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ABSTRACT. Objective: There is convincing evidence that parental 
rules about alcohol are important in curbing adolescents’ alcohol use. 
However, little is known about the mechanisms through which the direct 
link between alcohol-specifi c parenting and alcohol use is obtained. In 
this study, we investigated the mediating effect of adolescent self-control 
on the relationship between alcohol-specifi c rules and adolescents’ drink-
ing behavior and whether this mediation effect depends on the level of 
quality of communication. Method: A total of 883 adolescents partici-
pated in this longitudinal study at ages 13, 14, and 15 years. Results: 
Strict rules predicted lower rates of drinking, but no direct effect of the 
quality of communication on adolescents’ alcohol use was found. A 

higher level of self-control was related to lower rates of drinking in ado-
lescents. The indirect effect of rules about alcohol through adolescents’ 
self-control was statistically signifi cant, yet only in adolescents with high 
qualitative parent–child communication about alcohol. In adolescents 
with low quality of parent–child communication, self-control was not 
related to drinking. Conclusions: These fi ndings imply that strict rule 
setting in combination with qualitative parent–child communication is 
an important target for prevention. In addition, fi ndings point at the im-
portance of high qualitative parent–child communication for adolescents’ 
motivation to engage in self-control to avoid drinking. (J. Stud. Alcohol 
Drugs, 75, 16–23, 2014)
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DRINKING ALCOHOL IS RATHER COMMON and 
highly prevalent among adolescents. By the age of 15 

years, most Dutch adolescents (83%) have started drinking 
alcohol, and 52% drink on a weekly basis (Verdurmen et 
al., 2012). Because early alcohol users are at an increased 
risk for social, behavioral, and health problems (Behrendt et 
al., 2009; Brown and Tapert, 2004; Verdurmen et al., 2005), 
it is imperative to examine factors that are relevant for the 
understanding of early drinking among adolescents.
 Parents exert signifi cant infl uence on their offspring’s 
drinking behavior by the way they raise them with respect 
to the use of alcohol—a phenomena called alcohol-specifi c 
parenting. By parents not only setting strict rules (Abar et 
al., 2009; Habib et al., 2010; Järvinen and Östergaard, 2009; 
Koning et al., 2010a; van der Vorst et al., 2006; Yu, 2003), 
but also by the way they communicate with their children 
about alcohol (Abar et al., 2011; Ennett et al., 2001; Pat-
terson et al., 1992), (i.e., the quality of communication [e.g., 
Spijkerman et al., 2008; van den Eijnden et al., 2011]), 
parents are able to curb their children’s alcohol use from 
early to late adolescence. However, it is unknown what 
mechanisms underlie this relationship (i.e., how do parents’ 
strict rules and high quality of communication about alcohol 
change adolescents’ drinking behavior). Research suggests 
that involved parents who provide structure foster better 

child adaptation as a result of higher self-regulatory skills of 
their offspring (cf. self-determination theory; Joussemet et 
al., 2008; Ryan and Deci, 2000). Moreover, recent research 
suggests that personality constructs, such as self-control, 
are infl uenced by environmental contexts such as parenting 
(e.g., Littlefi eld et al., 2010; Patock-Peckham et al., 2001, 
2011). It is unknown whether this also holds true for the 
effects of alcohol-specifi c parenting on adolescent alcohol 
use (i.e., whether this effect is also mediated by the level 
of self-regulatory skills). In the current study, we therefore 
investigated whether adolescents’ ability to control their be-
havior mediates the infl uence of alcohol-specifi c parenting 
on adolescent alcohol use.
 In recent years, several studies have focused on the role of 
alcohol-specifi c parenting on adolescents’ alcohol use (e.g., 
Ryan et al., 2010). Studies have consistently shown that 
parents remain infl uential throughout adolescence (e.g., Kon-
ing et al., 2012; Turrisi and Ray, 2010). In fact, strict rule 
setting is the strongest predictor of particularly early (Habib 
et al., 2010; Koning et al., 2010a; van der Vorst et al., 2006) 
and also later (Abar and Turrisi, 2008) alcohol use. Several 
alcohol intervention studies targeting parental rule setting 
have indeed revealed signifi cant effects on adolescents’ 
drinking behavior (e.g., Koning et al., 2009, 2011a, 2013; 
Turrisi et al., 2009; Wood et al., 2010). These rules have to 
be conveyed to the adolescent through communication. The 
way parents talk about alcohol issues with their children and 
the level of mutual understanding and respect between them 
are collectively referred to as the quality of communication 
about alcohol. This type of communication about alcohol 
is conceptually different from parental monitoring, which 
refl ects parents’ general knowledge about the whereabouts 
of their child (Stattin and Kerr, 2000).
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 Longitudinal research on the perceived quality of parent–
child communication about alcohol and adolescent drinking 
is relatively scarce. One cross-sectional study revealed that a 
higher quality of communication is related to a lower level of 
drinking (Spijkerman et al., 2008), but no evidence has been 
provided for a longitudinal association (van den Eijnden et 
al., 2011). Koning et al. (2012) showed in a longitudinal 
design that when high-quality communication was combined 
with strict rules about alcohol, adolescents drank less.
 In addition to parental factors, adolescents’ self-control 
is a strong and consistent predictor of a variety of risk be-
haviors (de Kemp et al., 2009; Griffi n et al., 2012; Kam et 
al., 2009; Pratt and Cullen, 2000). The inability to control 
one’s own behavioral impulses increases the risk of get-
ting involved in risk behaviors such as crime, delinquency, 
and substance use. It is well accepted that it is important 
for adolescents to have the ability to refrain from alcohol 
involvement when confronted with a pro-alcohol situation 
(Cheung and Cheung, 2008; Conner et al., 2009; Koning et 
al., 2011b).
 In support of several empirical studies (e.g., Littlefi eld et 
al., 2010; Patock-Peckham et al., 2001, 2011), the self-de-
termination theory suggests that the development of internal 
control is strongly infl uenced by the social context, whereby 
parents play an important role (Joussemet et al., 2008; Ryan 
and Deci, 2000). An autonomy-supportive parenting style, 
providing high levels of parental involvement and structure 
attuned to the developmental level of the child, relates to 
higher self-regulation in adolescents (Patock-Peckham et 
al., 2001). Self-regulation has been shown to be enhanced in 
social contexts that provide structure (external control) and 
are accompanied by a sense of autonomy (Ryan and Deci, 
2000). More specifi cally, restrictive alcohol-specifi c parental 
rules conveyed within a high qualitative context are likely 
to enable adolescents to develop self-constraining skills to 
resist alcohol-related temptations. In fact, external control 
in terms of parental socialization is considered the most im-
portant contributor to the development of self-control (Bea-
ver, 2008; Boutwell and Beaver, 2010; Brody et al., 2005; 
Cochran et al., 1998; Feldman and Weinberger, 1994; Gibbs 
et al., 1998; Gibson et al., 2010; Gottfredson and Hirschi, 
1990).
 It is generally accepted that strict parenting is more 
effective when combined with a supportive environment 
(i.e., authoritative parenting; Baumrind, 1978; Darling and 
Steinberg, 1993; Koning et al., 2012). That is, adolescents 
with responsive and demanding parents perceive parental 
authority as more legitimate and therefore have lower re-
sistance to parental infl uence (Jackson, 2002). In addition, 
an authoritative way of parenting matches individual needs 
and abilities, which results in higher levels of adaptation 
because it facilitates the intrinsic motivation to assimilate 
external control (Ryan and Deci, 2000). According to the 
social learning theory, parental modeling of positive control 

(control combined with warmth) is associated with more 
positive control among offspring, most likely via an increase 
in parental monitoring (Patock-Peckham et al., 2011). It is 
very likely that more positive alcohol-specifi c parenting in 
terms of setting rules and having constructive conversations 
increases the level of self-control in adolescents.
 The current study is the fi rst to examine the infl uence of 
alcohol-specifi c parenting practices on the development of 
adolescent self-control in relation to alcohol use. The impact 
of parental socialization on adolescents’ self-control contrib-
utes to potential insights into developing risk behaviors. To 
the best of our knowledge, only three previous studies have 
looked into the effect of parents on adolescents’ self-control 
and their subsequent drinking behavior (Kam et al., 2009; 
Mares et al., 2013; Patock-Peckham et al., 2001). In line 
with several studies on delinquent behavior (e.g., Boisvert et 
al., 2012; Perrone et al., 2004), Kam et al. (2009) confi rmed 
a mediation effect of parental norms on alcohol use via self-
control. However, in this study, adolescents reported their 
parents’ attitudes about the use of multiple drugs, not only 
alcohol. Patock-Peckham et al. (2001) examined general 
parenting styles in a cross-sectional design and demonstrated 
that authoritativeness was positively related with self-regula-
tion. In turn, self-regulation related to more drinking control 
and less subsequent drinking. Mares et al. (2013) showed in 
a cross-sectional design that the associations between rules 
and communication about alcohol and adolescents’ alcohol 
use were mediated by alcohol-specifi c self-control.
 Overall, supported by the self-determination theory, em-
pirical studies have demonstrated the importance of strict 
parental rules set in a supportive environment. In line with 
previous studies, it is expected that the infl uence of strict 
alcohol-specifi c parenting on adolescents’ alcohol use is, 
at least partially, mediated by strengthening self-control in 
adolescents. In addition, it is hypothesized that strict rules 
about alcohol more strongly increase adolescents’ self-con-
trol and adolescents’ subsequent drinking when these rules 
are conveyed in a setting of high-quality parent–offspring 
communication.

Current study

 This contribution aims to shed light on the mechanisms 
that may underlie the relationship between alcohol-specifi c 
parenting and adolescent drinking behavior. More spe-
cifi cally, we investigated the mediating effect of adolescent 
self-control with regard to the relationship between alcohol-
specifi c parenting and adolescents’ drinking behavior. To this 
end, the following four research questions will be addressed. 
First, what is the effect of alcohol-specifi c parenting on 
adolescents’ self-control and alcohol use? Second, what is 
the infl uence of adolescents’ self-control on their drinking 
behavior? Third, does self-control in adolescents mediate the 
effect of alcohol-specifi c rules on alcohol use? Fourth, is the 



18 JOURNAL OF STUDIES ON ALCOHOL AND DRUGS / JANUARY 2014

effect of rules about alcohol on adolescents’ alcohol use de-
pendent on the level of quality of communication? To study 
these research questions, a longitudinal sample, including 
883 adolescents who participated in annual measurements 
at ages 13, 14, and 15, was used.

Method

Procedure

 The data used in the current study are part of a longi-
tudinal alcohol intervention study (Koning et al., 2009) in 
which 19 randomly selected schools were assigned to one of 
three experimental conditions or the control condition. We 
included only adolescents who were assigned to the control 
condition so that the outcomes would not be contaminated 
by the intervention. Participating high schools represent all 
different educational levels in the Netherlands, from pre-
vocational education to pre-university secondary education.
 High school students participated in the study at the 
end of school Year 2 (2007), refl ecting Time 1 (T1); Year 
3(2008), refl ecting Time 2 (T2); and Year 4 (2009), refl ect-
ing Time 3 (T3). Data were collected by means of digital 
questionnaires administered in the classroom by trained 
research assistants. Before the start of the study, parents were 
sent a letter of consent and a letter that informed them about 
the participation of the school in the project, and they were 
given the opportunity to refuse participation of their child 
(0.01% refusal).

Participants

 Four schools including 935 adolescents were selected 
to participate in the study. Because of initial nonresponse 
among adolescents at a previous measurement (n = 29) and 
again at T1 (n = 9), as well as unreliable data on the alcohol 
measure (i.e., outliers defi ned as 4 × SD above mean; n = 
23), 874 adolescents were eligible for analysis.
 The adolescent sample had a mean age of 12.9 years at 
the start of the study (SD = 0.59). Approximately half of the 
adolescents were male (51.5%) and were enrolled in lower 
levels of education (lower secondary vocational education: 
59.5%). At T3, adolescents drank on average 5.0 glasses (SD 
= 9.5) per week.

Loss to follow-up

 A total of 783 adolescents (89.5%) at T2 and 764 adoles-
cents (87.4%) at T3 stayed in the program and completed the 
follow-up assessments after 12 and 24 months, respectively. 
Attrition analyses on demographic variables and alcohol use 
indicated that responding adolescents at T2 and T3 were 
more likely to be younger, T2: t(904) = 2.87, p = .01; T3: 
t(904) = 2.92, p = .01, tended to be enrolled in lower educa-

tion programs, T2: χ2(1) = 17.18, p < .00; T3: χ2(1) = 17.50, 
p < .001, and drank a lower average number of alcoholic 
beverages per week at T1, T2: t(753) = 3.70, p < .00; T3: 
t(753) = 2.92, p = .01. No signifi cant differences were found 
for gender, self-control, rules, or quality of communication 
about alcohol use.

Measures

 Alcohol-specifi c parenting practices
 (A) RULES ABOUT ALCOHOL USE: Rules about alcohol use 
measured at T1 refl ect the degree of parental rule-setting 
behavior experienced by the adolescents (van der Vorst et 
al., 2005). Items included, “I am allowed to have one glass 
of alcohol when my parents are at home,” “I am allowed to 
drink several glasses of alcohol when my parents are not 
home,” and “I am allowed to drink alcohol at a party with 
my friends.” The means of 10 items (α = .94) were rated on 
a 5-point scale from 1 (never) to 5 (always) reversely scored 
(i.e., higher scores indicated more rule-setting behavior).
 (B) QUALITY OF COMMUNICATION ABOUT ALCOHOL: At T1, 
adolescents were asked their perceptions of the quality of 
communication about alcohol with their parents (Koning 
et al., 2012; Spijkerman et al., 2008). Items included, “My 
parents and I are interested in each other’s opinion regarding 
alcohol use” and “If my parents and I talk about alcohol, I 
feel understood.” The means for six items were rated on a 
5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much). 
Higher scores indicated a higher quality of communication 
(Cronbach’s α = .82).
 Self-control. Self-control was measured at T1 (control 
variable) and T2. Self-control refl ects the ability to control 
responses, interrupt undesired behavioral tendencies, and 
refrain from acting on them. The measure was the shorter 
version of the original measure developed and tested by 
Tangney et al. (2004). It consisted of 13 items (Cronbach’s 
α = .74) that were rated on a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 
(not at all like me) to 5 (very much like me). Sample items 
were “I have trouble saying no” and “I do certain things that 
are bad for me if they are fun.” Items were reversely scored; 
higher scores indicated higher self-control.
 Adolescents’ alcohol use. Drinking behavior was assessed 
using the Quantity–Frequency measure (at T2 and T3), 
which represents average weekly alcohol use. Frequency was 
measured by asking the number of days the adolescent usu-
ally drank on weekdays (Monday to Thursday) and weekend 
days (Friday to Sunday) (Engels and Knibbe, 2000). Quan-
tity was measured by asking how many glasses of alcohol 
the adolescent usually drank on weekdays and weekend days 
(Engels et al., 1999). Quantity–Frequency was computed by 
calculating the products of the number of days and the num-
ber of glasses, then summing the two products for weekdays 
and weekend days. Self-report measures of adolescents on 
alcohol use have been shown to be reliable and valid meth-
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ods to measure alcohol use (Del Boca and Darkes, 2003; 
Koning et al., 2010b).

Strategy for analyses

 Descriptive data were provided for participating adoles-
cents at baseline. Missing data on the dependent variables 
were handled by using full information maximum likelihood 
(FIML; Muthén and Muthén, 2010). FIML has been recom-
mended as a state-of-the-art technique for analyzing data sets 
that include missing data (Schafer and Graham, 2002). All 
analyses were carried out in Mplus 6 (Muthén and Muthén, 
2010).
 Using path analysis, we examined the direct effects of 
rules and quality of communication about alcohol use at T1 
on adolescents’ alcohol use at T3. The main research ques-
tion, the mediating effect of adolescents’ self-control on the 
relationship between alcohol-specifi c rules and alcohol use, 
was tested according to the steps suggested by MacKinnon 
et al. (2002). First, we tested whether rules about alcohol use 
have an effect on the mediating variable of self-control. Sec-
ond, the effect of the mediating variable on alcohol use was 
analyzed while controlling for the effects of alcohol-specifi c 
rules. Third, we tested whether the size of the mediated ef-
fects was statistically signifi cant (MacKinnon et al., 2002) 
by using the model indirect command in Mplus. Calculat-
ing bootstrap confi dence limits of the mediated effects, as 
computed in Mplus, was preferable, because this resampling 
method provided a test of signifi cance and did not require as 
many assumptions as other tests (MacKinnon et al., 2007). 
However, as adolescents were nested within classes, we took 

into account the cluster effect while calculating bootstrap 
confi dence limits. Applying bootstrap analyses without con-
sidering the multilevel data yielded similar fi ndings.
 Alcohol-specifi c rules were measured at T1, the mediator 
at T2, and the outcome measure at T3, so that actual change 
over time and mediation could be assessed. Baseline score 
for the putative mediator was included in the model as a 
control variable so that follow-up scores resulted in a re-
sidual change variable (Cole and Maxwell, 2003). Last, we 
performed a moderation analysis of the mediation model 
with rules about alcohol via self-control on alcohol use for 
adolescents reporting low and high quality of communica-
tion (multigroup analysis based on median split).

Results

Direct effects of alcohol-specifi c parenting on alcohol use

 Before the mediation analyses, we analyzed the direct ef-
fects of alcohol-specifi c parenting on adolescents’ drinking 
behavior while controlling for previous alcohol use. Strict 
rules about alcohol predicted less drinking 2 years later (b = 
-3.05, SE = 0.56, CI [-4.14, -1.95]). No main effect of qual-
ity of communication on adolescents’ alcohol use was found 
(b = -0.62, SE = 0.41, CI [-1.42, 0.18]).

Mediation analyses

 The model testing the effect of alcohol-specifi c rules on 
self-control as well as on alcohol use, while we controlled 
for these measures at the previous time points, showed a 

FIGURE 1. Results of the mediation analyses of the effect of alcohol-specifi c rules on alcohol use via self-control (β, p value) for high-quality and low-quality 
parent–child communication. T = time. Model fi t: χ2(2) = 7.1, p = .03; comparative fi t index = .99, root mean square error of approximation = .08. Note: Bold 
arrows indicate signifi cant mediation. Each of the measures at the previous time point was controlled for.
*p < .05; ***p < .001.



20 JOURNAL OF STUDIES ON ALCOHOL AND DRUGS / JANUARY 2014

good model fi t: χ2(1) = 17, p = .19; comparative fi t index 
[CFI] = .99; root mean square error of approximation [RM-
SEA] = .03, 90% CI [.00, .10].
 Rules about alcohol signifi cantly predicted changes in 
self-control at T2 (β = .25, SE = .03, p < .00); that is, ado-
lescents who perceived their parents as more strict reported 
having a higher level of self-control. Strict rules about alco-
hol remained directly predictive of less drinking at T3 (b = 
-.23, SE = .06, p < .00).
 Self-control reported at T2 signifi cantly predicted the 
amount of drinking 1 year later (b = -0.09, SE = 0.03, p < 
.01). Thirty-seven percent of the variance in adolescents’ 
alcohol use was explained by alcohol-specifi c rules (T1), 
self-control (T1 and T2), and previous alcohol use at T2.
 The indirect effect of rules about alcohol on adolescents’ 
alcohol use was statistically signifi cant (indirect effect = 
-.31, SE = .12, p < .01). The observed direct effect of rules 
about alcohol on alcohol use therefore indicates a partial 
mediation via self-control.

Moderated mediation

 Figure 1 depicts the results of the moderation of the 
relation between rules about alcohol and alcohol use via 
self-control for adolescents reporting low and high quality 
of communication, model fi t: χ2(2) = 7.1, p = .03, CFI = 
.99, RMSEA = .08, 90% CI [.02, .15]. This analysis showed 
an indirect effect of strict rules about alcohol on adolescent 
alcohol use via a growth in self-control only in those adoles-
cents who reported having high-quality communication with 
their parents about alcohol (indirect effect = -.03, SE = .01, p 
< .01). Among these adolescents, the infl uence of rules about 
alcohol is fully mediated by their increased self-control. No 
signifi cant indirect effect was found in adolescents with low-
quality communication (indirect effect = .00, SE = .01, p = 
.97). Although strict rules about alcohol predicted a higher 
level of self-control, no effect of self-control on alcohol use 
was found in adolescents with low-quality communication.

Discussion

 The direct relationship between stricter rules about alco-
hol and more self-control on the one hand and lower rates of 
drinking on the other is in line with previous studies (e.g., 
Kam et al., 2009; van der Vorst et al., 2006). However, no 
direct relationship was found between quality of communi-
cation and alcohol use. The latter contradicts results from a 
previous cross-sectional study that showed a positive link 
between quality of communication and alcohol use (Spi-
jkerman et al., 2008), but longitudinal results from van den 
Eijnden et al. (2011) corroborated our fi nding. The relatively 
ambiguous role of quality of communication about alcohol 
in understanding adolescents’ drinking behavior warrants 
further investigation of this alcohol-specifi c parenting prac-

tice—for example, its role as a moderator variable—based 
on previous research.
 An autonomy-supportive environment (i.e., strict rules 
combined with high-quality conversations about alcohol) 
was expected to result in higher levels of self-control in 
adolescents (Patock-Peckham et al., 2011; Ryan and Deci, 
2000). This expectation was validated in the sense that this 
effective alcohol-specifi c parenting style indeed predicted 
lower rates of drinking because of an increase in adoles-
cents’ self-control. Moreover, only in families that reported 
high-quality communication about alcohol, strict rule setting 
effectively increased self-control and subsequent drinking 
behavior. This supports previous research on general and 
alcohol-specifi c parenting that suggests that parenting is 
most effective when a form of external control is combined 
with parental warmth (e.g., Darling and Steinberg, 1993; 
Koning et al., 2012; Patock-Peckham et al., 2011).
 It is interesting that strict rules enhanced adolescents’ 
ability to control their behavior, irrespective of the quality 
of parent–child communication. However, more self-control 
resulted in less alcohol use only among adolescents with 
high-quality communication, whereas in adolescents with 
low-quality parent–child communication, no such relation-
ship was found. Previous research has shown that in addition 
to ability, the willingness to control one’s own behavior also 
plays a role in the decision to engage in drinking behavior 
(Gladwin et al., 2011). In families with poor parent–child 
communication where parents set strict rules, adolescents 
may be less motivated to adhere to parents’ rules, because 
they perceive parental authority as less legitimate (Jack-
son, 2002) and therefore feel less inhibited to abstain from 
drinking (Telzer et al., 2013). This, in fact, underlines recent 
developments concerning the study of risk behavior in 
adolescence.
 It seems not as much the inability to control one’s own 
behavior (less cognitive control skills) that underlies the in-
crease in risk-taking behavior in adolescence, but rather the 
fl exibility of engagement in cognitive functioning depending 
on the motivational salience of the context (Crone and Dahl, 
2012; Telzer et al., 2013). More specifi cally, the degree to 
which adolescents engage in self-control to refrain from 
drinking depends on their motivation. Telzer et al. (2013) 
demonstrated that adolescents who value family obligations 
(such as feelings of value, meaningfulness, and intrinsic 
reward) are more motivated to engage in self-control skills 
to avoid risk-taking behavior. Parental support in itself did 
not predict higher engagement in self-controlling skills, 
which point at the need for intrinsic motivation to use self-
controlling skills. How parents’ (alcohol-specifi c) child-
rearing practices can augment the development of intrinsic 
motivation in adolescents to avoid (heavy) drinking warrants 
further investigation.
 The current study revealed that a combination of strict-
ness and high-quality conversations is of importance for 
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adolescents’ drinking, as was found in previous research 
(Koning et al., 2012), and, more important, that this re-
lationship can be explained by the development of self-
constraining skills. The current fi ndings therefore are in 
support of the self-determination theory and indicate that 
this theory can also be applied to alcohol-specifi c parenting. 
In addition, these results give reason to further investigate 
the role of motivation in the relationship between parenting 
and adolescents’ alcohol use.

Limitations

 The current fi ndings should be considered in light of 
some limitations. First, the results are based on self-reported 
data by adolescents. Although multiple-informant data are 
preferred, self-reported measures have been found to be a 
reliable method to assess alcohol use (DelBoca and Darkes, 
2003; Koning et al., 2010b) and are often used in studies 
with large sample sizes.
 Second, self-control partially mediated the indirect ef-
fect of rules regarding alcohol on alcohol use. In fact, the 
mediation effect of rules about alcohol via adolescents’ self-
control is relatively small. This indicates that adolescents’ 
self-control is not the only factor that mediates the impact 
of alcohol-specifi c parenting on drinking behavior. Other 
contributing factors to consider include the availability of 
alcohol at home (van den Eijnden et al., 2011), peer infl u-
ences (Kiesner et al., 2010), and individual factors such as 
impulsivity and motivations to drink (Patock-Peckham et al., 
2011; Pieters et al., 2012).
 Third, no distinction was made between mothers and 
fathers regarding their infl uence on adolescents’ drinking. 
However, previous studies have demonstrated differential 
impact of parenting based on parents’ gender (e.g., Chassin 
and Handley, 2006; Patock-Peckham et al., 2011). Therefore, 
future studies should assess maternal and paternal parenting 
separately in relation to adolescents’ alcohol use.
 Fourth, a general measure of self-control was used. 
Previous research indicates that an alcohol intervention 
program targeting parenting practices and adolescents’ self-
control indeed increased this general self-control measure 
in adolescents (Koning et al., 2011b, 2013). Although this 
suggests the relevance of a general measure of self-control, 
it would be interesting to examine in a longitudinal study 
the role of alcohol-specifi c self-control via the construct of 
impaired control over drinking (see Heather et al., 1993; 
Leeman et al., 2012) in relation to alcohol-specifi c parent-
ing and adolescents’ alcohol use. This would be particu-
larly pertinent, because Mares et al. (2013) demonstrated 
a cross-sectional mediation effect of alcohol-specifi c self-
control in the relationship between alcohol-specifi c par-
enting and adolescents’ alcohol use. In addition, in future 
research, it would be interesting to distinguish self-control 
from impulsivity and sensation seeking—both important 

indicators of general self-control (Earleywine and Finn, 
1991; Sher and Trull, 1994).

Implications

 The current fi ndings have theoretical and practical impli-
cations. Theoretically, the current fi ndings are in support of 
the self-determination theory (Ryan and Deci, 2000)—that 
is, parents infl uence their child’s self-control by setting strict 
rules about alcohol and by engaging in high-quality com-
munication about it. In a practical sense, this implies that 
strict rule setting and good parent–child communication 
are important preventative targets for parents. In addition, 
interventions simultaneously targeting self-control in adoles-
cents and alcohol-specifi c parenting may foster even better 
outcomes (Koning et al., 2009, 2011a, 2013). This study is 
the fi rst to provide more insight into the mechanism of self-
control underlying the relationship between alcohol-specifi c 
parenting and adolescents’ alcohol use.
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