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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Monica Parsai 
Saguaro Evaluation Group  
United States 

REVIEW RETURNED 03-Feb-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Research ethics information is missing: was there an IRB 
review/approval? did parents gave written consent for students to 
participate? did students give assents?  
 
Some grammatical corrections are needed. Also, fonts change to 
superscript in some sections of the manuscript. That needs to be 
corrected too. 

 

REVIEWER Francis T. McAndrew 
Knox College, USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 03-Feb-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I believe that this manuscript has real promise and that the data that 
it presents are publishable. However, I think that a significant 
revision is in order before it can be published. I am not familiar with 
the competitiveness of the standards for publishing in BMJ Open, so 
I will simply state my opinions of the manuscript and leave it to the 
editor to judge its suitability for the journal.  
 
On the positive side, there is a very large and extremely nice sample 
of adolescents from which to draw conclusions. The authors 
correctly note that most of the research on adolescent drinking has 
been done in Europe and the United States, so having a large 
sample from Taiwan will almost certainly make the results of this 
study very interesting to alcohol researchers. The quality of the 
written English is fairly good, although there some minor issues that 
can easily be fixed.  
 
The things that I would like to see addressed in a revision are as 
follows:  
 
1) Although the authors acknowledge in the discussion that they 
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never actually measured the parents’ drinking behavior or the 
parents’ attitudes toward drinking, this somehow gets lost throughout 
the paper as they refer to parental drinking and attitudes. What they 
actually have is perceived parental drinking and attitudes, and the 
perceptions of a 14 year old may be far from accurate. This does not 
invalidate the study, but it certainly needs to be kept in mind.  
 
2) In the Method Section (p. 8 lines 18-27), the authors rather 
quickly state that parental behaviors and attitudes were combined 
into four types, but no information whatsoever was provided about 
exactly how this was done. It is important for the reader to 
understand how this occurred.  
 
3) I was puzzled about why the statistical analyses were conducted 
as they were. The researchers have nice, continuous scale 
measures for all of the variables (e.g., a 1 to 6 scale rating), but they 
then converted these into categorical variables. This can result in a 
loss of statistical power, as correlations and t tests could have been 
run on the raw data to answer all of the questions that the 
researchers were addressing. I am not saying that the regression 
analysis was inappropriate, but I am of the opinion that it is 
unnecessarily complex and perhaps not the ideal way to attack the 
data. If the authors wish to stick with the regression analysis, I would 
like to see an argument as to why this is being done rather than 
something more straightforward.  
 
4) I will not say much about the Discussion section as it will be 
completely rewritten in any revision that addresses the points made 
above. However, I will say that it is too long and repetitive and that 
there is too much statistical detail in it and too much rehashing of the 
results.  
 
5) There are numerous typographical and grammatical mistakes in 
the paper and some patches of confusing writing. (The last long 
paragraph before the Method section is particularly repetitive and 
confusing.)  
  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Comments from Monica Parsai  

1. Research ethics information is missing: ……  

Ans. Thank you for pointing out this important omission. We have added an ethics statement to the 

text (pp. 6–7).  

 

2. Some grammatical corrections are needed also, fonts change to superscript in some sections of 

manuscript. That needs to be corrected too.  

Ans. We have had the English in the manuscript edited by Boldface Editors, Inc.  

 

 

 

   

Comments from Francis T. McAndrew  

1. Although the authors acknowledge in the discussion that they never actually measured the parents’ 

drinking behavior or the parents’ attitudes toward drink, this somehow gets lost throughout the paper 

as they prefer to parental drinking and attitudes. What they actually have is perceived parental 

drinking and attitudes, and the perceptions of a 14 year old may be far from accurate. This does not 
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invalidate the study, but it certainly needs to be kept in mind.  

Ans. Thank you for your helpful comments. We have tried to make it more clear that we used 

adolescents’ perceptions of their parents’ behaviors and attitudes while also pointing out that the 

effects of perceived drinking behaviors and attitudes might be more important than the effects of 

actual behaviors and attitudes.  

 

2. In the Method Section (p.8 lines 18-27), the authors rather quickly state that parental behaviors and 

attitudes were combined into four types, but no information whatsoever was provided about exactly 

how was done. It is important for the reader to understand how this occurred.  

Ans. Parental drinking behaviors and attitudes were recoded into the following four categories: (1) 

nondrinking and against underage drinking (NDA); (2) nondrinking but favorable toward underage 

drinking (NDF); (3) drinking frequently but against underage drinking (DA); and (4) drinking frequently 

and favorable toward underage drinking (DF). We have described these categories on p. 8.  

 

3. I was puzzled about why the statistical analyses were conducted as they were. The researchers 

have nice, continuous scales measures for all of the variables (e.g., a 1 to 6 scale rating), but they 

can converted these categorical variables. This can result in a loss of statistical power, as correlations 

and t test could been run on the raw data to answer all of the questions that the researchers were 

addressing. I am not saying that the regression analysis was inappropriate, but I am of the opinion 

that it is unnecessarily complex and perhaps not the ideal way to attack the data. If the authors wish 

to stick with the regression analysis, I would like to see an argument as to why this being done rather 

than something more straightforward.  

Ans. There were four aspects to measure with regard to perceived parental drinking behaviors and 

attitudes: paternal drinking, maternal drinking, paternal attitude, and maternal attitude. Each aspect 

has one item to measure. Our purpose was not to analyze the effect of each item. Furthermore, the 6-

point Likert scale is an ordinal scale rather than a continuous scale. Our purpose was to examine the 

effects of perceived parental drinking behaviors and attitudes on alcohol use in teenagers. We 

combined the measures of drinking behavior and attitude into four categories (see p. 8).  

 

4. I will not to say much about the Discussion section as it will be completely rewritten in any revision 

that addresses the points made above. However, I will say that it is too long and repetitive and that 

there is too much statistical detail in it and too much rehashing of the results.  

Ans. We have revised the discussion section and hope that it is now satisfactory.  

 

5. There are numerous typographical and grammatical mistakes in the paper and some patches of 

confusing writing. (The last paragraph before the method section is particularly repetitive and 

confusing.)  

Ans. We have had the manuscript professionally edited by Boldface Editors, Inc. and have 

acknowledged this fact in the acknowledgments section. 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Francis T. McAndrew 
Knox College  
USA 

REVIEW RETURNED The revision looks good; it is ready for publication.  
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