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ABSTRACT

Present study was conducted to study the relationship of parenting styles (Parental control, parental
response,) with cyber-victimization and anxiety disorders (social anxiety disorder, Panic Disorder,
Separation Anxiety Disorder, Selective Mutism and Generalized Anxiety Disorder) with the sample
of 300 adolescents (age range= 17 to 19), 131 were girls and 169 were boys. In current study Scale
of Parenting styles, Florence cyber- bullying-cyber-victimization scales (FCBVSs) and Youth
Anxiety Measure for DSM-5, Part | (YAM-5-1) was used. Participants were asked to provide
appropriate responses. Psychometric properties of scales were established on sample of current
study. All the instruments used in present study found to have satisfactory inter-consistency and
satisfactory reliability coefficients of scales as well. Multiple regression analysis was performed that
shows parental control negatively predicts the Cyber victimization while parental control positively
predicts Anxiety Disorders specifically Separation Anxiety Disorder, Panic Disorder and
Generalized Anxiety Disorder. The findings of current research indicates that Parental response
negatively predicts anxiety disorders specifically GAD. Results finding also shed light on the fact
that permissive parenting makes children more vulnerable for being a Cyber Victim.

Keywords: Parenting dimensions, Anxiety Disorders, Cyber Victimization, Florence cyber bullying

cyber victimization scale, Youth Anxiety Measure for DSM-5, Part |

INTRODUCTION

Higher authority brings higher responsibility and
this is the same scenario with parents. In one
scenario, it is a countless blessing and a huge gift
but in another, it is a huge challenge that
encompasses enormous responsibilities and efforts
to make their children able to survive in good and
positive manners by means of adopting rules and
norms of the society. Parenting skills provides a
strong basis for a healthy development of a child
and may have immediate and long lasting effects
on the life of a child. Different Parenting attitudes
are being used worldwide to make a child more
obedient and self-sufficient so that the child will be
capable enough to handle daily life activities
without being involved in any health issue

An important dimension of parenting attitude is
called parental warmth or response in which
parents ranging between accepting and responsive
attitudes towards the actions and needs of their

children to a rejecting and insensitive attitude
towards the actions of their children. Another
important dimension of parenting attitude is called
parental control in which parents ranging from
being very controlling by setting strict rules in all
aspects to no rules and demands from children
(Padir et al., 2021).

The use of various stable approaches, specific
patterns of actions with long lasting and specific
effects on child’s behavior and tactics to rare their
children are collectively called as parenting styles
(Kopko, 2007). By the combination of two
parenting dimensions (response and control) four
emerging parenting styles are explained by Kopko
(2007):

1. Authoritative. Parents who are high in both
response and control dimensions are considered as
authoritative parenting style. The followers of this
style always encourages their kids to be self-
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sufficient by controlling their own actions and
defining their limits.

2. Authoritarian. In this style, parents are low
in response dimension but high in control
dimension. They set strict rules and children are
supposed to follow them blindly.

3. Permissive. Permissive parents are high in
response but they do not exert any control over
their children’s actions. Children are free to act
without parental contribution.

4. Uninvolved. Parents who are low in both
response and control dimensions are called
uninvolved parents. They do not show any interest
in the life of a child as a result they perceive
themselves free from rules and boundaries.

The choice of parenting attitude depends on many
factors as explained by Jay Belsky (1984) in his
process of parenting mode. He explained that
personality of parent, child and social
characteristics are the most common and powerful
elements that can affect the choice of parenting
attitudes. He further explained parent personality in
terms of their psychosomatic functioning and
developmental history while on the other side child
personality includes different temperaments. In the
last domain, he emphasizes the importance of
environmental factors that includes quality of
marital relationship, work habits of parents and
their social networking that play an important role
in the selection of parenting attitude (Taraban &
Shaw, 2018).

Interestingly it is very clear to notice that parenting
attitude is not only factor with power of emotional
impact. The excessive and easy social media usage
has changed the world of business, education,
government and entertainment in short, the whole
life of a person. Previous researches have revealed
the fact that at least ninety percent of the whole
population uses the Internet frequently while fifty
percent adolescents exercise it on regular basis
(Lenhart & Madden, 2005). Previous researches
showed that adolescents’ access to their smart
phones has increased in last few years (Lenhart,
Duggan, Perrin, Stepler, Rainie & Parker, 2015).
Excessive social media usage has introduced a new
sort of intimidation and harassment known as
“cyberbullying” (Slonje & Smith, 2008). The
phenomenon of cyber bullying leads to increased
risk for victimization.

Person use social media or different sites to make
fun of another person, to insult, to taunt or to post

harmful material like pictures videos and the
person who is facing such type of behaviors is
known as cyber victim (Brown, Demaray & secord,
2014). Victimization take place in different forms.
It can be Visual that includes pictures or videos or
it can be Written-verbal that includes threatening
calls or messages via internet. Online exclusion is
another form of cyber victimization in which
person is excluded or rejected from an online group
or chat rooms with the purpose of insult.
Impersonation cyber-victimization is another form
of victimization that involves a condition in which
someone impersonates the victim to make fun of
him/her (Palladino, Nocentini & Menesini, 2015).
It is very attention grabbing that parenting attitudes
are considered as important factors that can lessen
or enhance the risk of being a cyber-victim as
literature shows that permissive parenting, strict
rules and parent-child issues may cause increase
the usage of internet as a result person serve as a
suitable target for bully (Truong et al., 2017). A
study done by Giles and Price (2008) shed the light
on the fact that high maternal control is positively
related with internet addiction while another study
showed contrary results by stating that there is
negative correlation in parental control and internet
addiction (Li et al., 2013).

Moreover, literature revealed strong association in
high parental warmth (authoritative parenting
style) and lower level of cyber-victimization
(Elsaesser et al., 2017). Studies showed
authoritarian parenting (low in response dimension
and high in control dimension) as a strong predictor
of cyber victimization (Moreno-Ruiz et al., 2019).
In addition, literature noticeably and persistently
enlightened the

fact that authoritative parenting serve as a strong
protective factor against cyber-victimization (Fanti
et al., 2012; Kokkinos et al., 2016). On the other
side, passive attitude by parents is highly
associated with excessive sufferings of cyber
victimization (Aoyama et al., 2012; Low &
Espelage, 2013). Previous researches also revealed
that Muslim fathers are considered high in warmth
dimension while Muslim mothers are well thought
out to be high in control dimension (Rosli, 2014).

Mainly authoritarian, authoritative and permissive
parenting styles are more common in practice
(Dwairy, Achoui, Abouserie, & Farah, 2006b;
Khodaii, Medanipori, & Naghdi, 2008) as
compared to uninvolved parenting style. Studies
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revealed a well-known cause of emotional and
behavioral difficulties in children is too much
control and strictness from parents (Wijshroek,
Hale, Raaijmakers, & Meeus, 2011). Parents adopt
different parenting attitudes according to
situational demands that means they show
inconsistency in their choice of parenting attitudes.
Inconsistency in attitudes may cause confusion and
serious psychological issues (Dwairy, 2010) like
aggression and anxiety (Dwairy, 2010) specifically
separation anxiety (Hersov, 1960) in children as
well. Previous researches also revealed that
Muslim fathers are considered high in warmth
dimension while Muslim mothers are well thought
out to be high in control dimension (Rosli, 2014).

Stress and anxiety are the most established
outcomes of cyber victimization. Fredstrom et al.
(2011) suggested that cyber-victimization is linked
with low level of self-esteem and elevated level of
stress, anxiety and depression. Musharraf & Hag
(2018) further study the relation between cyber-
victimization and anxiety. Hinduja and Patchin
(2006) suggested that age, computer expertise, and
extent of time spent online could be the predictors
of cyber-victimization. Cohen and Felson (1979)
included another predictor that can raise the
likelihood of cyber-victimization that is the
absence of guardian. According to Sahin (2012)
feelings of being alone also predict cyber-
victimization.

Anxiety can be defined as a general state of mood
that can be triggered without any particular stimuli.
Anxiety is not the same as fear, which is consistent
with definite actions of flight or escaping, however
it is linked to circumstances apprehended as out of
control or inescapable (Cisler et al., 2010). Another
way to define anxiety as a future-oriented mood
state within which one is ready to aim to deal with
future negative incidents (Barlow & David, 2002).
Previous researches showed that childhood Social
Anxiety Disorder (SAD) may predicts other
anxiety disorders for instance obsessive-
compulsive disorder, specific phobia, acute stress
disorder, and posttraumatic stress disorder (Hanna
et al, 2006). Research showed that selective
mutism could be the result of shyness, inhibited
temperaments, any psychosocial factors, and
delayed development (Dow et al, 1995). According
to Watson and Rayner (1920) development of
phobia work on the ideology of classical
conditioning where unconditional stimulus paired

with the other conditioned stimuli in order to elicit
the same response, which was obtained from
unconditioned stimulus.

Many studies explore the relations between being
cyber victim and changes in psychological
situations of individuals. Literature shows that
persons who have not been exposed to bullying
show minor psychiatric symptoms than target and
harassment victims. (Tynes & Giang, 2009). It is
suggested that cyber victimization do not linked
with depression alone but anxiety, phobias and
paranoia (Schenk & Fremouw 2012; Cowie et al,
2013). Literature shows that parenting control had
a significant effect over adolescent’s psychological
health and by controlling or limiting their internet
use, they can prevent their teens becoming a victim
in online world

Cyber-victimization in adolescents is associated
with many devastating health outcomes that
involves psychosomatic problems (Gini & Pozzoli,
2013), emotional problems and depression
(Reijntjes et al., 2010), psychotic symptoms
(Schreier et al., 2009; Van-Dam et al., 2012) and
suicide (Klomek et al., 2010; Van-Geel et al.,
2014). Cyber-victimization is particularly linked
with adolescent’s social anxiety (Landoll et al.,
2015). Musharraf & Haq (2018) also study the
relationship of cyber victimization with anxiety
and they found it positively related. Nishina &
Juvonen (2005) also found a high level of anxiety
among the cyber-victims. Further data revealed the
fact that cyber-victimization in childhood is
associated with many mental health/adjustment
problems in later life such as depression, suicidal
ideation, particularly anxiety disorders (Gibb et al.,
2011). An apparent sign of social anxiety places a
person at more risk for cyber-victimization (Troy
& Sroufe, 1987). Previous information about the
incidents of cyber-victimization has showed that
cybervictimization is related with many problems
like distress, fear and discomfort for victims
(Bossler, Holt, and May, 2012).

Previous data suggested that cyber-victimization is
linked with harmful and negative outcomes like
depression and anxiety (Perren, Dooley, Shaw &
Cross, 2010; Hunt, Peters, & Rapee, 2012). Wang,
Nansel and Lannotti (2011) provided an evidence
for the high prevalence of depression among cyber-
victims. Ybarra, West and Leaf (2007) conducted a
study that provides the evidence of emotional
disturbance and poor educational performance of
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those students who had been cyber victimized.
Recent  researches indicated that cyber-
victimization is linked with low level of self-
esteem and high-level of stress, anxiety and
depression (Fredstrom, Adams & Gilman, 2011).
Cyber-victimization is also related with many
behavioral problems like the greater use of
marijuana and alcohol among youngsters (Hinduja
& Patchin, 2008). Cyber victimization is thought to
be related with symptoms of depression and
suicidal thoughts (Bonanno & Hymel, 2013).
Parenting also play an important role in the
development of mental health of the adolescents. It
can also be a risky or a protective factor against
many mental health issues specifically, related with
anxiety disorders. Multiple studies suggested that
parental ignorance and rejection might be an
important factor in the progress of different types
of children’s anxiety disorders (Weymouth &
Buehler, 2018; Yaffe, 2021). Previous researches
shows that over controlling and less autonomy
granting parenting style is positively linked with
anxiety related problems (Pinquart, 2017; Rose et
al., 2018; Wood et al., 2003). Wood et al. (2003)
suggests that over protecting feature of permissive
parenting style makes a child more dependent on
parents that can lead them to show separation
anxiety disorder. According to another study done
by Eun et al. (2018) suggests that there is a
significant relation between parenting control and
both social and separation anxiety disorders among
adolescents. Previous researches showed that the
authoritative parenting style associated with lower
levels of anxiety and the authoritarian parenting
styles associated with higher levels of anxiety in
offsprings (Erozkan, 2012; Manoochehri &
Mofidi, 2014; Panetta et al., 2014; Pinquart, 2017;
Timpano et al., 2015; Yaffe, 2021). The children
and adolescents who experience their parents as
authoritarian, permissive or uninvolved are more
anxious as compared to the children and
adolescents who experience their parents as
authoritative (Yaffe, 2021).

There is an extensive data that gives information
about cyber bullying and cyber victimization but
there are still many things that we do not know yet.
One basic challenge is to prove the role of gender
differences between cyber-victimization and
mental health (stress, anxiety and depression). In
comparison with female students, male students are
more probably to be victims equally in physical and

cyber environments (Bingdl, 2018). But there are
so many other studies that do not indicate any
gender differences in cyber-bullying enactment
and victimization (Christian Elledge et al., 2013).
In recent meta-analysis study done by Barlett &
Coyne (2014), they suggested that gender
variations are related to age. Results recommended
that young women conveyed more acts of cyber-
bullying throughout early adolescence while young
men in late adolescence. According to Dempsey,
Sulkowski, Nichols and Storch (2009), a large
number of females (17%) reported cyber-
victimization than did males (11%). For males,
acceptance of cyber-victimization has been
associated with depressive symptoms, behavioral
issues, drug use, and unfavorable attitudes related
to faculty atmosphere (Ybarra, 2004; Ybarra
&Mitchell, 2004a).

Objectives of the Study
The main objectives of the current study
are as follows:

1. To investigate the most common perceived
parenting style by the adolescents.
2. To determine the relationship among

parenting styles (response and control), CV and
anxiety disorders (GAD, PD, SD, SAD, and SM)
in adolescents.

3. To find the predicting role of Perceived
parental control and perceived parental response
across CV and Anxiety Disorders (GAD, PD, SD,
SAD, and SM)

4. To find the difference between perceived
parenting styles (authoritative, authoritarian,
permissive, and negligent) in relation with CV and
Anxiety Disorders.

Hypotheses

Research hypotheses of the current study are as
under:

1. There is a significant difference among
perceived parenting styles  (authoritative,
authoritarian, permissive and negligent), CV and
Anxiety Disorders (GAD, PD, SD, SAD, and SM)
in late adolescence.

2. Perceived parental control will predicts
cyber-victimization  negatively among late
adolescents

3. Perceived parental response will predicts
Cyber Victimization negatively.
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4. Perceived parental control will predicts
anxiety disorders positively (GAD, PD, SD, SAD,
and SM) in late adolescents.

5. Perceived parental response will predicts
Anxiety Disorders negatively (GAD, PD, SD,
SAD, and SM) in late adolescents.

Participants

Present study focused on adolescents including
both girls (n = 169) and boys (n = 131). Age ranges
between 17 to 19 years (M = 17.68; SD = .77)
Participants (N = 300) were selected from different
institutions by using purposive  sampling
technique. For current study Only 300
guestionnaires were selected out of 400.

Instruments

Scale of parenting style. The scale of parenting
style (Abdul Gafor & Kurukkan, 2014) consist of
two main dimensions; first one is parental
responsiveness (all odd items from 1 to 37, total 19
items) and second one is parental control (all even
numbers from 2 to 38, total 19 items) with total 38
items.. Each item was evaluated on five point
Likert scale as, 0= “always true”, 1= “almost
true”,2= “sometimes true, 3= sometimes false”, 4=
“almost false”, and 5= “always false”.

The current scale provides six separate scores for
each participant, namely mother’s responsiveness,
father’s responsiveness, mother’s control, father’s
control, parental responsiveness and parental
control. Participants (age ranges from 17 to 19
years) was asked to fill the questionnaire of
parenting style according to their own perception
about mother and father. The test-retest coefficient
of reliability of responsiveness variable in the scale
is 0.81 and for control it is 0.83 (Abdul Gafor &
Kurukkan, 2014).

Florence  cyber-bullying-cyber-victimization
scales (FCBVSs). Florence cyber-bullying-cyber-
victimization scale (Palladino et al., 2015) consist
of two subscales, first one for perpetration and
second for cyber victimization. Only one subscale
(cyber victimization) was used in the current
research. It includes 14 Likert-type items and each
item was evaluated on a 5-point scale, where 1 =

“never,” 2 = “once or twice,” 3 = “one or two times
at month,” 4 = “once a week,” and 5 = “several
times a week.” Participants (age range 17 to 19
years) was asked to report the frequency of specific
behavior they had experience during the past
couple of months. The Cronbach’s alpha for
FCBVSs (for victimization only) ranges from 0.6 -
0.8 (Palladino et al., 2015).

Youth Anxiety Measure for DSM-5, Part |
(YAM-5-1). Part | of the YAM-5 (Muris et al.,
2017) consists of 28 items, including items related
to separation anxiety disorder (SA; 1 +6 + 10+ 15
+ 19 + 24), selective mutism (SM; 2+11+20+25),
social anxiety disorder (SAD;
3+7+12+16+23+28), panic  disorder (PD;
4+8+13+17+21+26) and generalized anxiety
disorder (GAD; 5+9+14+18+22+27). Items was
evaluated on a four-point Likert scale where 1 =
“never”, 2= ‘“sometimes”, 3= “often” and 4 =
“always”. Participants (age ranges from 8 tol8
years, Muris et al., 2016) were asked to report the
frequency of specific behavior they had experience
during the past couple of months. The Cronbach’s
alpha for YAM-5 (part | only) values rages from
.65 - .93. Test retest reliability ranges from 0.73 -
0.90.

Procedure

Current study was conducted for exploring the
relationship amongst Parenting response, Parenting
control and cyber-victimization. First of all,
permission was taken by researcher from the
corresponding authors  for utilizing their
instruments in current research. Consent was
obtained from participants and rationale of the
study was thoroughly explained to each of them.
The participants were assured about the
confidentiality of responses and all the data
collected from them will be used only for the
research purposes. Participants were provided with
scale of parenting style first then FCBVSs (only for
cyber victimization). They were asked to fill up and
return the questionnaire at the spot. The
participants requested to provide their genuine and
authentic responses and they ended with the word
of thanks, from researcher for their cooperation.
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Results
Table 1
Descriptive statistics and Reliability Co-efficient (o) of Scales (N=300)

Range
Variables K a M(SD) Actual Potential Skewness  Kurtosis
Parent responsiveness 38 .89 151.08(19.71) 82-185 38-190 -.86 1.13
Parent control 38 .90 157.44(19.79) 92-190 38-190 -.76 77
Mother responsiveness 19 .78 79.92(9.46) 27-95 19-95 -.84 .769
Mother control 19 .80 80.87(9.13) 51-95 19-95 -.031 281
Father responsiveness 19 .89 71.16(13.35) 18-90 19-95 -1.36 2.10
Father control 19 .90 76.57(13.49) 19-95 19-95 -1.39 2.10
Cyber victimization 28 .89 19.50(8.62) 14-65 28-140 3.04 1.89
Separation anxiety 06 .74 11.72(4.35) 06-24 06-24 81 15
Selective mutism 04 .58 7.66(2.47) 04-16 04-16 71 41
Social anxiety 06 .61 11.71(3.49) 06-24 06-24 .80 .64
Panic disorder 06 .75 10.91(3.7) 06-24 06-24 1.02 .96
Generalized anxiety 06 .70 13.69(4.08) 06-24 06-24 41 -.23

Table 1 provides descriptive

statistics and

psychometric properties for the scales used in this
study. The reliability coefficient (alpha) for the
Parental responsiveness scale is .89, and for the
Parental Control scale is .90. For Cyber-
victimization scale alpha coefficient value is .89,
for Separation anxiety is .74, selective mutism is
.58, social anxiety is .61, panic disorder is .75 and
for generalized anxiety the value of Cronbach
alpha is .70.

Table 2

Descriptive statistics such as mean and standard
deviation are reported for each scale. Skewness and
kurtosis values are also provided to assess the
distribution of the data. It is observed that all the
scales exhibit normal distributions within an
acceptable range, as indicated by the skewness and
kurtosis values falling within £2 (Lomax & Hahs-
Vaughn, 2012).

Correlation among study variables (Parenting Styles) (N=300)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9 10 11 12
1 PR 1 84" .64 80" .78 91" -06 .05 .00 .05 -02 -07
2 PC 1 78" 657 91" 79" -10 .07 -01 -04 -03 -09
3 MR 1 757 477 417 -10 .16 .03 .01 .05 -01
4 MC 1 427 517 -13° 17" .02 12 .00 .01
5 FR 1 86~ -04 -00 -03 -08 -09 -13°
6 FC 1 -03 -05 -02 -00 -03 -09
7 CV 1 227 33" 29" 33" 217
8 SA 1 407 50" 517 .48™
9 SM 1 527 387 417
10 SAD 1 56" 627
11 PD 1 .60™
12 GAD 1

Note. ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05

Read as. PR= Parent Responsiveness; PC= Parent
Control; MR= Mother Responsiveness; MC=
Mother Control; FR= Father Responsiveness; FC=
Father Control; CV= Cyber Victimization; SA=

Sepatartion Anxiety; SM= Selective Mutism;

SAD= Social Anxiety Disorder;

PD=

Panic

Disorder; GAD= Generalized Anxiety Disorder.

https://ijciss.org/

| Nisar, 2024 |

Page 3357


https://ijciss.org/

International Journal of Contemporary Issues in Social Sciences

Volume 3, Issue 3, 2024

ISSN(P):2959-3808 | 2959-2461

Table 2 shows that Parent Responsiveness is
significant positively correlated with Parent
Control, Mother Responsiveness, Mother Control,
Father Responsiveness, Father Control. Parental
control shows significant positive correlation with
Mother Responsiveness, Mother Control, Father
Responsiveness, Father Control. Result further
reveals that Mother Responsiveness is significant
positively correlated with Mother Control, Father
Responsiveness, father control and Separation
Anxiety. Mother Control is significant positively
correlated with Father Mother Control, Father
Responsiveness, Father Control, Separation
Anxiety and significant negatively correlated with
Cyber Victimization. Father Responsiveness is
significant positively correlated with Father
Control and significant negatively correlated with
Generalized Anxiety Disorder.

Result further revealed that there is significant
positive correlation among cyber victimization
Separation Anxiety, Selective Mutism, Social
Anxiety Disorder, Panic Disorder, and Generalized
Anxiety Disorder.

Table 3
Parenting Styles f %
Authoritative 123 41.0
Authoritarian 27 9.0
Permissive 27 9.0
Negligent 123 41.0

Commonly Perceived Parenting styles by
adolescents (N=300)

Table 3 shows that 41 % adolescent’s perceived
parenting style is Authoritative and negligent while
9% adolescent’s perceived parenting style is
Authoritarian and Negligent. Table reveals the fact
that Authoritative and Negligent parenting styles
are commonly perceived parenting styles by the

adolescents. *Table did not present the equal
number of parenting styles (as need larger sample
size) but it reflects the obtained styles only from the
sample of 300.

Table 4
Commonly Perceived Mother Parenting style of
adolescents (N=300)

Parenting Styles f %

Authoritative 109 36.3
Authoritarian 41 13.7
Permissive 36 12.0
Negligent 114 38.0

Table indicated that 38 % adolescents perceive
negligent mother parenting style while 12%, 13.7%
and 36.3% adolescents perceive Permissive,
Authoritarian and Authoritative mother parenting
style correspondingly. Table reveals the fact that
negligent mother parenting style is commonly
perceived parenting style by the adolescents.

Table 5
Commonly Perceived Father Parenting style of
adolescents (N=300)

Parenting Styles f %
Authoritative 111 37
Authoritarian 31 10.3
Permissive 26 8.7
Negligent 132 44.0

Table indicated that 44% adolescents perceived
negligent father parenting style while 8.7%, 10.3%
and 37% adolescents perceive Permissive,
Authoritarian and Authoritative father parenting
style correspondingly. Table reveals the fact that
negligent father parenting style is commonly
perceived parenting style by the adolescents.

Table 6
One Way ANOVA to Investigate Difference on the basis of Parenting Styles on study variables (N=300)
Authoritative  Authoritarian Permissive  Negligent
n=123 n=27 n=27 n=123
Variables M M M M F p 1> Post hoc
(SD) (SD) (SD) (SD)
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Cyber 18.26(8.48)  17.77(3.80)  25.77(16.84) 19.73(5.98) 6.30 .000 .01 1>2<3>4
Victimization  11.58(4.25)  13.66(5.13) 11.85(4.30) 11.41(4.23) 2.06 .105 .01
Separation 7.56(2.74) 8.07(2.74) 8.06(2.21) 7.59(2.18) .59 619 .02
Anxiety 11.69(3.93) 10.66(2.71) 11.88(3.01) 11.93(3.25) .99 .394 .01
Selective 10.43(3.80)  11.44(3.75) 11.77(4.66) 11.08(3.41) 144 .231 .01
Mutism 13.32(4.23)  13.37(4.31) 13.66(4.68) 14.13(3.73) .85 .464 .03
Social Anxiety

Disorder

Panic Disorder

Generalized

Anxiety

Table 6 shows one way ANOVA to investigate
differences on the basis of Parenting Styles across
Separation Anxiety, Selective Mustism, Social
Anxiety Disorder, Panic Disorder, and Generalized

Anxiety disorder. Significant mean differences are
found in Cyber Victimization on Permissive
Parenting Style.

Table 7
Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Cyber victimization through Mother Responsiveness, Mother
Control, Father Responsiveness, Father Control, Parent Responsiveness and Parent Control (N=300)

Scales B SEB B t p LL-UL
Constant 31.74 456 6.94 .000 22.74,40.73
Mother Responsiveness .59 52 .65 1.14 251  -42,1.62
Mother Control -45 .58 -48 .78 431 -1.59, .68
Father Responsiveness .63 .55 .98 1.14 255 -45/1.72
Father Control -27 .58 -42 A7 .637  -1.40, .86
Parent Responsiveness .35 .57 .82 .62 534 -77,1.48
Parent Control -.65 52 -1.54 1.26 208  -1.68, .36
R .28

R2 .08

AR2 .06

F 4.29™"

Note. LL= Lower Limit; UL= Upper Limit

Table shows the summary of regression analysis. It Mother Control, Father Responsiveness, Father

shows that Mother Responsiveness, Father Control, Parent Responsiveness and Parent Control
Responsiveness and Parental Responsiveness accounted for 8% of wvariance in Cyber-
positively predicts Cyber-victimization victimization among adolescents.”

among adolescents. Mother Responsiveness,

Table 8

Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Separation Anxiety through Mother Responsiveness, Mother Control,
Father Responsiveness, Father Control, Parent Responsiveness and Parent Control (N=300)

Scales B SEB B t p LL-UL

Constant 5.34 2.30 2.31 .021 .80, 9.89

Mother Responsiveness -47 .26 -1.04  1.82 .069 -.99, .38

Mother Control -.46 .29 -.97 1.58 114 -1.04, 11
Father Responsiveness -47 .28 -1.43  1.67 095 -1.02,.08
Father Control -.69 .29 216 2.39 017 -1.27,-12
Parent Responsiveness .58 .28 2.67 2.03 .043 .01,1.15

Parent Control .49 .26 2.30 1.87 .061 -.02,1.01
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R
R2
AR2
F

.28
.08
.06
4.34™

Note. LL= Lower Limit; UL= Upper Limit

Table shows the Predictive role of Mother
Responsiveness,  Mother  Control,  Father
Responsiveness, Father Control, Parent
Responsiveness and Parent Control on Separation
Anxiety among adolescents. It shows that 8%

Table 9

change in separation anxiety is due to Mother

Responsiveness,  Mother  Control,  Father
Responsiveness, Father Control, Parent
Responsiveness and Parent Control among

adolescents.

Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Selective Mutism through Mother Responsiveness, Mother Control,
Father Responsiveness, Father Control, Parent Responsiveness and Parent Control (N=300)

Scales B SEB B t p LL-UL
Constant 7.26 1.36 5.33 .000 4.58,9.94
Mother Responsiveness .03 15 A1 .20 842  -27,.33
Mother Control -.05 A7 -21 .34 731 -.40, .28
Father Responsiveness -.01 .16 -.02 .02 978 -.33, .32
Father Control -.05 A7 -.26 .28 777 -.38,.29
Parent Responsiveness .06 A7 46 .33 Jq37  -27,.39
Parent Control -01 .15 -11 .08 929  -31,.29
R .09

R2 .01

AR2 -.01

F 408 874

Note. LL= Lower Limit; UL= Upper Limit

Table shows the Predictive role of Mother
Responsiveness,  Mother  Control,  Father
Responsiveness,  Father  Control,  Parent
Responsiveness and Parent Control on Selective
Mutism among adolescents. It shows that 1%

Table 10

change in Selective Mutism is due to Mother

Responsiveness,  Mother  Control,  Father
Responsiveness,  Father  Control,  Parent
Responsiveness and Parent Control among

adolescents.

Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Social Anxiety through Mother Responsiveness, Mother Control,
Father Responsiveness, Father Control, Parent Responsiveness and Parent Control (N=300)

Scales B SEB B t p LL-UL
Constant 9.20 1.87 4.90 .000 5.51,12.89
Mother Responsiveness -31 52 .65 1.14 251 -42,1.62
Mother Control -.19 .58 -.48 .78 431 -1.59, .68
Father Responsiveness -.36 .55 .98 1.14 255 -45,1.72
Father Control -.24 .58 -42 A7 .637 -1.40, .86
Parent Responsiveness 27 57 .82 .62 534 -77,1.48
Parent Control .28 .52 -1.54 1.26 .208 -1.68, .36
R .23
R2 .05
AR2 .03
F 2.74™ .013

Note. LL= Lower Limit; UL= Upper Limit
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Table shows the Predictive role of Mother
Responsiveness,  Mother  Control,  Father
Responsiveness, Father  Control, Parent
Responsiveness and Parent Control on Social
Anxiety among adolescents. It shows that 5%

Table 11

change in Social Anxiety is due to Mother

Responsiveness,  Mother  Control,  Father
Responsiveness, Father  Control, Parent
Responsiveness and Parent Control among

adolescents.

Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting through Panic disorder Mother Responsiveness, Mother Control,
Father Responsiveness, Father Control, Parent Responsiveness and Parent Control (N=300)

Scales B SEB B t p LL-UL
Constant 10.11  2.02 4.99 .000 6.12,14.09
Mother Responsiveness -22 23 -.56 .96 336 -.67,.23
Mother Control -.38 .25 -.94 1.50 135 -89, .12
Father Responsiveness -42 24 -152 1.73 .084 -91,.05
Father Control -.26 .25 -.95 1.03 301 -.76,.23
Parent Responsiveness .33 .26 1.73 1.28 199 -17, .82
Parent Control 31 .23 1.71 1.36 72 -.13,.76
R .20

R2 .04

AR2 .02

F 2.02 .062

Note. LL= Lower Limit; UL= Upper Limit

Table shows the Predictive role of Mother
Responsiveness, Mother  Control, Father
Responsiveness,  Father  Control,  Parent
Responsiveness and Parent Control on Panic
disorder among adolescents. It shows that 4%

Table 12

change in Panic disorder is due to Mother

Responsiveness, Mother  Control, Father
Responsiveness,  Father  Control,  Parent
Responsiveness and Parent Control among

adolescents.

Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting GAD through Mother Responsiveness, Mother Control, Father
Responsiveness, Father Control, Parent Responsiveness and Parent Control (N=300)

Scales B SEB B t p LL-UL
Constant 13.81 2.21 6.22 .000 9.44,18.18
Mother Responsiveness -.07 .25 -17 .29 771 -57, .42
Mother Control .05 .28 A2 19 .849 -50, .60
Father Responsiveness -17 27 -.58 .66 507 -71,.35
Father Control .06 .28 .20 22 .823 -.48, 61
Parent Responsiveness -.04 27 -.19 14 .884 -58, .51
Parent Control 10 .25 498 .39 .692 -39, .59
R .18

R2 .03

AR2 .01

F 1.63 .138

Note. LL= Lower Limit; UL= Upper Limit

Table shows the summary of regression analysis. It

negatively predicts GAD among adolescents.

shows that Mother responsiveness, Father Mother Responsiveness, Mother Control, Father
responsiveness and Parent  responsiveness Responsiveness, Father  Control, Parent
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Responsiveness and Parent Control accounted for
3% of variance in GAD among adolescents.

95%ClI

Table 13
Mean, Standard Deviation and t-values across gender on study variables (N=300)
Female Male
(n=169) (n=131)
Variables M (SD) M (SD)

t p LL UL  Cohen’sd

Parent Responsiveness
Parent Control
Mother Responsiveness 81.01(9.57)

Mother Control 81.81(8.85)
Father Responsiveness  70.87(14.06)
Father Control 75.02(14.52)
Cyber Victimization 18.07(6.51)
Separation Anxiety 13.15(4.30)
Selective Mutism 7.62(2.50)

Social Anxiety Disorder 12.08(3.39)
Panic Disorder 11.55(3.59)
Generalized Anxiety 14.31(4.13)

155.28(19.44) 156.98(20.47) -73 .46 625 2.86
157.69(19.66) 155.50(21.15) .92 .35 -246 684 .
7851(9.16) 229 .02 .35 465 0.26
79.64(9.39) 2.04 .04 .08 425 0.23
7153(12.42) -42 .67 372 240 .
78.58(11.80) 227 .02 -6.62 -48 026
21.33(10.50) 329 .001 -520 -1.31 0.37
9.88(3.67)
7.71(2.45) .
11.23(356) 210 .036 .05 164 024
10.09(3.77) 341 001 .61 230 0.39
12.88(3.88)  3.04 .003 .50 235 0.35

6.92 .000 2.34 419 0.82
31 .755 -.65 A7

df=298

Note. Cl= Confidence Interval; LL= Lower Limit; UL= Upper Limit

Table 13 shows independent sample t-test analysis
for investigating the difference across gender on
Parent Responsiveness, Parent Control, Mother
Responsiveness, Mother  Control, Father
Responsiveness, Father ~ Control,  Cyber
Victimization, Separation Anxiety, Selective
Mutism, Social Anxiety Disorder, Panic Disorder,
and Generalized Anxiety disorder. There is
significant difference in mean scores on Mother
Responsiveness, Mother Control, Father Control,
Cyber Victimization, Separation Anxiety, Social
Anxiety Disorder, Panic Disorder and Generalized
Anxiety disorder between female and male
participants. There is non-significant difference on
Parent Responsiveness, Parent Control, Father
Responsiveness and Selective Mutism for male and
female participants.

Discussion

This research study has aimed to investigate the
parenting styles (response and control) as a
predictor of cyber victimization and anxiety
disorders. In this study, parenting styles includes
both mother and father separately and collectively
as well. Parent control, Parent response, Mother
Control, Mother Response, Father Control and
Father ~ Response  (representing  Parenting

dimensions) are considered as independent
variables. However, cyber-victimization and
anxiety disorders are used as dependent variables.
Different questionnaires (authorized by authors)
are there to collect data from respondents and to
test the acceptance and rejection of hypotheses of
the current study. For testing relationship among
variables of current study, statistical tests (such as
correlation, multiple regression, T-test and one-
way ANOVA) are performed.

In current study, findings of correlation analysis
(objective 2) provides valuable insights into the
relationships between parenting styles (Mother
Control, Mother Response, Father Control and
Father Response), cyber victimization, and anxiety
disorders (Separation Anxiety Disorder, Selective
Mutism, Specific Phobia, Social Anxiety Disorder,
Panic Disorder, agoraphobia and Generalized
Anxiety Disorders). Findings of correlation
analysis (Table 2) reveal intriguing correlations
between parenting styles and various factors.
Notably, Parental control shows significant
positive correlation with Mother Responsiveness,
Mother Control, Father Responsiveness and Father
Control. Parent Responsiveness is significant
positively correlated with Parent Control, Mother
Responsiveness, Mother  Control, Father
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Responsiveness, and Father Control. This suggests
that parents who are more responsive tend to
exercise more control in their parenting approach.
Result further reveals that Mother Responsiveness
is significant positively correlated with Mother
Control, Father Responsiveness, father control and
Separation Anxiety. Mother Control is significant
positively correlated with Father Control, Father
Responsiveness,  Separation ~ Anxiety  and
significant negatively correlated with Cyber
Victimization. Results reveals the fact that higher
level of mother control is a protective factor against
being a Cyber Victim.

Father Responsiveness is significant positively
correlated with Father Control and significant
negatively correlated with Generalized Anxiety
Disorder. This reinforces the idea that higher level
of Father Responsiveness decrease the chances of
GAD in adolescents. Result further revealed that
there is significant positive correlation among
cyber victimization Separation Anxiety, Selective
Mutism, Social Anxiety Disorder, Panic Disorder,
and Generalized Anxiety Disorder. This
underscores the significant impact of online
victimization on various anxiety disorders among
adolescents, highlighting the need for awareness
and protective measures in the digital age

Results of present study also calls attention to the
most commonly perceived parenting style
(objective 1) by the adolescents (table 3, 4 and 5).
Both Authoritative and Negligent parenting styles
(41%) are the most commonly perceived parenting
styles by the adolescents (table 3). Negligent
Mother parenting style (38%) is the most
commonly perceived parenting style by the
adolescents while 12%, 13.7 % and 36.3%
adolescents perceive Permissive, Authoritarian and
Authoritative Parenting style (table 4). Negligent
Father parenting style (44%) is the most commonly
perceived parenting style by the adolescents while
8.7, 10.3 % and 37% adolescents perceive
Permissive, Authoritarian and Authoritative
Parenting style (table 5). These results make it very
clear that parents use Authoritative and Negligent
approaches usually to deal with their children
which means parents are inconsistent in their
approaches (Belsky, 1984)

Present study also investigates the differences
(objective 4, hypothesis 1) among Parenting styles
(Authoritative, Authoritarian, Permissive and
Negligent), CV and Anxiety Disorders (Separation

Anxiety Disorder, Selective Mutism, Specific
Phobia, Social Anxiety Disorder, Panic Disorder,
agoraphobia and Generalized Anxiety Disorders).
Results reveals the fact (table 6) that parents who
shows extra leniency and do not exert any control
(Permissive) over their adolescent’s actions are
more prone towards being cyber victimized.
Literature also make it very clear that more
leniency by parents can cause internet addiction
that means person is easily accessible and serve as
a suitable target for offenders (Baldry &
Farrington, 2017; Dehue et all., 2012; Truong et al.,
2017).

According to the current results, hypotheses 1 is
partially supported (table 6). There are many
reasons that can explain why we do not find
significant differences among parenting styles
(Authoritative, Authoritarian and Negligent), CV
and Anxiety disorders. The most important one is
the sampling size (N=300) which is not sufficient
to find any important difference on study variables.
Next important factor is population and age
restrictions. We selected late adolescents (17 to 19
years) only despite the fact that these phenomenons
needs more variation and representative sampling
to understand clearly. Reliance on self-report
measures only can introduce response bias and
social desirability that can be another important
reason behind the current results.

In current study, the multiple regression analyses
shed light on the predictive roles of various
Parenting styles (response and control) and
parental characteristics on cyber victimization,
anxiety disorders, and related outcomes. These
findings provide valuable insights into the complex
relationships between parenting practices and
children’s psychological well-being. Regression
analysis indicates that (table 7) Mother Control,
Father Control and Parental Control negatively
predicts Cyber- Victimization (objective 3,
hypotheses 2) whereas Mother Responsiveness,
Father Responsiveness and Parental
Responsiveness  positively  predicts  Cyber-
victimization  (objective 3, hypothesis 3)
among adolescents. Mother Responsiveness,
Mother Control, Father Responsiveness, Father
Control, Parent Responsiveness and Parent Control
accounted for 8% of variance in Cyber-
victimization among adolescents. This suggests
that children raised in households characterized by

https://ijciss.org/

| Nisar, 2024 |

Page 3363


https://ijciss.org/

International Journal of Contemporary Issues in Social Sciences

Volume 3, Issue 3, 2024

ISSN(P):2959-3808 | 2959-2461

high parental control are more likely to experience
cyber victimization.

Results of current study supported the hypotheses
2 which states that Perceived Parental control
negatively predicts Cyber- Victimization. These
results are similar with the findings of Giles and
price (2008) that explains high Parental Control
can reduce the chances of being Cyber victimized
by limiting internet use of adolescents. Findings of
Elsaesser et al. (2017) and Li et al. (2013) have
shown similar results by revealing that high control
serves as a protective factor against Cyber-
victimization.

Findings of current study also do not support the
hypotheses 3 which explains the negative
predictive role of parental responsiveness and
cyber victimization. Results of current study are
contrary with the finding of Wood et al. (2003).
Literature shows that parental responsiveness
makes a child more confident in communication
with their parents as a result they are not a suitable
target for cyber victimization (Gomez-Ortiz et al.,
2016).

Furthermore, regression analysis also point out
relation among parenting styles (response and
control) and anxiety disorder (objective 3). Results
shows the predictive role of Mother
Responsiveness, Mother  Control, Father
Responsiveness, Father Control, Parent
Responsiveness and Parent Control on Separation
Anxiety among adolescents (Table 8). It is evident
from results that Father control significantly and
negatively predict Separation anxiety whereas
Parent Responsiveness significantly and positively
predicts it. Apparently, 8% change in separation
anxiety is due to Mother Responsiveness, Mother
Control, Father Responsiveness, Father Control,
Parent Responsiveness and Parent Control among
adolescents.

Analysis also shed light on the predictive role of
Parenting styles (Mother Responsiveness, Mother
Control, Father Responsiveness, Father Control,
Parent Responsiveness and Parent Control) on
Selective Mutism among adolescents (table 9). It
shows that 1% change in mutism is due to these
Parenting styles (response and control). On the
other hand, Predictive role of Parenting styles
(Mother Responsiveness, Mother Control, Father
Responsiveness, Father Control, Parent
Responsiveness and Parent Control) on Social
Anxiety also studied (table 10). It is evident from

results that 5% change in Social Anxiety Is due to
change in Parenting styles (response and control).
The Predictive role of Mother Responsiveness,
Mother Control, Father Responsiveness, Father
Control, Parent Responsiveness and Parent Control
on Panic disorder is also investigated among
adolescents (table 11). Results point out that 4%
change in Panic disorder is due to changes in
Parenting styles (response and control).
Additionally, results showed (table 12) that Mother
responsiveness, Father Responsiveness and Parent
responsiveness  negatively  predicts GAD
among adolescents however, Mother Control
Father Control and Parent Control positively
predicts GAD. Collectively Parenting styles
(response and control)accounted for 3% of
variance in GAD among adolescents.

Results of the current study partially supports the
hypotheses 4 according to which Parental Control
is a positive predictor of Anxiety Disorders.
Results shows that Parent Control is a positive
predictor of Separation Anxiety Disorder (table 8),
Panic Disorder (table 11) and Generalized Anxiety
Disorder (table 12). These results suggests that
high control over adolescents make them more
vulnerable for anxiety disorders (Bosmans et al.,
2014; Pinquart, 2017) specifically Separation
Anxiety (wood et al., 2003) Disorder, Panic
Disorder and Generalized Anxiety Disorder
(DiBartolo & Helt, 2007; Eun et al., 2018; Rose et
al., 2018). There are so many explanations behind
the partially supported hypotheses. The most
important one is the sampling size (N=300) which
is not satisfactory. Next important factor is
population and age restrictions. We selected late
adolescents (17 to 19 years) only despite the fact
that these phenomenons require more variation and
representative sampling to understand clearly.
Reliance on self-report measures only can
introduce response bias and social desirability that
can be another important reason behind the current
results.

Results of current study partially supports the
hypotheses 5, which explains that Perceived
Parental Response is a negative predictor of
Anxiety Disorders. Results from current study
illustrates that Parental Response negatively
predicts GAD (table 12). This result suggests that
parents, who are high in response, behave kindly
and show their active involvement in the life of
their children are the protective factor against
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GAD. Literature reveals the fact that parents who
are more responsive raised a mentally healthy
children as compared to those who are more
controlling (McLeod et all., 2007; Murry et al.,
2009). There are so many explanations behind the
partially supported hypotheses. The most
important one is the sampling size (N=300) which
is not satisfactory. Next important factor is
population and age restrictions. We selected late
adolescents (17 to 19 years) only despite the fact
that these phenomenons require more variation and
representative sampling to understand clearly.
Reliance on self-report measures only can
introduce response bias and social desirability that
can be another important reason behind the current
results.

Conclusion

Parenting and their approaches paved the way
towards mentally healthy development of a child
and serve as a protective factor against several
environmental threats like Cyber Victimization.
Current study aimed to investigate the predicting
role of these parenting approaches in the
development of Cyber Victimization and Anxiety
Disorders among late adolescents. In present study
two main styles of parents, Control and response
were added as independent variable. The role of
mother and father also included separately as well
as collectively. Cyber Victimization and anxiety
Disorders (Separation Anxiety, Social Anxiety,
Selective Mutism, Panic Disorder and Generalized
Anxiety Disorder) were taken as dependent
variable.

T-test, one way ANOVA and multiple regression
analysis were used to test the hypotheses. Results
of the current study showed that parental control
negatively predicts the Cyber victimization that
means higher level of control by parents
specifically by mother can be a shield against
Cyber Victimization (table 7) for adolescents . On
the other hand, parental control positively predicts
Anxiety Disorders that means higher level of
control makes adolescents more susceptible for the
development of anxiety disorders specifically
Separation Anxiety Disorder (table 8), Panic
Disorder (table 11) and Generalized Anxiety
Disorder (table 12).

Results of the current study states that Mother
Responsiveness, Father Responsiveness and
Parental Responsiveness positively predicts Cyber

Victimization (table 7) that are contrary to the
hypotheses 3. Literature shed the light on the facts
that parental response decreases the gap between
parents and child. Attention, care and involvement
of parents in the activities of children serve as a
worst target for offenders. In addition, the findings
of current research indicates that Parental response
negatively predicts anxiety disorders specifically
GAD (table 12). This result suggests that parents,
who are responsive, behave kindly and show their
active involvement in the life of their children are
the protective factor against GAD.

Results finding also shed light on the fact that
permissive parenting makes children more
vulnerable for being a Cyber Victim (table 6).
According to the results of current study, the most
common perceived parenting style is Negligent
(table 3, 4, 5). There are so many reason behind
these results. Today the life is too hectic not for
only father but for mother too. Both parents are
working and had less time for their children as a
result children perceive them as being negligent.
Excessive involvement in android cell phones is
another important factor behind these results.
Everyone is busy with their own cell phone and
have less or even no time for family.
Conclusively, findings from the various analyses
suggest that Perceived Parental Control negatively
predicts Cyber Victimization but positively
predicts Anxiety Disorders. Similarly finding also
suggests that Perceived Prenatal Response
negatively predicts Anxiety Disorders. Hypotheses
2 is accepted while hypotheses 1, 4 and 5 are
partially accepted however the findings of current
research are contrary to hypotheses 3.
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