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Abstract

Juvenile substance use continues to be well researched. Prior research suggests that youth
substance use can have far-reaching impacts. While several causes of substance use have
been explored, including parental supervision and family structure, it is unclear if caregiver
type can impact a juvenile’s substance-using behavior. The current study uses school-level
data to examine self-reported substance use among youth who reside with both biological
parents, a single parent, custodial grandparent(s), or other caregiver types. The results
identify significant differences in self-reported substance use across primary caregiver
types. These findings have implications for specific substance use prevention programs to
target youth who reside in custodial grandparent-headed households.
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1. Introduction

Juvenile substance use continues to concern scholars, policy makers, and practitioners
on a global level (Degenhardt et al., 2016). While adolescence is often a period of growth
and transition for youth, it is also usually when substance use first occurs. In addition
to the availability and use of alcohol and tobacco among the world’s youth, there are
additional concerns surrounding how illicit drug use can interrupt or damage adolescents’
ability to grow and transition into adulthood (Degenhardt et al., 2016). Prior research
suggests that early use of drugs and alcohol can negatively impact both the physical and
mental well-being of youth (Schulte & Hser, 2013; Stone et al., 2012). Early substance use
can also put youth at an increased risk of engaging in dangerous driving habits, risky
sexual behavior, and delinquent or criminal behavior (Crews et al., 2007; DeLisi et al., 2015;
Gordon et al., 2004; Hall et al., 2016; Phillips, 2012), and it can increase the risk of them
developing a substance use disorder later in life (Kessler et al., 2001). For these reasons,
scholars and policy makers continue to investigate why youth engage in substance use and
who is more likely to need preventative and treatment services (Degenhardt et al., 2016).

Extant literature has highlighted several risk factors associated with youth sub-
stance use, including parental substance use, traumatic experiences, or peer associations
(Aarons et al., 2008; Gmel et al., 2025; Rusby et al., 2018; Seker et al., 2021; Valdez et al.,
2024). Family characteristics and household structure have also been a focus of the prior
literature, with scholars arguing that youth who are raised in two-parent households are
significantly less likely to engage in substance use than youth raised in other household
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types (Demuth & Brown, 2004; Kroese et al., 2021; Stritzel & Crosnoe, 2023; Stritzel et al.,
2022; Valdez et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2020). However, the number of two-parent house-
holds has been decreasing over time, with more youth living in households with one
biological parent and a stepparent (Jacobsen & Zaatut, 2022), extended family members, or
custodial grandparents (Hemez & Washington, 2021). While a growing body of research
has emerged investigating various outcomes associated with youth who reside in custodial
grandparent-headed households (L. Campbell et al., 2012; Dubowitz et al., 1994; Goulette
et al., 2016; Lee & Villagrana, 2015; Ryan et al., 2010; Sands et al., 2009; Scott & Goulette,
2023; Scott et al., 2022; Shovali et al., 2020; Smith & Palmieri, 2007; Smith et al., 2008, 2019),
it is unclear if primary caregiver type influences youth substance use. The current study
aims to contribute to this gap in the literature by examining the self-reported substance use
of youth who reside with both biological parents, a single parent, custodial grandparent(s),
or other caregiver types.

2. Theoretical Perspectives Surrounding the Family Unit’s Influence on
Youth Behavior

Several theoretical perspectives have been put forth to explain the impact family
environment can have on youth’s behavior (Alboukordi et al., 2012; Goulette et al., 2016;
Kroese et al., 2021; Scott et al., 2022; Valdez et al., 2024). Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), in
their General Theory of Crime, explained that youth in two parent households were less
likely to engage in delinquent or problematic behavior if their caregivers closely supervised,
monitored, and disciplined their behavior. In doing so, caregivers were instilling a high
level of self-control in youth (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). Comparatively, single-parent
households may not provide a consistent level of supervision or discipline to reduce the
risk of youth engaging in delinquent or substance-using behavior (Breivik et al., 2009;
Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Hoffmann, 2017; Valdez et al., 2024). Single parents, especially
single mothers, may need to work outside of the home for longer periods of time to provide
for their children (Hoffmann, 2017).

In regards to the tenets of Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) theory, the extant literature
has been pretty clear. Youth who reside in two-parent households are less likely to engage
in delinquent or antisocial behavior than youth who are raised in households with a single
parent or a biological parent and stepparent (Hoffmann, 2017; Jacobsen & Zaatut, 2022;
Valdez et al., 2024). Prior research also suggests that youth who reside in a two-parent
household are less likely to use drugs and alcohol than youth raised by a single parent,
a step-parent, or other caregiver type (Demuth & Brown, 2004; Fagan & Wright, 2012;
Hoffmann, 1995, 2017, 2022; Kroese et al., 2021; Stritzel & Crosnoe, 2023; Stritzel et al., 2022;
Valdez et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2020).

A second theoretical explanation posits that a youth'’s risk to engage in delinquent
behavior is not just attributed to the number of caregivers within a household, but the
quality of the relationship between youth and caregiver (Hirschi, 1969; Jacobsen & Zaatut,
2022). Hirschi (1969) argued that youth who held strong attachments to caregivers, or
other role models, were more likely to conform to societal norms, the expectations of
their caregivers, and were less likely to engage in delinquent or substance-using behavior.
Conversely, youth who had a neutral or negative attachment to their caregivers may be
more likely to engage in delinquent or substance-using behavior because they were less
inclined to conform to others’ expectations (Hirschi, 1969; Jacobsen & Zaatut, 2022; Thaxton
& Agnew, 2004). Under this perspective, youth who are raised in a single-parent household
may be less likely to engage in delinquent behavior if there is a strong attachment between
caregiver and child (Jacobsen & Zaatut, 2022).
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Prior research suggests that the risk of youth becoming delinquent or antisocial expo-
nentially decreases depending on whether they are strongly attached to one or both parents
(Demuth & Brown, 2004; Mack et al., 2007; Scott et al., 2022). Other research argues that
in comparison to paternal attachments, maternal attachments can be far more effective at
reducing the risk of delinquent behavior for male youth (Griffin et al., 2000; Hirtenlehner &
Sims Blackwell, 2015; Mack et al., 2007). According to scholars, the relationship between
caregiver and youth, in any household type, might be negatively affected by conflict or ad-
ditional circumstances (Demuth & Brown, 2004; Mack et al., 2007; Jacobsen & Zaatut, 2022).
For example, youth who reside with a single-parent, stepparent, or other caregiver type
may have experienced stress with changes in housing or the introduction of different care-
givers over time (Kierkus et al., 2010). Some of these youth may have endured additional
traumatic events during childhood, including domestic violence, abuse, neglect, or unstable
housing, potentially impacting the quality of bonds between youth and their caregivers
(Seker et al., 2021; Valdez et al., 2024). Youth may use drugs or alcohol to cope with or
escape from these traumatic or stressful experiences (Aarons et al., 2008; Seker et al., 2021;
Valdez et al., 2024). Despite this, however, caregivers can build warm, nurturing, involved
relationships with youth, regardless of past experiences (Chavda & Nisarga, 2023). Scholars
argue that involved caregivers who provide supervision and have a positive relationship
with the juveniles in their care can reduce the risk of youth engaging in delinquent or
substance-using behavior (Demuth & Brown, 2004; Flewelling & Bauman, 1990; Goulette
et al., 2016; Jacobsen & Zaatut, 2022; Scott & Goulette, 2023).

Custodial Grandparent-Headed Households

Although many of the extant studies suggest that two-parent households are in the
best position to supervise, care for, and protect youth from using drugs and alcohol, it
is important to consider other family structure types as well. According to Hemez and
Washington (2021), the number of youth residing with both of their biological parents has
been decreasing over time. Juveniles may reside with stepparents (Jacobsen & Zaatut, 2022),
extended family members, also known as kinship care (Kelley et al., 2011; Ryan et al., 2010;
Scott et al., 2022; Wu et al., 2020), or custodial grandparents (Hemez & Washington, 2021).
For example, in 2020, it was reported that roughly three million juveniles resided with
relatives and not with a biological parent. Nearly 55 percent of these youth lived with
a grandparent (Hemez & Washington, 2021). Kinship care and custodial grandparent-
headed households can develop because of a formal court ruling or through an informal
arrangement agreed upon by the youth’s parents and grandparents (Hayslip et al., 2019;
Wu et al., 2020). Several reasons have been noted for the formation of custodial grandparent-
headed households, including parental death, incarceration, abandonment, mental illness,
drug abuse, and teenage pregnancy (Choi et al., 2016; Kelley et al., 2011; Smith et al., 2019;
Taylor et al., 2016).

The extant literature remains relatively mixed on whether kinship and custodial
grandparent-headed households are beneficial for youth and their caregivers (L. Campbell
et al., 2012; Kelley et al., 2011; Neely-Barnes et al., 2010; Sands et al., 2009; Smith et al.,
2008, 2019; Washington et al., 2013, 2014; Wu et al., 2020). According to Wu et al. (2015,
2020), kinship care is often viewed to be the preferred placement option, and in the youth’s
best interest so that family relationships are fostered, and youth are given more stability
and consistency (Coleman & Wu, 2016; Frame et al., 2000; M. A. Winokur et al., 2008;
M. Winokur et al., 2014). Prior research suggests that kinship care can lead to positive
outcomes, including feelings of safety and security reported by youth (Sands et al., 2009),
and a reduced likelihood of youth developing physical and mental health problems in the
future (M. A. Winokur et al., 2008; Wu et al., 2020). Scholars argue that kinship caregivers



Youth 2025, 5, 75

4of 16

who foster a warm and consistent relationship can further protect youth from delinquent
or substance-using behavior (Goulette et al., 2016; Jacobsen & Zaatut, 2022; Johnson-Garner
& Meyers, 2003). Youth who reported feeling loved, safe, and protected while in the care of
their grandparents were found to excel in school and develop friendships with their peers
(Sands et al., 2009; Shovali et al., 2020). Scholars have found that youth who are placed in
kinship care can develop resiliency, furthering their ability to thrive (Goulette et al., 2016;
Sands et al., 2009; Washington et al., 2013, 2014).

Other research suggests that kinship care and custodial grandparent-headed house-
holds can negatively impact youth. Scholars argue that being removed from the care
of their biological parents and placed in the care of their grandparents may traumatize
youth and lead them to develop problematic behavior or future psychological issues
(Dubowitz et al., 1994; Lee & Villagrana, 2015; Sands et al., 2009; Smith & Palmieri, 2007).
While in kinship care, youth who experience inconsistent discipline or parenting practices
may have difficulty adjusting at home or at school (Goulette et al., 2016; Kelley et al., 2011;
Smith & Richardson, 2008; Smith et al., 2008; Scott & Goulette, 2023). These youth may
struggle with peer interactions and were found to have an increased risk of developing
internalizing and externalizing problems over time (L. Campbell et al., 2012; Smith et al.,
2008, 2019). Prior research suggests that emotional or behavioral problems experienced
by youth may become more intense or more frequent as they age (Goulette et al., 2016;
Neely-Barnes et al., 2010).

For these reasons, scholars continue to investigate more specific outcomes for juveniles
who are raised in custodial grandparent-headed households. In addition to examining the
emotional, behavioral, and academic achievements of youth raised by custodial grandpar-
ents (L. Campbell et al., 2012; Dubowitz et al., 1994; Lee & Villagrana, 2015; Sands et al.,
2009; Shovali et al., 2020; Smith & Palmieri, 2007; Smith et al., 2008, 2019), a limited number
of studies have investigated whether these youth are likely to come into contact with the
police (Goulette et al., 2016), get arrested for criminal behavior (Ryan et al., 2010), join a
gang (Scott & Goulette, 2023), or reoffend after contact with the juvenile justice or criminal
justice systems (L. R. Campbell et al., 2006).

Limited research has explored whether youth raised by custodial grandparents are at
an increased risk of engaging in substance use (Robbins et al., 2006; Xu et al., 2022). In their
analysis of African American custodial grandparent-headed and parent-headed households,
Robbins et al. (2006) found no significant differences in the self-reported frequency use
of alcohol, marijuana, or other drugs between the two groups of youth. In their review
of the extant literature surrounding custodial grandparent-headed households, Xu et al.
(2022) also noted no significant differences in substance use between youth raised by their
grandparents and other caregiver types. In contrast, L. R. Campbell et al. (2006) found
that while youth raised in custodial grandparent-headed households were more likely to
have previous assaults, delinquency referrals, and other school problems, they were less
likely to have substance use issues than youth raised in parent-headed households. Finally,
Valdez et al. (2024) noted that, in comparison to youth raised in two-parent households,
youth who resided with custodial grandparents reported higher odds of vaping, marijuana,
and other substance use.

3. Current Study

With the far-reaching consequences of juvenile substance use noted in the prior liter-
ature as it relates to youth physical and mental health, growth and social development,
and its association to delinquent, criminal, and risky behavior (Crews et al., 2007; Gordon
et al., 2004; Hall et al., 2016; Nawi et al., 2021; Schulte & Hser, 2013; Stone et al., 2012;
Xu et al., 2022), attempts to identify youth who may be at an increased risk of engaging in
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such behavior is of the utmost importance. While much of the prior research investigating
how family structure can influence youth’s likelihood to engage in substance use has
focused on youth who reside with both biological parents, single parents, or a stepparent,
it is important to recognize the growth of custodial grandparent-headed households.

The purpose of the current study was to investigate the self-reported substance use
of youth who were raised by custodial grandparents in comparison to youth who resided
with other caregiver types. The current study contributes to the field and aims to improve
prior research in several ways. First, the current study analyzed a large sample of youth
from the state of Arizona. Prior research involving youth of custodial grandparent-headed
households has used relatively small sample sizes (L. R. Campbell et al., 2006). Second,
caregiver types are compared to one another without combining kinship care and custodial
grandparent-headed households (Ryan et al., 2010). Finally, the current study examines
juvenile substance use as it relates to multiple substances, including cigarettes, e-cigarettes,
alcohol, and marijuana in three forms (bud/flower, edibles, or smoked). This extends prior
works that have focused on a limited number of these substances (Robbins et al., 2006).

4. Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1. Youth with both biological parents as their primary caregiver type will be less likely
to self-report ever using alcohol, cigarettes, e-cigarettes, or marijuana in multiple forms (bud/flower,
edibles, or smoked) compared to youth with custodial grandparent(s).

Hypothesis 2. Youth with a single parent as their primary caregiver will be more likely to self-
report ever using alcohol, cigarettes, e-cigarettes, or marijuana in multiple forms (bud/flower, edibles,
or smoked) compared to youth with custodial grandparent(s).

Hypothesis 3. Youth with custodial grandparent(s) as their primary caregiver will be more likely
to self-report ever using alcohol, cigarettes, e-cigarettes, or marijuana in multiple forms (bud/flower,
edibles, or smoked) compared to youth with other caregiver types.

5. Method

The current study analyzed data from the Arizona Youth Survey (AYS). This sur-
vey is conducted together by the Arizona Criminal Justice Commission and the Arizona
State University’s School of Criminology and Criminal Justice. The AYS is given to a
sample of 8th, 10th, and 12th graders throughout the state every two years, and asks
several questions related to gang involvement, substance use, as well as other behaviors
(Scott & Goulette, 2023). Only data from the 2020 survey data was used in the current study
as it included the most variables and cases for the analyses.

5.1. Dependent Variables

Six outcome measures capturing youth’ self-reported substance use were analyzed.
These were dichotomous measures examining if the youth had ever used cigarettes, e-
cigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana in three forms (bud/flower, edibles, or smoked). These
binary measures were created from original survey items which asked youth, “how old were
you when you first smoked a cigarette, vaped e-juice/e-liquid with nicotine, had more than
a sip or two of alcohol, used marijuana buds/flowers, used food/drinks with marijuana
(edibles), and smoked marijuana?” The response options for these items included: never,
1-10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17-21. The response categories were collapsed and compared
youth who reported never trying the substance (no = 0) with youth who reported trying
the substance at a particular age (yes = 1).
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5.2. Independent Variables

Youth'’s primary caregiver type was the independent variable of interest in the current
analyses. In the original survey, youth were asked to report their primary caregiver type.
Their choices included mother/father, stepparent, grandparent, foster parent, other adult,
or none. Several dichotomous measures were created to capture whether a youth’s primary
caregiver(s) was both biological parents, a single parent, grandparent(s), or other caregiver
type. Youth who reported their primary caregiver type to be their grandparents served as
the reference group in the multivariate logistic regression analyses.

Several control variables were also included in the current analyses. A youth’s age
and number of siblings were measured as count variables. A youth’s race/ethnicity (White,
Black, Latino, or other (reference category) and sex (female = 1, male = 0) were also
included. A dichotomous variable was used to capture income level and compared youth
who received free lunch at school (yes = 1) from youth who did not receive free lunch
at school (no = 0). Finally, a caregiver’s education level was included as a dichotomous
measure and compared caregivers who completed high school (yes = 1) from those who
did not complete high school (no = 0).

5.3. Analysis

The primary goal of the current study was to explore if youth who were raised by
custodial grandparents were more likely to report using these substances when compared
to youth raised by other caregiver types. Analyses included bivariate chi square analyses
due to the categorical dependent and independent variables and multivariate logistic
regression models examining the impact of youth’s caregiver type on likelihood of self-
reported substance use. Missing data were minimal and handled through listwise deletion.
This resulted in a final sample of 23,790 youth in the multivariate analysis.

6. Results
6.1. Descriptive and Bivariate

Characteristics of the survey sample are displayed in Table 1. Over 70% of the youth
surveyed reported having both biological parents as primary caregivers. Less than 1%
of youth reported having grandparent(s) as their primary caregivers. Out of the youth
surveyed, about 45% of the sample identified as White while another 36% of youth reported
being Latino/a/x. Nearly half of the sample identified as female. Roughly 46% of the
youth surveyed reported to receive free lunch at school.

Table 1. Independent and control variable descriptive statistics.

Measures Percentage

Primary Caregiver %

Both Biological Parents 70.16%

Single Parent 11.86%

Grandparent(s) 0.76%

Other Caregiver Types 17.22%
Race %

White 44.98%

Latino 35.79%

Black 7.06%
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Table 1. Cont.

Measures Percentage
Other 12.17%
Mean Age in Years 15.36
Free Lunch % 46.10%
Have Sibling(s) % 78.21%
Caregiver Completed High School % 90.17%
Female % 49.53%

The results of the chi square analyses are presented in Table 2 and reveal several
significant associations between primary caregiver type and juvenile substance use. Specifi-
cally, there was a significant difference in the use of cigarettes, e-cigarettes, alcohol, and all
three forms of marijuana when comparing youth of grandparent-headed households and
youth with other caregiver types. Due to these significant findings, multivariate logistic
regression analyses were conducted to control for other variables and reduce the amount
of spuriousness (Alexopoulos, 2010).

Table 2. Bivariate analyses of primary caregiver type and substance use.

Primary . . Smoked Marijuana Marijuana
Caregiver Type Cigarette Use  E-Cigarette Use Alcohol Use Marijuana Edible Bud/Flower
B"tll‘,frfiotsgmal 12.98% ** 30.50% *** 40.18% *** 29.02% *** 20.17% *** 21.00% *+*

Single Parent 20.04% *** 39.60% *** 49.26% *** 42.40% *** 32.33% *** 33.95% ***
Grandparent(s) 25.89% *** 43.75% *** 51.80% *** 50.45% *** 39.73% *** 43.75% ***
g;‘;;f;ﬁ;g 20.87% *** 39.63% *** 48.80% *** 41.70% ** 31.91% ** 32.30% ***

Notes: *** p < 0.001.

6.2. Logistic Regression

Table 3 presents the results of the multivariate logistic regression, with Model 1 exam-
ining self-reported alcohol use, Model 2 examining cigarette use, and Model 3 examining
e-cigarette use among youth raised by the differing primary caregiver types. In comparison
to youth raised by custodial grandparents, youth raised by both parents were significantly
less likely to self-report alcohol use (O.R. = 0.66, p < 0.01). Youth who reported to be raised
by both biological parents were also significantly less likely to report cigarette use than
youth raised by a custodial grandparent (O.R. = 0.51, p < 0.001). This trend also followed
when examining self-reported e-cigarette use among youth. No significant differences were
found when comparing self-reported alcohol, cigarette, or e-cigarette use among youth who
were raised by a single parent, other caregiver type, and those with a custodial grandparent
as their primary caregiver.

Several control variables were also found to significantly influence self-reported al-
cohol, cigarette, and e-cigarette use among youth raised by different primary caregiver
types. As expected, older youth were more likely to report ever using alcohol, cigarettes,
and e-cigarettes than younger youth. In comparison to youth of other races/ethnicities,
White and Black youth were more likely to report using alcohol and e-cigarettes while
Hispanic youth were significantly more likely to report using alcohol than other youth.
In comparison to youth who did not report receiving free lunch at school, youth who
received free lunch at school were significantly more likely to report ever using alcohol
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and e-cigarettes. Youth who reported having siblings were significantly more likely to
self-report using all three substances while youth raised by a caregiver who graduated
high school were significantly more likely to report ever using alcohol and cigarettes. No
significant differences in the use of e-cigarettes were found. Finally, female youth were
significantly more likely to report using alcohol, cigarettes, and e-cigarettes than male
youth who were surveyed.

Table 3. Alcohol and cigarette use.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
(Alcohol) (Cigarette) (E-Cigarette)
n = 23,790 n = 23,790 n = 23,790
Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
(se) (se) (se)
Single parent household 0.91 0.83 0.85
(0.15) (0.16) (0.14)
Two-parent household 0.66 ** 0.51 *** 0.58 **
(0.10) (0.10) (0.09)
Other caregiver type household 0.99 1.18 0.96
(0.17) (0.24) (0.16)
Youth age 1.29 *** 1.18 *** 1.25 ***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
White 1.08 ** 0.93 1.11 ***
(0.02) (0.03) (0.02)
Hispanic 1.16 *** 0.94 1.05
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02)
Black 0.81 *** 1.08 0.89 **
(0.03) (0.05) (0.03)
Free lunch 0.86 *** 1.004 0.88 ***
(0.02) (0.04) (0.02)
Siblings 0.75 *** 0.77 ** 0.78 ***
(0.02) (0.03) (0.02)
Caregiver HS completed 0.95 *** 0.82 ** 0.93
(0.04) (0.05) (0.04)
Female 1.36 *** 0.75 *** 1.23 ***
(0.03) (0.02) (0.03)

% < 0.001; ** p < 0.01.

Table 4 presents the results of the multivariate logistic regression examining the
self-reported marijuana use among youth raised by different primary caregiver types.
Custodial grandparent(s) was the reference category in Models 4-6. In examining the self-
reported use of marijuana in bud or flower form, youth raised by both biological parents
were significantly less likely to ever use than youth raised by custodial grandparents
(O.R. =0.37, p < 0.001). In comparison to youth raised by custodial grandparents, youth
raised by both parents were also significantly less likely to report ever using marijuana
edibles (O.R. = 0.44, p < 0.001). No significant differences in use of marijuana bud/flower
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or edibles were found when comparing youth of custodial grandparent-headed households
and youth who resided with a single parent or other caregiver type. Youth raised by both
biological parents were significantly less likely to self-report ever smoking marijuana in
comparison to youth raised by custodial grandparents (O.R. = 0.43, p < 0.001). Youth
who reported having a single parent as their primary caregiver were also significantly
less likely to report ever smoking marijuana than youth raised by a custodial grandparent
(O.R. =0.71, p < 0.05). No significant differences in self-reported marijuana smoking were
found when comparing youth with custodial grandparents and youth with other primary
caregiver types.

Table 4. Marijuana use.

Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
(Marijuana (Marijuana (Smoked
Bud/Flower) Edibles) Marijuana)
n = 23,790 n = 23,790 n = 23,790
Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
(se) (se) (se)
Single parent household 0.68 * 0.78 0.71*
(0.11) (0.13) (0.05)
Two-parent household 0.37 *** 0.44 *** 0.43 ***
(0.06) (0.07) (0.07)
Other caregiver type household 0.73 0.93 0.80
(0.01) (0.16) (0.14)
Youth age 1.36 *** 1.24 *** 1.31 ***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
White 0.92 ** 0.87 *** 0.92 **
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Hispanic 1.02 1.05 1.09 **
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Black 1.10* 1.14 ** 1.05
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Free lunch 1.00 1.04 0.97
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Siblings 0.77 *** 0.78 *** 0.79 ***
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02)
Caregiver HS completed 0.88 * 0.87 * 0.89 *
(0.05) (0.05) (0.04)
Female 0.92 ** 1.05 1.13 ***
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

***p <0.001; ** p <0.01; * p < 0.05.

Several control variables were also found to significantly influence self-reported mar-
jjuana use among surveyed youth. While White youth were significantly more likely to
self-report using marijuana in all three forms (bud/flower, edibles, or smoke), Hispanic
youth were more likely to report smoking marijuana than other youth. In comparison to
other youth, Black youth were more likely to report ever using marijuana in bud/flower
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or in edible form, but no significant differences were noted in self-reported marijuana
smoking. Being raised with siblings and having a caregiver who graduated high school
increased the odds of self-reported marijuana use across the three forms. In comparison to
males, females were significantly more likely to self-report using marijuana buds/flowers
or smoking marijuana. No significant differences were found in examining the use of
edibles among surveyed male and female youth.

7. Discussion

Scholars and practitioners continue to examine factors associated with juvenile sub-
stance use. Prior research suggests that substance use during adolescence can nega-
tively impact the physical and mental health, growth, and social development of youth
(Crews et al., 2007; Gordon et al., 2004; Hall et al., 2016; Nawi et al., 2021). Juvenile sub-
stance use has been shown to be associated with youth engaging in delinquent, criminal,
and risky behavior, and is likely to increase the risk of youth developing a substance
use disorder later in life (Crews et al., 2007; DelLisi et al., 2015; Gordon et al., 2004; Hall
et al., 2016; Kessler et al., 2001; Nawi et al., 2021; Phillips, 2012; Seker et al., 2021; Schulte
& Hser, 2013; Stone et al., 2012). Extant research examining how family structure influ-
ences youth’s substance use contends that two-parent households may be in the best
position to protect youth from using drugs and alcohol through consistent supervision
and discipline (Demuth & Brown, 2004; Fagan & Wright, 2012; Hoffmann, 1995, 2017,
2022; Kroese et al., 2021; Stritzel & Crosnoe, 2023; Stritzel et al., 2022; Valdez et al., 2024;
Zhang et al., 2020). However, much of this research has focused on examining the risk
of substance use of youth who reside in two-parent, single parent, or stepparent house-
holds. As the number of custodial grandparent-headed households has increased over time
(Hemez & Washington, 2021), there is a growing population of youth who are not included
in this area of research (Robbins et al., 2006; Valdez et al., 2024; Xu et al., 2022). Therefore,
the current study contributes to the limited literature surrounding youth who are raised in
custodial grandparent-headed households and their self-reported drug use.

The current study suggests that youth who are raised by custodial grandparents may
be more likely to self-report ever using alcohol, cigarettes, e-cigarettes, and marijuana
than youth raised by their biological parents, a single parent, or other caregiver types. As
highlighted by the prior literature, youth who reside with their grandparents may do so
because their biological parents were unable or unwilling to care for them (Choi et al., 2016;
Kelley et al., 2011; Smith et al., 2015; Taylor et al., 2016). This disruption or change in
living arrangements and caregivers may have caused these youth stress and/or trauma
(Dubowitz et al., 1994; Lee & Villagrana, 2015; Sands et al., 2009; Smith & Palmieri, 2007).
Scholars contend that youth in custodial grandparent-headed households may have unre-
solved trauma from experiencing domestic violence, unstable housing, abuse, or neglect
prior to residing with their grandparent(s) (Sands et al., 2009; Seker et al., 2021; Valdez et al.,
2024). While it is unclear why these youth reported using these substances, scholars argue
that youth who experience traumatic events may use drugs and alcohol to cope with or es-
cape from these past experiences (Aarons et al., 2008; Valdez et al., 2024; Seker et al., 2021).

Another potential explanation for the current findings may be related to the type
of parenting practices and discipline techniques youth raised by custodial grandparents
experience at home. Prior research suggests that custodial grandparents may experience
elevated stress in parenting their growing grandchildren. Youth in custodial grandparent-
headed households are at an increased risk of developing internalizing and externalizing
problems (L. Campbell et al., 2012; Smith et al., 2008, 2019). These emotional and behav-
ioral problems can increase in frequency and intensity as youth grow older (Neely-Barnes
et al., 2010). Scholars contend that custodial grandparents report elevated stress, espe-
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cially “when grandchildren have physical and/or psychological problems associated with
parental crisis and/or maltreatment” (Hayslip et al., 2019, p. 156; see also Gleeson et al.,,
2009). This elevated stress can negatively impact grandparents” parenting and disciplin-
ing strategies, which in turn, can exacerbate their grandchildren’s problematic behavior
(Kelley et al., 2011). Other research contends that custodial grandparents can be less atten-
tive to their grandchildren’s needs, potentially creating further stress for both (Kaminski
et al.,, 2008). This may increase the risk of youth raised by custodial grandparents to use
drugs and alcohol in comparison to youth with other caregiver types.

Finally, the increased use of cigarettes, e-cigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana among
youth raised by a custodial grandparent might be the result of these substances being
more readily available. According to recent Monitoring the Future (MTF) data, another
school-based survey focused on investigating youth substance use, surveyed 8th, 10th, and
12th graders reported easy availability of substances, including alcohol, cigarettes, and mar-
ijuana (Johnston et al., 2020). These substances are among the ones most frequently used by
surveyed youth. The current findings may have little to do with primary caregiver type and
more to do with youthful experimentation and ease of availability (Johnston et al., 2020).

While not a direct focus of the present study, the current analyses found that sur-
veyed female youth were significantly more likely than males to self-report ever using
cigarettes, e-cigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana buds/flowers or smoking marijuana. This is
a bit unusual because males generally report higher rates of substance use than females
(Johnston et al., 2020). However, as discussed by Johnston et al. (2020), female juvenile
substance use has been increasing over the years, and has even surpassed male substance
use, especially in the use of marijuana. Gaps in substance use between male and female
youth tend to narrow as the groups age as well (Johnston et al., 2020). It is unclear whether
the current analyses captured similar findings as highlighted by Johnston et al. (2020), but
it is something to consider.

7.1. Limitations and Directions for Future Research

While the current study significantly contributes to the body of literature on custodial
grandparent-headed households and their influence on youth self-reported substance use,
there are several limitations that should be considered. First, the current analyses used
only one year of cross-sectional data from the Arizona Youth Survey (AYS). Our findings
should be interpreted with caution as we were unable to determine that primary caregiver
type caused youth to use cigarettes, e-cigarettes, alcohol, or marijuana. Additionally, it
is unclear how long youth had been in the care of their identified primary caregiver or if
their caregiver type had changed before they were surveyed. Future research examining
whether primary caregiver types influence juvenile substance use should employ longi-
tudinal data so that length of care and the emergence of substance use of youth can be
established and followed over time. Second, while prior literature surrounding family
structure and its impact on juvenile behavior has focused on caregivers’ ability to super-
vise and discipline youth’s problematic behavior, this was not the focus of the current
study. Other relevant characteristics could have been unintentionally omitted from the
current analyses. Future research should explore additional characteristics associated with
juvenile substance use and attempt to identify the unique needs of youth who reside in
grandparent-headed households.

Additional limitations associated with the AYS data include generalizability and how
it is administered (Scott & Goulette, 2023). Because the current study used only one year of
data from one state, Arizona, the findings presented here may not be generalizable to other
groups of youth and their caregivers. However, the current analyses seemed to highlight
similar trends observed within a nationally representative data set, Monitoring the Future
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(Johnston et al., 2020). Additional research in other jurisdictions should be conducted
to more clearly explore primary caregiver type and its influence on juvenile substance
use. Moreover, the AYS is a school-based survey. Youth who were absent from school, or
who did not attend school, the day surveys were administered were not included in data
collection or the current analyses (Scott & Goulette, 2023). This is an important omission to
recognize as these youth might be at a greater risk of engaging in substance use, regardless
of caregiver type (Henry & Thornberry, 2010). Finally, self-reported measures should be
interpreted cautiously, as surveyed youth may not have been completely honest when
reporting their use of cigarettes, e-cigarettes, alcohol, or marijuana. While some students
may have over-exaggerated their use of these substances, especially if they completed the
survey in the presence of their peers, others may have under-reported their prior substance
use. Scholars may want to consider using other data sources in the future, if possible.

7.2. Policy Implications

Despite these limitations, the findings of the current study highlight several policy im-
plications. It is suggested that more support services are offered to custodial grandparents
and their grandchildren, highlighting the unique needs of both groups (L. R. Campbell
et al., 2006; Mendoza et al., 2020; Sadruddin et al., 2019). Prior research suggests that custo-
dial grandparents may struggle to manage the academic, social, and financial challenges
associated with raising one’s grandchildren later in life (Goulette et al., 2016). Custodial
grandparents may benefit from attending parenting classes to help manage youth’s be-
havior and address any caregiving struggles they experience. Parenting classes may assist
custodial grandparents in understanding the importance of monitoring youth’s behavior
and building a close relationship with their grandchildren to protect them from beginning
or engaging in substance use (Valdez et al., 2024). Support services that help custodial
grandparents develop coping skills to manage their stress, communicate more effectively,
and prioritize their mental and physical health can further reduce their stress levels so
that they remain active caregivers (Mendoza et al., 2020). Services offered to custodial
grandparents and their grandchildren should be delivered to specifically recognize their
unique circumstances (Taylor et al., 2016).

Related to identifying and addressing substance-using behavior in youth specifi-
cally, it is recommended that custodial grandparents are provided additional information
surrounding drug use and avenues for counseling services for them and their grandchil-
dren (Taylor et al., 2016), so that they may look for early warning signs associated with
substance-using behavior in youth and how to handle such issues as they arise. Educa-
tional information surrounding cigarettes, e-cigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana can inform
caregivers of new trends or types of illicit substances that are becoming popular, so that
they can be more proactive and have important conversations with the youth in their care
(Johnston et al., 2020).

Youth who reside in custodial grandparent-headed households may need support
services as well. As youth are transitioning out of the care of their biological parents into
the care of their grandparents, social services should be used to assess for prior trauma,
especially if they experienced domestic violence, abuse, or neglect, so that counseling
services may be offered (The National Child Traumatic Stress Network, n.d.; Taylor et al.,
2016). Additionally, it is important that youth raised by custodial grandparents are evalu-
ated on their emotional, behavioral, cognitive, and social functioning, so that risk factors
associated with delinquent or substance-using behavior can be identified and addressed
(L. R. Campbell et al., 2006). Their unique needs may be distinctively different from youth
who reside with other caregiver types (L. R. Campbell et al., 2006).
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Finally, the findings of the current study suggest that drug and alcohol prevention
programs should continue to investigate risk and protective factors associated with youth
substance use as it relates to the family environment (Degenhardt et al., 2016), and recognize
that there are many different household types outside of two-parent, single parent, and
stepparent families (Valdez et al., 2024). Revisions should be incorporated into established
programs to become more inclusive for youth and their caregivers (Taylor et al., 2016).

8. Conclusions

The current study contributes to the extant research examining youth substance use,
the influence of family structure, and custodial grandparent-headed households. While
scholars have long established that two-parent households may be in the best position
to protect youth from engaging in substance use, very little is known about the self-
reported substance use of youth who are cared for by their grandparents. The current study
suggests that youth who identified their primary caregiver to be their grandparent(s) were
significantly more likely to report using cigarettes, e-cigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana
than youth of two-parent households. These findings highlight a need for substance use
prevention programs that directly service youth who are raised by multiple caregiver types.

Author Contributions: This research was a collaborative effort between the three authors. Conceptu-
alization, N.G. and D.S.; methodology, N.G. and D.S.; software, D.S.; formal analysis, D.S.; resources,
N.G. and G.B.; writing—original draft preparation, N.G., D.S., and G.B.; writing—review and editing,
N.G,, D.S., and G.B; visualization, N.G.; supervision, N.G. All authors have read and agreed to the
published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The current study was conducted through secondary data
analysis with no identifiers; therefore, Institutional Review Board approval was not necessary.

Informed Consent Statement: The current study is secondary data analysis, but informed consent
was obtained when the data was originally collected.

Data Availability Statement: Data for the Arizona Youth Survey can be accessed via request from

the Arizona Criminal Justice Commission.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

Aarons, G. A., Hazen, A. L., Leslie, L. K., Hough, R. L., Monn, A. R., Connelly, C. D., Landsverk, J. A., & Brown, S. A. (2008). Substance
involvement among youth in child welfare: The role of common and unique risk factors. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry,
78(3), 340-349. [CrossRef]

Alboukordi, S., Nazari, A. M., Nouri, R., & Sangdeh, J. K. (2012). Predictive factors for juvenile delinquency: The role of family
structure, parental monitoring and delinquent peers. International Journal of Criminology and Sociological Theory, 5(1), 770-777.

Alexopoulos, E. C. (2010). Introduction to multivariate regression analysis. Hippokratia, 14(Suppl. 1), 23.

Breivik, K., Olweus, D., & Endresen, I. (2009). Does the quality of parent—child relationships mediate the increased risk for antisocial
behavior and substance use among adolescents in single-mother and single-father families? Journal of Divorce & Remarriage, 50(6),
400-426.

Campbell, L., Carthron, D. L., Miles, M. S., & Brown, L. (2012). Examining the effectiveness of a case management program for custodial
grandparent families. Nursing Research and Practice, 2012(1), 124230. [CrossRef]

Campbell, L. R, Hu, J., & Oberle, S. (2006). Factors associated with future offending: Comparing youth in grandparent-headed homes
with those in parent-headed homes. Archives of Psychiatric Nursing, 20, 258-267. [CrossRef]

Chavda, K., & Nisarga, V. (2023). Single parenting: Impact on child’s development. Journal of Indian Association for Child and Adolescent
Mental Health, 19(1), 14-20. [CrossRef]

Choi, M., Sprang, G., & Eslinger, J. G. (2016). Grandparents raising grandchildren: A synthetic review and theoretical model for
interventions. Family & Community Health, 39(2), 120-128.


https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014215
https://doi.org/10.1155/2012/124230
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apnu.2006.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/09731342231179017

Youth 2025, 5, 75 14 of 16

Coleman, K. 1., & Wu, Q. (2016). Kinship care and service utilization: A review of predisposing, enabling, and need factors. Children
and Youth Services Review, 61, 201-210. [CrossRef]

Crews, F, He, ]., & Hodge, C. (2007). Adolescent cortical development: A critical period of vulnerability for addiction. Pharmacology,
Biochemistry, and Behavior, 86, 189-199. [CrossRef]

Degenhardt, L., Stockings, E., Patton, G., Hall, W. D., & Lynskey, M. (2016). The increasing global health priority of substance use in
young people. The Lancet Psychiatry, 3(3), 251-264. [CrossRef]

DelLisi, M., Angton, A., Behnken, M. P, & Kusow, A. M. (2015). Do adolescent drug users fare the worst? Onset type, juvenile
delinquency, and criminal careers. International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 59(2), 180-195. [CrossRef]

Demuth, S., & Brown, S. L. (2004). Family processes, and adolescent delinquency: The significance of parental absence versus parental
gender. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 41, 58-81. [CrossRef]

Dubowitz, H., Feigelman, S., Harrington, D., Start, R., Jr., Zuravin, S., & Sawyer, R. (1994). Children in kinship care: How do they fare?
Children and Youth Services Review, 16, 85-106. [CrossRef]

Fagan, A. A., & Wright, E. M. (2012). The effects of neighborhood context on youth violence and delinquency: Does gender matter?
Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice, 10, 64-82. [CrossRef]

Flewelling, R. L., & Bauman, K. E. (1990). Family structure as a predictor of initial substance use and sexual intercourse in early
adolescence. Journal of Marriage and Family, 52, 171-181. [CrossRef]

Frame, L., Berrick, J. D., & Brodowski, M. L. (2000). Understanding reentry to out-of-home care for reunified infants. Child Welfare,
79(4), 339-369.

Gleeson, ]J. P., Wesley, J., Ellis, R., Seryak, C., Talley, G. W., & Robinson, J. (2009). Becoming involved in raising a relative’s child:
Reasons, caregiver motivations and pathways to informal kinship care. Child and Family Social Work, 14, 300-310. [CrossRef]

Gmel, G., Marmet, S., Wicki, M., Studer, J., & Dietze, P. (2025). The association between changes in peer pressure and changes in alcohol
and cannabis use: A prospective cohort study among men during emerging adulthood. European Addiction Research. [CrossRef]

Gordon, M. S, Kinlock, T. W., & Battjes, R. J. (2004). Correlates of early substance use and crime among adolescents entering outpatient
substance abuse treatment. The American Journal of Drug and Alcohol Abuse, 30(1), 39-59. [CrossRef]

Gottfredson, M. R., & Hirschi, T. (1990). A general theory of crime. Stanford University Press.

Goulette, N. W., Evans, S. Z., & King, D. (2016). Exploring the behavior of juveniles and young adults raised by custodial grandmothers.
Children and Youth Services Review, 70, 349-356. [CrossRef]

Griffin, K. W, Botvin, G. J., Scheier, L. M., Diaz, T., & Miller, N. L. (2000). Parenting practices as predictors of substance use, delinquency,
and aggression among urban minority youth: Moderating effects of family structure and gender. Psychology of Addictive Behaviors,
14(2), 174. [CrossRef]

Hall, W. D., Patton, G., Stockings, E., Weier, M., Lynskey, M., Morley, K. I, & Degenhardt, L. (2016). Why young people’s substance use
matters for global health. The Lancet Psychiatry, 3(3), 265-279. [CrossRef]

Hayslip, B., Fruhauf, C., & Doolbin-MacNab, M. (2019). Grandparents raising grand-children: What have we learned over the past
decade? The Gerontologist, 59(3), 152-163. [CrossRef]

Hemez, P, & Washington, C. (2021). Percentage and number of children living with two parents has dropped since 1968. U.S. Census Bureau.
Available online: https://www.census.gov/library/stories /2021 /04 /number-of-children-living-only-with-their-mothers-has
-doubled-in-past-50-years.html (accessed on 13 April 2023).

Henry, K. L., & Thornberry, T. P. (2010). Truancy and escalation of substance use during adolescence. Journal of Studies on Alcohol and
Drugs, 71(1), 115-124. [CrossRef]

Hirschi, T. (1969). Causes of delinquency. University of California Press.

Hirtenlehner, H., & Sims Blackwell, B. (2015). Can differences in attachment to parents and level of self-control explain the gender
gap in juvenile delinquency? Testing a gendered attachment-self-control theory. Journal of Current Issues in Crime, Law & Law
Enforcement, 8(3), 406—423.

Hoffmann, J. P. (1995). The effects of family structure and family relations on adolescent marijuana use. International Journal of the
Addictions, 30(10), 1207-1241. [CrossRef]

Hoffmann, J. P. (2017). Family structure and adolescent substance use: An international perspective. Substance Use & Misuse, 52(13),
1667-1683.

Hoffmann, J. P. (2022). Family structure, unstructured socializing, and heavy substance use among adolescents. International Journal of
Environmental Research and Public Health, 19(14), 8818. [CrossRef]

Jacobsen, S. K., & Zaatut, A. (2022). Quantity or quality?: Assessing the role of household structure and parent-child relationship in
juvenile delinquency. Deviant Behavior, 43, 30-43. [CrossRef]

Johnson-Garner, M. Y., & Meyers, S. A. (2003). What factors contribute to the resilience of African-American children within kinship
care? Child and Youth Care Forum, 32, 255-269. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2015.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pbb.2006.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(15)00508-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X13505426
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427803256236
https://doi.org/10.1016/0190-7409(94)90017-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541204011422086
https://doi.org/10.2307/352848
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2206.2008.00596.x
https://doi.org/10.1159/000544858
https://doi.org/10.1081/ADA-120029865
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2016.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-164X.14.2.174
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(16)00013-4
https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnx106
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/04/number-of-children-living-only-with-their-mothers-has-doubled-in-past-50-years.html
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/04/number-of-children-living-only-with-their-mothers-has-doubled-in-past-50-years.html
https://doi.org/10.15288/jsad.2010.71.115
https://doi.org/10.3109/10826089509105131
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19148818
https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.2020.1774241
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1025883726991

Youth 2025, 5, 75 15 of 16

Johnston, L., Miech, R., O’'Malley, P., Bachman, J., Schulenberg, J., & Patrick, M. (2020). Monitoring the future national survey results on
drug use, 1975-2019: Overview, key findings on adolescent drug use. Available online: https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED604018 (accessed
on 1 April 2025).

Kaminski, P. L., Hayslip, B., Jr., Wilson, J. L., & Casto, L. N. (2008). Parenting attitudes and adjustment among custodial grandparents.
Journal of Intergenerational Relationships, 6(3), 263-284. [CrossRef]

Kelley, S. J., Whitley, D. M., & Campos, P. E. (2011). Behavior problems in children raised by grandmothers: The role of caregiver
distress, family resources, and the home environment. Children and Youth Services Review, 33(11), 2138-2145. [CrossRef]

Kessler, R. C., Aguilar-Gaxiola, S., Berglund, P. A., Caraveo-Anduaga, J. J., DeWit, D. ], Greenfield, S. F,, Kolody, B., Olfson, M., & Vega,
W. A. (2001). Patterns and predictors of treatment seeking after onset of a substance use disorder. Archives of General Psychiatry,
58(11), 1065-1071. [CrossRef]

Kierkus, C. A., Johnson, B. R., & Hewitt, J. D. (2010). Cohabiting, family and community stressors, selection, and juvenile delinquency.
Criminal Justice Review, 35(4), 393—411. [CrossRef]

Kroese, J., Bernasco, W., Liefbroer, A. C., & Rouwendal, J. (2021). Growing up in single-parent families and the criminal involvement of
adolescents: A systematic review. Psychology, Crime & Law, 27(1), 61-75.

Lee, S. Y., & Villagrana, M. (2015). Differences in risk and protective factors between crossover and non-crossover youth in juvenile
justice. Children and Youth Services Review, 58, 18-27. [CrossRef]

Mack, K. Y., Leiber, M. J., Featherstone, R. A., & Monserud, M. A. (2007). Reassessing the family-delinquency association: Do family
type, family processes, and economic factors make a difference? Journal of Criminal Justice, 35(1), 51-67. [CrossRef]

Mendoza, A. N., Fruhauf, C. A., & MacPhee, D. (2020). Grandparent caregivers’ resilience: Stress, support, and coping predict life
satisfaction. The International Journal of Aging and Human Development, 91(1), 3-20. [CrossRef]

Nawi, A. M., Ibrahim, F, Hassan, M. R., Manaf, M. R. A., Amit, N., Ibrahim, N., & Shafurdin, S. (2021). Risk and protective factors of
drug abuse among adolescents: A systematic review. BMC Public Health, 21, 2088. [CrossRef]

Neely-Barnes, S. L., Graff, J. C., & Washington, G. (2010). The health-related quality of life of custodial grandparents. Health & Social
Work, 35, 87-97.

Phillips, M. D. (2012). Assessing the impact of drug use and drug selling on violent offending in a panel of delinquent youth. Journal of
Drug Issues, 42(3), 298-316. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Robbins, M. S., Briones, E., Schwartz, S. J., Dillon, E. R., & Mitrani, V. B. (2006). Differences in family functioning in grandparent and
parent-headed households in a clinical sample of drug-using African American adolescents. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority
Psychology, 12(1), 84-100. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Rusby, J. C., Light, ]. M., Crowley, R., & Westling, E. (2018). Influence of parent—youth relationship, parental monitoring, and parent
substance use on adolescent substance use onset. Journal of Family Psychology, 32(3), 310. [CrossRef]

Ryan, J. P.,, Williams, A. B., & Courtney, M. E. (2010). Adolescent neglect, juvenile delinquency, and the risk of recidivism. Journal of
Youth and Adolescence, 42, 454-465. [CrossRef]

Sadruddin, A. F. A., Ponguta, L. A., Zonderman, A. L., Wiley, K. S., Grimshaw, A., & Panter-Brick, C. (2019). How do grandparents
influence child health and development? A systematic review. Social Science & Medicine, 239, 1-32.

Sands, R. G., Goldberg-Glen, R. S., & Shin, H. (2009). The voices of grandchildren of grandparent caregivers: A strengths-resilience
perspective. Child Welfare League of America, 88, 25-45.

Schulte, M. T., & Hser, Y. I. (2013). Substance use and associated health conditions throughout the lifespan. Public Health Reviews, 35,
1-27. [CrossRef]

Scott, D., & Goulette, N. (2023). Caregiver Type and Gang Involvement: A Comparison of Female and Male Gang Members. Social
Sciences, 12(8), 432. [CrossRef]

Scott, D., Goulette, N., & Carson, S. (2022). Primary caregiver influence on youth correctional misconduct. Journal of Child and Family
Studies, 31, 3314-3325. [CrossRef]

Seker, S., Habersaat, S., Boonmann, C., Palix, J., Jenkel, N., Fischer, S., Fegert, ]J. M., Kolch, M., Schmeck, K., & Schmid, M. (2021).
Substance-use disorders among child welfare and juvenile justice adolescents in residential care: The role of childhood adversities
and impulsive behavior. Children and Youth Services Review, 121, 105825. [CrossRef]

Shovali, T. E., Bright, M. A., & Emerson, K. G. (2020). Children in care of grandparents and non-grandparents: Which have greater
odds of high academic performance? Children and Youth Services Review, 118, 105389. [CrossRef]

Smith, G. C., Hayslip, B., & Webster, B. A. (2019). Psychological difficulties among custodial grandchildren. Children and Youth Services
Review, 104, 104390. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Smith, G. C., Merchant, W., Hayslip, B., Hancock, G. R., Streider, E, & Montoro-Rodriguez, J. (2015). Measuring the parenting practices
of custodial grandmothers. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 24(12), 3676-3689. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Smith, G. C., & Palmieri, P. A. (2007). Risk of psychological difficulties among children raised by custodial grandparents. Psychiatric
Services, 58(10), 1303-1310. [CrossRef]


https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED604018
https://doi.org/10.1080/15350770802157737
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2011.06.021
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.58.11.1065
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734016810379338
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2015.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2006.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1177/0091415019843459
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-021-11906-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022042612456017
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26889079
https://doi.org/10.1037/1099-9809.12.1.84
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16594857
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000350
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-9906-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03391702
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci12080432
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-022-02412-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105825
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105389
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.104390
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32489225
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-015-0176-9
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26594101
https://doi.org/10.1176/ps.2007.58.10.1303

Youth 2025, 5, 75 16 of 16

Smith, G. C., Palmieri, P. A., Hancock, G. R., & Richardson, R. A. (2008). Custodial grandmothers’ psychological distress, dysfunctional
parenting, and grandchildren’s adjustment. The International Journal of Aging and Human Development, 67(4), 327-357. [CrossRef]

Smith, G. C., & Richardson, R. A. (2008). Understanding the parenting practices of custodial grandmothers: Overcompensating,
underserving, or overwhelmed? In B. Hayslip, & P. A. Kaminski (Eds.), Parenting the custodial grandchild implications for clinical
practice (pp. 131-147). Springer.

Stone, A. L., Becker, L. G., Huber, A. M., & Catalano, R. F. (2012). Review of risk and protective factors of substance use and problem
use in emerging adulthood. Addictive Behaviors, 37, 747-775. [CrossRef]

Stritzel, H., & Crosnoe, R. (2023). Unpacking the linkages between single parent households and early adolescent adjustment. Social
Science Research, 110, 102841. [CrossRef]

Stritzel, H., Green, M., & Crosnoe, R. (2022). A cross-national comparison of the linkages between family structure histories and early
adolescent substance use. Social Science & Medicine, 315, 115540.

Taylor, M. F,, Coall, D., Marquis, R., & Batten, R. (2016). Drug addiction is a scourge on the earth and my grandchildren are its victims:
The tough love and resilient growth exhibited by grandparents raising the children of drug-dependent mothers. International
Journal of Mental Health and Addiction, 14, 937-951. [CrossRef]

Thaxton, S., & Agnew, R. (2004). The nonlinear effects of parental and teacher attachment on delinquency: Disentangling strain from
social control explanations. Justice Quarterly, 21(4), 763-791. [CrossRef]

The National Child Traumatic Stress Network. (n.d.). Families and trauma: Introduction. Available online: https://www.nctsn.org/
trauma-informed-care /families-and-trauma /introduction (accessed on 1 June 2025).

Valdez, C., Hoffmann, J. P, & Jones, M. S. (2024). Shared Households in the US: A New Perspective on Family Structure and Adolescent
Substance Use. Crime & Delinquency, 1-31. [CrossRef]

Washington, T., Cryer-Coupet, Q. R., Coakley, T. M., Labban, J., Gleeson, J. P, & Shears, J. (2014). Examining maternal and paternal
involvement as promotive factors of competence in African American children in informal kinship care. Children and Youth
Services Review, 44, 9—15. [CrossRef]

Washington, T., Gleeson, J. P., & Rulison, K. L. (2013). Competence and African American children in informal kinship care: The role of
family. Children and Youth Services Review, 35, 1305-1312. [CrossRef]

Winokur, M., Holtan, A., & Batchelder, K. E. (2014). Kinship care for the safety, permanency, and well-being of children removed
from the home for maltreatment. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, (1), CD006546. Available online: https://www
.cochranelibrary.com/cdsr/doi/10.1002/14651858.CD006546.pub3 /pdf/full (accessed on 1 April 2025).

Winokur, M. A., Crawford, G. A., Longobardi, R. C., & Valentine, D. P. (2008). Matched comparison of children in kinship care and
foster care on child welfare outcomes. Families in Society: The Journal of Contemporary Social Services, 89(3), 338-346. [CrossRef]

Wu, Q., White, K. R., & Coleman, K. L. (2015). Effects of kinship care on behavioral problems by child age: A propensity score analysis.
Children and Youth Services Review, 57, 1-8. [CrossRef]

Wu, Q., Zhu, Y., Ogbonnaya, I., Zhang, S., & Wu, S. (2020). Parenting intervention outcomes for kinship caregivers and child: A
systematic review. Child Abuse & Neglect, 106, 104524.

Xu, Y., Wang, Y., McCarthy, L. P, Harrison, T., & Doherty, H. (2022). Mental/behavioural health and educational outcomes of
grandchildren raised by custodial grandparents: A mixed methods systematic review. Health & Social Care in the Community, 30(6),
2096-2127.

Zhang, S., Lim, Y., Boyas, ]. F,, & Burlaka, V. (2020). Family structure and youth illicit drug use, use disorder, and treatment services
utilization. Children and Youth Services Review, 111, 104880. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.


https://doi.org/10.2190/AG.67.4.c
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2012.02.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2022.102841
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11469-016-9645-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418820400095981
https://www.nctsn.org/trauma-informed-care/families-and-trauma/introduction
https://www.nctsn.org/trauma-informed-care/families-and-trauma/introduction
https://doi.org/10.1177/00111287241295659
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2014.05.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2013.05.011
https://www.cochranelibrary.com/cdsr/doi/10.1002/14651858.CD006546.pub3/pdf/full
https://www.cochranelibrary.com/cdsr/doi/10.1002/14651858.CD006546.pub3/pdf/full
https://doi.org/10.1606/1044-3894.3759
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2015.07.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.104880

	Introduction 
	Theoretical Perspectives Surrounding the Family Unit’s Influence on Youth Behavior 
	Current Study 
	Hypotheses 
	Method 
	Dependent Variables 
	Independent Variables 
	Analysis 

	Results 
	Descriptive and Bivariate 
	Logistic Regression 

	Discussion 
	Limitations and Directions for Future Research 
	Policy Implications 

	Conclusions 
	References

