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Abstract

Background: Studies have shown that parents have a significant influence on emerging adult 

college students’ drinking during the first year of college. Limited research has been conducted to 

address the question of whether parenting later in college continues to matter in a similar manner. 

The current study utilized a prospective design to identify associations between parental 

permissiveness toward alcohol use and monitoring behaviors and student drinking outcomes 

during the first and fourth years of college.

Methods: Participants (N = 1,429) at three large public universities completed surveys during the 

fall semesters of their first (T1) and fourth years (T2) (84.3% retention). The study employed a 

structural equation model to examine associations between parental permissiveness of college 

student alcohol use, parental monitoring, student drinking, and consequences at T1 and T2, 

controlling for parental modeling of risky drinking, peer norms, sex, and campus.

Results: Examination of the association between parenting and student drinking outcomes 

revealed: 1) Parental permissiveness was positively associated with drinking at T1 and again at T2; 

2) Parental permissiveness had indirect effects on consequences via the effects on drinking at both 

times. Specifically, a one unit increase in parental permissiveness at T1 resulted in students 

experiencing 4–5 more consequences as a result of their drinking at T2; 3) Parental permissiveness 

was not associated with monitoring at T2; and 4) Both parental permissiveness and monitoring at 

T2 were associated with drinking at T2.
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Conclusions: The findings provide evidence for the continued importance of parenting in the 

4th year of college and parents expressing low permissiveness toward student drinking may be 

beneficial to reducing risky drinking even as students turn 21.
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Introduction

Parents are notable influences on college students’ drinking-related behaviors (Borsari et al., 

2007; Calhoun et al., 2018; Madkour et al., 2017; Turrisi et al., 2013). Studies have shown 

that specific parenting behaviors can reduce the effects of peer and environmental influences 

on risky drinking behaviors as well as directly influence students’ drinking behaviors 

(Mallett et al., 2011; Rulison et al., 2016; Wood et al., 2004). This is consistent with Social 

Learning Theory, which posits that important social referents, such as parents and peers, 

have an impact on individuals’ behaviors (Bandura and Walters, 1963). Studies have 

examined parental factors related to risky drinking (e.g., Wood et al., 2004); however, the 

majority of this work has focused on adolescents and first-year college students (e.g., Brown 

et al., 2008; Schulenberg and Maggs, 2002). Reviews of the literature focusing on adolescent 

and emerging adult substance use have highlighted the importance and value of parenting 

and have encouraged research using longitudinal multivariate methods to gain greater 

insights into the processes that might otherwise be missed (Chassin and Handley, 2006; 

Fromme, 2006; Van der Vorst et al., 2006b). The current study extends previous research by 

examining the influence of parental permissiveness and monitoring on college student 

drinking outcomes into the fourth year of college, once students have turned 21. While some 

students mature out of drinking during the later years of college, others demonstrate risky 

behavior well into their twenties (Hingson et al., 2009; Lee et al., 2013). Understanding the 

role of key parenting behaviors in relation to young adult risky drinking may provide 

practical information pertinent to intervention efforts.

For instance, research has consistently shown parental permissiveness to be a significant 

predictor of drinking across developmental windows (e.g., Koning et al., 2010; Koning et al., 

2012; Van der Vorst et al., 2009). For example, using a within-family design, Van der Vorst 

and colleagues (2005) observed a negative relationship between parents enforcing strict rules 

about alcohol use and alcohol use among their 13–16 year old adolescents. Findings from 

subsequent work supported these findings while demonstrating that positive attachment 

between parents and adolescents did not significantly prevent drinking (Van der Vorst et al., 

2006a). Taken together, these studies demonstrate the importance of parental permissiveness 

of adolescent alcohol use in relation to risky underage drinking.

Studies examining college students have also found specific parental permissiveness of 

alcohol use was associated with risky drinking and increased consequences in this age group 

(Abar et al., 2012; Patock-Peckham et al., 2011; Patock-Peckham and Morgan-Lopez, 2006; 

Rulison et al., 2016; Turrisi and Ray, 2010; Varvil-Weld et al., 2012; Walls et al., 2009). For 

example, a cross-sectional study by Patock-Peckham and colleagues (2001) was unique in 
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that it studied gender differences and found differential associations for maternal and 

paternal permissiveness on college student self regulation and in turn, college drinking. 

Specifically, mothers’ permissiveness had a stronger influence on daughters’ behaviors and 

fathers had a stronger influence on sons’ behaviors. Varvil-Weld and colleagues (2012), 

using longitudinal methods, observed that students whose parents were pro-alcohol 
(permissive) were four times more likely to experience problematic consequences compared 

to students whose parents were anti-alcohol. Rulison and colleagues (2016) examined 

whether parental permissiveness of drinking was directly related with alcohol use and 

consequences or mediated through perceived peer approval of risky drinking. The study 

found perceived friend approval of drinking mediated some outcomes such as alcohol use 

and health-based consequences; however, perceived parental permissiveness of drinking was 

directly related with other consequences including academic problems and driving after 

drinking. Finally, Calhoun et al. (2018) utilized a four-year within- and between-person 

longitudinal design and found that college students’ perceptions of their parents’ 

permissibility toward drinking increased across college. Interestingly, perceived 

permissibility remained associated with risky drinking behavior even as students approached 

the legal drinking age.

Research has also reported associations between parental monitoring and drinking (e.g., 

Abar and Turrisi, 2008; Patock-Peckham et al., 2011; Reifman et al., 1998; Wood et al., 

2004). Studies on emerging adults attending college have found parental monitoring 

influenced students’ peer selection (Abar and Turrisi, 2008). Students who reported higher 

levels of parental monitoring tended to associate with peers who engaged in fewer risky 

drinking practices, and as a result, drank less alcohol themselves. Patock-Peckham and 

colleagues (2011) observed gender-specific mediational relationships for parental 

monitoring such that higher rates of perceived paternal monitoring mediated the relationship 

between parenting style and consequence outcomes among female college students, while a 

similar pattern of findings emerged for maternal monitoring among males.

While studies have established associations between parenting and risky student behaviors 

as important factors early on in the transition to college (Patock-Peckham et al., 2006; 

Rulison et al., 2016; Varvil-Weld et al., 2012; Walls et al., 2009), there still is limited 

research to address the question of whether parenting later in college continues to matter in a 

similar manner (with the exception of Calhoun et al., 2018). The current study extends 

previous examinations of the associations between parental permissiveness, monitoring, and 

emerging adult risky drinking and consequences by utilizing: 1) a prospective design to 

address developmental differences between the first and fourth years of college; 2) both 

maternal and paternal behaviors (i.e., permissiveness of alcohol use, general and binge 

drinking monitoring); 3) statistical controls to account for peer normative influences on 

student drinking outcomes, which have been found to be reliable predictors of student 

drinking (e.g., Borsari and Carey, 2003; Larimer et al., 2004; Lewis and Neighbors, 2006; 

White et al., 2000); 4) sex differences at the level of the student; and 5) a geographically 

diverse sample of students, because a common limitation of college student drinking studies 

is that they tend to take place at one location and lack generalizability.
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Based on previous work, we tested the following hypotheses: 1) higher parental 

permissiveness of alcohol use would be associated with riskier drinking and more problems 

at both time points; 2) parental permissiveness during the fourth year of college (T2) would 

mediate the effects of parental permissiveness during the first year of college (T1) on 

drinking at T2; 3) higher parental permissiveness would be associated with less monitoring 

at both time points; and 4) to extend previous work demonstrating the importance of 

monitoring in the first year of college, higher parental monitoring would be associated with 

lower student drinking and, in turn, lower consequences at T1 and T2. Finally, the present 

study included an examination of the moderating effect of sex differences of the student in 

the relationship between parental permissiveness and drinking at T2. Because past studies 

have observed mixed effects with regard to sex effects of parenting on college drinking and 

consequences (e.g., Patock-Peckham et al., 2011; Varvil-Weld et al. 2012) and limited 

studies exist on older adult student samples beyond the first year, these analyses were 

exploratory.

Materials and Method

Procedure and participants

Participants were 1,429 students enrolled in three large public universities located in the 

southeastern, northeastern, and northwestern United States for increased sample 

heterogeneity. At the initial assessment (fall semester first year; T1) participants were 18.21 

(SD = .40) years old with the majority identifying as female (59.4%, n = 848) and Caucasian 

(74.2%, n = 1060). Other races included Asian (11.1%, n = 159), African American (4.7%, n 
= 67), and multi-racial (5.1%, n = 73). A total of 17.1% (n = 245) identified as Hispanic. 

Three years later (fall semester senior year; T2), participants were 21.11 (SD = .37) years 

old.

Participants were randomly selected from registrars’ lists at each university (N = 5226) in 

2011 and 2012. Invitation letters explaining the purpose of the study, procedures, and 

compensation were mailed to all potential participants during the fall semester (T1) of their 

first year of college. Letters contained the URL to access the survey, along with a Personal 

Identification Number (PIN). Emailed invitations containing the same information, along 

with up to six emailed reminders, were also sent to potential participants’ university email 

addresses. Similarly, invitation letters and reminder messages were emailed to continuing 

participants during the fall semester of their senior (T2) year of college. The universities’ 

local institutional review boards approved all study procedures. Students received $25–30 

for each assessment.

At baseline, 2,320 students (44.4% response rate) filled out baseline measures. Of those, 

1,429 students (61.6%) met the eligibility criteria of: 1) being between the ages of 18–19, 

and 2) having at least one parent or guardian consent and complete baseline measures. A 

total of 1,204 students completed the T2 senior year assessment (84.3% retention rate). Of 

those participants, 89.3% were still enrolled in college. No differences were found within 

males or females when comparing those who did and did not complete T2 in regards to 

weekly or peak drinking. No differences were found in regards to race between those who 

did and did not complete T2.
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Measures

All measures were assessed at the student level, which is consistent with the majority of 

studies examining parenting behaviors in relation to college drinking using similar 

methodologies (e.g., Varvil-Weld et al., 2012). Studies have shown that correspondence 

between parents and students is reliable (Varvil-Weld et al., 2013) and students’ perceptions 

of their parents’ behaviors are significantly associated with drinking-related outcomes (e.g., 

Patock-Peckham et al., 2011). Our measures have been selected based on item/scale analyses 

that identified factors with high alphas. All of the measures used in the study are correlated 

with constructs that are theoretically related (e.g., other parenting constructs, risky 

behaviors) and not significantly correlated with social desirability. We have included alphas 

for each measure used at both the T1 and T2 assessments (where applicable). To address 

outliers, we used procedures recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) and recoded 

scores outside the range (skewness values beyond +/− 2 and kurtosis values beyond +/− 5) to 

3.29 times the standard deviation beyond the mean.

Parental monitoring.

Eight items from Abar and Turrisi (2008) and Wood and colleagues (2004) were used to 

assess different dimensions of perceived parental monitoring.

Four items were used to assess general monitoring. For example, 2 items assessed: “My 

mother tries to know where I go at night,” and “My mother tries to know what I do during 

my free time.” The same two questions were also asked replacing father in the items. 

Response options were on a 5-point scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly 
agree (5). Alphas for these items ranged between .83 - .84 for T1 and T2.

Four additional items were used to assess binge monitoring: “My mother asks me whether I 

am binge drinking,” and “My mother checks in with other sources (e.g., siblings) to see if I 

am binge drinking while in college.” The same two questions were also asked replacing 

father in the items. Response options were on a 5-point scale ranging from strongly disagree 
(1) to strongly agree (5). Alphas for these items ranged between .77 - .86 for T1 and T2.

Parental permissiveness of alcohol use.

Parental permissiveness of alcohol use was assessed using measures from Reifman et al. 

(1998) and Wood et al. (2004). Participants were asked to indicate their level of agreement 

with 4 items regarding their beliefs of their mothers’ and fathers’ approval of alcohol use on 

a 5-point scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). The items were: 

“My mother thinks it is okay if I drink alcohol on special occasions outside the home (e.g., 

at a friend’s party)” and “My mother doesn’t mind if I drink alcohol once in a while.” The 

same two questions were also asked replacing father in the items (alphas ranged .89 - .93 for 

T1 and T2).

Alcohol use.—A standard drink definition was included for all measures of alcohol use 

(i.e., 12 oz. beer, 10 oz. wine cooler, 4 oz. wine, 1 oz. 100 proof (1 ¼ oz. 80 proof) liquor).
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Typical weekly drinking.: Using the Daily Drinking Questionnaire (DDQ; Collins et al., 

1985), students indicated how many drinks they consumed on each day of a typical week 

within the past 3 months. Responses for each of the 7 days were summed across items to 

provide a composite score of total weekly number of drinks consumed (T1: α = .77; T2: α 
= .81).

Peak blood alcohol content (peak BAC).: Students reported the maximum number of 

drinks consumed on an occasion within the past month and the number of hours they spent 

drinking on that occasion using the Quantity/Frequency/Peak questionnaire (QFP; Dimeff et 

al., 1999; Marlatt et al., 1998). From their responses, peak blood alcohol concentration (peak 

BAC) was calculated following established guidelines (Dimeff et al., 1999; Matthews and 

Miller, 1979) to account for weight, sex, and time taken to consume alcohol.

Drinking consequences.—Alcohol-related consequences were measured using a 

combination of established scales. A 39-item questionnaire consisting of 35 questions 

adapted from the Brief Young Adult Alcohol Consequences Questionnaire (YAACQ; Read 

et al., 2006) and 4 questions adapted from the Young Adult Alcohol Problems Screening 

Test (YAAPST; Hurlbut and Sher, 1992; Larimer et al., 1999) was used to measure drinking 

consequences. Participants were asked to indicate whether they had experienced a range of 

alcohol-related consequences in the past year (e.g., hangover, blackout, forced sex, etc.). 

Responses were measured on a 7-point scale ranging from no, not in the past year (0) to 11 
or more times in the past year (6). Items receiving < 5% endorsement were excluded. 

Responses from the 32 items were summed to create a composite variable of consequences 

experienced in the past year (T1: α = .95; T2: α = .96).

Covariates.—The following covariates measured at T1 were added to the model in 

addition to the main variables of interest.

Demographics.: Due to the cross-regional locations of data collection, university campus 

was entered as a covariate in the model. Sex was included to assess gender differences.

Peer norms.: Participants were asked how much their closest friends approve of binge 

drinking. The single item, measured on a 5-point scale ranging from strongly disagree (−2) 

to strongly agree (2), asked “My closest friends would approve of me having [5/4 drinks, for 

males and females, respectively] or more drinks on one occasion”.

Analytic Strategy

The analyses addressed four main aims: 1) examine hypothesized relationships between 

parental permissiveness of alcohol use, student drinking, and consequences at both time 

points (see Figure 1 for all paths); 2) examine the longitudinal effects of parental 

permissiveness at T1 on permissiveness and drinking at T2; 3) examine the hypothesized 

relationships between parental permissiveness and monitoring at both time points; and 4) 

examine the hypothesized relationship between monitoring and drinking at T2. To do so, a 

saturated autoregressive cross-lagged model with latent constructs for parental 

permissiveness of alcohol use, parental monitoring, and drinking, and an observed 
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consequence construct, at both T1 and T2, was examined using Mplus 8 (Muthén and 

Muthén, 2017). Covariates for sex, campus, and peer norms, on T2 drinking and 

consequences were also included in the model (covariates are not shown in Figure 1). The 

model was estimated using full-information maximum-likelihood estimates (FIML) to 

account for missing data estimates among the indicators, and maximum likelihood robust 

(MLR) to address the potential for non-normality in the data. The model also employed the 

negative binomial option for the consequence construct to account for potential concerns of 

an overdispersed count variable and a Monte Carlo integration with 2000 iteration points.

To determine mediation, we utilized the joint-significance test as identified by MacKinnon et 

al. (2002). The joint-significance test signifies mediation when both the alpha path (α; distal 

pathways) and beta path (β; proximal pathways) are significant, with the effect size of the 

mediated path identified as the product of both path coefficients (αβ).

Finally, the last aim of the study included an examination of the moderating effect of sex 

differences of the student in the relationship between permissiveness and drinking, and 

monitoring and drinking at T2. To do so, a separate model was examined where product 

terms involving sex and permissiveness and sex and monitoring on drinking at T2 were 

included. No significant effects were observed in these analyses. Thus, all the results are 

reported for the model that did not contain product terms.

Results

Descriptive Statistics.

All sample means and standard deviations of key variables are provided in Table 1. Parental 

monitoring significantly decreased from T1 to T2 while parental permissiveness 

significantly increased. Student drinking and consequences significantly increased from T1 

to T2.

Model Statistics.

The results of the saturated autoregressive cross-lagged model are shown in Figure 1, the full 

correlation matrix are provided in Tables 2a and 2b, and all the model path statistics are 

included in Table 3.1 The analyses of the hypotheses are described in turn.

Aim 1: Higher permissiveness of alcohol use would be associated with riskier drinking and 
more problems at both time points.

Examination of Figure 1 revealed that parental permissiveness was significantly and 

positively associated with drinking at T1 (b = 2.46) and again at T2 (b = .81). Students who 

endorsed more permissive parenting also reported higher rates of drinking at both time 

points. Parental permissiveness also was observed to have an indirect significant positive 

association on consequences at both T1 and T2 through its effect on drinking at T1 and T2, 

1To assess whether campus differences created clustering that would inflate model effects, we compared the R2 values when 
predicting consequences at T2 without the campus dummy codes in the model (R2 = .56) versus with the campus dummy codes in the 
model (R2 = .57). The R2diff between the two models (R2diff. = .01) is highly suggestive that there are no substantial effects of 
clustering that would inflate the significant effects observed in our model.

Mallett et al. Page 7

Alcohol Clin Exp Res. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2020 April 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



respectively (T1: product of α and β paths = 4.77; T2: product of α and β paths = 1.48). 

Thus, a 1 unit increase in parental permissiveness at T1 would result in students 

experiencing ~4–5 more consequences as a result of their increased drinking.

Aim 2: Permissiveness at T2 will mediate the effects of permissiveness at T1 and drinking 
at T2.

Parental permissiveness at T1 was observed to have a significant positive association with 

parental permissiveness at T2 (b = .30), which in turn was positively associated with 

drinking at T2 (.81). The mediated effect of parental permissiveness at T1 on drinking at T2 

was significant (product of α and β paths = .24).

Aim 3: Permissiveness would be associated with less monitoring at both time points.

Parental permissiveness at T1 was not significantly associated with monitoring at T1 (ns), or 

T2 (ns).

Aim 4: Examine the hypothesized relationship between monitoring and drinking at both 
time points.

Parental monitoring at T1 was not significantly associated with drinking at T1 (ns) or T2 

(ns).

Discussion

The current study examined the influence of parental permissiveness and monitoring on 

college student drinking outcomes during the first and fourth years of college. Consistent 

with Social Learning Theory (Bandura and Walters, 1963), our findings suggest parents 

continue to be a significant social influence on students’ decision making around alcohol 

consumption as they age into adulthood. As hypothesized, more permissive parenting was 

associated with increased rates of drinking and consequences during both the first and fourth 

years of college. For example, based on our findings a small difference in parental 

permissiveness at T1 (i.e., a 1 unit increase) would be predicted to result in students 

experiencing ~4–5 additional consequences in their first year of college. Further, 

permissiveness at T2 mediated the relationship between T1 permissiveness and student 

drinking at T2. These findings have several important implications. First, this parenting 

behavior is fairly consistent across time. Second, intervening with more permissive parents 

as students enter college may have a lasting impact on later parenting behaviors that 

continue to influence drinking behaviors and alcohol problems even after students turn 21 

and transition into adulthood.

Findings from the study show evidence that students whose parents are more permissive 

may be less likely to mature out of higher risk drinking by the time they reach their fourth 

year in college. These findings are consistent with Jackson and colleagues (2001) who 

observed higher risk drinkers and individuals having a family history of alcohol problems 

were less likely to show maturing out over college and into adulthood. Additional studies 

that examine associations between permissive parenting practices and dependence outcomes 
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in older emerging adult students would be useful to identify early and malleable predictors 

of chronic outcomes.

The study also examined the relationship between permissiveness, monitoring, and drinking; 

however, we did not find support for our proposed hypotheses. We found no significant 

relationships between permissiveness and monitoring at T1 or T2. Further, relationships 

between monitoring and drinking were not significant at either time. One explanation for 

this finding is that permissiveness accounted for the majority of the variance. It may be that 

the messages parents send about their approval of drinking have a much greater impact 

compared to checking in about their student’s activities or other social behaviors. For 

example, parents who are permissive may check in with their students about school, living 

arrangements, food, money, etc., but not convey values that they should not consume 

alcohol. Alternatively, they make social plans with their students that include alcohol 

consumption (e.g., visiting and attending a tailgate or party where alcohol is consumed). 

This explanation is consistent with other longitudinal studies that have observed significant 

relationships for parental permissiveness and drinking and nonsignificant findings for other 

parental variables and drinking, when they are both examined together (Van der Vorst et al., 

2006a; Varvil-Weld et al., 2012).

The findings suggest parents who convey low acceptability of risky student drinking may be 

more successful at reducing drinking among their sons and daughters across college. This is 

a particularly relevant finding considering we observed increases in permissiveness between 

T1 and T2 while student drinking and consequences were higher at T2 compared to T1. The 

latter observations are consistent with Hingson and colleagues (2009) who have also shown 

increased risky drinking in the early twenties.

By reinforcing healthy behaviors before and after 21, parents demonstrated a protective 

influence on their students’ drinking behaviors and consequences. These findings were 

consistent for both males and females when T1 covariate constructs were included in the 

models. These findings extend the cross-sectional examination of the effects of parenting on 

student drinking outcomes of Patock-Peckham and colleagues (2011). Consistent with their 

study, the current research argues for parents to convey less permissive messages about 

drinking coupled with increased monitoring to reduce risky drinking and consequences for 

both sons and daughters throughout college and after turning 21.

Implications

Several key findings are worth noting in the current study. First, the findings support the 

assertion that parents may be most impactful on student drinking outcomes by taking a less 

permissive stance toward underage drinking in college. Based on the parenting approaches 

described by Baumrind (1978), there are different ways parents can convey this message 

which should be carefully considered. First, some parents may take an authoritarian 
approach by simply telling their young adult they disapprove of underage drinking and direct 

their son or daughter to avoid it. However, such an approach may not be ideal, given that 

past research has shown a positive relationship between authoritarian parenting and higher 

risk drinking behaviors and problems (Mallett et al., 2011) as well as impulsive behaviors 

(Patock-Peckham and Morgan-Lopez, 2006). Alternatively, parents may have more success 
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by adopting an authoritative approach. This would consist of engaging in a discussion about 

the risks of underage drinking and the scientific rationale behind parents not encouraging 

this behavior. Guiding young adults in the decision-making process and using positive 

communication practices, rather than forcefully directing, has been associated with lower 

risk behaviors and drinking outcomes (Madkour et al., 2017; Patock-Peckham and Morgan-

Lopez, 2006). While monitoring is an important element of the parent-student relationship, 

permissiveness of alcohol use stood out as a pivotal indicator of problems. In light of these 

findings, parent-based interventions (PBIs) could be enhanced by focusing on intervening 

with parents to decrease overall permissiveness of alcohol use and increase positive 

communication about this important topic with their students.

Notably, we observed higher rates of drinking and reported consequences at T2, suggesting 

that, on average, students’ drinking patterns and reported consequences were higher in the 

fourth year of college compared to the first year of college. Further, we also observed 

decreased monitoring and increased permissiveness. These findings demonstrate a need for 

continued intervention efforts throughout college or as students are graduating. Parents may 

still be impactful by helping students set reasonable limits on alcohol consumption and 

provide guidance for healthy and moderate drinking.

Limitations and Future Directions

The current study was not without limitations. First, family structure was not assessed which 

may not have captured single parent families or split families. However, FIML was used to 

address missing data and therefore allowed us to use all students regardless of if they had 

both a mother and father figure or only one parental figure. Future research that aims to 

replicate these findings in single-parent homes and identify if any differences arise for 

students with divorced parents compared to married parents would be beneficial. Further, 

students were only eligible for the entirety of the study if they had at least one parent also 

consent and complete the baseline assessment. Therefore, the students in the study may have 

parents with high levels of parent-child engagement, and may not generalize to all parents of 

college students, or to parents who have children that are college-aged (i.e., 18–22), but are 

not currently enrolled at a 2- or 4-year institution. Research should aim to replicate these 

findings in college students with varying levels of parent engagement, differing parental 

demographics, and in non-college attending populations. It is also important to note, there 

are additional measures of parental permissiveness that offer a broader assessment of the 

construct and are appropriate for adolescent populations (Van der Vorst et al., 2005). In 

particular, Van der Vorst’s measure may offer particular perspectives on parent 

permissiveness that were not assessed in the method of measurement used in the present 

study (e.g., parents allowing their children to come home tipsy or when going out with 

friends). Future studies that examine permissiveness could benefit from examining multiple 

dimensions and developmental differences (e.g., use in adolescents living with parents vs. 

use in young adult populations living away from parents) and would be a useful addition to 

the literature. Third, the research was conducted at three campuses to increase the 

heterogeneity of the sample, and although we did not observe evidence suggestive of 

clustering effects due to campus, future studies should continue to evaluate this in their 

analyses to account for this possibility. Finally, we contrasted the first and fourth years of 
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college in our study. This approach does not take into account associations that could vary in 

years two and three of college. Future studies may benefit from a more discrete examination 

of the effects of parental permissiveness on student drinking that includes shorter intervals of 

assessment.

Conclusion

Results indicated that parental permissiveness of alcohol use is a significant indicator of 

risky drinking and related problems across the college years. Findings suggest that parent-

based interventions could be strengthened by enhancing components about the important 

role of parental permissiveness of alcohol use and monitoring in relation to student drinking 

outcomes and emphasizing continued conversations throughout college.
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Figure 1. Structural Equation Model for T1 and T2.
Path model identifying prospective relationships between parental permissiveness, 

monitoring, and college student drinking and consequences during the first and fourth years 

of college.

Note: *p<.05
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Table 1.

Descriptive statistics for parenting constructs and drinking outcomes.

Item T1 Mean (SD) T2 Mean (SD)

Monitoring 2.94 (0.85) 2.87 (0.89) F(1, 130.04) = 4.88*

Permissiveness 2.85 (1.24) 3.86 (0.95) F(1, 1290.63) = 862.48***

DDQ 5.17 (7.72) 8.05 (8.80) F(1, 1212.16) = 186.73***

Peak BAC 0.08 (0.10) 0.10 (0.09) F(1, 1299.73) = 35.25***

Consequences 10.89 (17.07) 17.04 (21.72) F(1, 1267.79) = 144.48***

Note:

*
p < .05,

***
p < .001.

T1=First year of college, T2=Fourth year of college.
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Table 2b.

Correlation between covariates and observed variables

T1Sex T1Peer Campusd1 Campusd2

T1PermM 1 −0.01 0.34** 0.07** −0.6*

T1PermF1 −0.06* 0.37** 0.09** −0.08**

T1PermM2 0.04 0.30** 0.01 −0.01

T1PermF2 −0.02 0.33** 0.02 −0.03

T1GMonM 0.16** −0.05 −0.12** 0.23**

T1GMonF 0.07* −0.11** −0.08** 0.18**

T1BDMonM 0.01 0.05 0.04 0.07**

T1BDMonF 0.01 −0.03 0.01 0.11**

T1DDQ −0.13** 0.51** 0.21** −0.16**

T1BAC 0.01 0.50** 0.14** −0.19**

T1Cons 0.00 0.46** 0.08** −0.12**

T2PermM1 0.03 0.18** 0.16** −0.13**

T2PermF1 0.01 0.19** 0.15** −0.17**

T2PermM2 0.04 0.17** 0.14** −0.14**

T2PermF2 0.02 0.18** 0.13** −0.16**

T2GMonM 0.20** −0.08** −0.09** 0.24**

T2GMonF 0.10** −0.08** −0.04 0.19**

T2BDMonM 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.10**

T2BDMonF 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.08*

T2DDQ −0.25** 0.41** 0.31** −0.26**

T2BAC 0.01 0.34** 0.20** −0.19**

T2Cons −0.06* 0.37** 0.15** −0.19**

T1Sex 1.00 −0.07** −0.08** 0.11**

T1Peer 1.00 0.15** −0.15**

Campusd1 1.00 −0.43**

Campusd2 1.00

Note:

**
p < 0.01,

*
p < 0.05.

T1=First year of college, T2=Fourth year of college, PermM1=mother permissiveness special occasions, PermF1=father permissiveness special 
occasions, PermM2=mother permissiveness sometimes, PermF2=father permissiveness sometimes, GMonM=mother general monitoring, 
GMonF=father general monitoring, BDMonM=mother binge monitoring, BDMonF=father binger monitoring, DDQ=typical weekly drinking, 
BAC=peak blood alcohol content, Cons=drinking consequences, Peer=peer norms, Campusd=campus dummy code.
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Table 3.

Model Statistics.

Paths b-values SE z-score Cohens d 95% CI

Monitor (T1)

 Permissiveness (T1) −0.02 0.01 −1.52 .00 −0.04, 0.01

Drink (T1)

 Permissiveness (T1) 2.39 0.21 11.38 .31 2.03, 2.86

 Monitor (T1) 1.26 0.66 1.90 .05 0.09, 2.66

Consequences (T1)

 Drink (T1) 1.94 0.09 21.70 .57 1.77, 2.13

Permissiveness (T2)

 Permissiveness (T1) 0.29 0.03 9.67 .33 0.24, 0.36

 Monitor (T1) −0.39 0.11 −3.56 .09 −0.64, −0.19

 Drink (T1) 0.02 0.01 2.91 .53 0.01, 0.03

 Consequences (T1) −0.01 0.00 0.00 .00 −0.01, 0.00

Monitor (T2)

 Permissiveness(T1) −0.01 0.02 −0.44 .01 −0.04, 0.02

 Monitor (T1) 0.50 0.07 6.78 .18 0.37, 0.66

 Drink (T1) 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 −0.01, 0.01

 Consequences (T1) 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 −0.00, 0.00

 Permissiveness (T2) −0.04 0.02 −1.92 .00 −0.09, 0.00

Drink (T2)

 Permissiveness (T1) 0.06 0.25 0.24 .00 −0.43, 0.55

 Monitor (T1) 0.83 0.84 0.99 .00 −0.73, 2.53

 Drink (T1) 0.98 0.10 9.76 .26 0.80, 1.19

 Consequences (T1) −0.12 0.03 −3.71 .11 −0.18, −0.06

 Permissiveness (T2) 0.81 0.30 2.72 .07 0.23, 1.36

 Monitor (T2) 0.70 0.60 1.16 .03 −0.46, 1.91

Consequences (T2)

 Permissiveness (T1) 0.12 0.56 0.21 .01 −1.00, 1.28

 Monitor (T1) 0.62 1.49 0.42 .00 −2.13, 3.65

 Drink (T1) −0.82 0.31 −2.65 .07 −1.47, −0.24

 Consequences (T1) 0.59 0.09 6.85 .17 0.43, 0.76

 Drink (T2) 1.83 0.19 9.72 .26 1.49, 2.23

 Sex 2.02 0.90 2.25 .05 0.24, 3.77

 Peer Approval 0.34 0.37 0.92 .02 −0.38, 1.07

 Campusd1 −2.37 1.11 −2.14 .05 −4.43, −0.16

 Campusd2 −3.40 1.07 −3.18 .07 −5.40, −1.27

Note: Bolded b-values indicate significance. Campusd=campus dummy code.
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