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Abstract: The main objective of this study was to establish the psychosocial profile of adolescents and
adults who have admitted to committing child-to-parent violence (CPV) and were serving a judicial
sanction or prison sentence, respectively. Two groups of participants took part in this study. The first
group was made up of 89 male youths who were serving judicial sanctions, and the second group was
made up of 70 men serving a prison sentence. A cross-sectional retrospective design with concurrent
measurements was used in this study. Group differences in the exposure-to-violence variables were
conducted. Automatic regression models were used to estimate a self-reported CPV. In relation to
the variables of indirect exposure to violence, statistically significant differences between those who
admitted having committed CPV and those who did not, irrespective of being adults or adolescents,
were found for seeing violence in class and at home but not for seeing violence on the street or on
television. Regarding the variables related to experiencing violence, the results showed statistically
significant differences in experiencing violence at home but not in class or on the street. The best
predictive model of CPV includes some of the dimensions of self-concept, specifically academic and
family self-concept, as well as the avoidant and rational problem-solving styles and the negative
orientation toward problems. The results have shown the existence of a CPV offender profile that is
common to minors and adults.

Keywords: child-to-parent violence; exposure to violence; interpersonal problem-solving skills;
juvenile and adult justice

1. Introduction

In many countries, including Spain, child-to-parent violence (CPV) is the type of
intrafamily violence that has taken the longest to come to light. There is general agreement
that CPV in this country has taken a turn for the worse since late 2003, but there is no such
agreement on why this is so [1]. We find a possible answer in the 2003 reform of Penal Code
articles 153 (on abuse) and especially article 173.2 (on habitual abuse) when the new Organic
Law 11/2003 came into force. This modified legislation referred to all types of intrafamily
violence and constituted “a decisive element in the marked increase in cases” of this type
since they were recognized with more severity; cases that previously were considered only
misdemeanors became redefined as crimes. As a result, there was a “perpetual increase
in the number of complaints filed by victims” who, in many cases, were seeking civil
measures for protection, not only criminal measures [2] (p. 580). This assessment, given
by the Attorney General at that time, refers to victims of domestic violence in general, but
given the data provided on the aggressor’s age and their relationship to the victim, we find
indications of CPV prevalence in particular. The following year, the media published a
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great number of articles calling attention to this increase. Emphasis was on the young age
of certain perpetrators, and all kinds of explanations for CPV were being put forward, but
there were no allusions to the legislative reform that had made this violence visible to the
public eye [3].

The Attorney General’s Office did not explicitly refer to “attention that should be
given to the physical and psychological abuse of offspring against parents” until the 2006
Annual Report [4] (p. 159). It was the 2007 report where, for the first time, there was a
section entitled “Family abuse of parents by their offspring and its problematic treatment
in criminal law”, in addition to the statement that “parental abuse, together with sibling
abuse, constitutes the most common form of non-gender-based domestic violence” [5]
(p. 641). In the following years, these annual reports repeatedly call out the increase in the
number of cases, and that the effort of justice and reformation entities seemed insufficient
to address this problem [6] (p. 413), going so far as to state that “it is disheartening to
observe how this modality of crime rises year after year” [7] (p. 938).

The fact that CPV has not been visible in society does not mean that it did not exist
or that it had not been denounced from the most ancient times. Law 195 of the Code of
Hammurabi stated, in the year 1750 BC, that if a son hits his father, his hands should
be cut off. Even then, it was considered “something unnatural that deserved severe
punishment”, unlike child abuse and intimate partner violence, which took longer to
become the object of social and legal reproach [1] (p. 20). Among the peculiarities of CPV
that might explain why it has only recently become the focus of legal, media, and scientific
attention, the following stand out: (1) “the profile of the perpetrators does not fall within
the usual context of poverty or marginality where juvenile delinquency appears”, (2) “the
perpetrator’s affective connection with the victims”, (3) “the need to duly protect [the
victims] and also protect [the aggressor] when removal from the family environment is
imposed”, and (4) the fact that “specific interventions are being called for . . . that are not
always among the resources available in certain territories” [8] (p. 1050).

Regarding the offender’s profile, since 2005 [3], the media has pointed to the fact that
many of the adolescents reported for CPV were part of apparently normal families; they
had a medium to high socioeconomic level, with no previous associated psychopathologies,
were not violent outside the home, and had not committed other types of crimes [9,10]. This
“new” delinquency profile was opposed to the “traditional” profile, where CPV forms part
of a larger problem, such as a serious psychopathology, use of toxic substances, or a pattern
of response to neglect or previous violence (“defensive” violence) [9]. This “new” profile
refers to adolescents who manifest defiant behaviors of disobedience (“offensive” violence)
and is considered the result of inconsistent parenting standards and the lack of limits
from parents who are trying to avoid any type of frustration for their offspring [11–13]. In
Circular 1/2010 [10], the Attorney General’s Office adopted this profile and this underlying
causal explanation in the juvenile justice system’s treatment of adolescents who abuse their
parents. However, scientific research has shown that the risk factors associated with CPV
are diverse and have to do with characteristics of the aggressors, the victims, and their
families, all of which indicate why some adolescents are more likely to perpetrate CPV
than others [14,15].

One of the most consistent results of research in this field is that adolescents who
assault their parents have more often been victims of abuse in the family or have witnessed
violent behavior between their parents than those who do not [16–27]. Any kind of exposure
to intrafamily violence can affect the normal development of offspring [28], such that those
who have experienced or observed such violence are more likely to develop different
cognitive, emotional, and/or behavior problems in childhood and to manifest violence
and antisocial behaviors in adolescence [29–31] and adulthood [32]. These consequences
apply to both direct and indirect victimization since both of these lead to the belief that the
use of violence is justified as a form of conflict resolution of any kind [17,33–37]. Previous
exposure to violence, as well as the belief that the use of violence is justified, would be able
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to explain the co-occurrence of CPV and intimate partner violence in adolescents [38,39]
and their continued practice over time [40].

This type of data has led to the bi-directionality of violence hypothesis [27,41] to be
useful in explaining CPV. This hypothesis suggests that exposure to violence in the family,
whether directly as a victim or indirectly as a witness, always precedes CPV [20,26]. In one
of the first longitudinal studies on this topic, Brezina [41] found that victimization suffered
by male adolescents and its frequency predicted aggression toward parents one and a half
years later. The verification that this relationship is reciprocal served to show that parents’
aggression towards offspring promoted the offspring’s assault of their parents. In this way,
the aggression of offspring towards their parents is an indicator of aggressive parental
behavior towards them. In Spain, several studies [21,42] have contributed data similar
to those of Brezina [41], thereby supporting the bi-directionality of violence hypothesis.
In both studies, aggressive family interactions were reciprocal, given that parents who
exercised violence against their offspring became victims of violence from their offspring
more often than those who did not. The percentage of CPV offenders who report having
been victims of their parents ranges between 60% for prosecuted adolescents [43] and 38%
in community populations [44].

The results of previous studies also concur with the theory of the intergenerational
transmission of violence, according to which the offspring of violent parents have a greater
probability of being violent when they reach adulthood, even when they have not been
direct victims of such violence [45]. This theory has been used to explain the relationship
between intimate partner violence in the offspring’s family of origin and violence in later
intimate relationships [45], as well as between having been a victim of child abuse and
abusing offspring as an adult [46].

Low empathy is another characteristic associated with the offender’s profile in CPV
cases [47–49]. Lack of empathy has been linked to aggressive and antisocial behavior in
general [50,51], but its relationship to criminal behavior is moderate and is limited to the
cognitive dimension [52]. Regarding CPV, several studies [48,49,53] found statistically sig-
nificant differences in the levels of empathy that supervisors of judicial sanctions attributed
to adolescents sentenced for CPV compared to those sentenced for other crimes. Using
self-report questionnaires, Castañeda et al. [47] found that a group of adolescents who were
serving judicial sanctions for CPV obtained higher scores on the MACI Social Insensitivity
scale in comparison to a population of high school students, although the difference was
much less than differences found in the Expressed Concerns scales on Childhood Abuse
and Family Discord. In the study by Contreras et al. [54], empathy was not related to any
of the elements of the CPV model that the authors tested.

Similarly, low self-esteem has been related to aggressive behavior in general [55],
although, in the case of CPV, this association is only moderate when dealing with normal
populations [17,18,22,56–59]. In samples of persons serving judicial sanctions, low empathy
is attributed to CPV offenders in the reports by their supervisors or in their files [48,49,51].
However, when instruments of measure are used, such as self-report questionnaires, the
association does not reach statistical significance [15,43,60–62].

At this point, it is important to note that results obtained from judicial files, while
valuable, ought to be considered with caution for several reasons. First, the information
that the researcher is using was collected for other purposes and is reflected in the files in
qualitative terms, or in the best case, dichotomously (yes/no). Second, the professionals
who write up each file may have different professional training (psychologists, educators,
social workers), and the assessments they make are clinical judgments usually based on
semi-structured interviews and not on psychometric instruments, as is the case with self-
esteem. Third, at the time the evaluation is carried out, the assessors know the crime that
the adolescent is accused of or for which s/he is serving sentence, so their expectations may
have an important effect on their evaluation [63]. In addition to problems stemming from
the type of measurement used, the lack of consistency in results pertaining to self-esteem
may be due to its dependence on external events, especially in a developmental transition
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period, such as adolescence. For this reason, Hernández et al. [64] considered that self-
concept, measured with self-reports, was a more appropriate construct to be studied in
relation to CPV than self-esteem, given its greater stability over time and the possibility
of differentiating between several facets of the adolescent’s life (social, emotional, family,
academic, and physical). Their results showed that there were statistically significant
differences between adolescents with and without judicial sanctions, but only in relation
to the family dimension of self-concept. The normal population of adolescents scored the
highest, and the lowest scorers were for those serving judicial sanctions for CPV-related
crimes; those sentenced for other crimes fell between the two groups.

Interpersonal problem-solving skills have also been related to CPV, although this
link has received less empirical study. These skills underlie the cognitive process by
which people handle conflictive interactions in their daily life [65]. Nock and Kazdin [66]
found that adolescents from clinical samples who received therapy for exercising CPV
had difficulties adequately responding to certain problematic interpersonal situations.
In the study by Contreras and Cano [60], adolescents under judicial sanctions showed
significantly lower levels of field independence, as well as greater impulsivity, and were
less able to notice and retain relevant information about social situations when compared
to those not under judicial sanctions. In addition, these adolescents were differentiated
both from those who had no judicial sanction and from those who had committed other
crimes by showing less ability to anticipate and understand the consequences of social
behaviors or to select the appropriate means for reaching their objectives.

These results are consistent with studies that have repeatedly confirmed how defi-
ciencies in interpersonal problem-solving skills are related to personality disorders [67],
as well as to aggressive behavior, drug use, and delinquency [68–72]. They also concur
with studies where the ability to adequately solve interpersonal problems is shown to be a
protective factor against aggressive and antisocial behaviors [69] and that the most effective
intervention programs with offenders are cognitive-behavioral, focused on training in
interpersonal problem-solving skills, and include self-control, creative thinking, critical
reasoning, values training, and meta-cognition [17,73–75].

The profile of CPV offenders reflected in previous research also characterizes them as
adolescents, although there are data indicating that between 75% and 91% of parricides,
the most extreme form of CPV, are committed by adults [76]. In continued CPV, there is
an escalation of violence as in other forms of abuse, so that the most serious behaviors
are preceded and/or accompanied by milder and less censured forms [77]. In this regard,
the Attorney General’s office, in its 2020 annual report, expressed concern not only that
CPV had become a “criminal problem embedded in the social fabric”, but because it is not
known what has become of those who battered their parents in adolescence and are now
adults, probably with offspring of their own (p. 939).

The absence of data on CPV in the adult population could be the result of the social
construction of the aggressor as an adolescent [78], associated with the traditional concep-
tion of adolescence as the most conflictive and difficult stage of development [79]. Similarly,
since CPV falls under the legal category of domestic violence, and since the media uses
this category almost exclusively for referring to intimate partner violence, it is assumed
that adults serving a sentence for this crime have assaulted their spouse and not their
parents [78].

The main objective of this study was to establish the psychosocial profile of adolescents
and adults serving a prison sentence or a judicial sanction, respectively, who have admitted
to having carried out CPV. For this purpose, several sequenced, interrelated objectives
have been put forward. Firstly, we explore whether direct or indirect exposure to different
forms of violence is a common pattern in both groups, such that the two groups may be
considered equivalent in terms of this exposure. Secondly, we examine whether exposure
to violence is a differential factor between those who admit to having practiced CPV and
those who do not, whether they are adolescents or adults. Finally, a CPV predictive model
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is proposed based on dimensions of the psychological variables of empathy, self-concept,
and problem orientation and problem-solving styles.

2. Method
2.1. Study Design

A cross-sectional retrospective design with concurrent measurements was used in this
study.

2.2. Participants

Two groups of Spanish participants took part in this study that was carried out
in the Canary Islands. The first group was made up of 89 male adolescents who were
serving judicial sanctions in the juvenile justice system, ranging in age from 14 to 22 years
(M = 17.42; SD = 1.53). Sentences as minors are imposed in Spain from 14 to 17 years of age,
although it is possible to be serving a judicial measure up to 22 years of age. In this group,
68.5% (n = 62) admitted to having exercised CPV, although only 42.22% (n = 37) of these
youths were serving judicial sanctions for this crime at the time of the study. Moreover,
42.22% of participants were serving judicial sanctions imposed for other causes (n = 37); the
most frequent crimes were violent robbery (41.2%, n = 15), and nonviolent robbery (27.5%,
n = 10). Crimes of assault or breaking and entering were each committed by three young
persons (5.9%, n = 3); crimes of intimate partner violence and road safety violation by
two each (3.9%, n = 4); and crimes of assault on authority, drug trafficking, crimes against
sexual freedom, and attempted homicide by one person in each case (2%, n = 4). There was
also one case (2%) of serving a second judicial sanction due to having violated a previous
sanction for robbery. In this first group, 72.6% (n = 65) had a previous record.

The second group was made up of 70 men who were serving a prison sentence in
the adult justice system, their ages ranging from 21 to 59 (M = 36.17; SD = 9.51). Of these
inmates, 45.7% (n = 32) reported having exercised CPV in adolescence, although none of
them were serving time for this reason at the time of the study. The crimes that had been
committed were violent robbery (24.3%, n = 17), drug trafficking (12.9%, n = 9), nonviolent
robbery (10%, n = 7), breach of sentence (10%, n = 7), domestic violence (8.6%, n = 6),
and assault and battery (5.7%, n = 4). The crimes of resisting arrest and sexual coercion
were committed by two participants each (2.9%, n = 4), while fraud, computer crime, and
insults/threats were each committed by one person (1.4%, n = 3). The crime committed by
13 participants (18.5%) was missing. In this group, 62.1% (n = 43) had a previous record.

2.3. Instruments

The questionnaire used in this study included the following scales:
Self-Reported Child-to-Parent Violence: CPV was registered, as in Hernández [80],

through the following question: “When living together with your parents or guardians,
how often do you or did you do any of the following behaviors?” Participants answered
9 items which were selected based on Cottrell’s (2001) [81] definition, referring to behav-
iors intended to control and/or cause harm to parents, whether physical, psychological,
emotional, or economic. These behaviors were: Insulting; running away from home; spit-
ting; making obscene gestures; stealing; destroying their things; putting parents in debt;
intimidating, blackmailing, or threatening them; hitting, punching, throwing objects at
them, or pushing them. Participants were asked to answer on an 11-point Likert scale, from
0 (Never) to 10 (Very often). A total index of self-reported CPV was obtained by taking
the average score of these 9 behaviors. Hernández [80] and Hernández et al. [64] have
provided validity and reliability evidence for this instrument. In this study, the internal
consistency values were: α = 0.85; CI95% [0.70–0.87];ω = 0.84.

Exposure to Violence Scale by Orue and Calvete [82]. This instrument measures
previous exposure to violence; it contains 21 items, 9 of which refer to direct exposure as a
victim and 12 to indirect exposure as a witness. In each case, the items refer to three types of
violence (physical, verbal and threats) in four contexts (school, street, home, and television).
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Indirect exposure to violence includes Seeing violence in the classroom, Seeing violence
in the streets, Seeing violence at home, and Seeing violence on television. Direct exposure
to violence includes Experiencing violence in the classroom, Experiencing violence in
the streets, and Experiencing violence at home. Participants were asked to respond to
each item on an 11-point Likert scale, from 0 (Never) to 10 (Every day). Several research
studies have contributed validity and reliability tests for this scale [82]. In this study, the
internal consistency values for the different subscales were as follows: Seeing violence in
the classroom: α = 0.80; CI95% [0.74–0.84];ω = 0.76; Seeing violence in the streets: α = 0.80;
CI95% [0.74–0.84],ω = 0.76; Seeing violence at home: α = 0.80; CI95% [0.74–0.84],ω = 0.76;
Seeing violence on television: α = 0.80; CI95% [0.74–0.84],ω = 0.76; Experiencing violence
in the classroom: α = 0.80; CI95% [0.74–0.84],ω = 0.76; Experiencing violence in the streets:
α = 0.80; CI95% [0.74–0.84], ω = 0.76; Experiencing violence at home: α = 0.80; CI95%
[0.74–0.84],ω = 0.76.

Self-Concept Scale, Form 5, by García and Musitu [83]. This scale contains 30 items that
measure 5 dimensions of self-concept: social, emotional, family, academic, and physical,
plus global self-concept. Participants were asked to answer on an 11-point Likert scale,
from 0 (Totally disagree) to 10 (Totally agree). Several research studies have contributed
validity and reliability evidence for this scale [83]. In this study, the internal consistency
values for the different subscales were as follows: academic self-concept: α = 0.82; CI95%
[0.76–0.86],ω = 0.79; social self-concept: α = 0.82; CI95% [0.76–0.86],ω = 0.79; emotional
self-concept: α = 0.82; CI95% [0.76–0.86], ω = 0.79; family self-concept: α = 0.82; CI95%
[0.76–0.86],ω = 0.79; physical self-concept: α = 0.82; CI95% [0.76–0.86],ω = 0.79.

Interpersonal Reactivity Index by Davis [84], adapted to Spanish by Pérez-Albéniz
et al. [85]. This scale measures different dimensions of Empathy and contains 28 items
grouped into four variables: 1. Fantasy, reflecting the participant’s tendency to identify
with fictitious characters in books and films; 2. Perspective taking, referring to participants’
tendency to adopt the perspective or viewpoint of other persons; 3. Empathic concern,
which is related to the tendency to have feelings of compassion and concern for others;
4. Personal distress, which involves feelings of discomfort and anxiety that people experi-
ence when they witness the negative experiences of others. Participants were to indicate the
degree to which the statements presented to describe how they usually think, feel or act, on
an 11-point Likert scale from 0 (does not describe me at all) to 10 (describes me very well).
Several research studies have contributed validity and reliability evidence for this scale [85].
In this study, the internal consistency values for the subscales were as follows: Fantasy:
α = 0.83, CI95% [0.79–087], ω = 0.84; Perspective taking: α = 0.83, CI (95%) [0.79–087],
ω = 0.84; Empathic concern: α = 0.83, CI95% [0.79–087], ω = 0.84; and Personal distress:
α = 0.83, CI95% [0.79–087],ω = 0.84.

Social Problem-Solving Inventory-Revised by D’Zurilla et al. [86], adapted to Spanish
by Maydeu-Olivares et al. [87]. This scale measures interpersonal problem-solving styles
and problem orientation; the short version was used. Participants were to indicate the
degree to which the 25 statements actually described the way they usually think, feel,
or act, in general, when faced with important problems in their daily life. Participants
answered on a five-point Likert-type scale from 0 (Not true of me at all) to 4 (Totally true).
The scores were averaged for 2 dimensions of problem orientation and for 3 problem-
solving styles. The dimensions of problem orientation are positive orientation and negative
orientation. The problem-solving styles are rational style, impulsive style, and avoidant
style. Positive orientation is a constructive attitude that implies a general disposition
to consider problems as challenges and not threats, to believe in one’s own ability to
solve problems, that problems are solvable, that a good solution to a problem takes time,
effort, and persistence, and a commitment to quickly solve problems instead of avoiding
them. A negative outlook is an attitude that implies a general tendency to see problems as
threats, as unsolvable, to doubt one’s own ability to solve them, and to feel frustrated and
disturbed when encountering problems in life. The rational style consists of deliberately,
systematically applying problem-solving principles and techniques. The impulsive style
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implies consideration of few alternatives, going ahead with the first idea that comes up;
superficial, hasty and nonreflexive exploration of alternatives and consequences, and a
careless assessment of the results obtained. Finally, the avoidant style leads to avoiding
problems instead of confronting them, putting off finding the solution, hoping that they
solve themselves, or trying to get others to solve them. Several research studies have
contributed validity and reliability evidence for this scale [88]. In this study, the internal
consistency values were as follows: positive outlook: α = 0.80; CI95% [0.75–0.85], ω = 0.75
and negative outlook: α = 0.80; CI95% [0.75–0.85], ω = 0.75. In the case of problem-solving
styles, for rational style it was α = 0.80; CI95% [0.75–0.85], ω = 0.75; impulsive style:
α = 0.80; CI95% [0.75–0.85], ω = 0.75; and for avoidant style: α = 0.80; CI95% [0.75–0.85],
ω = 0.75.

2.4. Procedure

First, permission to carry out the investigation was requested from the competent gov-
ernmental authority, and the project was presented to those responsible for implementing
the participants’ judicial sanction or sentence. According to the current law in the study
setting, the governmental authority and those responsible for the judicial sanction/sentence
are different for adolescents and for adults. Next, we asked the staff at the centers where
the participants were located for instructions on the procedure to obtain their informed
consent and, in the case of adolescents, consent from their legal guardians. By following
their indications, we ensured that data collection would cause the least possible interference
in the functioning of the center and in the participants’ daily activities.

In the participant interviews, they were informed of the project aims and reassured
of the anonymity and confidentiality of the information they provided. Each participant
answered the questionnaire individually or in small groups in the location where they were
serving their judicial sanction or internment sentence, or in the case of adolescents who
were already on probation, at the probation facilities. The questionnaire was administered
as a semi-structured interview when the participant’s reading comprehension was low,
regardless of whether it was an adolescent or an adult.

2.5. Data Analysis

In order to analyze group differences in the exposure-to-violence variables relative to
the first two subobjectives, we conducted t-tests for independent samples, with Bonferroni
adjustment to control the type I error rate, given the high number of comparisons to be made.
A bootstrap procedure was used to correct the effect of noncompliance with distribution
assumptions, when applicable. Effect sizes were estimated using Cohen’s d, with CI95%.
Automatic regression models were used to estimate a self-reported CPV predictive model
based on the dimensions of the psychological variables selected, comparing the estimate
with optimal Bayesian methods to ensure the stability of the model under consideration. In
this case, automatic regression models analyze all possible combinations of predictors using
Akaike’s Criterion Information Corrected (AICC) and the forward stepwise procedure for
the model selection method. The analyses were conducted with the statistical software
SPSS 27 and JASP 0.14.1.

3. Results

First, we checked for between-group differences in the variables related to exposure
to violence (seeing and experiencing violence), comparing the adolescents and the adults.
We used t-tests for independent samples, with the Bonferroni correction and the per-
comparison alpha set at 0.01. The estimation was also carried out by bootstrapping due to
a lack of normality in some of the exposure-to-violence variables. The results indicated no
statistically significant differences between adolescents and adults in any of the variables
relating to seeing and experiencing violence (p > 0.01). This common pattern indicates that
the two groups may be considered equivalent with regard to exposure to violence, whether
experienced directly or indirectly. Taking into account this common pattern, we explored
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for possible statistically significant differences in the exposure-to-violence variables (seeing
and experiencing violence) in the global sample as a function of whether or not CPV had
been exercised. Participants were assigned to the CPV group when their score on the CPV
scale was >1. The t-tests (adjusting the per-comparison alpha to 0.01 by means of Bonferroni
correction and with bootstrapping) showed statistically significant differences between
the two groups (see Table 1) in the following variables of indirect exposure to violence:
Seeing violence in class (p < 0.01, d = 0.482; CI95% [−0.804, −0.158]) and at home (p < 0.01;
d = 0.823; CI95% [−1.153, −0.490]) but not in Seeing violence on the street or on television
(p > 0.01). Regarding the variables related to experiencing violence, the results showed
statistically significant differences in Experiencing violence at home (p < 0.01, d = 0.902;
CI95% [−1.235, −0.567]), but not in class or on the street (p > 0.01). Figures 1 and 2 present
the results graphically.

Table 1. Bootstrap a for Independent Samples Test (DVs = seeing and experiencing violence; IV = CPV
or not CPV).

Mean
Difference Bias Std.

Error
Sig.

(2-Tailed)
BCa 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper

Seeing violence in
class

Equal variances
assumed −1.35069 0.00738 0.43919 0.004 −2.17145 −0.49250

Seeing violence on
the street

Equal variances
not assumed −0.99059 0.01512 0.41637 0.018 −1.81348 −0.09740

Seeing violence at
home

Equal variances
not assumed −1.93678 0.00236 0.40667 0.001 −2.71059 −1.11803

Seeing violence on
TV

Equal variances
assumed 0.15958 −0.00073 0.46882 0.731 −0.79292 1.09108

Experiencing
violence in class

Equal variances
assumed −0.54566 −0.01308 0.39566 0.164 −1.36621 0.22250

Experiencing
violence on the street

Equal variances
not assumed −0.76760 −0.02093 0.39332 0.062 −1.54477 −0.04823

Experiencing
violence at home

Equal variances
not assumed −2.12664 −0.00462 0.41073 0.001 −2.95129 −1.34653

a: Unless otherwise noted, bootstrap results are based on 1000 bootstrap samples.

The predictive model for self-reported CPV was estimated using the psychological
variables empathy, self-concept, problem orientation and problem-solving styles as predic-
tive variables. The group variable adults/adolescents was also included in the equation to
estimate any possible effect.

The best predictive model of CPV includes some of the dimensions of self-concept,
specifically academic (β = −0.149) and family self-concept (β = −0.177), as well as the
avoidant (β = 0.313) and rational problem solving (β = −0.239) styles, and the negative
orientation toward problems (β = −0.533). Specifically, the predictive model indicates that
the participants who acknowledged having exercised CPV have a more negative orientation
towards problems, a more avoidant and a less rational problem-solving style, as well as
lower family and academic self-concepts. The goodness of fit indices obtained with the
classical model (R2

adj = 0.255) and with the Bayesian replica (R2 = 0.294; BFM = 83.736;
BF10 = 202.011) are adequate. None of the dimensions of empathy, nor the condition of
adult vs. adolescent, had a statistically significant effect on self-reported.
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Figure 2. Means and Std. Error for direct exposure to violence (Experiencing violence in class, on the
street, and at home) of the group that reported having committed CPV (CPV) and of the group that
reported not having done so (No CPV).

4. Discussion

The main objective of this investigation was to establish the psychosocial profile of
adolescents and adults who acknowledged having exercised CPV. For this purpose, we
explored whether their possible exposure to different forms of violence, whether direct
or indirect, was a common or differentiating factor, both within the group and when
compared to those who did not acknowledge having exercised. We also analyzed whether
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the psychological variables of empathy, self-concept, problem orientation, and problem-
solving styles could be significant predictors of self-reported.

The results have shown the existence of a CPV offender profile that is common to
adolescents and adults. This result is especially important because studies of CPV, with
few exceptions, have focused on minor-age youths. This is true even though the extreme
form of CPV, parricide, is carried out by adults in 75% to 91% of cases [76]. If there is an
escalation of violence in the continued abuse of offspring to parents, similar to that of other
forms of abuse, where more serious behaviors are preceded and/or accompanied by milder
and less censured expressions [77], CPV would not be expected to disappear in adulthood.
This does not mean that all adolescents who abuse their parents as minors continue to do
so as adults. As in other forms of antisocial behavior, CPV is likely to disappear in most
cases when the neuropsychological maturation process is complete [89]. However, there
will be a minority of offenders who continue to abuse their parents over their lifetime, in
line with Moffitt’s distinction [90] between delinquents whose antisocial activity is limited
to adolescence and those who persist throughout their lifetime. To the extent that we can
identify the profile of these offenders at an early age, we may be able to intervene more
intensively, preventing the more serious crimes where parents are victimized. The results
of this study, although preliminary in nature, may be useful in this direction.

At this point, it must be noted that we decided to measure CPV by self-report, in
contrast to other types of criminological measures, for several reasons. All participants had
received a sentence and had files at the prison or at the entity in charge for supervising
their judicial sanction. These files include the crime for which they have been convicted.
However, the type of crime where CPV is included is addressed in articles 153.2 and 173.2
of the Penal Code, referring to domestic violence in general. For this reason, it is difficult
to know for certain which member of the family unit had been the victim. Moreover, the
crime for which they were serving a sentence or judicial sanction at the time may not have
been CPV; they might have had a prior conviction for CPV or have exercised CPV without
ever being convicted on that account. In fact, 68.5% of adolescents under judicial sanctions
admitted having practiced CPV, although only 42.22% of those who were serving judicial
sanctions did so for CPV at the time of the study. In the case of adults, the difference
was even greater since 45.7% admitted to having practiced CPV, but only 8.6% had been
convicted of domestic violence. In the case of adolescents, it was possible to establish that
the sanctions for crimes of domestic violence referred to CPV, thanks to the collaboration of
the prosecution team, but not so in the case of the prisoners since the adult criminal system
and any related information are managed by the central government.

It is true that self-report measures can be questionable in forensic contexts since people
involved with the judicial system, such as adolescents with judicial sanctions or adult
prisoners, may hide negative characteristics and/or simulate positive characteristics they
do not actually possess [91,92]. However, the participants were aware that their answers
would not have any consequence in their sanction or sentence; they knew from the start
that they were volunteers in a university study conducted by people outside the prison
staff or the juvenile judicial system. Moreover, their responses were anonymous, and they
were not asked about crimes committed or their behavior during their sentence/sanction
but about behaviors referring to their relationship with their parents. For these reasons, it
is reasonable to think that under the circumstances, any distortion in their answers would
be minimal or nonexistent.

Regarding the psychosocial profile of CPV offenders that emerges from these results,
once again the variables of exposure to domestic violence, as an observer and especially
as a victim, are what best define the more specific profile of the CPV perpetrator, when
compared to that of other offenders [20,26]. This relationship is also confirmed in the
case of adults, who do not differ from the adolescents in any of the variables relating to
exposure to violence. The effect size of exposure to violence in class is half that of the other
two variables. In the study by [64], experiencing violence in the home was the variable
with the most weight in the discriminating function that best differentiated adolescents
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convicted of CPV from adolescents convicted of other crimes, or from normal adolescents.
Exposure to violence is a factor outside the individual, a stimulus that influences behavior,
but not necessarily as a direct influence, as is suggested by the bi-directionality of violence
hypothesis [27,42] and the theory of intergenerational transmission of violence [46]. Certain
authors have expressed that exposure to violence promotes the belief that the use of
violence is justified as a way to solve conflicts of any type [17,33–37]. The mediating role of
social attitudes, values, emotional intelligence, and other indicators of social information
processing is also suggested, with results that are still very disparate [19,29,55,93–95]. It is
possible that exposure to violence acts on CPV directly, as a descriptive social norm, and
indirectly, through the prescriptive social norm and the personal norm, simultaneously,
as occurs with other types of behaviors, both the prosocial and the antisocial [96]. Future
research should look deeper into this aspect.

Family self-concept also plays an important role in establishing the psychosocial
profile of CPV offenders, appearing as a protective factor as opposed to the risk factors.
This result is consistent with the study by Hernández et al. [64], where self-concept was one
of the variables that characterized adolescents under judicial sanctions for CPV, as stated
above, in comparison to other delinquent and nondelinquent adolescents. This consistency
is logical since family self-concept is the dimension of self-concept that most closely relates
to intrafamily violence, not only because it refers to the same domain but because family
relationships play an important role in the origin, maintenance, and desistance from
offending behavior [96,97]. In this study, academic self-concept also differentiated between
those who acknowledged having practiced CPV and those who did not, in the same
line as studies that relate both family self-concept and academic self-concept to cyber-
victimization [98] and to revenge motivation [99] in non-delinquent adolescents. Both
family self-concept and academic self-concept play a role as protective factors; as these
variables increase, CPV decreases. These results are also useful to show that analysis of the
relationship between CPV and self-concept successfully addresses the issue of inconsistent
results in relation to self-esteem.

None of the variables referring to empathy (fantasy, perspective taking, empathic
concern, personal distress) were related to CPV. This result concurs with studies claiming
that, while low empathy is linked to antisocial behavior in general [50,51], its relation
to delinquent behavior is moderate and is limited to the cognitive dimension [52]. A
relationship with CPV has been found only in the empathy attributed by supervisors of
judicial sanctions to adolescents sentenced for this kind of crime when compared to those
sentenced for other crimes [48,49,53]. It is, therefore, unclear if their empathy really is lower
or if the expectations of these supervisors are influencing their assessment. In the study
by Castañeda et al. [47], self-report measures were used, but they refer to the MACI Social
Insensitivity scale, related to but not exactly equivalent to empathy. Even so, the difference
was much less than differences found in expressed concerns about abuses in childhood and
family discord. In the study by Contreras et al. [54], empathy was not related to any of the
elements of the CPV model that the authors tested.

The results from this study related CPV to family and academic self-concept, but the
psychological variables with the highest regression coefficients were negative orientation
toward problems, followed by an Avoidant problem-solving style. The rational style was a
protective factor, but its relationship to CPV was weaker than that of the preceding vari-
ables. These results are consistent with those of Contreras and Cano [60], who found that
adolescents with judicial sanctions for CPV were deficient in a number of important capaci-
ties in solving interpersonal problems: field independence; noticing and retaining relevant
information about social situations; anticipating and understanding the consequences of
social behaviors; and selecting the appropriate means to achieve one’s goals. These deficits
coexisted, logically, with higher impulsivity. These results are also consistent with studies
where a relationship appears between executive functioning and antisocial behavior in
general [100] and CPV in particular [101]. This is so in that executive functioning is closely
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tied to the attention, planning, and cognitive flexibility that are required for an adaptive
solution of interpersonal problems.

This study presents certain limitations. First, it deals only with male offenders, so the
conclusions should not be generalized to female samples until the results are replicated
in such samples. Secondly, the study is cross-sectional and retrospective, so the relation-
ships do not imply any kind of causality. We do not know whether the prisoners who
acknowledged having practiced CPV continue to do so or not, nor if their responses might
be influenced by processes of recall. Moreover, we do not know who among those who
committed CPV as adolescents have never been incarcerated. Research in CPV requires
longitudinal studies that extend into adulthood, not only across adolescence, in order to
give a definite answer to the question posed by the Attorney General’s Office in its 2020
Annual Report [7], regarding what has become of those who battered parents when they
were adolescents and who are now adults.

5. Conclusions

This study contributes to the development of CPV research by offering, for the first
time, data on CPV in adults and data on how CPV is related to problem orientation and
problem-solving styles. These results suggest that intervention programs with adolescents
who batter their parents should incorporate interpersonal problem-solving skills so that
when facing the inevitable parent-offspring conflicts, strategies are used that promote
coexistence and not violence. In the same way that training in this type of skill significantly
reduces recidivism, regardless of how the criminal behavior originated, it is possible that
training CPV offenders in interpersonal problem-solving may help to control CPV behav-
iors [75]. As mentioned above, most cases of CPV are likely to disappear as its adolescent
perpetrators complete their neuropsychological maturation process [89]. Nevertheless,
regardless of how future longitudinal studies answer this question, training in interpersonal
problem-solving skills could be helpful in reducing CPV in the present.
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