Supplementary Table 1. Upvote (score) distribution of retrieved “top” posts by domain (r/Parenting; PRAW sort=‘top’, time_filter=‘year’; extracted 9 July 2025).
	Domain (retained)
	Posts retrieved (n)
	Upvote score, median (IQR)
	Range (min–max)

	Sleep
	50
	1119.5 (967.8–1753.8)
	836–11.191

	Eating & Feeding
	137
	166 (72–397)
	1–3.643

	Behaviour & Discipline
	165
	750 (319–1434)
	7–7.166

	Screen Time & Media Use
	159
	721 (195–1219)
	0–11.191

	Illness & Health
	195
	275 (104–791.5)
	4–4.765

	Developmental Concerns
	165
	108 (10–496)
	0–7.169

	Overall (retained domains)
	871
	386 (98–972)
	0–11.191


Upvote score corresponds to the Reddit “score” field at the time of extraction; the excluded domain Self-care and Parental Burnout is not shown because it was not retained for prompt construction.

Supplementary Table 2. Kruskal–Wallis and Bonferroni-Adjusted Dunn Post-hoc Test Results for DISCERN and GQS Scores by Platform
	Comparison
	DISCERN (p-adj)
	GQS (p-adj)

	Kruskal–Wallis χ²
	29.01
	38.06

	Kruskal–Wallis p
	< 0.001*
	< 0.001*

	ChatGPT vs DeepSeek
	0.053 (ns)
	0.016 (ns)

	ChatGPT vs Gemini
	1.000 (ns)
	0.009 (ns)

	ChatGPT vs Grok
	0.034 (ns)
	1.000 (ns)

	DeepSeek vs Gemini
	0.069 (ns)
	< 0.001 *

	DeepSeek vs Grok
	< 0.001 *
	0.010 (ns)

	Gemini vs Grok
	0.026 (ns)
	0.016 (ns)


Kruskal–Wallis omnibus tests and Bonferroni-adjusted Dunn pairwise comparisons for mDISCERN (total 16–80) and GQS (1–5) across four large language models (ChatGPT, Gemini, Grok, DeepSeek). Omnibus differences were significant (mDISCERN: χ²=29.01, df=3, p<0.001; GQS: χ²=38.06, df=3, p<0.001). The table reports Bonferroni-adjusted p values (two-sided). Using the prespecified family-wise control (six pairwise contrasts; primary threshold equivalent to unadjusted α=0.0083), the only pairwise differences meeting multiplicity-adjusted significance were Grok higher than DeepSeek for mDISCERN (p_adj<0.001) and Gemini higher than DeepSeek for GQS (p_adj<0.001). Adjusted p values between 0.0083 and 0.05 are provided for transparency but are interpreted as not statistically significant under the primary multiplicity control.

Supplementary Table 3: Presence of safety-netting statements by platform
	Platform
	Safety-netting present, n/N (%)
	Prompt IDs with safety-netting (Q#)

	ChatGPT
	19/28 (67.9%)
	2, 3, 4, 7, 9, 10, 13, 14, 15, 19–28

	Gemini 
	17/28 (60.7%)
	2, 3, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 19–28

	Grok
	26/28 (92.9%)
	1, 3–11, 13–18, 19–28

	DeepSeek
	21/28 (75.0%)
	4–8, 11, 13–17, 19–28


Clinician-referral statements were defined as explicit recommendations to seek professional help (e.g., pediatrician/doctor/medical advice; therapist where applicable).


Supplementary Table 4: Kruskal–Wallis and Dunn–Bonferroni Test Results for Readability and Structural Metrics Across AI Platforms
	Metric
	Kruskal–Wallis p-value
	Significant Pairwise Differences (Bonferroni-adjusted)

	FRES
	< 0.001
	ChatGPT vs Grok (p=0.005), DeepSeek vs Grok (p < 0.001), Gemini vs Grok (p < 0.001)

	FKGL
	< 0.001
	ChatGPT vs Grok (p=0.002), DeepSeek vs Grok (p < 0.001), Gemini vs Grok (p < 0.001)

	SMOG
	< 0.001
	ChatGPT vs Grok (p=0.005), DeepSeek vs Grok (p < 0.001), Gemini vs Grok (p < 0.01)

	CLI
	< 0.001
	ChatGPT vs Grok (p=0.007), ChatGPT vs Gemini (p=0.003), DeepSeek vs Grok (p < 0.001), Gemini vs Grok (p < 0.01), Gemini vs DeepSeek (p < 0.001)

	Gunning Fog
	< 0.001
	ChatGPT vs DeepSeek (p=0.008), Gemini vs DeepSeek (p=0.003)  DeepSeek vs Grok (p < 0.001)

	Total Words
	< 0.001
	ChatGPT vs Gemini (p < 0.01), ChatGPT vs Grok (p < 0.01), DeepSeek vs Gemini (p < 0.01), DeepSeek vs Grok (p < 0.001)

	Total Sentences
	< 0.001
	ChatGPT vs Gemini (p < 0.01), DeepSeek vs Gemini (p < 0.01)


This table presents the results of Kruskal–Wallis tests and Bonferroni-adjusted Dunn post-hoc pairwise comparisons conducted on various readability and structural metrics across four large language model (LLM) platforms. The variables included in the analysis were Flesch Reading Ease Score (FRES), Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level (FKGL), SMOG Index, Coleman–Liau Index (CLI), Gunning Fog Index, total word count and sentence count.
For pairwise post-hoc comparisons, Bonferroni correction was applied to control for multiple testing, and the adjusted significance threshold was set at p < 0.0083.

Supplementary Table 5. Spearman correlation coefficients (ρ) between quality assessment scores (mDISCERN, GQS) and readability/structural features.
	Variable 1
	Variable 2
	ρ (rho)
	p-value

	mDISCERN
	GQS
	0.355
	<0.001

	mDISCERN
	Word count
	0.190
	<0.001

	mDISCERN
	Sentence count
	0.111
	0.019

	mDISCERN
	FRES
	–0.223
	<0.001

	mDISCERN
	FKGL
	0.222
	<0.001

	mDISCERN
	GFI
	0.213
	<0.001

	mDISCERN
	CLI
	0.189
	<0.001

	mDISCERN
	SMOG
	0.223
	<0.001

	GQS
	Word count
	0.273
	<0.001

	GQS
	Sentence count
	0.222
	<0.001

	GQS
	FRES
	–0.030
	0.521

	GQS
	FKGL
	0.060
	0.202

	GQS
	GFI
	0.083
	0.081

	GQS
	CLI
	–0.020
	0.676

	GQS
	SMOG
	0.054
	0.256


Values are Spearman correlation coefficients (ρ) with corresponding p-values. Positive values indicate that higher quality scores were associated with higher textual complexity or longer responses, whereas negative values indicate associations with greater readability (simpler texts). mDISCERN scores showed significant positive correlations with all structural complexity measures (FKGL, SMOG, GFI, CLI; all p < 0.001) and text length (word and sentence counts), but negative correlations with FRES readability. GQS scores correlated positively with word and sentence counts but did not show significant associations with most readability metrics (all p > 0.05).

