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GENERAL COMMENTS The current study seeks to clarify the contribution of parenting styles 
in adolescent alcohol tobacco and illicit substance use onset by 
examining whether the associations found in previous work remain 
after controlling for other important risk factors for substance use, 
i.e., parental substance use, provision of alcohol by parents, liking 
school, association with deviant peers and delinquency. Results 
mostly showed that parenting styles do not increase the odds of 
substance use onset when taking into account the influence of other 
risk factors. The questions examined in this paper have the potential 
to contribute to the field. Overall, the manuscript is a well-written and 
the study has several strengths, particularly its large sample and 
longitudinal nature. However, there are a couple of substantial 
issues with the manuscript, particularly related to sample selection 
and missing data, and several ways in which it could be improved. 
See below for more detailed comments, organized by manuscript 
section.  
 
Abstract:  
1. It is not clear from the methods section that 1398 is the original 
sample size and not the analyzed sample size.  
2. Mediation is mentioned in the results section, but was not tested 
formally (see also discussion comment 1).  
 
Introduction:  
1. The authors introduce the four-fold parenting styles classification 
with Maccoby and Martin (1983) and Lamborn et al (1991), but omit 
Baumrind, who contributed to this classification (see for example 
Baumrind, D. (1967). Child care practices anteceding 3 patterns of 
preschool behavior. Genetic Psychology Monographs, 75(1), 43-
88.).  
2. Page 5, line 53: the authors introduce general aspects of 
parenting styles, but responsiveness and warmth are usually 
synonyms, as well as demandingness and control. It might thus be 
better to choose either responsiveness/demandingness or 
warmth/control, or at least make it clear that they are often used 
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interchangeably.  
3. The four parenting styles examined in the manuscript are based 
on the aforementioned general aspects of parenting styles, with 
combinations of high and low responsiveness/demandingness 
forming the four parenting styles. This is not clear in the introduction 
of these concepts: it should be clear that the four-fold parenting 
styles classification is based on these two dimensions, and in 
addition to giving a general definition of each parenting style, it 
would be helpful to indicate whether responsiveness and 
demandingness are high or low for each one.  
4. The authors should give an idea of the general results in the 
studies cited in the introduction that examined the link between 
parenting styles and substance use: they assessed the importance 
of parenting styles for adolescent substance use, but what kind of 
associations did they show?  
5. The authors should also mention the limitations of the studies 
cited, and highlight the importance or the contribution of their study 
(e.g., the inclusion of important covariates).  
6. Peer influences and parental alcohol use are briefly introduced, 
but other covariates included in the study are not mentioned in the 
introduction and should be added to justify their inclusion. For 
example, why are delinquent behaviors and liking school important 
to consider as risk factors for adolescent substance use? The items 
on liking school unexpectedly show up in the measurement section, 
as they were not mentioned previously. The summary (page 6, line 
47) should also consider all risk factors examined, including 
delinquency and liking school.  
7. Page 6, line 37: the transition into the section on peers could be 
improved. Mentioning that previous studies did not include many 
covariates might actually make the transition easier.  
8. The aims of the study should include all covariates included in 
analyses.  
 
Subjects and methods:  
1. Substantial issue: The authors mention that the current sample is 
one from a study originally developed to evaluate the effects of 
different evidence-based intervention for the prevention of substance 
use, but do not again mention anything about intervention conditions 
or how associations may differ across conditions. Why was the 
whole sample selected, and not only the “control” participants? Or, 
at least, why did authors not control for intervention/experimental 
condition? Do the authors believe that taking part in different 
prevention interventions will have no effect on the association 
between parental factors and adolescent substance use? The 
sample needs to be further described and sample selection further 
justified. If the authors feel it is justified to keep the full sample, then 
they should clearly state how many participants fall into each 
condition and demonstrate that they do not differ significantly on 
variables of interest, particularly parenting styles, and substance 
use. Testing whether intervention condition does or does not 
moderate associations between parenting styles and substance use 
is also recommended.  
2. Substantial issue: Relatedly, the authors kept the participants who 
participated for both waves, which is appropriate if authors 
demonstrate that the retained sample is representative or 
comparative to the overall/recruited sample. Thus authors should 
report whether or not the analyzed sample differs from the original 
cohort (at least on demographics and key variables of interest, e.g. 
parenting styles and key risk factors). Also, there seems to be 
missing data where participants did not answer all the questions (i.e. 
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partial missing), yielding different sample sizes for all analyses. It 
would be best to impute missing data (or use other methods to 
handle missing data; one can conduct a simple imputation using 
SPSS), which would yield a larger and consistent sample size for all 
analyses (bivariate and multivariate). This way one could more 
accurately compare unadjusted and adjusted results, and interpret 
difference in coefficients as a result of the inclusion of covariates, 
rather than a result of losing participants or different samples being 
tested. If authors are unable to handle missing data, or feel justified 
in not imputing missing data, then at the very least, authors should 
make sure that the adjusted and unadjusted results are on the same 
sample for participants on each outcome (N can differ across 
outcomes, but should be the same for adjusted and unadjusted 
analyses within outcome), so that they can be compared accurately.  
3. Measurements, parenting styles: the dimensions measured 
should be presented in light of the definitions already given in the 
introduction, or adapt the introduction to make it clear how different 
dimensions relate to the dimensions examined in the study. And, for 
example, if responsiveness/demandingness are not used, it should 
be clear as to why another terminology was used.  
4. How were the two parenting factors dichotomized? Median split? 
Using standard deviations above/below the mean? Also, please 
justify why these factors were dichotomized (as valuable information 
may be lost). Relatedly, why were the variables assessing liking 
school, deviant peers and delinquency and all outcome measures 
dichotomized or categorized? I imagine that substance use 
outcomes were dichotomized due to low variability (or high skew), 
but the reasoning behind this decision should be stated. In general, 
dichotomizing and categorizing variables can be useful in many 
cases and facilitate the interpretation of results, but should be clearly 
justified.  
5. The use of italics should be consistent: e.g., why are “parenting 
styles” and “parental smoking and drinking” not in italic and “deviant 
peers” and “lifetime alcohol drunkenness” in italic?  
6. Page 10, second paragraph: the authors should explain the 
reason for excluding individuals with baseline substance use at the 
beginning of the paragraph instead of at the end, so the reader does 
not wonder why this was done until getting to the end of the 
paragraph.  
 
Results:  
1. The authors should use the odds ratios to describe the results or 
give the reader an idea of the size of associations (i.e. interpret the 
ORs in the text, e.g. adolescents reporting X style of parenting had 
30% higher odds of XX).  
2. Throughout the manuscript it might be better to refer to grades 
instead of waves (i.e., in Grade 7 and Grade 9 instead of at Wave 1 
and Wave 4) as this is more meaningful to readers.  
3. Referring the reader to the appropriate table when reporting 
results should be done at the start of each section or paragraph, 
rather than at the end of the paragraph.  
4. The tables should be reformatted to make them easier to follow 
(e.g. make sure results remain on one line/row).  
 
Discussion:  
1. Page 14, line 13: The authors interpret the results as indicating 
mediation, but there was no formal test of mediation. The results 
indicate that parenting styles do not significantly increase the odds 
of consuming substances when considering the effect of important 
covariates, yes, which suggest that these covariates (or at least one 
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of them) could potentially act as explanatory mechanisms or 
mediators. Agreed. But this does not prove mediation. In order to 
provide evidence for mediation, one key step is to show that your 
predictors are associated with your mediator, which is not shown or 
even discussed in the manuscript. Are these potential mediators 
significantly associated with parenting styles? If so, is the indirect 
effect from predictors to outcome through mediating variables 
significant? There is also the issue of timing of effects, e.g. do your 
predictors predate the mediating variables or is it the other way 
around? Thus the authors should be cautious when using the term 
mediation, especially when it is not tested. That said, authors can 
make reference to it and suggest that future studies should test this 
formally.  
2. Page 14, line 27: the reference category should be mentioned. 
Authoritarian parenting is associated with less odds of having been 
drunk compared to authoritative parenting.  
3. Page 14, end of second paragraph: while the reasons for the 
discrepancy of results are unknown, the authors should elaborate on 
possible explanations: how did other studies differ in the 
operationalization of parenting styles? Did studies on other 
outcomes find similar results where authoritarian parenting seemed 
to have a protective effect? Could other factors be involved? Could 
authoritarian parenting be related to high parental monitoring, for 
example? Could ethnicity or cultural or environmental factors be 
playing a role? For example, there is some evidence that 
authoritarian parenting may be associated with less deviant or 
problem behaviors in non-Caucasian samples of youth, or in 
adolescents living in poor or delinquent neighborhoods, see, for 
example:  
Hoskins, D.H. (2014) Consequences of Parenting on Adolescent 
Outcomes, Societies, 4, 506–531.  
Murry, V.; Bynum, M.S.; Brody, G.H.; Willert, A.; Stephens, D. 
African American single  
mothers and children in context: A review of studies on risk and 
resilience. Clin. Child Fam.  
Psychol. Rev. 2001, 4, 133–155.  
Mason, C.A.; Walker-Barnes, C.J.; Tu, S.; Simons, J.; Martinez-
Arrue, R. Ethnic differences in  
the affective meaning of parental control behaviors. J. Primary Prev. 
2004, 25, 59–79.  
Steinberg, L.; Blatt-Eisengart, I.; Cauffman, E. Patterns of 
competence and adjustment among adolescents from authoritative, 
authoritarian, indulgent, and neglectful homes: Replication in a 
sample of serious juvenile offenders. J. Res. Adolesc. 2006, 16, 47–
58.  
 
4. Although the self-report nature of parenting styles is discussed as 
a limitation, the fact that most, if not all, variables analyzed were 
self-reported should be stated, especially child reported peer 
deviance or substance use, as they are not considered as reliable as 
peer reports of their own use. Attrition/missing data should also be 
included as a limitation of the study.  
 
Minor comments:  
1. Page 5, line 15: “such as, for example” is a bit repetitive and 
unnecessary; one or the other should be removed.  
2. Page 8, line 10: there is a coma after “wave.” that should be 
removed.  
3. Page 9, line10: There are two periods (..) at the end of the 
sentence.  
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4. Page 9, line 18: this sentence does not make sense: “how many 
of the responder’s peers that conducts any of a list of deviant 
behaviors”. I believe the authors mean how many of the responder’s 
peers committed/exhibited any of a list of deviant behaviors.  
5. Page 14, line 5: a word is missing: “at” follow-up  
6. Page 10, line 51: some words are missing: relationships 
“between” predictor variables and onset of substance use.  
7. Page 13, line 27: there are two types of parenting styles 
mentioned (permissive and neglectful), which should thus be 
followed by “were” instead of “was”.  
8. Page 14, line 10: might be clearer to say when controlling for 
important covariates/other important risk factors for adolescent 
substance use than in the multivariate analyses.  
9. Page 14, line 15-17: the reference should be after what it is 
referring to (i.e., after “adolescents”), and not after the contribution of 
this study.  
10. Page 14, line 27: “also” should be after “are” instead of after 
“important”.  
11. Page 15, line 13: should say variables “into” account instead of 
“in” account.  
12. Page 15, line 23: there are two types of parenting styles 
mentioned (permissive and neglectful), which should thus be 
followed by “were” instead of “was”.  
13. Page 15, line 27: a coma is missing between “peers’ and 
“association”.  
14. Page 15, line 47: the sentence is incomplete: the impact of 
parenting styles on what?  
15. Page 15, line 54: “was comprised by schools” does not make 
sense: the authors might mean “included schools”.  
16. Page 16, line 51: seems should not have an “s” (“seem”). 

 

REVIEWER Matin Ghayour Minaie 
Deakin University, Australia 
 
Acting as the manager of a school-based prevention program, 
Resilient Families; and also working in the filed of Parenting and 
parent education, might be perceived as biased and that I'm 
promoting a specific prevention approach. 

REVIEW RETURNED 03-Sep-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The reviewer also provided a marked copy with additional 
comments. Please contact the publisher for full details. 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

We have added the word Sweden in the manuscript title at request from the editor 

 

Please leave your comments for the authors below 

The current study seeks to clarify the contribution of parenting styles in adolescent alcohol tobacco 

and illicit substance use onset by examining whether the associations found in previous work remain 

after controlling for other important risk factors for substance use, i.e., parental substance use, 

provision of alcohol by parents, liking school, association with deviant peers and delinquency. Results 

mostly showed that parenting styles do not increase the odds of substance use onset when taking 
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into account the influence of other risk factors. The questions examined in this paper have the 

potential to contribute to the field. Overall, the manuscript is a well-written and the study has several 

strengths, particularly its large sample and longitudinal nature. However, there are a couple of 

substantial issues with the manuscript, particularly related to sample selection and missing data, and 

several ways in which it could be improved. See below for more detailed comments, organized by 

manuscript section. 

 

Abstract: 

1. It is not clear from the methods section that 1398 is the original sample size and not the analyzed 

sample size. 

 

This has now been clarified, and the original sample size is no longer mentioned in the abstract 

 

2. Mediation is mentioned in the results section, but was not tested formally (see also discussion 

comment 1). 

 

This term is now removed from the abstract. 

 

Introduction: 

1. The authors introduce the four-fold parenting styles classification with Maccoby and Martin (1983) 

and Lamborn et al (1991), but omit Baumrind, who contributed to this classification (see  for example 

Baumrind, D. (1967). Child care practices anteceding 3 patterns of preschool behavior. Genetic 

Psychology Monographs, 75(1), 43-88.). 

 

We now include a brief description of Baumrind's important work. 

 

2. Page 5, line 53: the authors introduce general aspects of parenting styles, but responsiveness and 

warmth are usually synonyms, as well as demandingness and control. It might thus be better to 

choose either responsiveness/demandingness or warmth/control, or at least make it clear that they 

are often used interchangeably. 

 

The terms responsiveness/demandingness are now used throughout the manuscript. 

 

3. The four parenting styles examined in the manuscript are based on the aforementioned general 

aspects of parenting styles, with combinations of high and low responsiveness/demandingness 

forming the four parenting styles. This is not clear in the introduction of these concepts: it should be 

clear that the four-fold parenting styles classification is based on these two dimensions, and in 
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addition to giving a general definition of each parenting style, it would be helpful to indicate whether 

responsiveness and demandingness are high or low for each one. 

 

This has been clarified in the text, and also by reference to figure 1 in the introduction section. 

 

4. The authors should give an idea of the general results in the studies cited in the introduction that 

examined the link between parenting styles and substance use: they assessed the importance of 

parenting styles for adolescent substance use, but what kind of associations did they show? 

 

There is a wealth of cross-sectional studies, and a handful of longitudinal studies, on this topic. We 

have tried to briefly explain the directions of the associations between parenting styles and substance 

use identified in the previous research, and we have referred to a sample of studies that discuss 

these issues. See the end of the parenting styles paragraph in the introduction section. 

 

5. The authors should also mention the limitations of the studies cited, and highlight the importance or 

the contribution of their study (e.g., the inclusion of important covariates). 

 

We added a brief discussion of the limitations of the studies cited in the last part of the parenting 

styles paragraph in the introduction section. 

 

6. Peer influences and parental alcohol use are briefly introduced, but other covariates included in the 

study are not mentioned in the introduction and should be added to justify their inclusion. For 

example, why are delinquent behaviors and liking school important to consider as risk factors for 

adolescent substance use? The items on liking school unexpectedly show up in the measurement 

section, as they were not mentioned previously. The summary (page 6, line 47) should also consider 

all risk factors examined, including delinquency and liking school. 

 

We have added a brief discussion of the importance of these variables. 

 

7. Page 6, line 37: the transition into the section on peers could be improved. Mentioning that 

previous studies did not include many covariates might actually make the transition easier. 

 

This has been corrected and in our opinion, the transition works much better now. 

 

8. The aims of the study should include all covariates included in analyses. 
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We agree, and this has now been corrected. 

 

Subjects and methods: 

 

1. Substantial issue: The authors mention that the current sample is one from a study originally 

developed to evaluate the effects of different evidence-based intervention for the prevention of 

substance use, but do not again mention anything about intervention conditions or how associations 

may differ across conditions. Why was the whole sample selected, and not only the “control” 

participants? Or, at least, why did authors not control for intervention/experimental condition? Do the 

authors believe that taking part in different prevention interventions will have no effect on the 

association between parental factors and adolescent substance use? The sample needs to be further 

described and sample selection further justified. If the authors feel it is justified to keep the full 

sample, then they should clearly state how many participants fall into each condition and demonstrate 

that they do not differ significantly on variables of interest, particularly parenting styles, and substance 

use. Testing whether intervention condition does or does not moderate associations between 

parenting styles and substance use is also recommended. 

 

We wanted to include the whole sample to gain power. The experimental condition is now included in 

the statistical analyses, and we have now completely revised the analyses as described in the 

methods section. The grouping variable, including all interactions between group and parenting styles, 

were included from start in all of the four analyses (of the four different outcome measures). With one 

exception (the last analysis on lifetime illicit drug use) all interaction terms and the grouping effect 

were omitted in the model selection process as they did not contribute to the model. As described in 

the results section, we compared the intervention and the control group on all baseline variables and 

the only difference significant at the 0.05-level was that those in the control group had a marginally 

higher score on the deviant peers scale (mean 8.2 vs. 7.7, min 0 and max 24, p = 0.015). 

 

2. Substantial issue: Relatedly, the authors kept the participants who participated for both waves, 

which is appropriate if authors demonstrate that the retained sample is representative or comparative 

to the overall/recruited sample. Thus authors should report whether or not the analyzed sample differs 

from the original cohort (at least on demographics and key variables of interest, e.g. parenting styles 

and key risk factors).  Also, there seems to be missing data where participants did not answer all the 

questions (i.e. partial missing), yielding different sample sizes for all analyses. It would be best to 

impute missing data (or use other methods to handle missing data; one can conduct a simple 

imputation using SPSS), which would yield a larger and consistent sample size for all analyses 

(bivariate and multivariate). This way one could more accurately compare unadjusted and adjusted 

results, and interpret difference in coefficients as a result of the inclusion of covariates, rather than a 

result of losing participants or different samples being tested. If authors are unable to handle missing 

data, or feel justified in not imputing missing data, then at the very least, authors should make sure 

that the adjusted and unadjusted results are on the same sample for participants on each outcome (N 

can differ across outcomes, but should be the same for adjusted and unadjusted analyses within 

outcome), so that they can be compared accurately. 

 

We chose to follow your last suggestion and did a thorough comparison between those who were 

eligible for analysis at baseline and the actual analyzed sample, with respect to baseline data. This is 
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described in the results section. We also conducted sensitivity analyses by considering all those lost 

to follow up as either positive on all substance use outcomes or negative on all outcomes. This 

enabled us to include a higher proportion of the sample in our analyses (lifetime drunkenness 94.7 

percent, drunk >10 times 92.0 percent, regular smoking 89.9 percent and illicit drug use 93.4 percent). 

The differences were minimal, and the only difference from the main models regarding parenting 

styles was that authoritarian parenting wasn't significant (p = 0.17) when assuming that those lost to 

follow-up had drunk > 10 times. This indicates that the results are quite robust when those lost to 

follow-up are included. 

 

3. Measurements, parenting styles: the dimensions measured should be presented in light of the 

definitions already given in the introduction, or adapt the introduction to make it clear how different 

dimensions relate to the dimensions examined in the study. And, for example, if 

responsiveness/demandingness are not used, it should be clear as to why another terminology was 

used. 

 

We have attempted to clarify this by use the terms responsiveness/demandingness throughout the 

manuscript. 

 

4. How were the two parenting factors dichotomized? Median split? Using standard deviations 

above/below the mean? Also, please justify why these factors were dichotomized (as valuable 

information may be lost). Relatedly, why were the variables assessing liking school, deviant peers and 

delinquency and all outcome measures dichotomized or categorized? I imagine that substance use 

outcomes were dichotomized due to low variability (or high skew), but the reasoning behind this 

decision should be stated. In general, dichotomizing and categorizing variables can be useful in many 

cases and facilitate the interpretation of results, but should be clearly justified. 

 

The parenting factors were dichotomized using median split, and this is now made clear in the 

methods section. The main reason to dichotomize rather than using the scales as continuous 

variables was that much of the previous research suggests distinct parenting styles based on the 

combinations of the demandingness/responsiveness dimensions. Other reasons for the 

dichotomization was to make the results more easily interpreted and more easily compared to 

previous research. 

 

The substance use outcomes were dichotomized mainly for practical reasons. We also speculated 

that recall bias might include misclassification bias among response categories ("once", "2-4 times", 

"5-10 times" etc), but reporting lifetime use or not should be more accurate. 

 

In this revision, we have made a complete revision of the statistical modeling, which is described in 

the methods section. We analyzed the variables delinquency, deviant peers, and like it at school 

before the main model selection process in order to find the most appropriate variant of each variable. 

We used likelihood ratio tests on nested models and manual comparisons of AIC when comparing 

non-nested models.  
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The dichotomous delinquency variable (comparing those with score 0 to the rest) performed better for 

all four outcome measures than the three-category variable used previously, and it also performed 

better on all outcomes than the continuous scalar variable when used as a linear variable and as a 

non-linear variable using regression splines within a generalized additive model. The dichotomous 

variable was therefore used in all analyses. 

The linear deviant peers scale variable performed better than using the same variable as a non-linear 

variable (regression splines, GAM) for the "being drunk more than 10 times" outcome and the "regular 

smoking" outcome and also better than using the dichotomous variable we used in the previous 

analyses. For the "ever been drunk" and "illicit drug use" outcomes, including the variable as a non-

linear variable provided the best performance, so these models were initially GAM's. However, the 

deviant peers variable was omitted from the first analysis (ever been drunk) in the model selection 

stage, so the model was reduced to a logistic regression. 

 

The variable "like it at school" was based on a single item. We compared the dichotomous item 

created previously to including the full item as a linear variable or as a factor retaining all the levels. 

However, for all the outcomes, the dichotomous item performed the best and was thus kept in the 

model. This information is now included.  

 

5. The use of italics should be consistent: e.g., why are “parenting styles” and “parental smoking and 

drinking” not in italic and “deviant peers” and “lifetime alcohol drunkenness” in italic? 

 

We have tried to be more consistent in our use of italics. 

 

6. Page 10, second paragraph: the authors should explain the reason for excluding individuals with 

baseline substance use at the beginning of the paragraph instead of at the end, so the reader does 

not wonder why this was done until getting to the end of the paragraph. 

 

We have now explained the reason for excluding individuals with baseline substance use in the 

beginning of that paragraph. 

 

 

Results: 

 

1. The authors should use the odds ratios to describe the results or give the reader an idea of the size 

of associations (i.e. interpret the ORs in the text, e.g. adolescents reporting X style of parenting had 

30% higher odds of XX). 

 

We now report the results in this manner. 
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2. Throughout the manuscript it might be better to refer to grades instead of waves (i.e., in Grade 7 

and Grade 9 instead of at Wave 1 and Wave 4) as this is more meaningful to readers. 

 

This has now been changed throughout the manuscript. 

 

3. Referring the reader to the appropriate table when reporting results should be done at the start of 

each section or paragraph, rather than at the end of the paragraph. 

 

We now refer to the appropriate tables at the start of each section. 

 

4. The tables should be reformatted to make them easier to follow (e.g. make sure results remain on 

one line/row). 

 

We have now reformatted the tables totally. Firstly, we have added a new table (now called table 1) to 

clarify the numbers of eligible and included participants in all stages of the analyses. Second, we 

reformatted the descriptive data table (now called table 2) to make it easier to follow. Third, we have 

merged the four tables of the four outcomes to two tables, table 3 and table 4, so that table 3 shows 

the bivariate associations for all outcomes, and table 4 shows the multivariate associations for all 

outcomes. We think that this provides a much more comprehensible overview of the results. 

 

Discussion: 

1. Page 14, line 13: The authors interpret the results as indicating mediation, but there was no formal 

test of mediation. The results indicate that parenting styles do not significantly increase the odds of 

consuming substances when considering the effect of important covariates, yes, which suggest that 

these covariates (or at least one of them) could potentially act as explanatory mechanisms or 

mediators. Agreed. But this does not prove mediation. In order to provide evidence for mediation, one 

key step is to show that your predictors are associated with your mediator, which is not shown or even 

discussed in the manuscript. Are these potential mediators significantly associated with parenting 

styles? If so, is the indirect effect from predictors to outcome through mediating variables significant? 

There is also the issue of timing of effects, e.g. do your predictors predate the mediating variables or 

is it the other way around? Thus the authors should be cautious when using the term mediation, 

especially when it is not tested. That said, authors can make reference to it and suggest that future 

studies should test this formally. 

 

The text is changed accordingly.  

 

2. Page 14, line 27: the reference category should be mentioned. Authoritarian parenting is 

associated with less odds of having been drunk compared to authoritative parenting. 
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The text is changed accordingly.  

. 

 

3. Page 14, end of second paragraph: while the reasons for the discrepancy of results are unknown, 

the authors should elaborate on possible explanations: how did other studies differ in the 

operationalization of parenting styles? Did studies on other outcomes find similar results where 

authoritarian parenting seemed to have a protective effect? Could other factors be involved? Could 

authoritarian parenting be related to high parental monitoring, for example? Could ethnicity or cultural 

or environmental factors be playing a role? For example, there is some evidence that authoritarian 

parenting may be associated with less deviant or problem behaviors in non-Caucasian samples of 

youth, or in adolescents living in poor or delinquent neighborhoods, see, for example: 

 

Hoskins, D.H. (2014) Consequences of Parenting on Adolescent Outcomes, Societies, 4, 506–531. 

Murry, V.; Bynum, M.S.; Brody, G.H.; Willert, A.; Stephens, D. African American single 

mothers and children in context: A review of studies on risk and resilience. Clin. Child Fam. 

Psychol. Rev. 2001, 4, 133–155. 

Mason, C.A.; Walker-Barnes, C.J.; Tu, S.; Simons, J.; Martinez-Arrue, R. Ethnic differences in 

the affective meaning of parental control behaviors. J. Primary Prev. 2004, 25, 59–79. 

Steinberg, L.; Blatt-Eisengart, I.; Cauffman, E. Patterns of competence and adjustment among 

adolescents from authoritative, authoritarian, indulgent, and neglectful homes: Replication in a sample 

of serious juvenile offenders. J. Res. Adolesc. 2006, 16, 47–58. 

 

We have added a brief discussion of this issue in the discussion section, and we also mention the 

issue in the introduction section. 

 

4. Although the self-report nature of parenting styles is discussed as a limitation, the fact that most, if 

not all, variables analyzed were self-reported should be stated, especially child reported peer 

deviance or substance use, as they are not considered as reliable as peer reports of their own use. 

Attrition/missing data should also be included as a limitation of the study. 

 

These aspects are now described as limitations of the study. 

 

Minor comments: 

1. Page 5, line 15: “such as, for example” is a bit repetitive and unnecessary; one or the other should 

be removed. 
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2. Page 8, line 10: there is a coma after “wave.” that should be removed. 

3. Page 9, line10: There are two periods (..) at the end of the sentence. 

4. Page 9, line 18: this sentence does not make sense: “how many of the responder’s peers that 

conducts any of a list of deviant behaviors”. I believe the authors mean how many of the responder’s 

peers committed/exhibited any of a list of deviant behaviors. 

5. Page 14, line 5: a word is missing: “at” follow-up 

6. Page 10, line 51: some words are missing: relationships “between” predictor variables and onset of 

substance use. 

 

Not applicable because that section has been rewritten. 

 

7. Page 13, line 27: there are two types of parenting styles mentioned (permissive and neglectful), 

which should thus be followed by “were” instead of “was”. 

8. Page 14, line 10: might be clearer to say when controlling for important covariates/other important 

risk factors for adolescent substance use than in the multivariate analyses.. 

9. Page 14, line 15-17: the reference should be after what it is referring to (i.e., after “adolescents”), 

and not after the contribution of this study. 

10. Page 14, line 27: “also” should be after “are” instead of after “important”. 

11. Page 15, line 13: should say variables “into” account instead of “in” account. 

12. Page 15, line 23: there are two types of parenting styles mentioned (permissive and neglectful), 

which should thus be followed by “were” instead of “was”. 

13. Page 15, line 27: a coma is missing between “peers’ and “association”. 

14. Page 15, line 47: the sentence is incomplete: the impact of parenting styles on what? 

15. Page 15, line 54: “was comprised by schools” does not make sense: the authors might mean 

“included schools”. 

16. Page 16, line 51: seems should not have an “s” (“seem”). 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review your manuscript. 

 

 

Reviewer: 2 

Reviewer Name   Matin Ghayour Minaie 

Institution and Country Deakin University, Australia 

 Please state any competing interests or state ‘None declared’: Acting as the manager of a school-
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based prevention program, Resilient Families; and also working in the filed of Parenting and parent 

education, might be perceived as biased and that I'm promoting a specific prevention approach. 

 

Please leave your comments for the authors below 

The manuscript addresses an important issue in examining interesting idea- whether parenting style 

longitudinally predicts subsequent adolescent substance use. Strengths of the study are that the data 

are from a large cohort and analyses control for a range of predictors. Hence the study provides a 

potentially were fairly appropriate for the subject matter, and represent a good valuable source of 

information for testing the longitudinal effect of parenting style in a contemporary sample. Despite 

these strengths the study has a number of weaknesses that warrant attention. Throughout the report 

there are problems with English expression. The study data appear to have been sourced from an 

intervention trial exploring school implementation of prevention strategies. As such a trial may alter 

the longitudinal effect of predictors, it would have been valuable if all the multivariate analyses 

included the intervention effect. The specification of the sample is confused throughout the report and 

the analyses inappropriately excluded some forms of baseline substance users. The effects of the 

considerable sample attrition are inadequately addressed. It would be valuable if the analytic sample 

could be reweighted to reflect the Census on one or more domains such as divorced or separated 

parents, so that results could be compared to the age 12-13 population in Sweden or in the cities 

where the subjects were recruited. The introduction and discussion raise some useful issues, but 

could be better integrated. The authors should consider integrating the introduction by finishing with 

hypotheses that could then be used to integrate the discussion. However, some clarification on the 

discussed trends are needed. 

Further specific issues and details/recommendations can be find in the attached documents. 

We have now conducted new analyses including the intervention group variable. However, it was 

omitted from the three first analyses during model selection due to lack of effect on the outcome 

measures. This is described in the methods section, under the data analysis heading. 

The specifications of sample sizes have been clarified by inclusion of a new table (now called table 1) 

and the first paragraph of the results section. We also reconsidered which individuals to exclude from 

the analyses, and we now only exclude those who report lifetime drunkenness or lifetime illicit drug 

use from those analyses that regard lifetime use of each substance. This is described in the last 

paragraph before the data analysis heading in the methods section. 

While a reweighting procedure sounds interesting, we were unable to do this due to several factors, 

but we thank you for this appealing idea that we might put to use in later studies. 

 

Abstract 

Page 2- The reported sample size is inconsistent throughout. In the Method, line 1 it is 

mentioned in the Participants section that "1,077 adolescents (77.0 %) who participated in 

both the first and the last wave of the study were included in the final analyses", however, 

there was no indication of the 1398 participants listed in the abstract. In fact the multivariate analytic 

sample varies across the Tables from 858 (Table 2) to 975 (Table 5). 
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This has now been corrected throughout the manuscript, including the addition of a new table (now 

called table 1) to clarify this issue. 

 

Page 2- Result, line 5: It is stated that “deviant peers, delinquent behavior mediated the 

relationships between parenting style and substance use” and in conclusion (Line 5) that 

“association with deviant peers and delinquent behaviors may be more important for 

adolescent substance use outcomes than general parenting style.” As the aim of the present study 

was assessing the effect of parenting style on substance use and mediation was not formally tested, it 

would be more appropriate to focus on the findings related to parenting and perhaps make a 

suggestion for conducting more research on the effect of mediators in future studies. 

 

This has been corrected, as described in the comments to reviewer #1. 

 

Introduction 

 

Page 5- Paragraph 1, line 7: Delete ‘for example’. 

 

Done. 

 

Page 5- Paragraph 2, line 4&5: Data on rates of adolescent substance use is valuable and 

hence should be more clearly described. There is a total percentage for alcohol use reported by 

students and a wide range for cigarette use (14-34%). It would have been better if the total 

percentage for cigarette use could have been reported or the wide range would have been used for 

alcohol, including the proportions for each grade. 

 

We agree that the rates should be described more clearly. Due to the word count limits, we chose to 

report only the combined results.  

 

Page 5- Paragraph 2, line 11: Please use “have” instead of “has”. 

 

Done. 

 

Page 6- Paragraph 1, line2: The cited information on parenting styles appears confused. 
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Maccoby and Martin updated Baumrind’s parenting style by defining parenting style using two 

dimensions: parental demandingness and parental responsiveness. The interaction between the two 

dimensions produced four distinct parenting styles. A primary difference between Baumrind’s 

parenting style typologies and Maccoby and Martin’s parenting style typologies is that Baumrind 

discussed on ‘permissive’ parenting while Maccoby and Martin differentiates between two types of 

permissive parenting (Socialization in the context of the family: parent–child interaction, by Maccoby 

and Martin, 1983, Handbook of Child Psychology). 

 

We have expanded this section including a reference to Baumrind's work.  

 

Page 6- Paragraph 2, line 3: Consider providing the reference to Becoña et al. (2012) earlier in the 

sentence. 

 

The sentence is now modified so that the reference is introduced earlier. 

 

Subjects and methods 

 

Page 7- Subjects and Methods/Participants, paragraph1, last line: There seem to be hidden strengths 

in the study. What was the parent questionnaire about? Is this included in the final analyses? Can this 

be used to weight the data to the relevant Census information? 

 

While there is a "hidden" strength in the parental data, we chose to base the present study only on 

adolescent data. 

 

Page 7- Subjects and Methods/Participants: Given that the analytic sample reported in the 

Tables is less than half of the initially targeted sample, the authors have provided relatively little 

information to explore the effects of attrition. There is inadequate consideration of the extent to which 

the sample are likely to represent adolescents in Sweden or from the cities the schools were sampled 

in. 

 

We have now explored and described the differences between the eligible samples and the analyzed 

samples, and we have briefly discussed this is the limitations section. 

 

Page 7- Subjects and Methods/Participants, line 46: The age range of the target population was 12-

13 but there is no information provided regarding the age of the analytic sample. This makes it difficult 

to compare the rates of substance use and other measures. 
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We do not have access to exact age data. However, according to Swedish national statistics, about 

98 percent of children in Sweden start the first grade in the year when they turn 7 years old 

(http://www.scb.se/en_/), which corresponds to start the 7th grade the year they turn 13. It is 

extremely uncommon to have to repeat a class at that early age, so while we have no data for the 7th 

grade, it is reasonable to assume that the vast majority are or will turn 13 years of age when they start 

the 7th grade. We have tried to address the issue of generalizability by comparing the eligible sample 

to the analyzed sample. 

  

 

Page 8- Subjects and Methods/Participants, paragraph1, line 2: To be consistent in writing and 

reporting style, it is better to avoid first person in this section. 

 

The first person writing has been changed to a passive voice in this section. 

 

Page 8- Subjects and Methods/Participants, paragraph1, line 5: Delete the full stop after the word 

‘wave’. 

 

Not applicable because the section has been rewritten. 

 

Page 8- Subjects and methods/participants: What about the gender differences? This was 

mentioned in the abstract, so more details would be valuable in this section. 

 

This has been added in the measurements section. 

 

Page 8- Subjects and Methods/Measurements, paragraph1, line 17: Could be consistent in 

writing and reporting style; it is better to avoid the first person reference in this section. 

 

The first person writing has been changed to a passive voice in this section. 

 

Page 8- Subjects and Methods/Measurements, paragraph1, line 47: The basis on which the “two 

dimensions were dichotomized” is not explained such that the study would be difficult for others to 

replicate. 

 

We have now described that we used median split. 
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Page 9- Subjects and Methods/Measurements, paragraph1, line 3: Please complete the 

sentence. 

 

Done. 

 

Page 9- Subjects and Methods/Measurements, paragraph1, line 5: Please delete extra full 

stop. 

 

Done. 

 

Page 9- Subjects and Methods/Measurements, paragraph1, line 5: The questions appear to 

assess not just parents but also peers. More specification is required to replicate the variables 

reported in the analyses 

 

These items were multiple-choice in which several alternatives could be checked. Two of these were 

"mother" and  "father", and if the adolescent had checked either of these alternatives, we considered 

the parents to be regular smokers or drinkers. The information on use among siblings or peers was 

not used in the present study. 

 

Page 9- Subjects and Methods/Measurements, paragraph 2, line 1: “Association with deviant peers 

was assessed with eight questions regarding how many of the responder's peers that conducts any of 

a list of deviant behaviors, including substance use, criminal behavior, fighting and truancy. “ 

Incomplete sentence, please rephrase. 

 

The sentence has been divided in two to make it clearer. 

 

Page 10- Subjects and Methods/Measurements, paragraph 1, line 13: Could be more 

consistent in writing and reporting style; it is better to avoid the first person reference in this section. 

 

Done. 

 

Page 10- Subjects and Methods/Measurements, paragraph 2, from line 29: The authors 
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describe a process of excluding participants that had used substances at baseline. The basis for 

doing this is poorly justified and appears arbitrary given the Tables still control for varied other forms 

of baseline substance use. Is it not possible for adolescents that use substances at baseline to reduce 

their use 4-years later? Hence, the authors should either better defend their exclusion rationale or 

retain all participants and control for a wider range of baseline substance use in the analyses. 

 

We have reworked the statistical analyses and we now only exclude substance-using individuals from 

the first analysis (on lifetime alcohol use at follow-up) and the last analysis (lifetime illicit drug use at 

follow-up). It makes no sense to include those who already report lifetime use of these substances at 

baseline. We have tried to explain this rationale more clearly in the methods section. 

 

Result 

 

Page 11- Descriptive characteristics, paragraph 1, line 1: The first three lines are better suited to the 

Subjects and methods/participants’ section. 

 

This section has been rewritten, and because it concerns eligibility, and the eligibility criteria (e.g. not 

having been drunk at baseline) are discussed at the end of the measurements section, we do not 

think it is appropriate to include this section in the participants’ section, as that section comes before 

the measurements section. 

 

Page 11- Descriptive characteristics, paragraph 1, line 1: The description of the sample is 

confused. As per comment in the abstract: it is mentioned in the Participants’ section that 

"1,077 adolescents (77.0 %) who participated in both the first and the last wave of the study were 

included in the final analyses", and there was no indication of the 1398 participant in the method 

section in the abstract. Please clarify. 

 

This section has been rewritten. 

 

Page 11- Descriptive characteristics, paragraph 1, line 3: Please be consistent in using the word 

"percentage" or symbol "%"; 47.1%. 

 

We now use "percent" throughout the manuscript. 

 

Page 11- Descriptive characteristics, paragraph 1, line 6: It would be better if the percentages are 

reported, while having the participants’ numbers in brackets. 
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This section has been omitted for word count limit reasons, and the data is already presented in table 

2. 

 

Page 12 &13- paragraph 1, line 6: As this is a large sample size, these should be significant if it’s a 

real effect. If the author chooses to interpret these trends, accompanying them with effect sizes would 

be valuable. 

 

 

 

 

Discussion 

 

Page 14- end of paragraph 1: These studies (Elliott, 1994; Monahan, Rhew, Hawkins, & 

Brown, 2014; Myers, Doran, Edland, Schweizer, & Wall, 2013) are introduced here for the 

first time and have not been mentioned in the introduction previously. Please include this 

information in the Introduction. 

Page 14- Paragraph 2, line 10: Please cite the studies that this point refers to at the end of the 

sentence: “A question that naturally arises is why authoritarian parenting seems to have a 

protective effect on more frequent alcohol consumption compared to authoritative parenting 

when this association cannot be seen in the other studies on the same topic”. 

Page 14- end of paragraph 2: Please consider revising the last sentence: “The exact reasons 

for this discrepancy are unknown, but might in part be because of differing ways to 

operationalize parenting styles”. The full stop at the end of the sentence is also missing. 

Page 14 & 15- Paragraph 3, line 4/Paragraph 1, line 8: Please avoid using the first person 

reference to be consistent with the rest of the writing. 

Page 15- Paragraph 1, line 4: This study (Chassin et al., 2005) is introduced here for the first 

time and has not been mentioned in the introduction previously. 

Page 15- Paragraph 2, line 7: Please consider revising the sentence: “The cause of the 

divergent results is might be that … “. “is” could be deleted. 

Page 15- Strengths and limitations, paragraph 1, line 5: The following sentence is not clear as 

to whether it refers to a study strength or weakness. “The same cohort was followed for 2.5 
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years, and was comprised by schools from different areas of Sweden so that a variety of 

different settings were covered”. What was the basis of school recruitment? Were the schools 

intended to be representative of Sweden? 

Page 16- Strengths and limitations, paragraph 1, line 8: “The current study is based entirely 

on child report of parenting style … . Parents may be biased towards describing their 

parenting style in a more socially desirable manner”. Does this make it a limitation or a 

strength? 

Strengths and limitations: Not assessing peer substance use has been identified as a limitation 

at page 3, however it has not been mentioned in this section. Measuring the general parenting 

styles and several other risk factors for adolescents substance use in the baseline has been 

mentioned as a strength of this study on page 3 but is missing in this current section. Please 

clarify. 

Tables and Figures 

Table 2, 4 and 5 – many of the numbers are rolling within columns into lower rows and need 

to be adjusted to make it easier for the readers. 

Page 26- Figure 1: This figure is very similar to what Maccoby and Martin used in 

“Socialization in the context of the family: parent–child interaction, by Maccoby and Martin, 

1983, Handbook of Child Psychology”. Please cite that this is adapted from the above source. 

We decided to remove this table and explain it briefly in text in the measurements section. 

 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Dr Matin Ghayour Minaie 
Deakin University, Victoria, Australia 
 
There is no conflict of interest. However, acting as the manager of 
an intervention program called "Resilient Families" and also working 
in the field of parenting and adolescents' problem behaviour 
including substance use, might be interpret as a potential competing 
interest. 

REVIEW RETURNED 21-Oct-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The reviewer also provided a marked copy with additional 
comments. Please contact the publisher for full details. 
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VERSION 2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

 

Thank you for your valuable comments and suggestions. We have edited the manuscript accordingly. 

We have also edit the reference list as we noticed some errors in it.  

 

The manuscript has been improved since last revision and most of the comments has 

been addressed. The following comments however remained unanswered: 

 

The effects of the considerable sample attrition are inadequately addressed. It would be valuable if 

the analytic sample could be reweighted to reflect the Census on one or more domains such as 

divorced or separated parents, so that results could be compared to the age 12-13 population in 

Sweden or in the cities where the subjects were recruited. 

 

We have now used census data to weight the sample. The regression models were then run again, 

but these are not presented in the tables. This process is now described in the results section under 

the post-hoc analysis heading. 

 

The authors should consider integrating the introduction by finishing with hypotheses that could then 

be used to integrate the discussion. 

 

We have edited the last paragraph of the introduction by adding the hypotheses. We also briefly 

discuss the intervention design at the end of the introduction section as suggested. 

 

Further specific issues and recommendations are described below. 

 

Introduction 

 

Page 4- line 46-47: The first sentence is better to be linked with the next one: ... importance, but 

general aspects of parenting may also contribute ... . 

 

Corrected. 

 

Page 5- line 18: In the sentence “associated with the best outcomes”, it is not clear that the best and 

worst outcomes refers to whom? Is that the best/worst outcomes for children? 

 on M
ay 16, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2015-008979 on 14 January 2016. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


 

Clarified. 

 

Page 5- line22: the word” children or adolescents” seems to be missing at the end of the 

sentence: “… less issue of alcohol, tobacco, and illicit drugs”. 

 

Corrected. 

 

Page 5- line 35: Incomplete sentence: “… longitudinal research on this topic, as most 

previous studies were cross-sectional, and because the cultural context may influence 

associations between parenting style and substance use.” 

 

Corrected. 

 

Page 5- line 48: please check the word “disihibition”. 

 

Corrected. 

 

Page 5- line 47: Please consider rewriting the sentence “Also, other potential predictors are personal 

characteristics such as disihibition and novelty seeking [24-26], and delinquency and substance use 

often co-occur [25]. “ 

 

The sentence has been rewritten. 

 

Page 6: It was better if the hypothesis/es could have been included. Also, given that there is an 

intervention program running at the intervention schools, it worth briefly discussing about it in here. 

 

We have edited the last paragraph of the introduction by adding the hypotheses. We also briefly 

discuss the intervention design at the end of the introduction section as suggested. 

 

Subjects and methods 
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Page 7- Participants: What about the gender differences? This was mentioned in the abstract, so 

more details would be valuable in this section. 

 

Some information has been added. 

 

Page 7- Measurements, line 27, 47, 52: Extra full stop/comma after the question mark need to be 

deleted. 

 

Corrected. 

 

Page 8- Measurements, line 5: The word “who” should be deleted. 

 

Corrected. 

 

Page 8- Measurements, line 39, 40, 41: Extra full stop/comma after the question mark need to be 

deleted. 

 

Corrected. 

 

Page 8- Measurements, from line 54: The authors describe a process of excluding participants that 

had used substances at baseline. The basis for doing this is poorly justified and appears arbitrary 

given the Tables still control for varied other forms of baseline substance use. Is it not possible for 

adolescents that use substances at baseline to reduce their use 4-years later? Hence, the authors 

should either better defend their exclusion rationale or retain all participants and control for a wider 

range of baseline substance use in the analyses. 

 

The rationale for excluding some of the study participants with baseline substance use has now been 

described in more detail, and we hope that the purpose should be clear now. We have renamed the 

outcome measures 1 and 4 so that they are now called onset of drunkenness in junior high school 

and onset of illicit drug use in junior high school. Since the outcome of interest is the onset of these 

substance use behaviors, we think that it makes sense to exclude those who reported those 

behaviors at baseline. We have not excluded any study participants based on substance use from the 

other two analyses: having been drunk 10 times at follow-up and regular smoking at follow-up. We 

hope that this procedure is more understandable now. 

 

Discussion 

 

 on M
ay 16, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2015-008979 on 14 January 2016. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


Page 13- line 25: Please cite the studies that this point refers to at the end of the sentence: 

“Delinquency and cigarette use at baseline also predicted having been drunk at follow-up, 

confirming results from previous studies”. 

 

The studies are now cited. 

 

References: 

 

Page 16- line 40: Reference number 12, “M., J.A.” should be “Martin, J.A.” 

 

Corrected. 

 

Tables and Figures 

Page 18, Table 1: It seems there is a duplication in there. 

 

Corrected. 

 

 

Table 3 and 4 – many of the numbers are rolling within columns into lower rows and need to be 

adjusted to make it easier for the readers. 

 

Corrected. 
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