Psychology: the Journal of the Hellenic Psychological Society

Vol 30, No 2 (2025)

Special Section: Individuals, relationships and community in the digital era

) Aexéppplog | December 2025 . .
Tetyog | Issue 30 (2) Parenting and parental phubbing: Adolescents’

perceptions and the moderating role of gender in
the Greek context

Aikaterini Lampropoulou, Panayiotis Lianos

Yuyoloyia
Psychology

doi: 10.12681/psy_hps.40477

ArevBivipla Zuvtafne: : - A A (1 R
Mreriva NtéBou Copyright © 2025, Aikaterini Lampropoulou, Panayiotis Lianos

Editor:
Bettina Davou

; This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike 4.0.

EXm vy Wi Etaipele
Hellenic Psyc ociety

To cite this article:

Lampropoulou, A., & Lianos, P. (2025). Parenting and parental phubbing: Adolescents’ perceptions and the moderating
role of gender in the Greek context . Psychology: The Journal of the Hellenic Psychological Society, 30(2), 187-211.
https://doi.org/10.12681/psy_hps.40477

https://epublishing.ekt.gr | e-Publisher: EKT | Downloaded at: 25/01/2026 16:47:39




WYXOAOTrIA | PSYCHOLOGY 30(2), 187-211

EMIIEIPIKH EPTAXIA | RESEARCH PAPER

Parenting and parental phubbing: Adolescents’ perceptions and the

moderating role of gender in the Greek context

Aikaterini LAMPROPOULOU", Panayiotis LIANOS?

! Department of Psychology, National and Kapodistrian University of Athens

2 Department of Psychology, University of Ioannina

EN\nviki) Woxohoyikr) ETaipeia @
Hellenic Psychological Society &l

KEYWORDS ABSTRACT

Parenting This study draws on attachment and social learning theories to explore the

Parental phubbing relationship between adolescents' perceptions of parenting dimensions

Adolescents (rejection, emotional warmth, overprotection/control and anxious rearing)

Gender and parental phubbing—which is when a parent ignore their child in favor of
using a smartphone. Given the growing use of digital devices in family
interactions, understanding these dynamics is critical. A sample of 326

CORRESPONDENCE adolescents (12 to 16) completed the Egna Minnen Betraffande Uppfostran

(Memories from my upbringing) questionnaire and the Generic Scale of Being
Phubbed assessing parenting styles and parental phubbing for each parent
separately. The results showed that parental rejection and
overprotection/control were linked to parental phubbing, while emotional
warmth was associated with lower levels of maternal and paternal phubbing.
Gender differences emerged in father-child interactions; boys reported that
higher paternal controlling behavior was related to more paternal phubbing,
while girls reported that higher paternal anxious rearing was linked to less
paternal phubbing. Furthermore, gender moderated the relationship between
paternal behaviors and perceptions of paternal phubbing, with a stronger effect
seen in girls. These findings suggest that parental behaviors characterized by
emotional unavailability or excessive control may contribute to or reinforce
patterns of digital disengagement. Implications include the need for
interventions that promote parental emotional presence and reduce digital
distractions, such as programs promoting mindful smartphone use in
parenting.
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Parenting has been extensively studied in psychological research. Baumrind’s typology (1991) defines
parenting styles along responsiveness and demandingness. The authoritarian parent is characterized by low
responsiveness and high demandingness, the permissive parent by high responsiveness and low
demandingness, and the authoritative parent by high levels on both dimensions (Baumrind, 1991). Maccoby
and Martin (1983) added the neglectful parenting style, marked by low demandingness and responsiveness.
Research consistently supports the benefits of authoritative parenting for adolescents’ development. Several
difficulties, including social withdrawal, externalizing and internalizing problems, victimization, and
aggression, have been associated with negative parenting, where there is no balance between the two
dimensions (Pinquart, 2017).

In the realm of digital communication, parental behaviors have evolved with the widespread use of
smartphones, leading to the phenomenon of "parental phubbing" (“phone” and “snubbing”) - where parents
prioritize their phones over interacting with their children- raising concerns about its impact on the parent-

child relationship (Chotpitayasunondh & Douglas, 2018; Roberts & David, 2016). Studies indicate negative
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outcomes for adolescents, including lower self-control, aggression, cyberbullying, peer alienation, and
vulnerability to depression (Braune-Krickau et al., 2021; Jiang et al., 2023).

Despite increasing interest, there is a gap in understanding how adolescents perceive parental phubbing
and its relationship with broader parenting behaviors. This study aims to explore adolescents’ perceptions of
parental phubbing and its association to parenting dimensions, particularly parental emotional warmth,
overprotection/control, anxious rearing, and rejection, while considering the moderating role of gender in the
Greek context.

Conceptual Background

Parental behaviors, including phubbing, can be understood through theoretical frameworks such as Bowlby’s
attachment theory and Bandura’s social learning theory. Attachment theory emphasizes the role of caregivers
in shaping children's emotional security and interpersonal expectations (Scharfe, 2017). When parents are
preoccupied with smartphones, it may disrupt emotional availability, potentially leading to insecure
attachment or feelings of neglect. Concurrently, social learning theory suggests that children learn behaviors
by observing others (Akers & Jennings, 2015). Thus, exposure to parental phubbing may not only affect a
child’s emotional needs but may also normalize device distraction in relationships.

While early frameworks focused on parenting styles based on responsiveness and control, recent research
has adopted multi-dimensional models (Power, 2013). This study incorporates four validated parenting
dimensions from the Egna Minnen Betradffande Uppfostran - Child version (EMBU-C) scale, which include
emotional warmth (the extent to which parents are affectionate/supportive), overprotection/controlling
behavior (the extent to which parents are controlling/intrusive), rejection (the extent to which parents are
critical/punitive), and anxious rearing that refers to parental behaviors characterized by persistent worrying
about the child’s safety or performance, frequent checking, and communications that transmit parental
anxiety to the child (Castro et al., 1993; Power, 2013). These dimensions may either complement or extend
classical typologies by capturing affective components that typologies alone may overlook.

The introduction of phubbing intersects with parenting dimensions as “parental phubbing” reflects
emotional unavailability introducing the term “distracted parenting” (McDaniel, 2019). Preliminary findings
suggest that phubbing may undermine the quality of parent-child interactions, particularly during emotionally
sensitive developmental stages like adolescence (Xie et al., 2022).

The relationship between parental phubbing and parenting style is an emerging area of research, and a
key unresolved issue is whether phubbing reflects a broader parenting style or if it exacerbates relational
distance regardless of the parenting style. Research on parental phubbing suggests that while this behavior is
influenced by various factors, it is partially related to parenting styles. Parenting styles characterized by lower
emotional responsiveness, such as authoritarian or neglectful, may be associated with higher incidences of
phubbing, while parents who exhibit more authoritative practices are less likely to engage in phubbing (Li et
al., 2024; Niu et al., 2020; Tong et al., 2024). However, phubbing is also understood as a situational behavior
driven by the pervasive use of smartphones and technology, occurring across different parenting styles
(McDaniel & Radesky, 2018). Consequently, parental phubbing is best viewed as a multifaceted phenomenon
that intersects with but operates somewhat independently from traditional parenting styles, with its impact
on the parent-child relationship moderated by the broader emotional context and communication patterns
within the family (Shi et al., 2024).

Research indicates that adolescents may interpret maternal and paternal behaviors differently, influenced
by gender-specific parenting roles and cultural expectations (Pleck, 2010). Mothers are perceived as more
permissive or authoritative, emphasizing emotional warmth and nurturing, while fathers are more play-

oriented, authoritarian and place more emphasis on rules and discipline (Yaffe, 2023). However, the literature
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suggests that these patterns are not fixed but rather dependent on several factors, including family dynamics
and individual needs of each child, cultural values, societal norms, and gender roles (Yaffe, 2023).
Furthermore, the significant role of fathers in children’s development has gained widespread recognition,
leading to changes in paternal expected behaviors in many societies (Cabrera et al., 2018).

Research on differences between maternal and paternal phubbing is limited. Existing research suggests
that mothers, responding to social expectations, may regulate the use of their phone (Incekar et al., 2024).
Recent evidence also shows that maternal and paternal phubbing may affect adolescents differently. For
instance, Pivetta et al. (2024) found that maternal phubbing predicted male and female adolescents’
problematic gaming through increased maternal indifference. In contrast, paternal phubbing was associated
with problematic gaming only among female adolescents, suggesting that girls may be particularly sensitive
to inattentive paternal behavior. Gender differences in parenting and digital behaviors underscore the
importance of examining these dynamics separately (Tamis-LeMonda et al., 2004).

Research has shown that boys may perceive their mothers as overly controlling, while girls may interpret
the same behaviors as protective/caring (Smetlana, 2017). Further, boys have been found to perceive their
parents as more authoritarian and permissive compared to girls; however, both boys and girls perceive their
parents as mainly authoritative (Olivari et al., 2015). These differences are largely attributed to factors such
as gender socialization, parent-child relationships, and cultural expectations. Studies have shown that girls
may value authoritative parenting practices because it is socially expected for girls to express emotions and
seek support. In contrast, boys may respond more positively to parenting practices that align with traditional
expectations of control, independence, and discipline (Chen et al., 2024).

Furthermore, younger adolescents (10-14 yrs), who are still closer to earlier developmental stages, may
rely largely on their parents’ guidance and perceive authoritative behaviors as supportive/nurturing. As they
seek more autonomy and independence, they may begin to perceive parental control as strict or annoying.
Older adolescents (15+), having gained more autonomy, may strongly reject parental control or authoritarian
practices (Sanders & Morawska, 2018). Studies have shown that younger adolescents perceive their parents,
particularly mothers, as more affectionate and supportive while reporting less criticism (Ortega et al., 2023).
It has also been found that parents of older adolescents are more likely to exhibit neglectful or indulgent
parenting styles and are less likely to set limits on online behavior (Rosen et al., 2008).

In relation to phubbing, studies suggest that girls may perceive parental phubbing differently and may
be more affected by it than boys (McDaniel, 2019). In a study with Chinese adolescents it was found that the
relationship between paternal phubbing and communication with father was stronger in female adolescents
(Wang et al., 2022).There are also data indicating that the negative impact of parental phubbing is stronger
for younger children (McDaniel & Radesky, 2018).

Greek Cultural Context

Cultural values and norms play a significant role in parenting practices and adolescents' perceptions. It has
been supported that authoritative parenting is more valued in Western societies, while authoritarian practices
are more common in Eastern societies (Smetana, 2017). Moreover, in cultures where more authoritarian
practices are normative, the impact on children’s development is not so negative compared to cultures with
contrasting values (Lie & Wang, 2018; Smetana, 2017).

Greece has strong family ties and high parental involvement, with traditional gender roles associating
mothers with affectionate practices (Georgas et al., 2006; Giotsa et al., 2018; Lampropoulou et al., 2025;
Mussa, 2022; Vakalopoulou, 2022). Greek parenting reflects a mix of authoritarian and authoritative practices
influenced bicultural values and family dynamics (Antonopoulou & Tsitsas, 2011; Antonopoulou et al., 2012).

Greece’s cultural context situates it between more authoritarian and permissive societies, with Greek
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adolescents describing their parents as mainly authoritative (Mussa, 2022; Olivari et al., 2015). As smartphone
use increases in Greek households, with children having consistent access to smartphone devices through
their parents (Papadakis et al., 201), understanding its impact on parenting is timely and relevant.

The Current Study

Parenting research highlights the evolving nature of parent-child relationships in the digital era. In Greece,
where traditional family structures are prominent, the emergence of behaviors such as parental phubbing
introduces novel dynamics in parent-adolescent interactions. Existing literature emphasizes the importance
of parenting dimensions (e.g., emotional warmth, rejection, overprotection/control, anxious rearing) in
shaping adolescent development, yet less is known about how these interact with modern behaviors like
phubbing. Moreover, gender differences in how adolescents perceive these parenting behaviors and how these
perceptions influence their psychosocial outcomes remain underexplored.

In the present cross-sectional design, parental phubbing is conceptualized as the outcome variable that
may co-occur with—and potentially be reinforced by—less adaptive relational patterns such as high rejection
or control. Building on the theoretical and empirical background reviewed above, the present study
investigates (a) the associations between adolescents’ perceptions of parenting dimensions—emotional
warmth, overprotection/control, rejection, and anxious rearing—based on the EMBU-C questionnaire, and
parental phubbing, and (b) whether these associations are moderated by adolescent gender. In addition, it
assesses differences attributable to adolescent demographic characteristics (gender, age) and contrasts
perceptions of maternal versus paternal behavior. These goals offer a nuanced understanding of how
parenting behaviors intersect in Greek families.

Based on the presented rationale, the study addresses the following hypotheses and research question:

H1: Adolescents’ perceptions of parenting practices and parental phubbing will differ based on
adolescents’ gender and age. Prior research indicates that girls and boys differ in their emotional sensitivity
to parenting behaviors and that developmental stage influences how adolescents interpret parental availability
(Ditman et al., 2013; Shek, 2008).

H2: Adolescents are anticipated to report higher levels of maternal emotional warmth and lower levels of
maternal phubbing. This is in line with traditional maternal roles and previous findings that suggest mothers
are more emotionally available (Pivetta et al., 2024).

H3: Higher levels of parental rejection, overprotection/control, and anxious rearing and lower levels of
parental emotional warmth will be positively associated with increased parental phubbing. This is consistent
with prior findings that link authoritarian and disengaged/neglectful parenting with digital distraction (Hong
et al., 2019; McDaniel & Radesky, 2018; Xie et al., 2022).

RQ1: Does adolescent gender moderate the relationship between perceived parenting dimensions and
parental phubbing, separately for mothers and fathers?

This study addresses a gap in the literature by contextualizing these relationships within a specific
cultural framework. By considering parenting dimensions, parental phubbing, and gender simultaneously, the
study contributes to the development of context-specific interventions to promote healthier relationships in

the digital age.
Method

Participants

In total, 326 adolescents (104 males, 222 females) aged 12-16, participated in the study. Of these, 54% attended
junior high school and 46% attended senior high school located in eastern Athens. Additionally, 89% reported
that their family was intact, while 9% reported that their parents were divorced/separated. Most participants’
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fathers (48%) had a higher education degree, 36% had completed senior high school, and 14% had finished
basic/mandatory education. The majority of the participants’ mothers (62%) had a university degree, 30%
had completed senior high school, and 7% had finished basic/mandatory education.

Measures

Parenting. The 40-item EMBU-C (“Egna Minnen Betraffande Uppfostran”-Memories from my upbringing)
questionnaire was used to evaluate parenting behavior in children aged 77 to 16 (Castro et al., 1993; Muris et
al., 2003). It includes four factors (10 items each): Control/Overprotection (e.g., Your mother/father wants
you to reveal your secrets to him/her), Emotional Warmth (e.g., Your mother/father likes you just the way
you are), Rejection (e.g., Your mother/father treats you unfairly), and Anxious Rearing (e.g., Your
mother/father worries about you making a mistake). Responses were provided separately for each parent
using a 4-point Likert scale (1=No, never, to 4=Yes, all the time). The Greek adaptation of the EMBU-C has
shown good internal consistency in previous research with Greek adolescents (e.g., a=.74-.85 across
subscales; Lianos, 2015). For this study, a modified, shorter version of the instrument was used to match the

sample’s characteristics. A detailed description of the modification procedure is provided later in the article.

Parental Phubbing. The Generic Scale of Being Phubbed (GSBP; Chotpitayasunondh & Douglas, 2016) was
used to evaluate adolescents’ experiences of parental phubbing. The scale comprises 22 items distributed
across three subscales: Perceived Norms (e.g., Your mother/father seems to be using his/her phone to go
online), Feeling Ignored (e.g., Your mother/father would rather pay attention to his/her phone than talk to
me) and Interpersonal Conflict (e.g., I tell my mother/father that he/she interacts with his/her phone too
much). Responses were rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree). Iltems were
modified to assess perceptions separately for each parent by administering the scale twice (once for the
mother and once for the father). While the GSBP has not been formally validated in the Greek context, a
translation-back-translation procedure was conducted by two bilingual members of the research team.
Exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis supported the three-factor structure, and internal consistency
was high for both maternal and paternal scales (Cronbach’s a=.81-.94).

Socio-demographic variables. The study measured gender, grade, parental education, and family status.

Procedure

The study, conducted from March to June 2024, was approved by the Ethics Committees of the Department
of Psychology, National & Kapodistrian University of Athens (PN=529a 28/3/2024). The sample was selected
through convenience sampling from four public secondary schools that had previously collaborated with the
research team. This method was chosen for its ease of access to the school settings. Parental written informed
consent was required. Information (aims/process) was provided on the first page of the questionnaire.
Students were informed about the voluntary nature of participation, the anonymity and confidentiality of their
responses, and the right to withdraw at any time. The questionnaires were completed during a regular class
period (20-30 minutes).

Data Analytic Strategy

The statistical analysis involved exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, normality tests, and descriptive
statistics. Pearson's correlation coefficients (r) were calculated to assess the relationships among the
dependent variables, with values ranging up to .19 being considered very weak, .20 to .39 weak, .40 to .59
moderate, .60 to .79 strong and over .80 very strong (Evans, 1996). T-tests were conducted to explore
differences based on demographics, with effect sizes up to .20 considered small, up to .50 moderate and over

.80 large (Cohen, 1988). To address multiple testing, p-values were adjusted using Bonferroni corrections.
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Both Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) were used to provide
a comprehensive and rigorous approach to examining the structure of the measuring instruments. In terms
of CFA, goodness of fit was determined using the comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), with
acceptable values of >.90, and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) with acceptable goodness
of fit values of <.08. The p-value of standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) was calculated based on
the RMSEA values, with values of p<.08 indicating close fit (Brown, 2015). The difference between the
observed and model-implied covariance matrix was tested with the Pearson’s chi-squared test (x*), where
absence of statistical significance denotes that the measurement models are consistent with the data;
however, since significant chi-square values are common in large samples, incremental indices are
emphasized (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The x>/df was also calculated with values below 5 considered reasonable
(Wheaton et al., 1978) and values below 2 being indicative of superior fit between the model and the sample
data (Cole, 1987). These tests were performed in R (lavaan) to check the equality of the measurement
invariance models for both parents. Specifically, the configural (baseline), metric (with equal loadings) and
scalar (with equal loadings and intercepts) models were tested. Lack of significant differences means that
latent means of phubbing and parenting dimensions across mother and father can be compared meaningfully.

Moderation analyses employing adolescents’ gender as a moderator were conducted using the PROCESS
macro for SPSS (Model 1; Hayes, 2018), to examine whether adolescent gender altered the strength or
direction of the relationship between parenting dimensions and parental phubbing behaviors. To control the
proportion of false positives due to the fact that many tests were conducted, results that remained significant
at a = .01 were only taken into account. Statistical analyses were performed with IBM SPSS (v29.0) and JASP
(v0.19.3) using the lavaan code.

Missing data were managed through listwise deletion, meaning that any case with missing values on
variables included in the analysis was excluded. This approach was selected because the proportion of missing
data was low (<5%) and Little’s MCAR test was non-significant, x*(16)=28.0, p=.08, indicating that data
were missing completely at random (MCAR) (Little, 1988). Under these conditions, listwise deletion is less
likely to introduce bias and is a statistically appropriate method (Enders, 2010).

Results
Dimensionality of the Measures

The dimensionality of the study’s measures (GSBP, EMBU-C) was explored. Examination of the initial
structure exhibited evidence of misfit across fathers and mothers. Therefore, the model was re-specified and
re-estimated to provide a robust fit (Byrne, 2008). The first stage of the analysis was to estimate an
appropriate baseline measurement model. Given that the same items were administered to adolescents for
each parent, EFA was conducted on just one set (i.e., fathers) arbitrarily. Item retention followed a standard
rule for both measures: retain loadings > .49; discard items with loadings < .32 or with cross-loadings > .32
on different components (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The emerging structure was tested on the items
referring to fathers and mothers through CFA to verify that the structure held across both parental figures
(King et al., 2023). Analyses were conducted using the maximum likelihood factoring method. Assuming that
the components should be related, promax oblique rotation was used.

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of the GSBP. A three-factor solution was examined for the GSBP, as per
the initial version of the scale. The number of factors that emerged explained 56,7% of the distribution.
Following the item retention rule, items 1 and 22 were discarded, leaving 20 items in the new version of the

questionnaire. Factor loadings are shown in Table 1.

192



WYXOAOTIA | PSYCHOLOGY 30(2), 187-211 ENviki) Woxodoyik Eraipeia @
Hellenic Psychological Society &l

Table 1. Factor Analysis of the GSBP

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

GSBP1P .400

GSBP2P 511

GSBP3P 531

GSBP4P 647

GSBP5P 575

GSBP6P .685

GSBP7P .738

GSBP8P .567 .337
GSBP9P -639

GSBP10P .510

GSBP11P .813
GSBP12P .791

GSBP13P .829
GSBP14P 729

GSBP15P .561
GSBP16P .924

GSBP17P .696

GSBP18P 671

GSBP1gP .801
GSBP20P .853
GSBP21P .624
GSBP22P .396 .252

*Note. GSBP = Generic Scale of Being Phubbed; Applied rotation method is oblique promax; item loadings in italics were discarded
after first and second scrutiny; item loadings in bold were retained.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) of the GSBP. CFA was conducted on the revised version of GSBP for
the 20-item version for both genders. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy (MSA) was
greater than .60 for fathers (.94) and mothers (.93), and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant [fathers:
x> (190) = 4901.255, p< .001; mothers: y* (190) = 3993.443, p <.001], it was concluded that the data were
suitable for factor analysis. The two 20-item models demonstrated poor fit (Table 2), and additional items
were considered for removal to improve model fit. Specifically, it was found that five more items, 2 (Your
father/mother seems to be using his/her phone to go online); 3 (Your father/mother places his/her phone
where he/she can see it); 4 (Your father/mother seems worried that he/she will miss something important
if he/she does not check his/her phone); 5 (Your father/mother seems like he/she loses awareness of
his/her surroundings because of his/her phone); and 8 (Your father/mother seems like he/she is “in his/her
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own world” using his/her phone), although having yielded accepted loading in the EFA, their removal
improved significantly goodness-of-fit indices of the revised 20-item version, narrowing the scale down to
15 items (Table 2). A closer inspection of estimates justified this omission. After scrutiny of the R* index, the
items displayed the lowest values mostly for mothers (.172; .122; .339; .437; .280 respectively) but also for
fathers (.213; .170; .383; .560; .430 respectively), indicating little distribution effect. This adjustment
improved the model fit for both parents, except RMSEA for fathers, which remained above the .08
benchmark (although dropping from .107 to .098). Table 3 shows the remaining items’ loadings on the three
factors of the scale and the squared multiple correlations (determination coefficients), which indicate the
proportion of the variance explained by each item. R* values range from .450 (Q9 mothers) to .779 (Q14
fathers).

Table 2. Goodness-of-fit of the Revised Versions of the Study’s Measures

Measures Goodness-of-fit indices
CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR  * (df) \/df
[90% CI LL-UL]
GSBP (mother) (20 items) .871  .853 .095[.088-.103] .067 666.049 (167)"  3.99
GSBP (father) (20 items) .865 .846 .107[.100-.115] .060 800.096 (167)"  4.79
GSBP (mother) (15 items) .942 .930 .079 [.069-.090] .043 268.789 (87)  3.09
GSBP (father) (15 items) .926 .91 .098 [.088-.109] .048 366.056 (87)"  4.21

EMBU-C (mother) (23 items) .894 .881 .061[.054-.068] .056 540.428 (246)" 2.20
EMBU-C (father) (23 items) .902 .889 .065[.057-0.72] .062 528.454 (224)" 2.36
EMBU-C (mother) (20 items) .938 .929 .050 [.042-.059] .051 333.678 (183)" 1.82
EMBU-C (father) (20 items) .939 .930 .056 [.047-.064] .054 330.053 (164)  2.01

*

*Note. " <.001; GSBP = Generic Scale of Being Phubbed; EMBU-C = Egna Minnen Betréffande Uppfostran (children’s version); CFI
= Comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = Standardized root
mean square residual; df = degrees of freedom

Chi-squared difference tests were performed to compare the 15-item models for fathers and mothers.
First, the baseline fit of the configural model was calculated, ¥*(390) = 3235.7. After constraining loadings
equal, the model fit showed insignificant change, ¥%(402) = 3253.3, Ay? = 17.66, Adf = 12, p = 0.1265.
Thus, the metric invariance was supported. Adding intercept constraints produced no further significant
change in the fit, y2(414) = 3256.5, Ay? = 3.23, Adf = 12, p = 0.9937; scalar invariance was also supported.
Overall, since the models remain stable as constraints are added, latent means of phubbing dimensions

across mother and father can be compared meaningfully.

The internal consistency of the three latent factors was computed using Cronbach’s alpha. Results
indicated high reliability for both parents: Perceived Norms-Fathers (a = .84); Perceived Norms-Mothers (a
= .81); Feeling Ignored by Fathers (a = .94); Feeling Ignored by Mothers (a = .92); Interpersonal Conflict with
Fathers (¢ = .88); Interpersonal Conflict with Mothers (¢ = .86). To ensure the convergent validity of
constructs, the average variance extracted (AVE) of each construct was examined. The AVEs were higher than
the recommended value of .50 [Perceived Norms-Fathers (.66); Perceived Norms-Mothers (.60); Feeling
Ignored by Fathers (.67); Feeling Ignored by Mothers (.60); Interpersonal Conflict with Fathers (.65);
Interpersonal Conflict with Mothers (.61)] indicating adequate convergent validity. To ensure discriminant
validity, the square roots of the AVEs were calculated, and the products were found to be higher than the
correlations of each construct with the other constructs.

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of EMBU-C. A four-factor solution was investigated according to the
structure of the initial scale. The number of factors that emerged explained 41,7% of the distribution.

Following the item retention rule, items 1, 3, 4, 11, 12, 16, 21, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30, 32, 37, 39 were
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discarded from the model, leaving 23 items in the new version of the questionnaire. Factor loadings are

presented in Table 4.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) of EMBU-C. CFA was conducted on the revised version of EMBU-C for
the 23 set of items for both genders (Table 2). Since Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling
Adequacy (MSA) was greater than .60 for fathers (.9o) and mothers (.88), and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was
significant [fathers: y* (190)= 2917.615, p<.001; mothers: ¥* (210) = 2628.566, p<.001], it was concluded that
the data were suitable for factor analysis. As the models demonstrated poor fit, additional items were
considered for removal to improve model fit. Specifically, it was found that three more items, 20 (Your
father/mother criticizes you in front of others), 31 (Your father/mother watches you very carefully), and 38
(Your father/mother checks on you), although having yielded accepted loading in the EFA (.502; .545; .616
respectively), its removal improved significantly goodness-of-fit indices of the revised 20-item version (Table
2). A closer inspection of estimates justified this omission. After scrutiny of the R? index, the items displayed
the lowest values for mothers (.287; .211; .272 respectively) and fathers (.294; .226; .286 respectively),
indicating little distribution effect. Table 5 shows the remaining items’ loadings on the four factors of the scale
and the determination coefficients of each individual item. R* values range from moderate to large (.305; Q22
mothers to .727; Q14 fathers).

Metric invariance across mothers and fathers was supported (A » “=15.20, A df=36, p=.999), indicating
comparable factor loadings. Partial scalar invariance was achieved, but constraining intercepts led to a small
but significant worsening of fit (A » “=21.27, Adf=8, p=.006), with an RMSEA of 0.075. This indicates that
only partial scalar invariance was achieved. Overall, the results support the use of the scales for examining
structural relationships across parent types, while latent mean comparisons should account for the partial
scalar invariance constraints.

The internal consistency of the four latent factors was computed using Cronbach’s alpha. Results
indicated acceptable and high reliability for both parents: Paternal Warmth (a = .90); Maternal Warmth (a =
.88); Paternal Control (a =. 77); Maternal Control (a = .79); Paternal Rejection (a = .71); Maternal Rejection
(a = .71); Paternal Anxious Rearing (a =. 86); Maternal Anxious Rearing (a =. 80). To ensure the convergent
validity of constructs, the average variance extracted (AVE) of each construct was examined. The AVEs were
near and/or higher than the recommended value of .50 [Paternal Warmth (.50); Maternal Warmth (.42);
Paternal Control (.49); Maternal Control (.53); Paternal Rejection (.46); Maternal Rejection (.46); Paternal
Anxious Rearing (.61); Maternal Anxious Rearing (.52)] indicating adequate convergent validity. To ensure
discriminant validity, the square root of the AVE for each construct was calculated and was found to be higher
than the correlations of the construct with other constructs.

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Mean scores on parenting factors revealed the highest levels for anxious rearing both for mothers (M=3.38)
and fathers (M=3.24), while the lowest scores were found for rejection (Mmothers=1.56, Mfathers=1.52). The
strongest correlations regarding fathers emerged between feeling ignored and paternal rejection, which
showed a moderate positive association (r = .46, p < .01), and between feeling ignored and paternal emotional
warmth, which showed a moderate negative association (r=-.49, p<.01). Regarding mothers, correlation
between feeling ignored and maternal rejection which showed a moderate positive association (r=.44, p<.01),
and between interpersonal conflict and maternal emotional warmth, which showed a moderate positive

association (r=.42, p<.01) (Table 6).
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Table 3. Factor loadings (standardized estimates and standard errors) and determination coefficients (R?) of

the final GSBP items
Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Fathers Mothers Fathers Mothers Fathers Mothers Fathers Mothers

Q6 .(5.35271) .(%;(?257) 752 648
Q7 -(?(')7271) .(?5255) 769 732
0 (o3 (o3 403450
Qo '(5.3557) .(?Zis) 732 594
Qu fc?fS) fé;) 704 660
Q12 '(?337) ff: D 545 473
Q13 'Z(S)SS) 'ZS;IS) 574 539
Q4 fcii) '(5.55242) 779 646
REE &.72272) '(?Sgs) 635 582
Q16 ‘(E.;jzlo) .(?;21) 675 665
Q7 '(E.;ozjo) f;;) 677 667
Q18 '(fgs) '(?327) 562577
Q9 féi) (7320) 668 526
Q21 k?c?SS) k?jfz) 704 686

*Note. Factor 1 = Feeling Ignored; Factor 2 = Perceived Norms; Factor 3 = Interpersonal Conflict.

Sociodemographic Variables

Parents’ gender. Paired sample t test was performed for comparing participants’ perceptions by parents’
gender. After correction, significant differences were found between mothers and fathers for Emotional
Warmth (Mfat = 3.04, SD = .66; Mmot = 3.23, SD = .58; t [296] = -7.45, p < .001, d = -.43),
Overprotection/control (Mfat = 1.92, SD = .71; Mmot = 2.10, SD = .77; t [317]= -7.08, p < .001, d = -.40), and
Anxious Rearing (Mfat = 3.24, SD = .68; Mmot = 3.38, SD = .61; t [298] = -5.48, p < .001,d = -.32).

Adolescents’ gender and grade. Independent-samples t-tests were conducted to compare participants'
perceptions of their parents' parenting behaviors by adolescents' gender. To control familywise error across
8 comparisons, p-values were adjusted using Bonferroni correction, (o_adj = .05/8 = .00625). After
adjustment, significant differences remained between girls and boys for maternal anxious rearing (Mgirls =
3.46, SD = .58; Mboys = 3.21, SD = .65; t [321] = 3.33, p < .001, d = .41), paternal anxious rearing (Mgirls =
3.32, SD = .65; Mboys = 3.05, SD = .70; t [321]= 3.28, p < .001, d = .40), indicating that girls reported
moderately higher levels of anxious rearing from both parents than boys. No significant differences between
girls and boys were found in phubbing
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Table 4. Factor Analysis of the EMBU-C

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4

EMBU1P .408
EMBU2P .685

EMBU3P -303

EMBU4P -355

EMBU5P .608

EMBU6P .634

EMBU7P .785

EMBUSP .640

EMBUg9P 492
EMBU10P .618

EMBU11P -.382 .315

EMBU12P -345

EMBU13P .658

EMBU14P .810

EMBU15P .760

EMBU16P 473

EMBU17P .806

EMBU18P .736

EMBU19P .653
EMBU20P .502

EMBU21P 461

EMBU22P 573

EMBU23P -.308 .298

EMBU24P 433

EMBU25P .322

EMBU26P .330

EMBU27P .635

EMBU28P .339 .312

EMBU29P .309 .281
EMBU30P 487

EMBU31P 545

EMBU32P -379

EMBU33P .612

EMBU34P .952

EMBU35P .504
EMBU36P .743

EMBU37P 457

EMBU38P .616

EMBU39P .300
EMBU40P .660

*Note. EMBU-C = Egna Minnen Betraffande Uppfostran (children’s version); Applied rotation method is oblique promax; item
loadings in italics were discarded after first and second scrutiny; item loadings in bold were retained.
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Table 5. Factor loadings (standardized estimates and standard errors) and determination coefficients (R?) of the final EMBU-
C items

Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 R?
Fathers Mothers Fathers Mothers Fathers Mothers Fathers Mothers Fathers Mothers
A (s '((?524) 534 456
A f;;fs) f;ig) 460 382
@ ‘(581;17) ‘((.301;1) -325 374
7 '(.7321) '((?554) -512 457
« (o1 (o
Q9 G Coan Y
Qo fies) k§3§8) 456 -397
Q13 '(?3;)5) fjf& 628 .681
Qi4 '((.55367) 'ZS;) 727 .610
Q7 fﬁy '(.7;};9) 560 549
Q18 ‘(6-3;}:5) '(izg) 648 .668
Q19 042 758 .609 575
(.040) (.028)
Q22 .(?232) .(?34215) 312 .305
Q7 '(iS);o) '((?35)6) -499 426
3 ‘(534113) ‘(6-3;)359) -401 -366
Q34 'ffgs) 'Zj;}) 687 528
Q35 ‘(?(?:8) fgzi%) .502 .448
Q36 '(ii(:& fc?SS) 480 .392

*Note. Factor 1 = Emotional Warmth; Factor 2 = Rejection; Factor 3 = Control/Overprotection; Factor 4 = Anxious Rearing.

198



WYXOAOCrIA | PSYCHOLOGY 30(2), 187-211

Table 6. Means, Standard Deviations and Inter-correlations of the Variables

EAAnvikr Woyoloyikn Etaipeia @
Hellenic Psychological Society £

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1. Emotional Warmth/Mo 1

2. Rejection/Mo -.53** 1

3. Overprotection/Control/Mo -.04 20%% 1

4. Anxious rearing/Mo .39%* .01 26**  q

5. Emotional Warmth/F 74%* -.45%*  -19**  27%* 1

6. Rejection/F -.46%*%  76**  omF* -.06  -.6%* 1

7. Overprotection/Control/F -.06 J7FF 0 .83*%F  21%*%  -10 27 g

8. Anxious rearing/F .209%* 21%% J12%* J75%%  .39%*  -07 .33** 1

9. Perceived Norms/Mo -.11 .26%* .20%* .06 -.23*%*  25**  15** -o05 1

10.Feeling ignored/Mo -.35%*  44%**  .23** -.08  -.34** .39**  18** -12 .58*%*% 1

11. Interpersonal Conflict/Mo -26%*%  42%* .20** .04  -.29%*  35%* 14 A8**  49**  p2** g

12. Perceived Norms/F -.04 .14 13 .06 -23%%  24%* 12 -.09  .18**  ga2**  28*%* 1

13. Feeling ignored/F -22%%  gp¥* 3% %  _ 02 -49%*  46** 18 -.17 .70%*  69**F  46%*  5o** 1

14. Interpersonal Conflict/F -.09 24%*  a7r* .02 -.28*%*%  32** 14 -.07  .31%%  46%*  g4**  5q**  72** g
Mean 3.23 1.56 2.1 3.38 3.04 1.52 1.92 3.23 3.04 128 1.21 3.08 1.28 1.23
Standard deviation .58 .62 .78 .60 .66 .64 .67 2.00 1.10 .32 .32 1.23 .36 .35

*Note: Mo=Mother - F=Father; Numbers on the upper horizontal line indicate the study’s variables as found in the left column.

*p<.01**
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Furthermore, independent-samples t-tests were conducted to compare participants' perceptions of their
parents' parenting behaviors by adolescents' grade level. The analyses show several statistically significant
differences between junior and senior high school students. To control for multiple testing (8 comparisons),
p-values were adjusted using Bonferroni correction (a_adj = .05/8 = .00625). After adjustment, only
overprotection/control by mothers showed a small-to-moderate difference favoring junior high students
(Mjunior = 2.21, SD = .78; Msenior = 1.98, SD = .76; t [321] =2.61, p<.001, d =.30); all other comparisons
were not significant after correction. Finally, none of the six comparisons (3 phubbing factors x 2 grade
levels) reached statistical significance after Bonferroni correction (a_adj = .05/6 =0.0083).

Moderation analyses

A moderation analysis was conducted to examine whether adolescents’ gender moderates the relationship
between perceived parenting practices (independent variable-IV) and parental phubbing (dependent
variable-DV) for each parent (Figure 1). A total of 24 moderation models were estimated (4 parenting
dimensions x 3 phubbing outcomes for each parent). All models included adolescent gender as a
moderator. Analyses were performed for each parent; however, significant results were found only for
fathers.

Figure 1. Conceptual Model of Parenting Factors and Parental Phubbing Moderated by Adolescents’ Gender.

Adolescents’

Gender
w

Parenting
dimensions

(each parent)
X

Parental
Phubbing
(each parent)
Y

A 4

*Note. X=independent variable, W=moderator, Y=dependent variable

The relationship between perceived norms for fathers and paternal overprotection/control was
found to be moderated by gender. The overall model was statistically significant, R? = .039, F(3, 313) = 4.44,
P = .004, accounting for 3.9% of the variance in paternal overprotection/control. Perceived norms were
positively associated with paternal overprotection/control (b = .27, SE = .10, t = 2.78, p = .006). The
interaction of perceived norms and gender was significant (b = -.15, SE = .07, t = -2.20, p = .029), indicating
that gender moderates the relationship between perceived norms and paternal Overprotection/control. A
test of the highest-order interaction showed a statistically significant change in R? (AR? = .015, F(1, 313) =
4.84, p = .029). Conditional effects analysis revealed that for girls, higher perceived norms were associated
with higher paternal overprotection/control (b = .12, SE = .04, t = 2.99, p = .003, 95% CI [.04, .20]). For
boys the relationship was not statistically significant (b = -.03, SE = .06, t = -.56, p = .577, 95% CI [-.14,
.08]).

These findings suggest that the association between perceived norms for fathers and paternal
overprotection/control is stronger for girls. After applying a Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons,
the main effect of perceived norms on paternal overprotection/control remained significant (b = .27, SE =
.10, t = 2.78, p = .006), and the conditional effect for girls was also significant (b = .12, SE = .04, t = 2.99, p
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=.003). However, the interaction term (perceived norms X gender) did not reach the adjusted significance
threshold (p = .029), indicating that the moderation effect should be interpreted with caution (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Moderation of the Paternal Control-Perceived Norms Association by Gender

Gender

"~ - Girls
~ Boys

4.00

350

3.00

2.50

Contr_F

150

1.00

1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 6.00 7.00

PerNor_F

*Note: Contr-F = Paternal Control/overprotection, PerNor-F = Perceived Norms (Fathers)

A moderation analysis examined whether adolescents’ gender moderated the association between
interpersonal conflict with fathers and paternal anxious rearing. The overall model was statistically
significant, R? = .068, F (3, 300) = 4.75, p = .003, accounting for 6.8% of the variance in anxious rearing
perceptions. Interpersonal conflict with fathers was positively associated with anxious rearing (b = .24, SE
= .12, t = 2.03, p = .043, 95% CI [.01, .48]). Gender also had a significant main effect (b = -.29, SE = .09, t
= -3.39, p = .001, 95% CI [-.46, -.12]), with girls reporting lower levels of anxious rearing than boys. The
interaction was significant (b = -.24, SE = .10, t = -2.37, p = .018, 95% CI [-.43, -.04]), indicating that
gender moderates the relationship between interpersonal conflict with fathers and anxious rearing.

A test of the highest-order interaction revealed a statistically significant change in R? (AR? = .027, F(1,
300) = 5.63, p = .018). Conditional effects analysis showed that for girls, the relationship between
interpersonal conflict with fathers and anxious rearing was not significant (b = .01, SE = .04, t = .18, p =
.860, 95% CI [-.07, .08]). However, for boys, higher interpersonal conflict with fathers was associated with
lower anxious rearing perceptions (b = -.23, SE = .09, t = -2.50, p = .013, 95% CI [-.41, -.05]). These
findings suggest that the relationship between interpersonal conflict with fathers and paternal anxious
rearing perceptions varies by gender, with significant negative associations only for boys (Figure 3).
However, after Bonferroni correction, only the main effect of gender remained statistically significant,
indicating that evidence for moderation should be interpreted with caution.

A moderation analysis examined whether gender moderated the association between feeling ignored by
fathers and paternal anxious rearing. The overall model was statistically significant, R? = .082, F(3, 300) =
5.22, p = .002, accounting for 8.2% of the variance in paternal anxious rearing perceptions. Although no
main effect of feeling ignored on anxious rearing was found (b = .15, SE = .13, t = 1.15, p = .252, 95% CI [-
.11, .41], gender showed a significant main effect (b = -.29, SE = .09, t = -3.42, p = .001, 95% CI [-.46, -
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.12]). The interaction between feeling ignored and gender approached marginal insignificance (b = -.20, SE
=.11,t = -1.81, p = .071,95% CI [-.42, .02]). However, simple slopes analysis indicated that paternal anxious
rearing was negatively associated with feeling ignored by fathers for boys (b = -.25, SE = .10, t = -2.43,p =
.016, 95% CI [-.45, -.05]), but not for girls (b = -.05, SE = .04, t = -1.14, p = .257, 95% CI [-.13, .04]). After
applying a Bonferroni correction, the main effect of gender remained significant; however, the moderation

effect should be interpreted with caution (Figure 4).

Figure 3. Moderation of the Paternal Anxious Rearing-interpersonal Conflict Association by Gender

Gender
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~ Boys
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3.00

l.I-I
250
<
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1.00

1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 6.00 7.00
IntCon_F
*Note: Anx-F — Anxious Rearing (Fathers), IntCon_F = Interpersonal Conflict (Father)
Discussion

This study explored how adolescents perceive parenting dimensions (emotional warmth, rejection,
overprotection/control, anxious rearing) and parental phubbing, while also considering the role of
adolescent gender. It also examined differences in adolescents' perceptions based on their age and parents’
gender. The findings provide insights into how established parenting behaviors interact with emerging
digital behaviors within the Greek context.

The results indicate that Greek parents exhibit a combination of caring and overprotective behavior,
aligning with previous research suggesting a mix of authoritative and authoritarian traits among Greek
parents (Antonopoulou & Tsitsas, 2011; Olivari et al., 2015). The positive correlation between emotional
warmth and anxious rearing suggests that adolescents may interpret their parents' over-worrying behavior
as well-intentioned and indicative of concern. Additionally, other Greek studies have found a prevalence of
the supportive type (Tsela et al., 2023), which may be seen as a culturally influenced response to
contemporary stressors. However, these interpretations are speculative, and empirical studies are needed.

Adolescents perceived parental phubbing as a common behavior with minimal emotional disruption.
The high scores for perceived norms suggest that adolescents view parents’ device use as a regular
occurrence. This aligns with existing literature highlighting the normalization of screen use in family
settings (McDaniel, 2019; Storch & Ortiz, 2019). Low scores on interpersonal conflict and feeling ignored,
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along with high scores on emotional support suggest that while family interaction may be influenced by
technology use (Devitt & Roker, 2009), the emotional climate remains positive and supportive.

Figure 4. Moderation of the Paternal Anxious Rearing-Interpersonal Conflict Association by Gender
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*Note: Anx-F - Anxious Rearing (Fathers), Feeign_F = Feeling Ignored by Father

Emotional warmth was negatively correlated with phubbing, while rejection and
overprotection/control were positively correlated. These results support theories of emotional availability
and digital disengagement, suggesting that parents perceived as emotionally distant or overly controlling
may reinforce feelings of neglect through their phone use (Kildare & Middlemiss, 2017). In support of Hi,
these associations indicate that maladaptive parenting styles may co-occur with behaviors that signify
emotional unavailability, such as phubbing, while emotionally warm parenting may serve as a protective
factor. This echoes prior findings suggesting that parental warmth can mitigate the negative effects of digital
distractions on children’s development (Hong et al., 2019; Xie et al., 2022).

Adolescents who perceive their parents as rejecting report increased conflicts and feelings of being
ignored, aligning with research indicating that rejecting parenting negatively impacts adolescents’ self-
image and relationships (Pinquart, 2017). Rejecting parents may prioritize phone use over interacting with
their children, leading to conflict or feelings of neglect among adolescents. Conversely, the negative
correlations between emotional warmth and parental phubbing align with authoritative parenting
behaviors, where children are prioritized their over other activities (Power, 2013).

Regarding H2, the data confirmed that mothers were perceived as more emotionally warm, anxious,
and controlling than fathers consistent with existing literature (Armao & Anagnostaki, 2023; Chen et al.,
2024). In a recent study conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic, Greek mothers demonstrated higher
levels of anxiety compared to fathers (Hatzichristou et al., 2021). However, no significant differences were
found in adolescents’ perceptions of maternal versus paternal phubbing, suggesting that both parents are
seen as similarly engaged with their smartphones due to the widespread integration of digital devices into
daily life.

Gender and grade differences supported the third hypothesis. Girls perceived parents -especially fathers-

as more anxious, while boys reported higher maternal overprotection, possibly reflecting socialization
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processes that shape parental expectations. Girls are often seen as more emotionally vulnerable, which may
prompt more protective or anxious parenting, while boys may resist perceived intrusiveness due to
masculine norms emphasizing independence (Chen et al., 2024; Zahn-Waxler et al., 2015). Further, Greek
mothers are often perceived as more overinvolved and controlling, contrary to fathers, who may aim to
foster the expected norms for their sons (Armao & Anagnostaki, 2023; Maridaki-Kassotaki et al., 2020;
Mussa, 2022).

Younger adolescents view parents as warm and controlling, likely reflecting a shift in parenting as
children seek autonomy (Feldman, 2024). Older adolescents perceive their mothers as more engaged in
phubbing, possibly due to changes in parent-child dynamics as children become more independent.
Furthermore, older adolescents might hold their mothers to higher standards for emotional availability and
presence, making them more critical of behaviors like phone use.

Findings showed that gender significantly moderated the relationship between paternal
overprotection/control and phubbing, as well as between paternal anxious rearing and interpersonal
conflict. Girls who perceived higher levels of paternal control reported higher paternal phubbing, while boys
who experienced increased levels of paternal anxious rearing reported higher levels of paternal phubbing.
These results suggest that paternal roles may have different emotional impacts on boys and girls, particularly
in societies emphasizing traditional father roles (Filus et al., 2019). For boys, heightened paternal worry and
checking appear to be read as intrusive but emotionally withdrawn—an experience that aligns with higher
reported paternal phone use and, potentially, feelings of being sidelined. In contrast, girls tend to see the
same anxious behaviors as signs of care and protection, explaining the weaker association between fathers’
anxious rearing and phubbing for girls, which fits with research showing that girls are more accepting of
caring behaviors from parents (Chen et al., 2024). By differentiating the meaning adolescents attach to
identical paternal behaviors, these results underscore the importance of gender-specific interpretations in
digital-family dynamics.

Traditionally in Greek society, fathers held a prominent position in the family and maintained control
over their children (Georgas, 1991). Despite societal changes, paternal behaviors remain distinctive in Greece
(Filus et al., 2019), with boys potentially viewing their fathers' controlling behaviors, including phone use,
as part of their authority. Anxious rearing may lead parents to use technology as a coping mechanism,
potentially resulting in emotional distress and feelings of neglect among children.

While the moderation models in this study accounted for a modest proportion of the variance, such
effect sizes are not uncommon in psychosocial and prevention research. In applied contexts, even small
effects can have meaningful implications when scaled across populations (Carey, 2023; Grice & Ozer, 2020).
Modest reductions in maladaptive parenting behaviors, such as parental phubbing, may have cumulative
benefits for adolescents’ well-being and family communication. Interventions targeting parental digital
behaviors can be cost-effective and impactful when implemented broadly, emphasizing the importance of
considering even modest effects in prevention efforts (e.g., Funder & Ozer, 2019; Matthay et al., 2021).

In summary, the study reveals that Greek parents, particularly mothers, exhibit a combination of
anxious rearing and emotional warmth. Adolescents perceive their parents’ phone usage as normal and
acceptable. Parental phubbing is associated with negative parenting, particularly interpersonal conflict and
feelings of being ignored. Girls tend to view their parents as more controlling and anxious, while boys feel
more overprotected and controlled by their mothers. Younger adolescents perceive both parents as
emotionally warm and overprotective, while older adolescents perceive their mothers as more engaged in
phubbing. Notably, girls who perceive their fathers as more anxious report higher levels of phubbing, and
boys who perceive their fathers as more controlling also perceive higher phone use by them. One interaction
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(feeling ignored by fathers and anxious rearing) approached significance suggesting a trend that should be
interpreted with caution due to borderline significance not providing conclusive evidence.

The study’s theoretical implications expand current parenting models by incorporating digital behaviors
into established attachment and social learning frameworks. Phubbing can be seen as a micro-level
manifestation of parental unavailability or inconsistent responsiveness, disrupting the face-to-face cues that
signal emotional presence and responsiveness. These repeated interruptions teach adolescents that their
parents’ attention is inconsistent, potentially leading to insecure attachment representations (Scharfe, 2017).
In this sense, digital distraction is not just a neutral habit but one that undermines the secure-base function
of the parent-child bond, modeling inattentive interpersonal behavior for the adolescent as well.
Furthermore, the study highlights the importance of considering parental roles by gender when analyzing
digital engagement in families, as maternal and paternal behaviors may have distinct emotional impact on
adolescents.

Practically, parents, especially fathers, could benefit from psychoeducational programs addressing the
emotional effects of device use on adolescents. Interventions promoting mindful smartphone use, such as
designated phone-free family times, could be beneficial. Evidence-based parenting programes, like the Triple
P—Positive Parenting Program or Emotion Coaching (Sanders, 2023), could be adapted to include
components targeting digital distraction. These programs also address overprotection and anxious rearing
by fostering consistent, supportive, and autonomy-promoting parenting practices. School-based workshops
and parental consultation could raise awareness of the impact of device use on family relationships and
promote parenting practices that strengthen emotional connections.

Several limitations should be noted, including the cross-sectional design preventing causal
interpretations, convenience sampling from a single metropolitan area, limiting generalizability, and
reliance on self-reported data subject to bias. The sample was not representative in terms of demographics,
and in some cases (e.g., family status), the group sizes were too small for analysis. The gender imbalance in
the sample and modest effect sizes in moderation models should be considered when interpreting the
findings. Furthermore, the loss of statistical significance in group comparisons and moderation effects after
applying corrections indicates that these findings should be interpreted with caution. Future research should
employ more robust sampling and longitudinal designs to better understand how adolescents’ perceptions
of parental phubbing evolve over time. Experimental and intervention-based studies are needed to assess
the effectiveness of parent-focused programs in improving family functioning and adolescent well-being.
This study deepens our comprehension of contemporary parenting by highlighting how adolescents’
perceptions of parental phubbing are connected with emotional warmth, overprotection/control, anxious
rearing, and rejection. Gendered patterns in these perceptions underscore the need for nuanced and
culturally sensitive approaches to parenting support in the digital age.

References

Akers, R. L., & Jennings, W. G. (2015). Social learning theory.In A. Piquero (Ed.), The handbook of
criminological theory (pp. 230-240). John Wiley & Sons.

Antonopoulou, K., Alexopoulos, D., & Maridaki-Kassotaki, K. (2012). Perceptions of father parenting style,
empathy, and self-esteem among Greek preadolescents. Marriage & Family Review, 48(3), 293-309.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01494929.2012.665016

Armao, E., & Anagnostaki, L. (2023). Attachment parenting in Greece: a ‘mothers’ only’ affair? Journal of
Family Studies, 30(3), 346-364. https://doi.org/10.1080/13229400.2023.2226642

205



LAMPROPOULOU & LIANOS (2025)

Baumrind, D. (1991). The influence of parenting style on adolescent competence and substance use. The
Journal of Early Adolescence, 11(1), 56-95. https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431691111004
Braune-Krickau, K., Schneebeli, L., Pehlke-Milde, J., Gemperle, M., Koch, R., & von Wyl, A. (2021).

Smartphones in the nursery: Parental smartphone use and parental sensitivity and responsiveness

within parent-child interaction in early childhood (0-5 years): A scoping review. Infant Mental Health
Journal, 42(2), 161-175. https://doi.org/10.1002/imhj.21908

Brown, T. A. (2015). Confirmatory factor analysis for applied research. Guilford Press.

Byrne, B. M. (2008). Testing for multigroup equivalence of a measuring instrument: A walk through the
process. Psicothema, 20(4), 872-882. https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/18940097/

Cabrera, J., Volling, L., & Barr, R. (2018). Fathers are parents, too! Widening the lens on parenting for
children's development. Child Development Perspectives, 12(3), 152-157.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12275

Carey, E. G. (2023). Editorial perspective: When is a 'small effect’ actually large and impactful? Journal of
Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 64(4), 535-537. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.13817
Castro, J., Toro, J., Van der Ende, J., & Arrindell, W. (1993). Exploring the feasibility of assessing parental

rearing styles in Spanish children with the EMBU. International Journal of Social Psychiatry, 39, 47-57.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/002076409303900105

Chen, J., Wang, X., Sun, Z., Tang, P., & Chen, P. (2024). Intergenerational transmission of parental child-
rearing gender-role attitudes and its influence on gender roles in single-parent families. BMC
Psychology, 12(1), 96. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40359-024-01594-Z

Cheung, G. W., & Rensvold, R. B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes for testing measurement
invariance. Structural Equation Modeling, 9(2), 233-
255. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902 5

Chotpitayasunondh, V., & Douglas, M. (2018). The effects of “phubbing” on social interaction. Journal of
Applied Social Psychology, 48(6), 304-316. https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12506

Cole, D. A. (1987). Utility of confirmatory factor analysis in test validation research. Journal of Consulting
and Clinical Psychology, 55(4), 584-594. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.55.4.584

Devitt, K., & Roker, D. (2009). The role of mobile phones in family communication. Children & Society, 23(3),
189-202. https://doi.org/10.1111/§.1099-0860.2008.00166.x

Dittman, C. K., Sprajcer, M., & Turley, E. L. (2023). Revisiting gendered parenting of adolescents:
understanding its effects on psychosocial development. Current Psychology, 42(28), 24569-24581.

Enders, C. K. (2010). Applied missing data analysis. The Guilford Press.

Evans, R. H. (1996). An analysis of criterion variable reliability in conjoint analysis. Perceptual and Motor
Skills, 82(3), 988-990. https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1996.82.3.988

Feldman, R.S. (2024). Development across the life span. Pearson.

Filus, A., Schwarz, B., Mylonas, K., Sam, D. L., & Boski, P. (2019). Parenting and late adolescents’ well-being
in Greece, Norway, Poland and Switzerland: Associations with individuation from parents. Journal of
Child and Family Studies, 28, 560-576. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1283-1

Funder, D. C.,, & Ozer, D. J. (2019). Evaluating effect size in psychological research: Sense and
nonsense. Advances in Methods and Practices in Psychological Science, 2(2), 156-
168. https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245919847202

Giotsa, A., Kyriazos, T. A., & Mitrogiorgou, E. (2018). Parental acceptance-rejection and interpersonal anxiety
in young adults. Hellenic Journal of Psychology, 15, 138-150.

206



WYXOAOTIA | PSYCHOLOGY 30(2), 187-211 EMnviki) Woxohoyiki Eraipeia w
J

Hellenic Psychological Society

Grice, J. W., & Ozer, D. J. (2020). Persons as effect sizes: Moving beyond group-level statistics. Advances in
Methods and Practices in Psychological Science, 3(4), 417~
431. https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245920922982

Hatzichristou, C., Georgakakou-Koutsonikou, N., Lianos, P., Lampropoulou, A., & Yfanti, T. (2021). Assessing
school community needs during the initial outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic: Teacher, parent and
student perceptions. School Psychology International, 42(6), 590-615.
https://doi.org/10.1177/01430343211041697

Hayes, A. F. (2018). An introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis: A regression-
based approach (2nd ed.). Guilford Press.

Hong, W., Liu, D., Ding, Y., Oei, P., Zhen, R., & Jiang, S. (2019). Parents' phubbing and problematic mobile
phone use:The roles of the parent-child relationship and children's self-esteem. Cyberpsychology,
Behavior and Social Networking, 22(12), 779-786. https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2019.0179

Hu, L. & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional

criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6(1), 1-55.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
Incekar, M., Akca, S., & Turan, A. (2024). Mothers' phubbing behaviors and parental role: A cross-sectional

correlational study. Journal of Pediatric Nursing, 79, 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pedn.2024.08.016

Jiang, Y., Lin, L., & Hu, R. (2023). Parental phubbing and academic burnout in adolescents: The role of social
anxiety and self-control. Frontiers in Psychology, 14, 1157209.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1157209

Kildare, C. A., & Middlemiss, W. (2017). Impact of parents’ mobile device use on parent-child interaction: A
literature review. Computers in Human Behavior, 75, 579-593.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.06.003

King, K, Allum, N, Stoneman, P, & Cernat, A. (2023). Estimating measurement equivalence of the 12-item

General Health Questionnaire across ethnic groups in the UK. Psychological Medicine, 53, 1778-1786.
https://doi.org/10.1017/50033291721003408

Lampropoulou, A., Georgakakou-Koutsonikou, N., Kanellopoulou, G., & Oikonomou, V. (2025). Greek
adolescents’ perceptions of parenting and parental phubbing: exploring their relationship with
adolescents’ aggression. Translational Issues in Psychological Science. Advance online
publication. https://doi.org/10.1037/tps0000455

Li, J., Jiang, Y., Xiao, B., Wang, J., Zhang, Q., Zhang, W., & Li, Y. (2024). Validation of a revised parental
phubbing scale for parents of young children in China. Early Child Development and Care, 194(2), 167-

182. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2023.2283693

Lianos, P. (2015). Parenting and social competence in school: The role of preadolescents' personality
traits. Journal of Adolescence, 41, 109-120. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2015.03.006

Little, R. J. (1988). A test of missing completely at random for multivariate data with missing values. Journal
of the American Statistical Association, 83(404), 1198-1202.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1988.10478722

Liu, L., & Wang, M. (2018). Parental harsh discipline and adolescent problem behavior in China: Perceived

normativeness as a moderator. Child Abuse & Neglect, 86, 1-9.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.09.00

Maccoby, E. E., & Martin, J. A. (1983). Socialization in the context of the family: Parent-child interaction. In
P. H. Mussen (Ed.) & E. M. Hetherington (Vol. Ed.), Handbook of child psychology: Vol. 4. Socialization,
personality, and social development (pp. 1-101). Wiley.

207



LAMPROPOULOU & LIANOS (2025)

Maridaki-Kassotaki, K., Antonopoulou, K., Olivari, M. G., Tagliabue, S., & Confalonieri, E. (2020). Examining
fatherhood in Greece and Italy. Journal of Family Studies, 26(1), 1-15.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13229400.2017.1284148

Matthay, E. C., Hagan, E., Gottlieb, L. M., Tan, M. L., Vlahov, D., Adler, N., & Glymour, M. M. (2021). Powering

population  health  research:  Considerations for  plausible and  actionable effect

sizes. arXiv. https://arxiv.org/abs/2101.07392

McDaniel, B. (2019). Parent distraction with phones, reasons for use, and impacts on parenting and child
outcomes: A review of the emerging research. Human Behavior and Emerging Technologies, 1(2), 72-
80. https://doi.org/10.1002/hbe2.139

McDaniel, T., & Radesky, S. (2018). Technoference: Parent distraction with technology and associations with
child behavior problems. Child Development, 89(1), 100-109. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12822

Muris, P., Meesters, C., & van Brakel, A. (2003). Assessment of anxious rearing behaviors with a modified
version of “Egna Minnen Betraffande Uppfostran” questionnaire for children. journal of
Psychopathology and Behavioral Assessment, 25(4), 229-237.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1025894928131

Mussa, S. (2022). Greek adolescents’ mothers and fathers differ in their preferred parenting styles
[Conference proceedings]. Center for Open Access in Science.

Niu, G., Yao, L., Wu, L., Tian, Y., Xu, L., & Sun, X. (2020). Parental phubbing and adolescent problematic
mobile phone use: The role of parent-child relationship and self-control. Children and Youth Services
Review, 116, 105247. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105247

Olivari, M., Hertfelt Wahn, E., Maridaki-Kassotaki, K., Antonopoulou, K., & Confalonieri, E. (2015).
Adolescent perceptions of parenting styles in Sweden, Italy and Greece: An exploratory study. Europe's

Journal of Psychology, 11(2), 244-258. https://doi.org/10.5964/ejop.v11i2.887

Ortega, B., Mateo, A., Jimeno, M. V., & Ricarte, J. (2023). Age and gender differences in perceived parenting
styles and emotional outcomes in early adolescents. Journal of Family Issues, 44(2), 498-514.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X211051391

Papadakis, S., Zaranis, N., & Kalogiannakis, M. (2019). Parental involvement and attitudes towards young
Greek children’s mobile usage. International Journal of Child-Computer Interaction, 22,
100144. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijcci.2019.100144

Pinquart, M. (2016). Associations of parenting dimensions and styles with internalizing symptoms in
children and adolescents: A meta-analysis. Marriage & Family Review, 53(7), 613-640.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01494929.2016.1247761

Pivetta, E., Tremolada, M., Bonichini, S., Taverna, L., & Zanotta, F. (2024). How parents’ phubbing and
parenting style influence adolescent problematic gaming: A moderated mediation model. Computers in
Human Behavior, 150, 107002. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2023.107002

Power, T. (2013). Parenting dimensions and styles: a brief history and recommendations for future

research. Childhood Obesity, 9(1), 14-21. https://doi.org/10.1089/chi.2013.0034

Putnick, D. L., & Bornstein, M. H. (2016). Measurement invariance across cultures and time: The promise of
integrative data analysis. Developmental Psychology, 52(3), 396-
408. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2016.06.004

Rosen, D., Cheever, A., & Carrier, M. (2008). The association of parenting style and child age with parental
limit setting and adolescent MySpace behavior. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 29(6),
459-471. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2008.07.005

208



WYXOAOTIA | PSYCHOLOGY 30(2), 187-211 EMnviki) Woxohoyiki Eraipeia w
J

Hellenic Psychological Society

Sanders, M. (2023). The Triple P System of Evidence-Based Parenting Support: Past, Present, and Future
Directions. Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 26(4), 880-903.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10567-023-00441-8

Sanders, M., & Morawska, A. (2018). Handbook of parenting and child development across the lifespan.
Springer.

Scharfe, E. (2017). Attachment theory. In T. Shackelford & V. Weekes-Shackelford (Eds.), Encyclopedia of
evolutionary psychological science (pp. 433-442). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16999-
6 3823-1

Shek, D. (2008). Perceived parental control and parent-child relational qualities in early adolescents In Hong

Kong: Parent gender, child gender and grade differences. Sex Roles: A Journal of Research, 58(9-10),
666-681. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-007-9371-5

Shi, D., Xu, Y., & Chu, L. (2024). The association between parents phubbing and prosocial behavior among
Chinese preschool children: a moderated mediation model. Frontiers in Psychology, 15, 1338055.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1338055

Smetana, J. (2017). Current research on parenting styles, dimensions, and beliefs. Current Opinion in

Psychology, 15, 19-25. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.02.012

Storch, L., & Ortiz, A. (2019). The role of mobile devices in 21st-century family communication. Mobile Media
& Communication, 7(2), 248-264. https://doi.org/10.1177/2050157918811369
Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Using multivariate statistics (5th ed.). Allyn & Bacon/Pearson

Education.
Tong, W., Jia, J., Wang, P., & He, W. (2024). The associations between parental phubbing, adolescent
phubbing, and adolescents’ adjustments: A cross-lagged panel network analysis. Journal of Youth and

Adolescence, 53(7), 1529-1541. https://doi.org/10.1007/510964-023-01909-0
Tsela, D., Tsela, R. D., & Lopez, L. G. (2023). Relations between parenting style and parenting practices and
children’s school achievement. Social Sciences, 12(1), 5. https://doi.org/10.3390/S0¢sci12010005

Vandenberg, R. J., & Lance, C. E. (2000). A review and synthesis of the measurement invariance literature:
Suggestions, practices, and recommendations for organizational research. Organizational Research
Methods, 3(1), 4-70. https://doi.org/10.1177/109442810031002

Voulgaridou, I., & Kokkinos, C. (2015). Relational aggression in adolescents: A review of theoretical and
empirical research. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 23, 87-
97. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2015.05.006

Wang, P., Mao, N, Liu, C., Geng, J., Wei, X., Wang, W., & Li, B. (2022). Gender differences in the relationships
between parental phubbing and adolescents’ depressive symptoms: The mediating role of parent-

adolescent communication. Journal of Affective Disorders, 302, 194-
203. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2021.12.073

Wheaton, B., Muthen, B., Alwin, D., F., & Summers, G. (1977). Assessing reliability and stability in panel
models. Sociological Methodology, 8 (1), 84-136. https://doi.org/10.2307/270754.

Xie, J., Luo, Y., & Chen, Z. (2022). Relationship between partner phubbing and parent-adolescent
relationship quality: A family-based study. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public
Health, 20(1), 304. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20010304

Yaffe, Y. (2023). Systematic review of the differences between mothers and fathers in parenting styles and
practices. Current Psychology, 42(19), 16011-16024. https://doi.org/10.1007/512144-020-01014-6
Zahn-Waxler, C., Crick, N. R., Shirtcliff, E. A., & Woods, K. E. (2015). The origins and development of

psychopathology in females and males. In D. Cicchetti, & D. Cohen (Eds.), Developmental

209



LAMPROPOULOU & LIANOS (2025)

psychopathology: Volume one: Theory and method (pp. 76-138).
Wiley. https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470939383.ch4

210



WYXOAOTIA | PSYCHOLOGY 30(2), 187-211 EMnviki) Woxohoyiki Eraipeia w
J

Hellenic Psychological Society

EMIIEIPIKH EPTAXIA | RESEARCH PAPER

T'oviki) $ppovtida Kal YOVIKI] atyvOn o) TOU TadLo0 VItEP XPNoNs
K1 tov mAspwvou: O avinPelg twv eprnfwv kat o
Srapecorafntikog poAog tov ¢pUAOU 0TO0 EAANVIKO TAQLGLO

Awatepiv AAMITPOIIOYAQY?, ITavaywwtng AIANOZ?

! Tupa Wuyohoylag, EBvikd kat KamoSiotplakd Iavemiompo ABnvov

2 Tupa Wuyoroyiag, Mavemompo loavvivwv

KEYWORDS IN GREEK ABSTRACT IN GREEK

Tovikétta H mopovoa perém aflomolel tig Beswpleg G mPookOAANONG KAl NG
T'ovikn} ayvonon umép Kntov KOLVWVIKNG HABNOMG yia va SlepeuvnoeL T oxéomn HeTay Twv avTMjPewv
E¢npeia Twv edPov Y TG YoViKEG ouptepldopés (amoppur), CLVALOOMUATIKY
A0 (eoTtaold, VTEPTPOOTACLO/EAEYXOG KaL ayXwdng avatpodr}) KAl TNG YOVIKNIG

yvONOoMG TOU TTALSLOU UTTEP TNG XPTONG TOU KLV TOU THAEP®VOU. ZTnv €peuva
ovppeteiyav 326 £pnpol nAkiag 12 €wg 16 £TWV, OL OTOIOL CUUTAPWOAV T
epwtnuatoAdyla Egna Minnen Betraffande Uppfostran kot Generic Scale of

CORRESPONDENCE Being Phubbed, amavtoviog Eexmwplotd yia kdbe yovéa. Ta amoteréopata

€det€av OtL 1 Yoviky amoppdn kot o €Aeyyog/vnepnpootacia oyetilovtav
Awatepiv Aaptporoviou Beticd pe TN YOVIKN) ayvonomn Umép Tou KLVNToU, €V 1) CUVALOONPOTIKY
Turpa Woyoroyiog Ceotaold oyeTL(OTAV APVITIKA LE TN YOVIKT] ayvOnomn UIEP Tou KLvnToL Kot
EOviké kat Kamodiotplako yw toug dvo yoveig. EmutAéov, avadelyBnkav Stapopég dpvrov, kabng ta
[Mavemiompo ABnvav ayopLa ouvESeoaV TOV AUENIEVO TTATPLKO EAEYXO LE AUENEV ayvon o), EVED
15784, IAiowa, ABnva T KOPITOl CLOYETIOAV TV aUENUEVN ayX®ON TATPIKY avatpodr e
alamprop@psych.uoa.gr HELwHEVT ayvonon Lmép tou Kvntov. To ¢UAo Aesttolpynoe emiong g

pLOLOTIKOG  Tapdyoviag ot ox€on  PETall  TOTPKAOV — YOVIKGOV
OUUTTEPLPOP®V KAL YOVIKIG AYVONONG, LLE LOXUPOTEPES ETOPATELS OTLG KOPEG.
Ta VPNHATA LITOSNADVOUV T1) OTIAVTLKT] OYECT) TWV YOVIKOV GUUTEPLPOPOV
7Iou ouvdéovtal pe T Betikr} avdmtuln Twv oLV Kal Tapéyouvv T Bdon
vy v avdmtuén  katdnieov  mapepfdoswv  mouv  evioyUouv T
OUVALOONPATIKY] TTAPOUTIA TWV YOVEWV OTNV OLKOYEVELQ.
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