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ABSTRACT

The study examining the moderating role of phubbing in the impact of workplace incivility on
organisational ostracism was conducted with a sample of 423 employees. A quantitative survey
method was employed as the data collection technique in the study. Frequency, correlation,
reliability, and validity analyses were conducted on research data, followed by hypothesis
testing. Hypotheses were examined using an ordinary least squares model with a predictor—
moderator interaction. The findings indicate a moderate positive relationship between
workplace incivility and organisational ostracism, as well as a low-level positive association
between phubbing and both workplace incivility and organisational ostracism. However, no
significant effect of workplace incivility on organisational ostracism was found, nor did
phubbing have a significant effect on organisational ostracism. Nonetheless, the interactional
effect of workplace incivility and phubbing on organisational ostracism was found.
Specifically, among participants with low levels of phubbing, higher perceived workplace
incivility corresponds with a lesser increase in organisational ostracism, while those with high
levels of phubbing exhibit a more substantial increase in perceived organisational ostracism as
workplace incivility perceptions rise, especially beyond a moderate threshold. Thus, it is
possible to assert that phubbing has a moderating effect. Consequently, phubbing emerges as
an individual behaviour, suggesting that individuals should avoid phubbing to reduce their
exposure to workplace incivility.
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INTRODUCTION

Advancements in technology and the communication era have steadily escalated individuals’ use
of phones, computers, and overall screen time. Smartphones, which function almost as pocket
computers and allow numerous tasks to be performed, have become essential tools in daily life.
With the rise of social media platform usage, smartphone addiction, which is considered a new
form of addiction, has emerged. This situation sometimes leads individuals, even when in social
settings, to engage with their phones rather than conversing or interacting with those around
them. Recognised as a modern-age addiction, smartphone and social media dependency has
given rise to the term “phubbing”, derived from the combination of “phone” and ““snubbing.” In
the Turkish literature, “phubbing” is defined as the act of focusing on one’s smartphone and
ignoring or not listening to people present in one’s company [1; p.224, 2; p.27]. In the
workplace, this phenomenon has been conceptualised as Boss Phubbing (BPhubbing) or
“Manager Phubbing”. Manager phubbing is defined as a manager’s distraction due to engaging
with their mobile phone while with employees [3]. This behaviour leads to adverse outcomes
in employees’ workplace commitment and trust in their manager. Phubbing is also considered a
negative aspect of the workplace as it impacts employees’ intentions to leave their jobs. Employees
who feel excluded tend to experience isolation in the workplace, negatively affecting their job
performance. Workplace incivility, first identified by Andersson and Pearson [4], refers to
inappropriate behaviours within an organisation that undermine interpersonal respect, often
with unclear purpose and intent but aimed at causing harm (as cited in [6; p.52]). Workplace
incivility, which may manifest as behaviours such as belittling others, not listening to them,
ignoring them, or withholding important information, contributes to employees feeling
distanced from and excluded by the organisation. Exclusionary behaviours —including
ignoring, avoiding, remaining silent, avoiding eye contact, not initiating conversations,
preventing or omitting individuals from important events, withholding critical information, and
not listening — can negatively impact employees’ psychological well-being.

Research has shown that managerial incivility influences social ostracism, and workplace
incivility contributes to organisational ostracism; that rude behaviours by colleagues are
associated with ostracism; that ostracism and incivility generally hinder individuals’
work-related efforts and lead to emotional exhaustion; that organisational ostracism and
workplace incivility affect organisational culture; and that jealousy among employees leads to
individuals being excluded and others exhibiting uncivil behaviours. Furthermore, ostracism
and incivility negatively impact innovative work behaviour and increase turnover
intentions [5]. Behaviours stemming from incivility are often intentional and hurtful, whereas
behaviours resulting from phubbing generally arise unintentionally because of employee
neglect. Uncivil behaviours can be easily denied due to their low intensity and ambiguous
intention to harm. Therefore, it is difficult to characterise a behaviour as uncivil [6; p.53].
Although the concept is similar to other concepts, such as psychological harassment, workplace
bullying, mistreatment, or employee abuse, workplace incivility has three most prominent
characteristics, unlike other concepts. A behaviour that has these three characteristics together
can only be defined as workplace incivility. These characteristics are as follows: low intensity
of the relevant behaviour, ambiguous intention of the perpetrator to harm and non-compliance
with workplace rules [7]. Individuals exhibiting phubbing behaviour are generally perceived
as inconsiderate and inattentive. Therefore, while these two variables are distinct, they are
considered related. Consequently, both behaviours are seen to contribute to perceptions of
organisational ostracism among individuals. In the literature, it is seen that phubbing,
workplace incivility and organisational exclusion are examined together in many sectors with
different concepts. For example, the mediating role of manager sociability and trust in the
relationship between workplace incivility and social exclusion was examined among people
working in different sectors [8]. In this context, the study was conducted with employees in the
manufacturing sector to identify the effects of phubbing and workplace incivility on
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organisational ostracism. It is expected that the research will support the literature with its
original value and contribute to new research by conducting it with employees from different
sectors and revealing whether phubbing has a moderating role in the effect of workplace
incivility on organisational exclusion and its results. In addition, although there are studies in
which the research variables are examined individually and in interaction, to our best
knowledge, there is no research in which the model established in the research is tested. The
study, which tests the effects of phubbing and workplace incivility on organisational ostracism, is
structured into sections on introduction, conceptual framework, methodology, and conclusion.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

This section addresses the concepts of phubbing, workplace incivility, and organisational
ostracism, with an examination of relevant studies in the literature. Following this, the research
model and hypotheses are presented.

PHUBBING

The concept of “phubbing”, which is derived from the combination of the words “phone” and
“snubbing,” is defined as an individual’s engagement with their phone instead of interacting
with the people present in social settings [9]. Known in Turkish literature as “sosyotelizm”,
phubbing describes a behaviour in which individuals, while in social settings with others, shift
their attention to their smartphones, diverting focus away from those around them, failing to
listen, and remaining constantly occupied with their phones [1, 2]. Phubbing is the behaviour
of underestimating other people in social environments by paying attention to one’s phone [10].
It is when a person suddenly turns his/her gaze downward and gets “lost” in his/her smartphone
during a social interaction [11]. It is when an individual focuses on his/her cell phone and
ignores the people he/she interacts with [12]. The term “phubbing” was first introduced in May
2012 during a campaign conducted by the Macquarie Dictionary in collaboration with the
advertising agency McCann Group Melbourne. The purpose of this campaign was to examine
the behaviour of ignoring others while engrossed in electronic devices and to establish a term
to define it. To this end, the company involved a range of lexicographers, writers, poets, and
psychologists in the campaign’s development. The term *phubbing® was introduced by the
agency’s Account Manager, Adrian Mills. Through posters and media reports under the title
“Stop Phubbing Campaign”, the behaviour gained widespread recognition and social
awareness[13; pp.82-83]. In social interactions, a “phubber” is the individual who initiates the
act of ignoring a friend by phubbing. At the same time, the “phubbee” is the person on the
receiving end of this behaviour[10; pp.304-305]. In general, the reason for phubbing is seen as
addiction to smartphones. Although it is not possible to control smartphone use and addiction,
self-control of wusers in this regard becomes important in terms of solving the
problem [14]. Phubbing behaviour is also seen in business life. In this direction, the concept of
Boss Phubbing or “Manager Phubbing” has come to the agenda. Manager phubbing is
explained as the distraction of a superior due to using his/her cell phone while he/she is in the
presence of subordinates [3]. Managers who exhibit phubbing behaviour have difficulty
focusing on the subject or problem described by their employees [8]. According to studies on
manager phubbing, this behaviour negatively affects employee loyalty and trust in the
manager [3]. It is also stated that manager phubbing increases social exclusion, decreases job
satisfaction and job performance [3;p.5, 8; pp.112-113]. Manager phubbing is a form of
negative behaviour in terms of the workplace, which is seen as a source of stress for employees
and at the same time reduces productivity. This behaviour affects the emotional bond of
managers with their subordinates and causes negative consequences due to the negative
messages sent to subordinates. Employees believe that training/seminars should be provided at
workplaces to reduce manager phubbing [15, 16; p.95]. Phubbing negatively affects the quality
of interpersonal communication. It reduces respect and causes negative situations between the
interacting parties [14].
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Phubbing is also characterised as “the dark side of the workplace” [15], like many other
behaviours [17, 18]. Research suggests that employees with low satisfaction levels in
businesses show phubbing behaviour at a higher rate. It is stated as another finding that this
situation has adverse effects on productivity and business psychology [19]. Research also
reveals that phubbing increases the feeling of loneliness. Therefore, to reduce the feeling of
loneliness and exclusion, individuals turn to social media channels and spend more time, and
this behaviour starts in adolescence [19]. [20] concluded in their research with school
counsellors that the increase in phubbing behaviours increases the level of loneliness, and that
the increase in the level of exposure to general phubbing of psychological counsellors leads to
an increase in their phubbing behaviours. In addition, phubbing is also defined as a new type
of addiction that emerged with the addiction to smartphones and has a connection with many
other types of addictions. These addictions can be counted as smartphone addiction or
problematic smartphone use, internet addiction, social site addiction, social media addiction,
high rate of ICTs (ICTs smartphone, SMS, games, social media, internet SNSs and SMS)
use [1]. Recent studies reveal that phubbing behaviour is more common in individuals due to
the increase in “Fear of Missing Out” (FoMO). According to this finding, phubbing behaviour
increases as individuals spend more time on social media [21]. In addition, it was concluded
that social media addiction has a strong effect on phubbing behaviour. In the literature, it has
been stated that messaging, online game addiction and social network addiction, especially in
millennials or Generation Y, and excessive time allocation to Instagram and Instagram Stories,
which have been frequently used as a social media channel in recent years in Generation Z,
increase the susceptibility to phubbing behaviour. For this reason, it was suggested that
phubbing could potentially be expressed as a “new type of addiction” in these generations [13].
It is seen that many studies have been conducted in the literature on phubbing. In one of these
studies, the level of exposure of adult individuals to phubbing was investigated. As a result of
the analyses, it was determined that adults were moderately exposed to phubbing due to their
lower usage of social media [22]. In addition, it is another finding that there is no difference
between men and women in terms of exposure to phubbing [23]. Chatterjee [14], in his research
with 302 participants, emphasised the need for businesses to make various regulations to reduce
people’s use of smartphones. To solve the problem of phubbing, it is important to conduct
awareness studies on the dangers of smartphone addiction and to develop informative programs
on both phubbing and smartphone addiction. To control smartphone addiction and employees
at the same time, it is thought that restrictions should be applied regularly. It is also argued that
determining the factors that cause phubbing will help to develop solutions to control this
behaviour [14].

WORKPLACE INCIVILITY

While the concept of courtesy is defined in the Turkish Language Association (TDK) as “acting
respectfully and politely towards others; kindness”, the concept of incivility is defined as “the
state of not being polite and courteous” [24]. The concept of workplace incivility, defined for
the first time by Andersson and Pearson [4], is defined as inappropriate behaviours that occur
by destroying the rules of interpersonal respect in an organisation, and that damage the target
as a result of low intensity and unclear purpose (cited in [6; p.52]). Among the behaviours that
can be counted within the scope of workplace incivility; gossiping, interrupting, addressing
with an inappropriate tone of voice/accent, being unresponsive to mutual requests/needs,
saying humiliating words, being indifferent to those who want to reach by mail/phone, making
provocative statements, listening to phone conversations, avoiding greetings, staring, rummaging
through personal belongings, using other people’s belongings without permission, interfering
with private life, undermining each other, excluding each other [5; p.1063, 25; p.13]. The
behaviours that can be shown as examples of workplace incivility put forward by Andersson
and Pearson [4] are generally stated as follows (cited in [27]).
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Insulting people,

Making condescending comments,

Not listening to people,

Ignoring people,

Gossiping and spreading rumours about colleagues,

Not using polite expressions such as “please” and “thank you” even when necessary,
Disparaging other people’s work,

Addressing co-workers with unprofessional terms (sister, brother, sir, etc.),
Withholding information,

Not responding to phone calls and emails,

Leaving the working environment untidy,

Not valuing the opinions of others around them,

Getting angry when asked for a favour,

e Avoiding people,

e Capturing resources that someone needs, and

e Using other people’s belongings without permission.

Workers, managers, and businesses can develop various remedial policies and practices in
order to create a peaceful and quality environment for workplace incivility. In order to prevent
the occurrence of workplace incivility, employees can show simple and effective behaviours
such as showing courtesy, thanking, greeting, and addressing each other in a way that reflects
the corporate climate. When managers witness workplace incivility behaviour, they can take
the situation under control and manage it effectively through interventions such as direct
communication and persuasion. Organisations can raise awareness about the concept of
workplace incivility and organise programs to strengthen virtuous behaviours during the
orientation period and periodically thereafter [5].

When the uncivil behaviours exhibited in the workplace are examined, they have seven general
characteristics. Those seven general characteristics of workplace incivility are as follows:

It occurs in the workplace,

It takes place between two or more parties,

It can be verbal or non-verbal,

There is a violation of norms of mutual respect,
It can take place in public or in private,

It can take place physically or electronically, and
It lacks physical aggression.

In studies on workplace incivility, it has been found that workplace incivility increases job
stress and burnout, decreases job satisfaction and job dedication, and thus increases the
tendency to quit [5]. It has also been found that workplace incivility affects social loafing
behaviours, emotional exhaustion and turnover intention. In other words, the incivility
environment that employees perceive in the workplace directly leads them to exhibit social
loafing behaviour. Employees think of quitting their jobs after experiencing emotional
exhaustion in an environment where they perceive incivility. Perceived incivility may lead
individuals to experience emotional exhaustion first if they cannot find an alternative job, and
to consider quitting if the incivility persists. Workplace incivility wears out employees
psychologically, and individuals who are exhausted and worn out may consider leaving their
current organisation and moving to another organisation [25]. Workplace incivility increases
turnover intention in employees [26]. There are many studies in the literature on workplace
incivility. According to the results of a study conducted with nurses, it was revealed that nurses
were exposed to uncivil behaviours mostly by doctors, and that incivility among colleagues,
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doctors, and managers was at a low level in general. That colleague’s incivility, which is one
of these types of incivility, differed according to working years [6]. In the literature review on
workplace incivility [27], it was concluded that most research on the subject was conducted in
the USA, and that the studies were mainly conducted on nurses in the health sector and public
institutions. It was also observed that the study with the highest sample size was the study
including 16 519 public employees [28], in which the employees of three different institutions
were included, with the uncivil behaviours and their effects on factors such as race, gender and
age in the workplace examined [27, 28]. Research with academicians revealed that workplace
incivility causes burnout in individuals [29]. A study on a sample of retail sector employees
concluded that incivility negatively affects the organisational commitment of employees [30].
Therefore, it was determined that more courteous and level behaviour of managers and
employees towards each other will help increase their commitment to the organisation [30].
The relationship between workplace incivility and organisational silence was studied among
the personnel working in the Regional Directorate of Highways [31]. As a result of the study,
it was revealed that there is a weak negative relationship between workplace incivility and
organisational silence. According to this result, the incivility behaviours faced by employees
in the workplace have a low-level effect on their silence. This result also shows that employees
react to incivility and do not remain silent [31]. In another study conducted with hospitality
sector employees, it was found that incivility at work decreases work engagement and job
performance [32].

WORKPLACE OSTRACISM

The concept of ostracism is defined as marginalisation in TDK [24]. Organisational ostracism
is defined in the literature as the emergence of ostracism behaviour in businesses [33].
Organisational ostracism is seen as hidden attitudes and behaviours that are carried out by
ignoring, leaving individuals alone in the organisation, in some cases consciously leaving the
environment they are in, or treating the people in question silently. Again, ostracization can
also take place in the form of removing an employee from important mail or WhatsApp groups,
starting meetings without the relevant employee, or ignoring the ideas and requests of an
employee [5; p.1062, 34; pp.2-3]. Since employees who are exposed to ostracism are
negatively affected emotionally, their commitment to work decreases [35; p.143].

Workplace ostracism, social ostracism, and rejection are distinct concepts that interact with
each other. In general, behaviours that can be considered as ostracism include ignoring,
avoiding, staying silent, avoiding eye contact, and not initiating the interview. Behaviours that
can be seen as social ostracism, in addition to ignoring people, occur in the form of preventing
or not inviting them to participate in important activities, depriving them of important
information, and not listening to them. Rejection, on the other hand, includes behaviours such
as not accepting, not preferring to participate, and refusing to change or think. Social ostracism
is seen as a more comprehensive concept that includes rejection and exclusion. In the
phenomenon of ostracism, ignoring or avoiding behaviours are more common [36]. Ostracism
in the workplace increases stress in employees. This situation leads employees to quit their jobs
more [37]. Again, since ostracism in the workplace causes employees to be negatively affected
emotionally, it also negatively affects their service-oriented behaviours [38]. It is seen that
ostracism behaviour, especially by managers, creates reluctance towards work in employees.
At the same time, managerial ostracism causes the spread of incivility in businesses [39].

To create a happy and peaceful environment without organisational ostracism in businesses,
employees, business managers, and businesses can develop various remedial policies and
practices. By empathising with the person who is subjected to organisational ostracism
behaviour, employees can avoid the act of uniting with the excluding party against the excluded
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person. Managers can work to improve cooperation in case of organisational ostracism
behaviour. Organisations can carry out projects such as establishing guidelines to prevent
organisational ostracism behaviour and providing mental support to the excluded person
through training [5]. When the studies on organisational ostracism were examined, it was
concluded that organisational ostracism increases job stress, decreases job satisfaction, and
thus increases the tendency to quit the job [5]. The effect of individuals’ perceptions of
organisational ostracism on organisational silence and reporting negative situations was
examined in a study conducted with hotel employees [40]. Authors concluded that
organisational ostracism affects organisational silence and reporting negative situations. Some
researchers also report that ignoring individuals in organisations can sometimes cause the
employee to put more effort and performance in order to adapt to the group. However, it can
also cause more negative consequences by conflicting with the group. Employees who feel
excluded do not provide negative feedback that will contribute to the organisation, but, on the
contrary, may remain silent more due to this situation [40]. The results of another study with
95 individuals revealed that exposure to ostracism in the workplace is significantly related to
individuals’ attitudes, well-being and behaviours. It was also found that ostracism in the
workplace has effects on belonging, job satisfaction, emotional exhaustion, and organisational
citizenship behaviour [41].

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN WORKPLACE INCIVILITY, ORGANISATIONAL
OSTRACISM AND PHUBBING

Many studies exist in the literature on the concepts of workplace incivility, organisational
ostracism and phubbing. When the relationship between the concepts is examined, it is seen
that there are differences between them. For instance, phubbing behaviour and incivility are
considered as two different concepts due to the reasons for their emergence. While the
behaviours caused by incivility are more intentional and hurtful, phubbing behaviour is usually
unintentional and occurs as a result of employee negligence. Those who show phubbing
behaviour are generally considered to be inconsiderate and careless. Therefore, it is thought
that there may be a relationship between these two variables, although they are distinct.
Phubbing behaviour can be considered as a type of incivility behaviour. In terms of politeness
theory, it has been determined that manager phubbing hurts communication, manager incivility
affects manager phubbing, and manager phubbing affects social exclusion and trust in the
manager. In addition, it is stated that employees’ perceptions of manager incivility and manager
phubbing decrease trust in managers and increase social ostracism [8]. On the other hand,
employees generally interpret and perceive phubbing behaviour as ostracism or social
ostracism. When individuals experience social ostracism, they perceive a threat to their
belonging, self-esteem, existence and self-control over their lives. Prolonged and repetitive
behaviours such as humiliating, belittling, ignoring, spreading rumours about people at work,
not responding to messages and phone calls can cause organisational ostracism. In addition,
the detection of incivility is difficult due to the low intensity of the incivility and the uncertainty
of the intention of the person showing the behaviour. As a result of being exposed to incivility,
the individual who thinks that they are excluded from the organisation gradually distances
themselves from the environment and reduces their communication. This situation may cause
the individual to turn to phubbing behaviour in the future.

HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT AND THE RESEARCH MODEL

Based on the literature review, there are no studies which examine the direct relationship
between the concepts of phubbing, workplace incivility and organisational ostracism. On the
other hand, there are studies on the relationship between the related variables and different
concepts. For example, [8] found that employees’ perceptions of managerial incivility and
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managerial phubbing increase social ostracism among employees. The research was conducted
with 278 working adults. Similarly, [14] revealed that phubbing behaviour causes
organisational ostracism. In the literature, it has been suggested that there is a significant
positive relationship between colleague incivility and ostracism [42]. At the same time, it is
suggested that there is a significant positive relationship between workplace incivility and
organisational exclusion [43-45]. [5] found that the perception of organisational exclusion has
a positive and significant effect on workplace incivility.

Within this context, in order to test the effect of phubbing and workplace incivility on
organisational ostracism, the conceptual model of the study was formed as shown in Figure 1.

Phubbing

Hzl
Workplace Organisational
Incivility Hi Ostracism

Figure 1. Conceptual model of the study.

The following hypotheses were developed in line with the conceptual model of the study in
Figure 1:

Hi: Workplace incivility has a positive effect on the perception of organisational
ostracism.

Ha: Phubbing has a moderating role in the effect of workplace incivility on the
perception of organisational ostracism.

METHODOLOGY

The study, which was carried out using a quantitative research design, employed the
questionnaire technique. This section presents the population and sample, data collection form,
data analysis and findings.

POPULATION AND SAMPLE

The population of the study consists of employees working in workplaces with 20 or more
employees in Konya, Tiirkiye. The total number of workplaces in this criterion is 2 327, and
the total number of employees is 180 297. At the same time, Konya is among the top ten cities
in Tiirkiye in terms of economic size [46]. The research was conducted with employees
working in 43 randomly selected enterprises across all sectors. According to the simple random
sampling method, the goal was to reach at least 387 participants with a confidence interval of
95% and a 5% margin of error. The researchers collected the data in July-August 2024. The
number of valid questionnaires included in the analysis is 423.

DATA COLLECTION FORM

The data collection form comprises 4 sections. The first section includes four questions about
the demographic characteristics of the participants, the second section includes the workplace
incivility scale, the third section includes the general phubbing scale, and the last section
includes the organisational ostracism scale. The first scale, which is the Workplace Incivility
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Scale, was developed by [28], and the Turkish validity and reliability study of the scale was
conducted by [47]. The scale consists of one dimension and seven items. For the measurement
of phubbing, the “Generic Scale of Phubbing”, developed by [10], and the Turkish validity and
reliability study conducted by [48], were utilised. The scale consists of 15 items and four
dimensions. In order to measure the participants’ perceptions of organisational ostracism, the
scale consisting of 11 items and a single dimension developed by [36] was used. The Turkish
validity and reliability study of the scale was conducted by [49]. Phubbing and organisational
ostracism scales were used with a five-point Likert scale ranging from “1 — Strongly disagree”
to “5 — Strongly agree”. The Workplace Incivility Scale was used with a five-point Likert scale,
including “1 — Never”, “2 — Rarely”, “3 — Sometimes”, “4 — Often” and “5 — Always”.

DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

First, the frequency distribution of the participants was analysed. The findings are as shown in
Table 1.

Table 1. Frequency Analysis Results (N = 423).

Variable ’ Frequency % Variable \ Frequency \ %
Gender Marital Status
Female 182 43,0 Single 187 44,2
Male 241 57,0 Married 236 55,8
Age Educational Status
18-25 101 239 Primary school 22 5,2
26-30 108 25,5 High school 82 19.4
31-38 111 26,2 Associate degree 83 19,6
39-45 71 16,8 Undergraduate degree 191 45,2
46 and older 32 7,6 Postgraduate degree 45 10,6

According to Table 1, the majority of the participants were male (57%), married (55,8%),
between 31-38 years of age (26,2%) and had an undergraduate degree (45,2%).

Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients were examined to determine the reliability of the research data,
and correlation analysis was used to determine the relationships between the scales. The
findings are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Reliability and Correlation Analysis Results (N = 423). Values in parentheses are

Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients of the scales.

Average | St. Dev. 1) (2) 3)
Workplace incivility (1) 2,00 0,921 | (0,920)
Organisational ostracism (2) 1,75 0,814 | 0,542 | (0,956)
Phubbing (3) 2,59 0,862 | 0,274™ | 0,229™ | (0,925)

**significant at the p = 0,01 level

When Table 2 is examined, it is observed that the scales have a high level of internal consistency;
in other words, the data obtained are reliable. On the other hand, a moderate, statistically
significant and positive relationship was found between workplace incivility and organisational
ostracism. There is a low-level, statistically significant, and positive relationship between
phubbing and workplace incivility and organisational ostracism. At the same time, the participants’
perceptions of workplace incivility, organisational ostracism and phubbing are below average.

To test the construct validity of the scales, single-factor confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
was used for the workplace incivility and organisational ostracism scales and first-order
multifactor CFA was used for the phubbing scale. The obtained CFA models are shown in
Figure 2.
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.54

Momophaobia

-.61

Figure 2. Scale CFA models.

The standardised path coefficients for each scale in Figure 2 are .50, which can be accepted as
an indicator of model fit [50]. The goodness-of-fit values for the CFA findings conducted with
SPSS AMOS are shown in Table 3. According to the findings in Table 3, X?/df, SRMR, NFI,
and CFI values of the workplace incivility scale, SRMR, NFI and CFI values of the
organisational ostracism scale and CFI value of the phubbing scale have “good” goodness of
fit values. In contrast, the other indices have “acceptable” goodness of fit values. It can be

concluded that the scales have construct validity based on the data obtained.

Table 3. Confirmatory factor analysis model goodness of fit indices of the scales, adapted
from [50, 51].

Indices | Workplace | Org. Phubbing Good Fit Values | Acceptable Fit
Incivility Ostracism Values

X*/df 2,863 4,355 3,725 <3 3< (X*/df) <5
RMSEA | 0,066 0,079 0,079 <0,05 <0,08

SRMR 0,019 0,028 0,056 <0,05 <0,08

NFI 0,986 0,964 0,933 > 0,95 > 0,90

AGFI 0,949 0,900 0,871 > 0,95 > 0,90

CFI 0,991 0,972 0,950 > 0,95 > 0,90
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After reliability and validity analyses, hypothesis tests were conducted. Hayes SPSS Process
macro plug-in Model 1 was used to determine the moderating effect of phubbing on the effect
of workplace incivility on organisational ostracism [52]. The findings obtained are presented
in Table 4.

Table 4. Regression analysis results showing the moderating effect (N =423, R = 0,56).

Variable b LLCI-ULCI [ SE |t
Constant 1.21* | [.71,1.71] | .779 | 2.49
Workplace incivility (X) | .17 [-.06,.40] |.245 | .51
Phubbing (W) -.14 [-.33,.04] | .205 | -2.13
X.W 107* 1 [.026,.197 | .065 | 1,99

*significant at the p < 0,001

According to Table 4, all predictor variables included in the regression analysis explained
approximately 31% (R*= 0,311) of the change in organisational ostracism. However, it was
observed that workplace incivility did not have a significant effect on organisational ostracism
and similarly, phubbing did not have a significant effect on organisational ostracism (p > 0,05).
In this case, Hy hypothesis of the study is rejected. The interactional effect of workplace
incivility and phubbing on organisational ostracism is statistically significant (b = 0,107, p <
0,001). The slope analysis graph, organised in line with this finding, is given in Figure 3.

Fhubhing
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2,50 — Middle
High
2,00
E
A
(%)
o
o
b7 1,50
D 1
o
o
L)
o
-
S
1,007
= 1
0,507
0,00 T T T

1,00 .00 1,00

Workplace Incivility
Figure 3. Graphical presentation of the moderating effect of phubbing.

According to Figure 3, as the perceptions of workplace incivility of the participants with low
levels of phubbing increase, their perceptions of organisational ostracism decrease, while the
perceptions of workplace incivility of the participants with high levels of phubbing increase.
At the same time, these increases are more prominent when they exceed the medium level. In
line with these findings, it is possible to say that phubbing has a moderating effect. Thus, the
H: hypothesis of the study is accepted.
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DISCUSSION

The study examining the moderating role of pubbing in the relationship between workplace
incivility and organisational exclusion was conducted with 423 employees. According to the
findings, a moderate, statistically significant, and positive relationship was identified between
workplace incivility and organisational exclusion. This finding is consistent with the results of
previous studies by [5, 43-45]. Accordingly, it can be generalised that there is a positive
relationship between workplace incivility and organisational exclusion.

Furthermore, a low-level, statistically significant, and positive relationship was found between
pubbing and both workplace incivility and organisational exclusion. Research on pubbing in
the context of friendships has shown that individuals may experience feelings of social
exclusion when they are subjected to pubbing behaviour by a friend [8, 53, 54]. Similarly,
studies have demonstrated that managerial pubbing reduces employees’ feelings of belonging,
self-esteem, and meaningful existence, thereby intensifying their sense of social exclusion.
Moreover, this situation has been found to lead employees to engage in cyberloafing and may
also encourage other employees to display pubbing behaviour themselves [16; p.95].

Exclusionary behaviour by managers has also been associated with the proliferation of uncivil
behaviours in the workplace [39]. In their study, [55] examined the moderating role of
self-esteem and power distance in the effect of managerial pubbing on workplace incivility and
presenteeism. Conducted with employees in the information technology sector, the study
concluded that managerial pubbing has a significant impact on workplace incivility,
presenteeism, and self-esteem. Self-esteem was found to mediate the relationship between
managerial pubbing and presenteeism. In contrast, power distance did not show a moderating
effect on the relationship between managerial pubbing and self-esteem.

In another study, it was found that social distance and trust mediate the impact of managerial
pubbing on employee performance. Notably, this adverse effect was more pronounced among
employees with a higher need for social approval [56]. Similarly, another study indicated that
employees who perceived pubbing behaviours from their managers during interpersonal
interactions reported higher levels of social exclusion [57]. Overall, existing research suggests
that pubbing behaviours generally contribute to organisational exclusion [14].

On the other hand, regression analysis results revealed that workplace incivility does not have
a statistically significant effect on organisational exclusion. In contrast, [5] found that the
perception of organisational exclusion has a positive and significant effect on workplace
incivility. However, the interaction effect of workplace incivility and pubbing on organisational
exclusion was found to be statistically significant.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The study examining the moderating role of pubbing in the relationship between workplace
incivility and organisational exclusion was conducted with 423 employees working in the
manufacturing sector. Most participants were male, married, between the ages of 31 and 38,
and held an undergraduate degree. According to the findings from the correlation analysis,
workplace incivility, organisational exclusion, and pubbing were found to be positively
correlated with each other.

To test the research model, Process Macro Model 1 for SPSS, developed by Hayes, was
employed [52]. Based on the results, workplace incivility was not found to have a statistically
significant direct effect on organisational exclusion. However, when the central hypothesis of
the study was tested, it was found that pubbing had a moderating role in the interaction effect
of workplace incivility on organisational exclusion. Specifically, among participants with low
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levels of pubbing, increases in perceived workplace incivility were associated with a relatively
minor increase in perceived organisational exclusion. In contrast, participants with high levels
of pubbing showed a sharper increase in perceived organisational exclusion as their perceptions
of workplace incivility increased — especially when those perceptions surpassed moderate levels.

Although workplace incivility did not have a direct effect on organisational exclusion in the
manufacturing sector, the interaction effect between workplace incivility and organisational
exclusion was found to be statistically significant. Considering the moderating role of pubbing,
the following recommendations can be made for organisational leaders and managers:

e Implement preventive measures to reduce pubbing behaviour in the workplace.

e Foster an organisational culture that actively discourages both organisational exclusion and
pubbing.

e Since workplace incivility, organisational exclusion, and pubbing are positively related,
establish a work environment that minimises all three variables.

e To prevent organisational exclusion, initiate individual career development programs and
create clear policies regarding promotion opportunities.

e Promote participative management practices that respect employees’ thoughts and opinions,
helping to reduce uncivil behaviour in the workplace by involving employees in decision-
making processes.

e Apply the proposed research model in different cities, sectors, and regions to enable
comparative analysis with the current study’s findings.

This study should be interpreted in light of several limitations. The empirical evidence was
collected from employees in manufacturing firms located in a single Turkish city, so
sector-specific routines and local cultural norms may have shaped the observed relationships
and thus restricted the external validity of the findings. In addition, the cross-sectional,
self-report design raises the possibility of common-method variance and precludes firm causal
inferences. The model focused solely on a singular boundary condition, phubbing, and one
outcome, organisational ostracism, neglecting to differentiate the source of phubbing
(managerial, peer, or customer) or its content (work-related versus personal use), thus
disregarding details that may possess theoretical and practical importance. Future research
could address these constraints by adopting longitudinal or experimental designs and drawing
on multiple data sources, such as objective digital-usage logs or supervisor ratings.
Comparative investigations across cultures, industries, and remote-work contexts would reveal
whether the documented effects are generalisable or context-contingent while differentiating
between forms of phubbing could illuminate hierarchical and role-specific dynamics.
Incorporating additional moderators such as psychological safety or organisational justice,
together with mediators like emotional exhaustion or trust erosion, would help map the wider
causal chain through which digitally driven micro-incivility evolves into social exclusion.
Finally, evaluating interventions, such as digital-mindfulness training, social support [58] and
phone-free meeting norms, would offer an evidence-based appraisal of how to curb the
detrimental impact of incivility in technology-saturated workplaces.
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