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Abstract

Objectives: The aim of this study was to develop and validate the Father Abuse Self-Report Scale and examine its correlates among male adolescents. 
Methods and Materials: The statistical population included all first- and second-year male high school students in Sharekord and Ahvaz during the 2024-2025 academic year. The research was conducted in two phases, each with a different sample. In the first phase, which focused on scale development and validation, 181 male students participated through convenience sampling. In the second phase, aimed at identifying the correlates of father abuse, 209 male students were selected through convenience sampling. Participants in the second phase completed the Child Exposure to Domestic Violence (CEDV) Scale, the Parental Marital Conflict Scale (PMCS), the Parenting Style Inventory (PSI), the Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC), the Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ), and the Father Abuse Self-Report Scale (FA-SRS). Data analysis was conducted in two phases: exploratory factor analysis (EFA) in the first phase and multiple linear regression model in the second phase, using SPSS version 26. A significance level of 0.05 was applied.
Findings: The preliminary scale consisted of 20 items, with face validity and content validity (CVR= 0.97 and CVI= 0.98) assessed by experts, psychologists, and family counselors. The results of the exploratory factor analysis indicated that the final (FA-SRS) comprises 16 items across three factors: direct, indirect and instrumental father abuse. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.95 for the full scale, 0.95 for direct abuse, 0.93 for indirect abuse, and 0.76 for instrumental abuse. Additionally, multiple linear regression model revealed that emotion regulation (β= -0.18, p<0.006), domestic violence (β= +0.21, p<0.009), and marital conflict (β= +0.29, p<0.001) were the predictors of father abuse. 
Conclusions: Based on the findings of this study, (FA-SRS) is a valid and appropriate tool for assessing this phenomenon in related research. It is recommended that therapists consider both individual and family-related factors in their interventions when addressing cases of father abuse.
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Introduction
Parent abused by children is a type of domestic violence that, while encompassing a wide range of harmful behaviors similar to other forms of violence, often goes unrecognized (Burgos‐Benavides et al., 2025; Tambasco, 2024). "Parent abuse refers to a pattern of behavior that uses verbal, financial, physical, or emotional methods to exert power and control over parents" (Holt, 2013). In essence, parent abuse refers to a consistent set of aggressive and manipulative behaviors directed at parents or caregivers, which may be physical, verbal, emotional, psychological, financial, or even sexual in nature (Baker & Bonnick, 2021). Recent data suggest that this form of abuse is on the rise, with boys engaging in it more frequently than girls (Cuervo, 2025). Moreover, boys are more likely than girls to abuse their fathers, particularly in contexts involving marital conflict or instances of paternal violence against mothers (Cano-Lozano et al., 2024).
 Identifying, defining, and measuring father abuse presents significant challenges. A recent review revealed that researchers have used as many as 59 different terms to describe this phenomenon (Burgos-Benavides et al., 2024). Within the academic literature, "violence" and "abuse" are often used interchangeably, and some scholars, such as Ibabe and Jaureguizar (Ibabe & Jaureguizar, 2010), argue that parent abuse is synonymous with child-to-parent violence. However, despite their similarities, these terms carry distinct meanings. They differ notably in aspects such as intent, frequency, relational context, and the presence of power and control dynamics (Ahmad, 2023). Additionally, not all instances of adolescent violence in the home qualify as abuse. Depending on the social and relational context, such behaviors may be defensive, mutually aggressive, or expressive in nature (Gallagher, 2008). Terms like “child-to-parent violence” or “adolescent-to-parent violence” are frequently used in legal and judicial contexts, but they tend to overlook more subtle or psychological forms of abuse, which may still be deeply harmful (Holt, 2013).
There is currently no clear agreement on which specific behaviors qualify as father abuse (Cortina & Martín, 2023). Most assessment tools designed to measure violence or abuse directed at parents tend to evaluate a broad spectrum of actions, focusing primarily on how often each behavior occurs rather than its intensity or impact. As a result, children who regularly engage in mild aggressive acts may score higher on these measures than those who exhibit more serious but infrequent abusive behaviors. For example, even a single instance of physical father abuse can have far-reaching consequences.

Several factors are linked to father abuse, including low adolescent self-esteem, parental conflict (Abbaspour et al., 2022) domestic violence, authoritarian or neglectful parenting, corporal punishment, physical abuse, family disputes, substance use, child or adolescent mental health issues, school problems, peer influence, and delinquent behavior (Rogers & Ashworth, 2024). Children exposed to parental violence are 71% more likely to engage in parent abuse, though some studies report no significant link (Calvete, 2023; Gallego et al., 2019; Kirn et al., 2017). Fathers subjected to such abuse often struggle to express emotions, leading to reduced self-efficacy, anxiety, and depression (Ibabe & Maranon, 2025). Parent abuse is increasingly seen as a two-way process harming both parents and children, with serious short- and long-term effects on the family unit (Abbaspour et al., 2022; Rogers & Ashworth, 2024).

Parent abuse is a growing social and educational concern, prompting fields such as law, education, healthcare, and psychotherapy to explore its causes, contributing factors, and prevention strategies (Ibabe & Jaureguizar, 2010). However, apart from two parent-report instruments (Abbaspour et al., 2018; Abbaspour et al., 2019), no tools exist specifically for measuring father abuse among Iranian adolescents. This complexity is compounded by family privacy, potential parental bias, and the influence of cultural norms (Abbaspour et al., 2021; Simmons et al., 2019). 


Methods and Materials
Design and Sampling
This descriptive correlational study was conducted in two phases. The first phase involved developing and validating a self-report scale to measure father abuse; the second examined the correlates of father abuse. Participants were male high school students from ShahreKord and Ahvaz, selected through convenience sampling due to concerns about participation and completion rates. The purpose of selecting two cities was to increase sample diversity and enhance the external validity of the study, ensuring that the findings are not limited to a single setting or city and can, to some extent, be generalized to similar populations in other regions. This approach also allows the study to account for potential cultural, social, or economic differences between cities, facilitating the identification of common patterns across settings. Although convenience sampling method is simple and quick to implement, it may introduce selection bias and reduce the external validity of the study, as the sample may not accurately represent the target population. However, this sampling method is considered an accepted and practical method (Etikan et al., 2016). In phase one, 210 students (105 from each city) were recruited; eligibility required that fathers be alive and living with the student. After excluding 29 incomplete responses, the final sample was 181 students—65 (35.9%) in lower secondary and 116 (64.1%) in upper secondary school. In phase two, 240 students (120 from each city) were recruited; after excluding 31 for incomplete data, 209 remained—104 (49.8%) in lower secondary and 105 (50.2%) in upper secondary school.
Measures
The Child Exposure to Domestic Violence (CEDV) Scale (Haghi et al., 2017), is designed to assess children's exposure to different types of domestic violence. The instrument includes 33 items, each rated on a four-point scale from 0 (Never) to 3 (Almost Always). Higher scores on each subscale reflect greater exposure to that specific form of violence. The  Cronbach’s alpha values were between 0.59 and 0.85 for the subscales, and 0.86 for the overall scale, indicating acceptable to good internal consistency (Haghi et al., 2017). Additionally, Rahimi et al. (Haghi et al., 2017) supported the scale’s concurrent validity by comparing it with a physical violence assessment tool. More recently, Abbaspour et al. (Abbaspour et al., 2023) found the total scale to be reliable, reporting a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.85.

[bookmark: _Toc190411867]The Parental Marital Conflict Scale (PMCS) measures conflict and instability in marital relationships (Ebadi & Borun, 2013) and has four subscales: impact on children, fear of separation, role reversal, and marital conflict. In this study, only the 13-item marital conflict subscale was used, rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = completely false to 5 = completely true), with higher scores indicating greater conflict. The overall reliability of the scale is 0.90, with satisfactory construct validity (Ebadi & Borun, 2013). The subscale showed a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.83, with content validity confirmed by psychologists and experts, and Abbaspour et al. (Abbaspour et al., 2023) reported a reliability of 0.89.

The Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC) has 25 items rated from 0 (completely disagree) to 4 (completely agree), with higher scores indicating greater resilience (Abbaspour et al., 2023). It shows strong internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.89) and validity confirmed through factor analysis, convergent and divergent validity, and test-retest reliability (Abbaspour et al., 2023). Khanjani et al. (Khanjan et al., 2023) supported its validity via exploratory factor analysis, and Abbaspour et al. (Abbaspour et al., 2023) reported an even higher alpha of 0.93.

The Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ) contains 10 items across two subscales: cognitive reappraisal and emotional suppression. Items are rated on a seven-point Likert scale (1= completely disagree to 7= completely agree), with higher scores indicating stronger regulation skills (Mohammadi et al., 2023). Reported Cronbach’s alphas are 0.79 for reappraisal and 0.73 for suppression, with overall test-retest reliability of 0.69. Barzegar Mohammadi (Mohammadi et al., 2023) also confirmed reliability, reporting an alpha of 0.79.

The Father Abuse Self-Report Scale (FA-SRS) is a 16-item tool developed to assess father abuse by adolescents. It evaluates two key dimensions of abuse—direct, indirect, and instrumental—using a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). In addition to separate scores for each dimension, the scale provides a total score ranging from 16 to 80, with higher scores reflecting more severe levels of father abuse.
Steps in Developing the Father Abuse Self-Report Scale (FA-SRS) included: 1)Setting clear goals for the scale’s development; 2) Reviewing theoretical frameworks and research related to parent abuse along with relevant models; 3) Examining prior studies that utilized parent abuse assessment tools; 4) Creating an initial pool of 20 items based on theoretical and empirical literature; 5) Validating the scale’s face and content validity; 6) Drafting instructions for both participants and administrators; 7) Randomizing the order of items within the scale; 8) Designing the scoring system and guidelines; 9) Identifying the scale’s factor structure; and 10) Administering the finalized scale and evaluating its psychometric properties (Abbaspour et al., 2018). 
Following the development of the initial 20 items, face validity was evaluated and confirmed by a panel of five experts holding Ph.D. degrees in counseling and psychology. The scale’s content validity was assessed using the Content Validity Ratio (CVR) and Content Validity Index (CVI). For the CVR, 10 experts holding Ph.D. degrees in counseling and psychology rated each item on a three-point scale: "essential," "useful but not essential," and "not necessary." The resulting CVR coefficient was 0.97, which surpasses the minimum acceptable value of 0.62 (Lawshe, 1975), confirming the content validity of the items. To evaluate the CVI, the Waltz and Bausell (Waltz & Bausell, 1981) approach was applied, where the number of experts rating items as “relevant but needs revision” or “completely relevant” was divided by the total number of responses per item. Ten experts reviewed the clarity, relevance, and suitability of the items, yielding an average CVI of 0.98. Since this exceeds the acceptable threshold of 0.80 (Waltz & Bausell, 1981), the scale’s content validity index was validated.
Data Analysis
This study employed exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to develop the Father Abuse Self-Report Scale and conducted multiple regression analysis using the enter method to examine the correlates of father abuse among adolescents. Data were analyzed using SPSS version 26.

Ethical Considerations 
[bookmark: _Hlk200232051]Prior to commencing the study, ethical approval was obtained from the university’s Ethics Committee (scu.ec.ps.403.1115). Participants were provided with a brief explanation of the purpose of the study and its potential benefits, and were given clear instructions on how to complete self-report measures. Participants were informed that all information would be kept confidential and that their participation in the study was entirely voluntary.


Findings
Participants in both phases were aged 12–18, with the fewest at age 12 (0.06%) and the most at age 17 (36.50%). In phase one, birth order distribution was 86 first-born, 60 second-born, 26 third-born, 7 fourth-born, and 2 sixth-born. In phase two, there were 100 first-born, 74 second-born, 24 third-born, 7 fourth-born, 3 sixth-born, and 1 seventh-born. Data normality, assessed via skewness (2.55) and kurtosis (7.38) with standard errors of 0.18 and 0.36, met criteria (skewness< 3, kurtosis< 10) (Morovati et al., 2013). 
[bookmark: _Toc189923716]Principal axis factor analysis with Varimax rotation was conducted on the FA-SRS. The data’s suitability for exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was confirmed by a KMO value above 0.60 and a significant Bartlett’s test (p<.001). Factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 were retained, and items with loadings below 0.40 were removed. The extracted factors explained over 50% of the total variance, and all communalities exceeded 0.30, indicating adequate construct representation (Tabachnick, 2007). The KMO was 0.91, and Bartlett’s test (χ²= 3276.80) confirmed suitability for factor analysis. Three factors with eigenvalues >1 emerged, explaining 69.26% of the total variance. Items 6, 13, 14, and 16 were removed for loadings <0.40. “Direct Father Abuse” (items 1, 4, 12, 10, 7, 2, 9, 5) explained 59.52% of the variance; “Indirect Father Abuse” (items 19, 17, 3, 20, 15, 18) accounted for 6.30%; and “Instrumental Father Abuse” (items 11, 8) explained 3.45%. “Direct father abuse” refers to overt verbal expressions intended to hurt the father (e.g., saying “I wish you weren’t my father”). “Indirect father abuse” involves behaviors aimed at causing harm to the father (e.g., deliberately disobeying the father’s requests). “Instrumental father abuse” refers to the use of specific means or tools to inflict harm on the father (e.g., driving without permission). Table 1 and the scree plot show the exploratory factor loadings.

[bookmark: _Hlk205982816]Table 1. Exploratory Factor Loadings of the (FA-SRS)
	Exploratory Factor Loadings
	Factor
	Item
	Exploratory Factor Loadings
	Factor
	Item

	0.71
	Factor 2
	3
	0.76
	Factor 1
	1

	0.70
	Factor 2
	20
	0.72
	Factor 1
	4

	0.69
	Factor 2
	15
	0.72
	Factor 1
	12

	0.68
	Factor 2
	18
	0.69
	Factor 1
	10

	0.74
	Factor 3
	11
	0.68
	Factor 1
	7

	0.70
	Factor 3
	8
	0.67
	Factor 1
	2

	0.39
	-
	6
	0.63
	Factor 1
	9

	0.39
	-
	13
	0.61
	Factor 1
	5

	0.38
	-
	14
	0.89
	Factor 2
	19

	0.38
	-
	16
	0.76
	Factor 2
	17


[bookmark: _Toc189923717][bookmark: _Hlk205982831]As shown in Table 2, the overall FA-SRS Cronbach’s alpha was 0.95. Reliability coefficients were 0.95 for Direct Father Abuse, 0.93 for Indirect Father Abuse, and 0.76 for Instrumental Father Abuse. Concurrent validity was assessed using the general item “Overall, I intentionally hurt my father,” which correlated significantly with the three factors (0.36, 0.50, 0.32) and the total scale (0.51), all p < 0.01. The cutoff scores were established as follows: 12 for direct father abuse, 11 for indirect father abuse, 4 for instrumental father abuse, and 24 for the overall score on the Father Abuse Self-Report Scale. 
Table 2. Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability and Concurrent Validity Coefficients of the (FA-SRS)
	Standard Deviation
	Mean
	Concurrent Validity
	Cronbach's Alpha
	Number of Items
	Factor (Subscale)

	6.80
	11.55
	0.36**
	0.95
	8
	First (Direct Father Abuse)

	5.98
	10.01
	0.50**
	0.93
	6
	First (Indirect Father Abuse)

	2.25
	3.66
	0.32**
	0.76
	2
	First (Instrumental Father Abuse)

	13.49
	25.22
	0.51**
	0.95
	16
	Total


** (P<0/01)
[bookmark: _Toc189923723]In the second phase, the study explored how domestic violence, marital conflict, resilience, and emotion regulation could predict father abuse. Table 3 provides the descriptive statistics for these variables.
[bookmark: _Hlk205982845]Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of the Study Variables 
	Maximum Score
	Minimum Score
	Standard Deviation
	Mean
	Variable

	125
	25
	15.14
	91.82
	Resilience

	70
	20
	9.31
	81.46
	Emotion Regulation

	108
	30
	15.73
	47.63
	Domestic Violence

	56
	18
	8.11
	30.86
	Marital Conflict

	79
	16
	14.18
	23.59
	Father Abuse


Table 4 shows correlations between the correlate’s variables and father abuse: resilience (-0.17), emotion regulation (-0.19), domestic violence (0.50), and marital conflict (0.60), all significant. For path analysis, assumptions were checked: no missing data; no univariate outliers (Z-scores within ±3 SD); normality confirmed (skewness< 3, kurtosis< 10) (Morovati et al., 2013); and no multicollinearity (tolerance > 0.10, VIF < 10).
[bookmark: _Hlk205982924]Table 4. Pearson Correlation Coefficient Results
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	Variable

	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Resilience

	-
	-
	-
	-
	0.17*
	Emotion Regulation

	-
	-
	-
	-0.04
	-0.04
	Domestic Violence

	-
	-
	0.46**
	0.05
	-0.17*
	Marital Conflict

	-
	0.60**
	0.50**
	-0.19*
	-0.17*
	Father Abuse


** (P<0/01), * (P<0/05)
To examine the correlates of father abuse, domestic violence, parental conflict, emotion regulation, and resilience were entered into a regression model (Enter method). As shown in Table 5, emotion regulation (-0.18), domestic violence (0.21), and marital conflict (0.29) were significant correlates, while resilience was not. These results indicate that difficulties in emotion regulation, along with higher levels of domestic violence and parental marital conflict, are significant predictors of father abuse.
[bookmark: _Hlk205982945]Table 5. Standardized and Unstandardized Regression Coefficients for Variables Correlates with Father Abuse
	CI 95%
	P
	β
	SE
	

	[7.91, 24.83]
	0.001
	
	4.29
	Constant

	[-0.10, 0.02]
	0.22
	-0.08
	0.03
	Resilience

	[-0.02, -0.04]
	0.006
	-0.18
	0.05
	Emotion Regulation

	[0.04, 0.02]
	0.002
	0.21
	0.04
	Domestic Violence

	[0.16, 0.44]
	0.001
	0.29
	0.07
	Marital Conflict



Discussion and Conclusion

Parent-child relationships vary across cultures, with norms shaping typical and atypical behaviors (Andersson et al., 2025). Cultural influences and gender socialization affect parental abuse: girls, often freer in expressing emotions, may use verbal abuse, while boys tend toward physical means (Espuig et al., 2025). Boys’ actions are often judged as more threatening and harmful, leading to harsher evaluations (Cortina & Martín, 2023). Studying father abuse is hindered by a lack of culturally sensitive tools and by privacy norms in some societies. In Iran, psychological and family problems are often stigmatized (Hamedani et al., 2022; Hamedani et al., 2023) and caregivers may avoid seeking help due to fear of judgment, with topics like serious illness considered taboo. These conditions underscore the need for culturally appropriate tools to assess issues such as father abuse.
The study confirmed the psychometric strengths of the FA-SRS, demonstrating construct and convergent validity and high internal consistency among high school students. Factor analysis with Varimax rotation identified three factors—direct, indirect, and instrumental father abuse—explaining 69.26% of the total variance, with direct abuse accounting for over 59%. Item-total correlations ranged from 0.59 to 0.88 (p< 0.01). Cronbach’s alpha values were 0.95 for the total scale, 0.95 for direct, 0.93 for indirect, and 0.76 for instrumental abuse. Concurrent validity with a general item yielded correlation of 0.36, 0.50, 0.32, and 0.51 for the factors and total scale, respectively, indicating that FA-SRS is a reliable and valid tool for research and clinical use. The study also found that emotion regulation, domestic violence, and parental marital conflict predict father abuse among adolescents. Difficulty managing emotions during adolescence, coupled with poor parent-child communication, can lead to aggressive behavior, as teens may use abuse to release emotional tension (Baker et al., 2025). Fathers’ responses to such behaviors can create a damaging cycle that further impairs adolescents’ emotional regulation. 
Rogers and Ashworth (Rogers & Ashworth, 2024) argue that parent abuse is not domestic violence itself but a consequence of it, reflecting a cycle of family violence. Children who witness or endure abuse often replicate these behaviors with family members (Ibabe & Jaureguizar, 2010). Social learning theory suggests that children learn conflict resolution and interpersonal behaviors by observing their parents; high marital conflict and parental aggression shape how children handle disagreements. Witnessing such dynamics can harm emotional well-being and contribute to problematic behaviors, including father abuse. Sons often cite their father’s aggression toward their mother as influencing their own abusive actions (Tambasco, 2024). Intense marital discord can blur family boundaries and weaken discipline, reducing parental control and supervision—conditions that foster parent abuse (Cuervo, 2025). Adolescents may also resist paternal authority, especially when fathers enforce family rules and limits (Espuig et al., 2025), increasing the risk of father abuse.

[bookmark: _Hlk200025925]Parent abuse arises from a combination of individual and environmental factors (Cuervo, 2025). The Father Abuse Self-Report Scale (FA-SRS) effectively measures father abuse, identifies at-risk adolescents and parents, and guides therapeutic interventions. Findings indicate that parent-child interaction patterns directly and indirectly the correlates of father abuse, suggesting systemic interventions addressing family dynamics are most effective. Since this instrument is capable of identifying father abuse, it can be utilized in clinical settings such as family therapy sessions, as well as in educational contexts.
The study has limitations. It focused only on adolescent boys using self-reports, limiting applicability to girls, and cultural sensitivities may have caused underreporting. Age and developmental stage were not considered, and convenience sampling restricts generalizability. Some confounding variables were not controlled in this study. Future research should examine social and demographic factors, confirm the scale’s validity via CFA, and test it in diverse populations. The FA-SRS can be applied in clinical and educational settings to identify father abuse.
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