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Abstract Abstract this research paper examines the influence of parenting styles on the adjustment of 

adolescents across different age groups. Adolescence is a crucial developmental stage, and parenting styles 

play a significant role in shaping an individual’s emotional, social, and psychological well-being. 1000 

students were randomly selected from few schools of Bareilly, UP. Parenting style scale by Madhu Gupta, 

Dimple Mehtani (2017) to measure parenting styles, and Adolescent Adjustment Inventory by D.V. Venu 

Gopal, A. Ashok& K. Madhu (2013) were used as tool(s) for data collection. Demographic variable age 

groups were found significantly different with different parenting styles and adjustment pattern. The paper 

concludes with recommendations for parents and educators on fostering positive adolescent development.   

Introduction Adolescence is a critical period marked by significant physical, emotional, and cognitive 

changes. The family environment, particularly parenting styles, significantly influences adolescent 

adjustment. Parenting styles, as conceptualized by Diana Baumrind (1967), include authoritative, 

authoritarian, permissive, and neglectful styles, each of which impacts adolescent outcomes differently. This 

paper examines how these parenting styles influence adolescent psychological well-being, academic 

success, and social adaptability. 

Parenting Styles and Adolescent Adjustment 

1. Authoritative Parenting 
o Characterized by warmth, responsiveness, and firm but fair discipline. 

o Associated with high self-esteem, academic achievement, and strong social skills in 

adolescents. 

o Encourages autonomy while providing appropriate guidance and support. 

2. Authoritarian Parenting 
o Involves high levels of control and demand but low responsiveness. 

o Often results in adolescents experiencing anxiety, lower self-esteem, and difficulties in peer 

relationships. 

o May lead to either rebellious behavior or excessive dependence on authority figures. 

3. Permissive Parenting 
o Defined by high responsiveness but low control and discipline. 

o Leads to increased risk-taking behaviors, lack of self-discipline, and academic struggles. 

o Adolescents may develop strong social skills but may struggle with self-regulation. 

4. Neglectful Parenting 
o Characterized by low responsiveness and low control. 

o Associated with the highest risk for negative outcomes, including substance abuse, 

delinquency, and poor mental health. 

o Lack of parental support often results in feelings of neglect and emotional distress. 
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Impact on Adolescent Domains 

1. Psychological Well-being 
o Authoritative parenting is linked to better mental health outcomes, while authoritarian and 

neglectful styles are associated with higher levels of depression and anxiety. 

2. Academic Performance 
o Adolescents with authoritative parents tend to perform better academically due to structured 

guidance and encouragement. 

o Permissive and neglectful parenting styles often correlate with lower academic motivation 

and achievement. 

3. Social Relationships 
o Social competence is typically higher among adolescents from authoritative households. 

o Authoritarian parenting may hinder the development of effective social skills, while 

permissive parenting may result in boundary issues with peers. 

Objective 

To compare the parenting style and adjustment pattern as per demographic variable (age) among 

adolescents. 

Methodology  

This study employs a mixed-method approach, using both qualitative and quantitative data. Surveys were 

conducted among 1000 adolescents across different age groups, Data was collected from 15 schools of 

Bareilly, which was selected through random sampling. Parenting style scale by Madhu Gupta and Dimple 

Mehtani (2017) and Adolescent Adjustment Inventory by D.V. Venu Gopal, A. Ashok& K. Madhu (2013) 

was used as tool(s) for data collection. Data was collected through personal visits to school then it was 

tallied and coded. Utilizing straightforward figures and percentages, both qualitative and quantitative 

analysis of the data was performed. 

Table 4.4.8: Comparison of parenting style of different age group, mean, SD, & ‘t’ values. 

Parenting style 

Age group Mean ± SD ‘t’ value Remark 

11-12 – 13-14 5.78±17.61 4.52 Significant * 

13-14 – 15-16 5.65±18.19 3.40 Significant * 

17-19 – 11-12 -14.80±15 -13.59 Significant * 

15-16 - 11-12 -12.45±15.95 -8.54 Significant * 

17-19 – 15-16 -2.81±12.03 -2.56 No significant 

17-19 – 13-14 -7.72±16.71 -7.73 Significant * 

 

The above table shows the data of the compression of different age groups among adolescents in parenting 

style(11-12 and 13-14) age group's mean score was 5.78 and the SD was 17.61. When the t-test was applied 

to the means scores of this age group it was discovered that the t value was (4.52; p<0.05) which was 

significant at 0.05 level. The mean score for the (13–14 and 15–16) age groups was 5.65, with a standard 

deviation of 18.19. Upon applying the t-test to the mean scores of this age group, it was found that the t 

value was (3.40; p<0.05), indicating significance at the 0.05 level. (17-19 and 11-12) agegroup's mean score 

was 14.80and SD was 15. When the t-test was applied to the means scores of this agegroup it was 

discovered that the t value was (-13.59; p<0.05) which was significant at 0.05 level. Age groups (15–16 and 

11–12) had a mean score of -12.45 and a standard deviation of 15.95. Applying the t-test to the mean scores 
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of this age group revealed that the t-value was (-8.54; p<0.05), meaning that it was significant at the 0.05 

level. The age groups (17–19 and 15–16) had mean scores of -2.81 and SD of 12.03. Applying the t-test to 

the mean scores of this age group revealed a t-value of (-2.56; p<0.05) which was not significant at the 0.05 

level. The mean score for the (17–19 and 13–14) age groups was -7.72, with a standard deviation of 16.71. 

When the t-test was used to analyze the mean scores of this age group, the t-value was (-7.73 p<0.05), 

indicating that the results were significant at the 0.05 level. 

Table 4.4.5:Comparison of adjustment pattern of different age groups, mean, SD, & ‘t’ values. 

Adjustment pattern 

Age group Mean ± S.D. ‘t’value Remark 

11-12 – 13-14 5.33±9.51 -7.72 Significant * 

13-14 – 15-16 7.20±8.60 9.17 Significant* 

17-19 – 11-12 7.81±10.58 10.16 Significant* 

15-16 - 11-12 -1.79±12.02 -1.63 No significant 

17-19 – 15-16 6.95±10.20 7.46 Significant * 

17-19 – 13-14 5.46±9.86 9.26 Significant * 

 

The above table shows the data of the compression of different age groups among adolescents (11-12 and 

13-14) age group mean score was 5.33 and SD was 9.51. When the t-test was applied to the mean scores 

ofthis age group it was discovered that the t value was (-7.72; p<0.05) which was significant at 0.05 level. 

The mean score for the (13–14 and 15–16) age groups was 7.20, with a standard deviation of 8.60. Upon 

applying the t-test to the mean scores of this age group, it was found that the t-value was (9.17; p<0.05), 

indicating significance at the 0.05 level. (17-19 and 11-12) agegroup mean score was 7.81and SD was 

10.58. When the t-test was applied to the means scores of this age group it was discovered that the t value 

was (10.16; p<0.05) which was significant at 0.05 level. Age groups (15–16 and 11–12) had a mean score of 

-1.79 and a standard deviation of 12.02. Applying the t-test to the mean scores of this age group revealed 

that the t-value was (-1.63; p<0.05), meaning that it was not significant at the 0.05 level. The age groups of 

(17–19 and 15–16) had mean scores of 6.95 and SD of 10.20. Applying the t-test to the mean scores of this 

age group revealed a t value of (7.46; p<0.05) which was significant at the 0.05 level. The mean score for 

the (17–19 and 13–14) age groups was 5.46, with a standard deviation of 9.86. When the t-test was used to 

analyze the mean scores of this age group, the t-value was (9.26 p<0.05), indicating that the results were 

significant at the 0.05 level. 

Conclusion The study reaffirms that authoritative parenting promotes healthier adjustment across all 

adolescent age groups. It suggests that a balance between guidance and autonomy is essential for fostering 

well-rounded individuals. Parents and educators should focus on nurturing a supportive yet structured 

environment to optimize adolescent well-being. Parenting styles are fundamental in shaping adolescent 

adjustment across multiple domains.  Understanding the impact of parenting on adolescent development can 

inform parental practices and contribute to better adolescent well-being. 

Discussion and Implications The findings suggest that authoritative parenting fosters the most positive 

adolescent outcomes. Parents should strive to balance warmth and control, providing guidance while 

allowing independence. Future research should explore cultural variations in parenting styles and their 

impact on adolescent adjustment. Additionally, interventions aimed at promoting effective parenting 

practices can significantly enhance adolescent well-being. 
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