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Abstract 
The study examined the influence of parenting on the social behaviour of 
School of Education students Cross River State College of Education. With 
one research question, four hypotheses were generated and tested at 0.05 
level of significance. The population comprised the students of School of 
Education, Cross River State College of Education. 379 students constituted 
the sample. The data collected were analysed using t-test statistics. The 
results were that students of authoritarian and authoritative parenting; and 
single-parenting and intact parenting differ in their social behaviour. While 
those of rejecting – neglecting, permissive and authoritarian parentings do 
not differ in their social behaviour. The study recommended that parents 
should inculcate right types of norms and values in their children, to 
recognize and deal with signs of delinquent before their child reaches 
adolescence.  Training in behaviour modification strategies such as the use 
of records and communication skills were recommended for children whose 
behavioural problems have not yet developed into violence or delinquency. 

 
 At all levels of education, students behaviour remains very important to 
teachers, educators, parents and members of the society generally. There are high 
expectations about students’ behaviour in school and out of school. Education is 
believed to be an instrument of change; and change for good. In the times past, 
students were adjudged to be wonderfully trained people in learning and character and 
their conducts were satisfactory. Today, there seems to be some doubts about students 
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conducts and social behaviours. Generally, people feel unsatisfied with students social 
behaviour, their mode of dressing, association, interaction and public presentation 
before and with their teachers, elders and peers. 
 
 Before any person is a student, the person had been a member of a particular 
family. Dattilio, Epsptein and Baucom (1998) see family as a collection of 
interrelated individuals. It is an organized group that has the kinds of intimate 
personal emotional attachment and meaning among its primary group. Parents play 
the leading role in every family and if it is so, it is expected that they will impact 
either positively or negatively on their children’s behaviour. The influence of 
parenting is enormous. Parents should be mindful on how they interact with their 
young kids because they are programming their subconscious minds with the beliefs 
about the world and themselves that will stay with them for the rest of their lives, for 
good or ill. 
 
 Children model their parents’ behaviour and they become hardened after a 
childhood characterized by such observed behaviour (Wisdom, 1997). Children who 
are beaten by their parents and grow up seeing their parents beat each other are likely 
to learn that beating is a viable method of getting what you want. Patterson (1982) 
observed that children who seldom engage in anti-social behaviour have shown that 
their parents consistently reinforce personal behaviour that is behaviour that 
encourages social interaction, thus helpfulness, cooperation, and affection are 
rewarded as anti-social behaviour is punished. 
 
 The general idea is that the quality of the interaction between parents and 
their children determines how the children respond (react) to other people throughout 
the life of the child. It is believed that parents for example who play games with their 
children are providing information about how people deal with one another in a social 
situation, follow certain procedures and engage in cooperative behaviour, all of which 
is relevant to children’s ability to deal with others and also with their peers (Lindsey, 
Mize & Pettit, 1997). 
 
 Parents – child interactions have later implications because the family is the 
setting in which each child learns how to deal with other people. Basic lifestyle 
decisions by parents according to Cooper and Ayer Lopez (1985) influence the social 
behaviour of their children, thus parents’ choices of neighbourhoods, churches, 
schools and children’s friends influence the pool from which their children might 
select from. According to Myers (1992), parenting styles vary. Some parents spank, 
some reason, some parents are strict, some are lax, some parents seem indifferent to 
their children, some liberally hug and kiss them. This study intends to find if these 
differences affect children. 
 
 Commonly identified parenting styles, are authoritarian, authoritative, 
permissive and rejecting – neglecting. Authoritarian parents impose rules and expect  
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obedience. This type of parenting is restrictive and punitive. Socially, children of 
authoritarian parents are often unhappy, fearful and anxious about comparing 
themselves with others, fail to initiate activity and have weak communication skills. 
Authoritative parents are both demanding and responsive, they encourage children to 
be independent but place limits and controls in their actions. Extensive verbal give – 
and – take is allowed (Kuczynski & Lollis, 2002). Authoritative parents are warm and 
nuturant towards their children. They show pleasure and support of children’s 
constructive behaviour (Sim, 2000). Such parents also expect mature, independent 
and age-appropriate behaviour of children. Children whose parents are authoritative 
are often cheerful, self-controlled and self-reliant, achievement oriented, maintain 
friendly relations with peers, cooperate with people and cope well with stress. 
 
 Permissive parents submit to their children’s desires, make few demands and 
little punishment because; they fear confrontation. They leave their children with 
what they want. They believe that children should be treated as equals and given a 
high level of autonomy. Children from such parenting style rarely learn respect for 
others and have difficulty in controlling their behaviours. They might be domineering, 
egocentric, non-compliant and have difficulty in peer relationship. 
 Rejecting – Neglecting, here, the parents are disengaged and they expect little 
and invest little. Children from rejecting – neglecting parents tend to be socially 
incompetent many have poor self-control and do not handle independence well. They 
have low self-esteem, are immature, and may be alienated from the family. In 
adolescence, they may show patterns of truancy and delinquency. 
 Children’s social behaviours may also be rooted from the nature of the 
family, either single parenting or both parenting. In single parenting one parent a 
mother or a father is left alone to carry the burden of child rearing and support. 
 
Statement of the Problem 
 The school is supposed to be a training institution no just for learning of 
books, theories and practicals but for character moulding therefore, it is expected that 
the students would be of good academic standing and strong moral values. Rather 
what we observe are all kinds of behaviour. Some students tend to be “good” and 
others are “bad”. There are some students who exhibit certain accepted values such as 
payment of fees; registration, class attendance; perform their course requirements; 
prepare and write their examination without indulging in examination malpractice; 
dress decently and join healthy social groups (Christian/Muslim campus fellowship 
and charity organizations) 
 
 Whereas, the other group of students are into anti-social behaviours as 
manifested in their attitudes to fees payment, they do not attend classes at all or 
regularly, do not fulfill course requirements, cannot prepare for examination, they 
resort to cheating and violence during examination, dress indecently ( near nudity for  
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females and dirty torn jeans pair of trousers and heavy soldier-like boots for the 
males) and they are into cult groups, lesbianism and homo-sexuality. 
 From the scenario, this study attempts to examine and discuss the effect of 
parenting on students’ social behaviour, believing that the parents are the first and 
earliest contacts of the child before leaving the home to school. The problems, so 
highlighted would be discussed under authoritarian, authoritative, permissive, 
rejecting-neglecting parents and single and intact parents. 
 
Research Questions 
 Does parenting style and nature affect students’ social behaviour in school? 
 
Hypotheses 
 These hypotheses were stated for this study and tested at..05 level of 
significance. 
1. There is no significant difference between students from authoritarian and 

authoritative parenting background in their social behaviour. 
2. Students from rejecting-neglecting permissive parenting do not significantly 

differ in their social behaviour. 
3. Students from authoritarian and permissive parenting do not significantly 

differ in their social behaviour. 
4. There is no significant difference between students of single parents and 

those of two parents in their social behaviour. 
 
Methodology 
Population 
 The target population of this study comprised 414 students of school of 
education Cross River State College of Education in Akamkpa. They were both males 
and females in 1000 and 200 levels. 
 
Sample and Sampling 
 379 students in school of Education, Cross River State College of Education 
constituted the sample for this study. 
 The sampling procedure was all inclusive since every member of the class 
formed the sample out of 414 students, 379 students properly filled the questionnaires 
and were used for the study. 
 
Instrument 
 The instrument for the study was a structured questionnaire of four – scale 
likert type which consisted of two sections: Section on was about; 
Name of course of study ……………………….Sex…………………Age………and 
types of parents. 
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Section two consisted of twenty statements on parenting and social behaviour. The 
respondents were to tick (√) against any of the response options in each statement to 
show the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with the expressed option. 
 The test – retest correlation of the instrument showed values ranging from 
0.62 to 0.82 and internal consistency coefficient with alpha ranging from 0.72 to 0.92 
showed that the instrument reliable. 
 
Data Collection and Analysis 
 The researcher personally administered the questionnaires to the subjects of 
the study and collected after the respondents had finished. The data collected were 
analysed using the t-test statistic. 
 
Results 
 Hypothesis one stated that; there is no significant difference between students 
from authoritarian and authoritative parenting background in their social behaviour. 
The result is shown in table 1. 
Table 1:  t-test analysis of authoritarian versus authoritative  

parenting and students’ social behaviour. 
 
Variables               N               X               Df               T-Cal               T-Crit               P 
Parenting style      
 
Authoritarian        185            113.87        
                                                              
                                                                       377                2.87                   1.96                0.05 
 
Permissive             194            110.54 

 
Decision: Null Hypothesis is rejected, since the calculated t-value 2.87 is greater than 
the critical t-value 1.96. There is a significant difference between students of 
authoritarian and authoritative parenting in their social behaviour. 
 Hypothesis two stated that students from rejecting – neglecting and 
permissive parenting do not significantly differ in their social behaviour. After the 
analysis, the result is presented in table 2. 
 
Table 2: Rejecting –Neglecting Versus Permissive Parenting and Students Social 
Behaviour. 
Variables               N               X               Df               T-Cal               T-Crit               P 
Parenting style      
 
Authoritarian         194            110.54           377            1.87                   1.96                0.05 
 
Permissive             185            113.87 
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Decision: The null hypothesis is accepted because the critical ‘t’ is greater than the 
calculated ‘t’ 1.87; that is there is no significant difference in social behaviour of 
students between those of authoritarian and permissive parenting style. 
 Hypothesis four stated that there is no significant difference between students 
of single parent and those of two parents in their social behaviour. The result is shown 
in table 4. 
 
Table 4:  t-test Analysis of Students from Single – Parent and From Intact 
Families with Regards to their Social Behaviour 

 
Variable               N               X               Df               T-Cal               T-Crit               P 
 
Single-parent 
family                  194            110.54        377                2.87                   1.96                0.05 
 
Intact Family       185            113.87 

 
Decision: Since the calculated t-value 2.87 is greater than the critical t-value 1.96, the 
null hypothesis is rejected. This implies that the alternate hypothesis is upheld: there 
is a significant difference between students from single-parent families and their 
counterparts from intact families with regard to their social behaviour. 
 
Findings 
From the analyses, the following are the findings; 
 There is a significant difference in students’ social behaviour between the 

authoritarian and authoritative parenting. 
 Students from rejecting-neglecting and permissive parenting styles do not 

significantly differ in their social behaviour. 
 There is no significant difference in social behaviour of students between 

those of authoritarian and permissive parenting. 
 There is a significant difference between students from single-parents and 

those from intact families in their social behaviour. 
 
Discussion 
 The results of hypotheses one and four revealed that students social behaviour 
differ between parenting styles and type of family. While the result of two and three, 
indicated that students social behaviours do not differ significantly between 
authoritarian, permissive and rejecting-neglecting parents styles. 
 The effects of parenting style vary due to the different degrees of control and 
responsiveness the parents exhibit. The degree to which parents mould, and control 
their children at home may predict their children’s level of self control in terms of 
behaviour in school. It is also believed that the degree to which parents are responsive 
to their children is the degree the children will be socially competent. 
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 The first finding, that there is a significant difference in students’ social 
behaviour between authoritarian and authoritative parenting styles is most revealing. 
Students from authoritarian parenting are likely to be socially withdrawn and have 
difficulty in forming relationships. They lack self-esteem, confidence, spontaneity and 
curiosity, since they do not have responsiveness from the parents. They are often 
unhappy, fearful and anxious about comparing themselves with others, they fail to 
initiate activity and have weak communication skills. They are lonely and tend to 
perform moderately well in school (Santrock 2005). On the other hand, the children 
from authoritative parenting style, according  to studies of Coopersmith  (1967), 
Baumrind (1983, 1991) and Buri and ohers (1988) have the highest self-esteem, self-
reliance and social competence because their parents are warm and concerned. 
Students from such parents have social and academic benefits. In other words they are 
cheerful, self-controlled, lively and self-reliant. They are not involved in anti-social 
behaviours because they can cope well with stress and regulate their emotions well. 
They maintain friendly relationships with peers, teachers and cooperate with people 
easily. 
 
 The second findings, that students from rejecting-neglecting and permissive 
parenting styles do not differ significantly in their social behaviour because children 
from such parenting exhibit similar behaviours. Children from rejecting-neglecting 
parents develop the sense that other aspects of the parents’ lives are more important 
than they are. The students from neglecting parents tend to be socially incompetent. 
Many have poor self-control and don’t handle independence well. They frequently 
have low self-esteem and may show patterns of truancy and delinquency; they are 
very irregular in class attendance and can resort to violence during examination as a 
cover for their inadequacy. Since the students are not securely emotionally attached to 
their parents, they may be confused and depressed. In this situation, they are likely to 
engage in anti-social and risky behaviours such as joining gangs or cult groups, 
indulging in homosexuality or lesbianism, drug abuse, smoking and robbery as an 
alternative lifestyle to compensate for what they do not get from their parent. 
 
 Also students from permissive parenting tend to be impulsive, lack self-
control and are more likely to engage in anti-social behaviour. They tend to achieve 
less well in school and have trouble forming relationships. They are generally less 
happy. These students are similar to some extent with their counterparts from 
rejecting-neglecting parenting style. 
 The third finding; that there is no significant difference in social behaviour of 
students between those of authoritarian and permissive parenting styles. Students 
from both parenting styles share certain characteristics in common, both have 
difficulties in forming relationships, lack self-esteem and control; and both are 
generally less happy. No wonder the results showed no significant difference. 
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 Finally, there is a significant difference between students from single-parent 
families and those from intact families in their social behaviour. It is naturally the 
responsibility of both parents to nurture their children and mould their behaviour. But 
certain situations of death, divorce or separation, a parent is left alone to bear the 
burden of child upbringing. Parent-child interactions have later implications because 
the family is the setting in which each child learns how to deal with other people. 
Also Maio, Frinchan and Lycett (2000) believed that parents interact in a multitude of 
ways with children. Their interactions have some effects in what the child learns 
about relationships with other people (O’Leary, 1995). 
 
Conclusion/Recommendation 
 The discourse on parenting and students social behaviour is centrally located 
as far as the theme “education and extent of achievement of millennium development 
goals (MDGS) for sustainability” is concerned. Most of the goals are focused on the 
growth, development and welfare of school children. In all, the goals are expected to 
improve education, enhance children’s growth, people’s well being and improve 
society as a whole. This study has adequately addressed an area that constitutes the 
basis for children’s growth in school and beyond. Parents are the first contact of the 
children. Whatever parents provide to the children has far reaching implications on 
them, the school and the society. If parenting is effective, the children’s behaviour 
will be pro-social rather than being anti-social. 
 
 The outcomes are likely going to be rewarding. There will be peace and 
conducive atmosphere for teaching and learning to effectively take place. 
Examination malpractice, cultism, gangsterism, lesbianism, homo-sexuality, truancy 
and the likes will be absent or near absent in our schools if there is improved 
performance among school children, if our education is firmly rooted, if there is peace 
in school/society, there is certainly going to be good health, absence of poverty, 
improved economy, sound morals and accelerated development in our society. 
 This paper therefore recommends the following: society can be improved by 
the optimum development and adjustment of its individual members, parents as a 
matter of fact should be concerned in inculcating right norms and values in their 
children. Parenting in child management is a promising family intervention. It is most 
effective if parents learn to recognize and deal with the signs of delinquent behaviour 
before their child reaches adolescence. Training in behaviour modification strategies 
such as the use of rewards and punishment, and communication skills are 
recommended for younger children whose behavioural problems have not yet 
developed into violence or delinquency. 
 
 Generally, authoritative/democratic parenting is popular across the world, 
counselors should provide fora to invite and train parents on this best parenting style. 
They should counsel the school children with emotional and social problems 
exhibited in deviant behaviours. Parenting style may be inborn or imposed. If it is 
artificially acquired because of certain factors such as poverty and violence in the  
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society, parents, teachers, counselors and government should rise up to combat 
poverty and violence as they concern them.  For example, government should fight 
and reduce corruption, provide employment, empower people, build industries, not 
just hotels and initiate welfare schemes for its citizenry. 
 
 Furthermore, education policy makers and initiators should emphasize the 
importance of parenting by for example making adequate provision of parenting 
programmes within the early school years such programmes, devoid of punitive 
measures, parenting censorship, or orders, could be a sure source of stable emotional 
support for each child as he or she encounters challenges at the higher levels of the 
education and even in later life. 
 There should be a structural national curriculum which, not only provides 
breadth and balance, progression and continuity, but also gives parents opportunity to 
know and understand what is being taught as well as the nature of their support for 
children effective learning. 
 Finally, there should be a collaborative engagement between parents and 
schools (Colleges/Universities) towards actualizing the MDGS by way of; 

I. Having a meeting with parents to find out what they have to offer and what 
areas of their children school life they can imperatively partner with schools 
for development. 

II. Giving parents through adequate discussion to vent their feelings or opinions 
on schools social life and think of what can be more educationally productive 
and  

III. Negotiating with parents clear ground rules on issues such as cultism, 
examination malpractices, indecent dressing, and other such anti-social 
behaviours inhibitive to school and personal growth. 
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