]. In fact, loneliness and interpersonal mistrust are more

Main Points

» Secure parental attachment is positively associated
with higher levels of social safeness and pleasure in
adolescents.

» Perceived phubbing is negatively associated with
adolescents’ social safeness and pleasure.

* The
phubbing partially mediates the relationship between

“feeling ignored” dimension of perceived

parental attachment and social safeness and pleasure.

» Perceived phubbing functions as a digital social risk
factor that can undermine adolescents’ sense of social

security, particularly in insecure attachment contexts.
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prevalent in those with poor social trust, and these symptoms
have been linked to psychopathological symptoms, including
anxiety and depression [7].

Comprehending social safety-related issues is essential for
clinical evaluation and intervention. Therefore, examining
factors that can undermine the sense of social safeness in
interpersonal relationships is becoming increasingly important.
In this context, phubbing has been receiving increasing attention
in recent years due to its potential effects on face-to-face
relationships [8,9]. Phubbing is defined as an individual looking
at their cell phone, engaging with it, and ignoring the people
in front of them while interacting with others [10]. Research
highlights that with smartphones becoming an indispensable
part of daily life, exposure to phubbing has become extremely
widespread and almost inevitable [8].

Current findings indicate that exposure to phubbing is
associated with negative outcomes such as depression, social
anxiety, low self-esteem, and loneliness [11-13]. Furthermore,
phubbing behavior is perceived as a violation of social norms
and rude behavior; it weakens empathy, closeness, and trust,
and reduces relationship satisfaction [14]. In face-to-face
interactions, shifting attention to the phone creates a feeling of
social exclusion in the other person and threatens basic social
needs such as belonging, self-esteem, and control. Therefore,
phubbing is experienced as a form of social exclusion by the
exposed individual and leads to negative emotional reactions [9].
Indeed, the experimental study by Chotpitayasunondh et al. [15]
revealed that increased phubbing negatively affected perceived
communication quality and relationship satisfaction. The
authors stated that these effects occurred through a decrease in
the sense of belonging and negative emotions, and that phubbing
is a phenomenon that requires further research. Various studies
have also linked insecure attachment to an increased likelihood

of engaging in or perceiving phubbing behavior [16].

The literature has established a link between attachment and
social safety and pleasure, suggesting that exposure to phubbing
may be negatively correlated with both. However, the mediation
processes behind this association have not been thoroughly
studied. Using the perceived phubbing, this study seeks to
explore the connection between attachment and social safety
and pleasure.


https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/authored-by/Chotpitayasunondh/Varoth
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MATERIALS AND METHODS

Study Design and Setting

Adolescents who visited the Child and Adolescent Psychiatry
Outpatient Clinic between March 1, 2025, and May 1, 2025 were
included in this cross-sectional study. The study was carried
out in compliance with ethical guidelines and the Declaration
of Helsinki after receiving ethics committee permission (Dicle
University. Approval No: 19.02.2025/378, Date: 2025-02-19).

Participants and Recruitment

Children aged 15-18 who consecutively presented to the
Child and Adolescent Psychiatry Outpatient Clinic during the
study period were included. Participants were recruited using
consecutive convenience sampling until the target sample size
was reached. Inclusion criteria were being 15—18 years old and
providing written informed consent from both the adolescent
and at least one parent/legal guardian. Exclusion criteria
included psychotic disorders, bipolar disorder, autism spectrum
disorder, intellectual disability, or medical conditions preventing
completion of the assessments. After consent was obtained,
participants completed the Parent and Peer Attachment Scale
— Short Form (PPAC-SF), the Generic Scale of Being Phubbed
(GSBP), and the Social Safeness and Pleasure Scale (SSPS).

Assessment Tools

Parent and Peer Attachment Scale — Short form: The scale
was developed by Raja et al. [17] and consists of 12 items. In
the adaptation study conducted by Giinaydin et al. [18], three
subscales—trust, communication, and alienation—were
identified. A total attachment score is obtained by summing
the subscale scores, with higher scores indicating more secure
attachment. The scale allows attachment scores to be calculated
separately for mothers and fathers. In line with our hypothesis,
only the parental attachment scores were included in the analyses.
In the present sample, the PPAC-SF demonstrated good internal
consistency for maternal attachment (Cronbach’s o = 0.864;
McDonald’s @ = 0.875), paternal attachment (Cronbach’s a =
0.871; McDonald’s @ = 0.881), and the total parental attachment

score (Cronbach’s a = 0.898; McDonald’s ® = 0.901).

The Generic Scale of Being Phubbing: The scale developed by
Li et al. [19] evaluates perceived phubbing. It consists of three
subscales: perceived norms, feeling ignored, and interpersonal
conflict. Higher scores indicate higher levels of perceived
phubbing exposure. The Turkish adaptation of the scale was
conducted by Kaya et al. [20]. In the present sample, the GSBP
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demonstrated good internal consistency (Cronbach’s o = 0.887;
McDonald’s @ = 0.898).

The Social Safeness and Pleasure Scale; The scale was developed
to assess whether individuals perceive their social world as safe
and soothing. Total scores range from 0 to 44. Factor analysis
conducted during the scale’s validation demonstrated a single-
factor structure, with factor loadings ranging from .51 to .84.
The Turkish adaptation of the scale was carried out by Akin
et al. [1]. In the present sample, the SSPS demonstrated good
internal consistency (Cronbach’s o = 0.891; McDonald’s ® =
0.894).

Statistical Analysis

Data were analyzed using SPSS 23.0. Continuous variables
were presented as mean + standard deviation, while categorical
variables were reported as frequencies and percentages.
Normality was assessed using skewness and kurtosis, and all

scale scores showed acceptable levels.

Pearson correlations were conducted to examine the relationships
among variables. Mediation analyses were performed in IBM
AMOS v24. A path analysis tested the effects of maternal and
paternal attachment scores on social safeness and pleasure
through perceived norms, feeling ignored, and interpersonal
conflict. Multivariate normality was confirmed, and Maximum
Likelihood estimation was applied. Indirect effects were
evaluated using bootstrapping with 5000 resamples. Statistical

significance was set at p < 0.05.

RESULTS

The study included 138 adolescents (81 females, 58.7%; 57
males, 41.3%). The mean age was 16.01 + 1.18 years, with no
significant age difference between females (15.98 + 1.28) and
males (16.05 £ 1.04; p = 0.753). The mean age of the mothers was
44.54 + 6.09 years, and the mean age of the fathers was 49.16 +
7.37 years.

The most common psychiatric diagnoses among participants
were ADHD (26.1%), anxiety disorders (23.2%), depression
(15.2%), and obsessive—compulsive disorder (2.2%). Other
psychiatric disorders were reported in 6.5% of the sample, while
26.8% had no psychiatric diagnosis. At the time of assessment,
61.6% of participants were using psychotropic medication,
whereas 38.4% were not. Chronic medical conditions were

present in 11.6% of the adolescents. Among parents, chronic
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illness was reported by 29.0% of mothers and 26.1% of fathers,
while psychiatric disorders were reported in 10.1% of mothers
and 5.1% of fathers.

Participants reported moderate levels of perceived being
phubbed and social safeness. Perceived norms was the dominant
phubbing dimension. Maternal and paternal attachment were
comparable, with trust and communication exceeding alienation,

indicating generally secure attachment (Table 1).

Perceived phubbing was negatively associated with parental
attachment and social safeness and pleasure, whereas social
safeness and pleasure was positively associated with both
maternal and paternal attachment. Maternal and paternal
attachment scores were strongly and positively related to each
other. Overall, the pattern of correlations supported a coherent
association between higher attachment security, lower perceived

phubbing, and greater social safeness (Table 2).

In the first mediation model, the direct and indirect effects of the
total parental attachment score (sum of maternal and paternal
attachment scores) on social safeness and pleasure through
the subdimensions of perceived phubbing were tested using
structural equation modeling.The assumption of multivariate
normality was met (critical ratio = —0.499), and analyses were
conducted using the Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimation
method. Model fit indices indicated a borderline fit (y¥df =
8.372; GFI = 0.956; AGFI = 0.670; CFI = 0.921; TLI = 0.603; IFI
=0.924; RMSEA = 0.232).

Parental attachment significantly predicted all subdimensions of
perceived phubbing. Higher attachment scores were associated
with lower perceived norms (B = —0.041; B2 = —0.209; p =
0.012), lower feelings of being ignored (1 =—-0.079; B2 =—-0.357;
p < 0.001), and lower interpersonal conflict (B = —0.053; B2 =
—0.266; p = 0.001).

Parental attachment also exerted a significant positive effect on
social safeness and pleasure (1 = 0.129; 2 = 0.402; p < 0.001),
accounting for 28.6% of its variance (R? = 0.286). In addition,
parental attachment explained 4.4% of the variance in perceived
norms (R? = 0.044), 12.8% in feelings of being ignored (R? =
0.128), and 7.1% in interpersonal conflict (R? = 0.071).

Among the subdimensions of perceived phubbing exposure,

only the feeling ignored subscale demonstrated a significant
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negative effect on social safeness and pleasure (i1 = —0.354;
B2 = —0.245; p = 0.027). The effects of perceived norms and
interpersonal conflict on social safeness and pleasure were not

statistically significant (Table 3).

In the bootstrap analysis, only the feeling ignored subscale
demonstrated a significant indirect effect, indicating a mediating
role (B1 = 0.028; B2 = 0.087; p = 0.033; CI = 0.003—-0.064). The
indirect effect of parental attachment on social safeness and
pleasure through feeling ignored was statistically significant,
whereas the indirect paths through perceived norms (p = 0.716)
and interpersonal conflict (p = 0.999) were not significant
(Table 4; Figure 1). Overall, in the first model, secure parental
attachment increased social safeness both directly and indirectly

by reducing adolescents’ feelings of being ignored.

In the second model, perceived phubbing was modeled as a single
latent mediator indicated by its three subdimensions. The model
tested the direct and indirect effects of parental attachment on
social safeness and pleasure via perceived phubbing (parental
attachment — perceived phubbing — social safeness and
pleasure). Using Maximum Likelihood estimation in AMOS,
the model showed excellent fit (y*/df = 0.610; GFI = 0.993; AGFI
=0.974; CF1=1.000; TLI = 1.021; IFI=1.008; RMSEA = 0.000),

indicating an exceptionally well-fitting alternative model.

In this model, parental attachment significantly and negatively
predicted perceived phubbing (B: = —0.029; B. = -0.376; p
= 0.002). The direct positive effect of parental attachment on
social safeness and pleasure remained significant (1 = 0.125;
B2 =10.392; p < 0.001). Perceived phubbing exerted a significant
negative effect on social safeness and pleasure (f: = —1.01; B2 =
—0.246; p = 0.012). In the alternative model, parental attachment
and perceived phubbing together accounted for approximately
28.7% of the variance in social safeness and pleasure (R*=0.287).
Furthermore, 14.2% of the variance in perceived phubbing was
explained by parental attachment alone (R? = 0.142).

Within the latent perceived phubbing construct, the strongest
indicator was feeling ignore, followed by interpersonal conflict
and perceived norms (Table 5; Figure 2). Perceived phubbing
demonstrated a significant indirect effect in the model and
partially mediated the association between parental attachment
and social safeness and pleasure (B: = 0.030; B> = 0.093; p =
0.005; 95% CI: 0.009—0.055).
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Table 1. Participants’ Scale Scores

Subasi Turgut F, et al.

Scale Mean + S.D. Median (IQR)
The Generic Scale of Being Phubbing 38.65 £ 15.57 37.50 (22.25)
Perceived Norms 15.44 £ 6.06 16.0 (10.0)
Feeling Ignored 12.43 £6.87 11.0 (11.25)
Interpersonal Conflict 10.76 £ 6.21 9.0 (10.0)
The Social Safeness and Pleasure Scale 2484995 26.0 (15.0)
Mother Attachment Total Score 58.88 £ 16.88 63.0 (21.75)
Father Attachment Total Score 54.40 £ 18.61 56.0 (29.75)
Parent Attachment Total Score 112.82 £30.56 116.0 (41.0)

IQR: Interquartile range

Table 2. Correlational Relationships Among the Scales
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.Perceived Phubbing — 0.689** 0.877** 0.862%* -0.335%* -0.315%* -0.336%* -0.371%*
2.Perceived Norms — 0.362%* 0.351** -0.148 -0.219* -0.221%* -0.254%*
3.Feeling Ignored — 0.739** -0.387** -0.318** -0.346%* -0.377%*
4.Interpersonal Conflict — -0.276%* -0.224%%* -0.240%* -0.262%*
5.Social Safeness and Pleasure — 0.386%* 0.496** 0.505%%*
g.i\;[r(;ther Attachment Total o 0.47T+* 0.845%%
’;.j) a::eher Attachment Total - 0.873%+
8.Parental Attachment Total o
Score

*p <0.05, ¥*p< 0.01

Table 3. Mediation Analysis Results for Model 1
Dependent variable Independent variable | B2 p1 Std. Error |p R?
Perceived Norms <--- Parental Attachment -0.209 -0.041 0.016 0.012 0.044
Feeling Ignored <--- Parental Attachment -0.357 -0.079 0.018 <0.001 0.128
Interpersonal Conflict <--- Parental Attachment -0.266 -0.053 0.016 0.001 0.071
Social Safeness and Pleasure <--- Parental Attachment 0.402 0.129 0.025 <0.001
Social Safeness and Pleasure <--- Perceived Norms 0.022 0.036 0.121 0.767
Social Safeness and Pleasure <--- Feeling Ignored -0.245 -0.354 0.16 0.027 0.286
Social Safeness and Pleasure <--- Interpersonal Conflict 0.003 0.005 0.171 0.976

B1: Unstandardized beta coefficient; f.: Standardized beta coefficient
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Table 4. Examination of Indirect Effects in Model 1

%95 CI
Indirect Effects p1 p p2
Lower Upper
Parental Attachment --> Perceived Norms --> SSPS -0.001 -0.015 0.009 0.716 -0.005
Parental Attachment --> Feeling Ignored --> SSPS 0.028 0.003 0.064 0.033 0.087
Parental Attachment --> Interpersonal Conflict --> SSPS 0 -0.023 0.019 0.999 -0.001

SSPS; The Social Safeness and Pleasure Scale, Bi: Unstandardized beta coefficient; B2: Standardized beta coefficient

2
Total Attachment 2 & Social Safeness and
Score to Parents Pleasure
00
o7
Perceived Norms Feeling Ignored Interpersonal Conflict

Figure 1. Standardized Path Coefficients for the Mediation Model Examining the Effect of Parental Attachment on Social Safeness

and Satisfaction via Perceived Phubbing

Table 5. Mediation Analysis Results for Model 2

Dependent Variable Independent Variable p2 p1 Std. Error |p R2
Perceived phubbing < Parental Attachment -0.376 -0.029 0.009 0.002 0.142
Social Safeness and Pleasure <--- Parental Attachment 0.392 0.125 0.025 <0.001 0.287
Social Safeness and Pleasure <--- Perceived Phubbing -0.246 -1.01 0.403 0.012

Perceived Norms < Perceived Phubbing 0.399 1 0.159
Feeling Ignored <--- Perceived Phubbing 0.937 2.661 0.639 <0.001 0.878
Interpersonal Conflict <--- Perceived Phubbing 0.788 2.025 0.443 <0.001 0.621

fB1: Unstandardized beta coefficient; f.: Standardized beta coefficient
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Total Attachment
Score to Parents

16

Perceived Norms

29
29
1 Social Safeness and
Pleasure
62
Feeling Ignored Interpersonal
Conflict

®

Figure 2. Final Structural Mediation Model Demonstrating the Indirect Effect of Parental Attachment on Social Safeness and
Satisfaction through Perceived Phubbing (Standardized Path Coefficients)

DISCUSSION

Our findings suggest that secure parental attachment is
associated with levels of social safeness and pleasure. This
relationship appears to operate through both direct pathways
and indirectly via lower perceived phubbing. The Feeling
Ignored subdimension was identified as a partial mediator in
the association between parental attachment and social safeness

and pleasure.

The Effect of Attachment on Social Safeness and Pleasure

Our findings, in line with the attachment literature, indicate
that secure attachment is associated with significant increases
in social safeness and happiness. Previous research highlights
that feelings of social safeness are shaped by early relational
experiences with parents and primary caregivers, as well as by
the love and affection received from them [4, 21]. Adolescents
who feel loved and supported by their parents are more likely to
develop internal working models that view others as trustworthy,
which in turn is likely to be reflected in greater confidence and

satisfaction in their social relationships [22].

Secure attachment supports individuals’ ability to explore their

environment from a secure base, promotes the development

of social skills, and enhances interpersonal adjustment.
Accordingly, early parent—child relationships are regarded
as one of the fundamental determinants of social well-being
and social adaptation during adolescence [23]. Kelly et al. [3]
reported that individuals who feel less socially secure feel
more insecure in their attachment relationships and perceive
less social support from others. Similarly, other studies have
shown that secure attachment styles are associated with higher
levels of social safeness, whereas insecure attachment styles are
linked to lower social safeness and greater paranoid ideation.
In this context, social safeness has been conceptualized as an
important social-cognitive construct shaped by attachment-
based individual differences, and the research highlights that
feelings of social safeness may function as a protective factor
for mental health [24].

A study conducted with university students found that
individuals with higher levels of social safeness reported
fewer mood fluctuations, suggesting that social safeness may
function as an emotion regulation mechanism [25]. Gilbert et
al. [26] note that social safeness and pleasure are closely linked
to psychological well-being and suggest that enhancing these
feelings within therapeutic contexts may contribute to clinical
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improvement. It has also been proposed that social safeness and
pleasure may serve as a buffering mechanism against negative
mood disturbances, whereas difficulties in experiencing social
safeness may be associated with psychopathology [5, 25]. Indeed,
numerous studies have reported strong negative correlations
between social safeness and levels of depression and anxiety [2].
In our study, the association between secure attachment and
social safeness and pleasure remained significant both directly
and indirectly via perceived phubbing. Given the protective
effects of social safeness and pleasure on psychological well-
being, secure attachment can be considered an important factor
contributing to adolescents’ sense of safety and satisfaction in
social contexts.

The Effect of Perceived Phubbing on Social Safeness and
Pleasure

In our study, adolescents who perceived higher levels of phubbing
reported lower social safeness and pleasure. This finding can
be understood within social exclusion theory. During phubbing,
attention shifts from face-to-face interaction to the phone,
implicitly excluding the other person from the exchange. Such
experiences of being ignored may threaten fundamental social
needs and reduce feelings of social safeness and satisfaction
[27]. Individuals who are exposed to phubbing often interpret
this behavior as an implicit message that they are not worthy
of the phubber’s attention, and may experience it as a form of
exclusion that undermines their relational needs [8]. Sensitivity
to social exclusion is an evolutionary perception system, so signs
of exclusion trigger this system and evoke feelings of social pain
and threat in the individual [28]. Therefore, it is understandable
that individuals who perceive themselves as being phubbed
would trust the other person less, find the relationship less

satisfying, and feel less secure in the relationship [29, 30].

Empirical evidence also confirms that perceived phubbing is
interpreted as a sign of exclusion and leads to impairments in
social and psychological functioning [9, 31, 32]. Knausenberger
and colleagues found that as exposure to phubbing increases,
feelings of exclusion increase and mutual trust decreases.
Notably, even three consecutive instances of being phubbed
were associated with a marked reduction in behavioral trust
[9]. Similarly, Sun et al. [33] found that exposure to phubbing
leads individuals to feel excluded and to experience a decrease
in their level of social satisfaction. Moreover, even recalling a
past phubbing incident or imagining being phubbed can evoke

feelings of exclusion and threatened psychological needs [9].
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Our findings indicate that the “feeling ignored” subdimension
of the GSBP is a significant predictor of social safeness and
pleasure. This finding is also consistent with emerging research
on perceived phubbing. Chotpitayasunondh et al. [34] identified
the feeling of being ignored as a core component of the phubbing
experience and emphasized that this perception is associated
with threats to fundamental social needs among those who
perceive themselves as being phubbed. Their study further
reported that the experience of being ignored negatively affects

relationship quality, trust, and mutual respect.

Our findings indicate that being phubbed may reduce social
safeness and pleasure. In particular, the feeling of being ignored
should be considered a significant risk factor for adolescent
mental health and interpersonal functioning. However, it is
important to recognize that the experience of phubbing varies
perceptually across individuals. Therefore, in this study,
phubbing has been conceptualized as a subjective perception
through the concept of “perceived phubbing.”

The Mediating Role of Perceived Phubbing

Our findings suggest that adolescents with secure attachment
perceive lower levels of phubbing, which may help preserve their
social safeness and pleasure.In particular, the mediating role of
the “feeling ignored” dimension suggests that secure attachment
may serve as a protective buffer against social exclusion. An
important contribution of this study is the demonstration that
secure parental attachment can reduce adolescents’ vulnerability
to feeling ignored, thereby strengthening their sense of social
safeness and satisfaction. Indeed, prior research has shown
that securely attached individuals tend to personalize potential
exclusion or neglect in social interactions to a lesser extent,
which may function as a psychological protective mechanism
against relational stress [35]. For example, Liu et al. [35] reported
that exposure to parental phubbing significantly reduced life
satisfaction among adolescents with insecure attachment
patterns, whereas securely attached youths experienced this
negative effect to a lesser extent, demonstrating a partial
buffering role. Similarly, a recent comprehensive meta-analysis
(2025) found that insecure attachment tendencies—particularly
anxious and avoidant attachment styles—were associated with a

greater propensity to engage in phubbing behavior [16].

In our study, adolescents who were more securely attached
to their parents reported lower perceptions of being ignored,

which partly explained their higher levels of social safeness and
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pleasure. Theoretically, this result is consistent with attachment
theory. Attachment security fosters the expectation that others
will be responsive in social interactions and leads individuals
to perceive themselves as worthy of attention. In contrast,
insecure attachment increases sensitivity to potential rejection
and keeps individuals hypervigilant to interpersonal threat
cues [36]. Thus, when a parent or peer shifts their attention to
a phone, a securely attached adolescent may be able to tolerate
the situation, whereas an insecurely attached adolescent is more

likely to experience it as rejection and social exclusion.

From an attachment theory perspective, individuals with
insecure attachment are highly sensitive to perceived relational
threats and tend to react strongly to behaviors such as being
phubbed, often interpreting smartphone use as a sign of
relational neglect [37]. In this context, feeling ignored represents
a mechanism by which environmental cues such as digital
distraction are perceived as threats to social belonging, while
secure attachment to caregivers may buffer adolescents against

these experiences and support social safeness.

Limitations

Several limitations should be considered, including the cross-
sectional design and the reliance on self-report measures.
Another limitation relates to the characteristics of the clinical
sample. Participants represented adolescents with heterogeneous
psychiatric diagnoses, which may have contributed to variability
in attachment experiences and perceptions of interpersonal
interactions.In addition, a substantial proportion of the
participants were receiving psychotropic medication. Although
medication effects were not specifically examined in the present
study, ongoing pharmacological treatment may have introduced
additional variability in adolescents’ emotional experiences and
interpretations of social interactions. Therefore, it cannot be
ruled out that medication use may have influenced how some
participants perceived digital social interactions, including
experiences of being phubbed or feelings of being ignored,
and this possibility should be considered when interpreting the
observed associations. Additionally, the structural equation
model included the total parental attachment score; however, the
separate effects of maternal and paternal attachment on perceived
phubbing and adolescents’ social safeness and pleasure were not
examined, representing another limitation of the present study.
Finally, the absence of a non-clinical comparison group limits

the generalizability of the findings.
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CONCLUSION

This study showed that secure parental attachment is associated
with adolescents’ social satisfaction and social safeness both
directly and indirectly through perceived phubbing. The
mediating role of the feeling ignored dimension indicates that
digital distraction may weaken the sense of social safeness,
whereas secure attachment may partially buffer this effect.
Future research should use longitudinal designs to clarify causal
pathways and test the model in different cultural contexts and

larger samples.
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