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With regards to the bill. 

I do not believe any violence towards children is acceptable unless it is to prevent danger to 

the child or those around it. By that I mean, I smacked my son’s hand once, because he 

kept trying to push his finger into a wall socket. Or when I have seen the need to physically 

restrain children out of control – by that I mean those caused by mental health issues and 

similar. Then only by individuals or parents trained to do so in a non-damaging way. By 

professionals with qualified knowledge of how best to restrain individuals causing risk to 

themselves and others. 

My reasons are that finding out why the ‘problem’ behaviour is taking place, and addressing 

this is a better solution than physical violence.  

Two examples from personal experience follow to illustrate my view, and for evidence. 

My eldest son is diagnosed as autistic. His behaviour from birth was not normal, and some 

saw it as a problem. My mother was insistent that I ‘discipline’ him. People told me I was 

very patient. I love my children, I could not hurt them. I did not ‘discipline’ him. Instead I 

tried to understand what was going on, and to try and help him. I’m his mum. That’s my job, 

to help him, to support him.  

His ‘bad’ behaviour was because he could not manage. With loud sounds, bright lights, 

confusing actions by people. I studied autism. You could say I because one of the ‘hyper’ 

parents who intensely support their children. My son went from being non verbal at five and 

unable to cope, to achieving several A grades in his Highers this year. I have never used 

physical chastisement. He is kind, gentle – and popular. 

Autistic children behave badly unless they can function in their environment. Physical 

chastisement to these children not only compounds the problem, it is cruel. Autism is not 

only being either better diagnosed, or increasing, but still underdiagnosed and not fully 

understood. Allowing them to be hurt is allowing cruelty to an already disadvantaged child. 

Please also note, that those on the ASD spectrum have a higher probability of mental 

health issues and anxiety. Cruelty will exacerbate that.  

I repeat my insistence that trying to understand what is going on is a better solution. 

My second example is that of parents who think or are told there is something wrong with 

their child and need to discipline them. 
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Before my son was to be assessed, I was told to attend a parenting course. This was a 

group of about ten women. It became obvious very quickly that my son was not ‘normal’, 

and that the other children were. We were given sheets to note the ‘bad’ behaviours, how 

often they actually happened and so on. 

The outcome was one of the saddest memories I have. These mothers loved their kids, 

they were trying to be better parents, they just didn’t know what to do. They were not stupid, 

just being told conflicting things by many people. It became clear that supposedly 

hyperactive children were not being taken out to the park to play. Not getting outside. That 

jumping up and down on the new sofa was because they were simply being active. That 

others – family, ‘friends’ were putting their own interests first, telling these mothers that they 

were bad parents or bad kids, and should punish or discipline their children. Children who 

were not misbehaving and did not have any problems. Children running around, shouting, 

laughing.  

Getting in the way.  

So these are the children who the Christian Institute thinks need physical chastisement? I’m 

sure they would say no – but how do you tell the difference? Is it not better to err on the 

side of caution? Do we want innocent children being punished because the parent does not 

understand what is really going on with that child? Or being pressurised by selfish others? 

Do we need adults with mental health issues developed from the cruelty and punishments 

of their childhood? Are we teaching children that violence is a learning tool and a solution?  

I love my children. Violence is not required. 
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Subtitle Bill to criminalise smacking 

I am a grandparent, the eldest of a family of five, who was brought up in a loving, 

caring home where family discipline included smacking. My siblings and I have been 

reasonably successful in our careers and lives. Smacking, and corporal punishment 

in school, has not had an adverse effect on us. I believe that smacking administered 

by loving parents is  advantage to the child in that it helps to instil discipline. If this bill 

becomes law loving parents, who continue to smack their child, will be criminalised. 

Surely this is the Government again interfering in matters which should be the 

parents responsibility. 

I have heard Mr Finnie refer to smacking as assault which makes it sound like child 

abuse which it is not. Loving parental exercising smacking as part of family discipline 

cannot in any sense be compared with child abuse. Mr Finnie knows that the law 

already protects children from assault. 

For the sake of children and parents I hope this bill is defeated. 
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Why I object to the Children (Equal Protection from Assault) (Scotland) Bill. 

I do not support the Bill’s aim to end the physical punishment of children by parents or 

carers for the following reasons: 

I am concerned that this bill will criminalise good and loving parents who are not abusive in 

any ways to their children. However they wish to teach their children what is right from 

wrong and as a final resort will use a measured singular smack to press home issues of 

danger or bad behaviour. There is already legislation in place to protect children from 

extremes of smacking i.e. assault. This new legislation would potentially criminalise good 

and loving parents who want to teach their children right from wrong and for then to grow up 

into well balanced adults in society. There is already evidence that in countries where a 

smacking ban has been introduced that it actually increases violent behaviour among 

children rather than decrease (Sweden) 

This legislation will produce a huge increase in the volume of “abuse” cases for our already 

stretched social services. Their time is precious and should be used intervening in real 

abuse cases where parents are abusing their position. 
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I do not support the Bill for the following reasons:- 

1. As a child I was occasionally smacked when I had misbehaved and now feel 

that it was entirely justified. The punishment was quick, effective and I 

remembered it. It helped me understand what was acceptable and what was 

not. In no way do I think my parents were child abusers! 

2. As a parent I do remember smacking one of my own children once. It was not 

something I remember with pleasure but I felt it was needed on that occasion. 

3. Parents, not the Government, or anyone outside the family, are surely 

responsible for bringing up their children. They should not only be free but 

encouraged to decide how to discipline their own children, without fear of 

being punished.  
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We all agree that children need to be protected from assault.  Using a smack as a 

reasonable means of discipline is NOT assault. 

Children desperately need boundary lines….thus far and no further.  They need to learn 

that there are limits - that there is a right and a wrong and that there are consequences to 

their behaviour – good and bad. 

By making smacking a criminal offence you are making reasonable parents, bringing up 

reasonable children, into criminals. 

I have friends who had to spend a night in a cell because their severely autistic child told 

their teacher that ‘Daddy hit me last night’.  That event caused utter chaos and distress in 

that family, despite the accusation being unfounded.– and that was as the law is now. With 

this legislation this sort of situation will only get worse. 

Parents who simply want their children to grow up with guidance on what is right and wrong 

will become innocent criminals.  Parents and happy families will be traumatised. 

Please protect us from developing even further into a police state. 

I have brought up 4 children who have all developed into well balanced intelligent adults. 

They did not receive many smacks but they knew where the lines were drawn and what 

was acceptable or unacceptable behaviour. Indeed, once when my son crossed that line I 

gave him the choice of a smack or the loss of his bed time story.  He was very clear.  He 

wanted the smack.  That would be over and done with and the story was too precious. 

Thank you for reading this.  Please listen to what I am saying. 
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I do not support the Bill’s aim to end the physical punishment of children by parents or 

carers, for the following reasons: 

1. To say smacking a child is child abuse is simply wrong. To lovingly discipline a child 

is very different to abusing a child. Smacking when required teaches a child right 

from wrong. 

2. In a ComRes poll in 2017 it was found that 74% of Scottish adults were opposed to 

criminalising smacking, with just 14% in favour of a ban! Surely the government 

should listen to the people rather than go blindly on. 

3. What evidence does Mr Finnie base his view on to put this bill forward especially 

after point no 2 above? It is best to implement change on good evidence based 

practice. 

4. Is it not true that the law already protects children from assault? It is very wrong to 

say a loving smack is an assault. 

5. It is most harmful for children, their families, and as a result, the whole of society 

when youngsters are not correctly disciplined. 

6. It is a fact that most (over 80%) adults of today were smacked when they were 

growing up and they do not consider their parents to have abused them. 

7. It has been found in Sweden, where smacking was banned in 1979 that child-on- 

child violence increased and not decreased, because these children were not taught 

right from wrong. 

8. The Scottish government does not have the right to decide how a child should be 

disciplined; that is a parent’s right. 

9. It is ridiculous that loving parents could be criminalised for disciplining their children 

with a measured smack. If smacking was banned it would overwhelm the police and 

social workers with trivial reports and so overlooking genuine cases of child abuse. 

10. My wife and I had three children ourselves and the occasional smack was required 

but did them no harm. I was also a secondary school teacher in England for a 

number or years and I know the value of youngsters receiving proportional discipline 

in the home. 

11. Most importantly the Bible says in Proverbs 22 verse 15 ‘Foolishness is bound in the 

heart of a child; but the rod of correction shall drive it far from him.’ 

In conclusion, I very much hope this Bill is voted down in the Scottish Parliament. 

Yours sincerely 
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Dear Committee 

I write to register my disapproval for the bill proposed above. I would wish to explain myself 

by first sharing my personal experience. 

I was a slow starter as a child. Stubborn, independently minded, excelling at nothing and 

initially bottom of the class I struggled with losing and had a temper I could not control. My 

parents were exceptionally loving and supportive, and used a variety of tools to help me on 

my path to self-discipline. Smacking – never applied aggressively or in the heat of the 

moment, and always coupled to a stern pep talk – was the only method that cut through my 

anger and brought me back to reality. This helped me confront my behaviour. I always 

remember this, and such was the relationship I enjoyed with my parents I never resented 

the discipline. It helped me to control and tame my passion, and more importantly harness 

its potential. I am now a perfectly successful, married professional.  

Now what would the story of my life have been had my parents been denied the tool of 

smacking? I personally believe the story would be less favourable, but you might dismiss 

that as speculation. However, what we can say with absolute certainty is that absolutely no 

harm was done to me. 

The proposed legislation, had it been in effect, would criminalise my parents. It would 

declare me an abused child. It would seek to punish my parents, and ultimately deem it 

appropriate to separate them from me, exiling me to a childhood of foster care. All this, for 

my “protection” in the name of a hypothetical abuse with no root in objective evidence. 

I do not doubt that some parents exploit their authority to terrorise or beat their child. But 

this is not the subject of this legislation. Rather this legislation posits that smacking of itself 

is abuse by definition, whether or not there is any corroborative objective measure of harm. 

That is the assumption, the inherent belief at the root of the legislation. It is not supported 

by objective scientific evidence. My own experience, anecdote though it may be, must cast 

doubt on the legitimacy of this claim. Moreover I know that the majority of my friends were 

similarly chastised, to no measurable detriment. 

Medical doctors know that for every candidate treatment there are unintended and 

detrimental side effects. It is for this reason that they take the Hippocratic Oath – “first, do 

no harm”. 

Similarly politicians have sobering opportunities to reap unintended and detrimental 

consequences from their otherwise well intended attempts to fix the world’s ills. It is for this 

reason that I believe that politicians, too, should be bound by a similar vow. 
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Therefore, is it legitimate to condemn a parent on simply the belief that smacking is wrong? 

We know that the success rate of children in care is lamentably low. We know that 

separating a family wreaks havoc with a child’s emotional development. It is not a thing 

done lightly.  

Is it therefore reasonable to impose a measurable, tangible harm on a parent and child in 

order to offset a merely theoretical abuse? Is helpful to oppress parents struggling with 

intransigent children with a threat of prosecution? Does such a proposal really pass the test 

of “do no harm”? Even if it were a repeat offence – where smacking is applied it is not done 

as a singular event in the child’s life but as a pattern of behaviour and as already discussed 

no harm is necessarily incurred.  

I as yet have no children, but I see myself in my nephews and realise that those traits that 

made me a difficult child are genetic, and I will likely face them if I am ever lucky enough to 

have a family. I feel threatened and intimidated by the prospect that the government could 

ban the very toolset I found so useful as a child to my own healthy development. 

Moreover I would like to make a wider point about the proper conduct of a government in 

the free world. It is the government’s principle duty to protect the rights and liberties of all its 

citizens. 

In the Scottish enlightenment we realised as a society that we must have a separation of 

church and state, and so ended centuries of ideological bloodshed. We realised that the 

government must never again assume to itself the mantle of moral arbiter, but instead seek 

to provide an impartial flat playing field where free individuals can pursue their own lives. 

Freedom of belief, freedom of expression, and the right to a family life are all derived from 

this realisation. This deeply tolerant model of government has blessed us all with great 

prosperity and is our most valuable birth right as citizens of the UK and Scotland. It is 

comparatively rare throughout the world, and of great value. 

To enact this legislation is to enshrine one particular subjective moral viewpoint as pre-

eminent over all others. Therefore by definition it is deeply intolerant of the government, and 

brings their office into disrepute. It persecutes minorities. It is beneath us as a nation. 

I do not doubt that intentions are honourable, but let us not forget that “The road to Hell is 

paved with good intentions” 

So in conclusion, let child abuse be dealt with by a scalpel, and not a bludgeon. Respect 

your citizen’s inalienable rights to freedom of belief, expression and the right to a family life. 

And in all your deliberations, be aware of the side effects of your legal prescriptions and 

“first – do not harm” 

I implore you to reject the bill. 
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In answer to the first question, “Do you support the Bill’s aim . . . ?”  No.  I do 

not support the Bill’s aim to abolish the defence of reasonable chastisement 

because there’s a huge difference between a smack to control a child and 

assault to harm them.  If a parent used an instrument such as a belt to strike a 

child, that is different and would be criminal.  Loving parents who discipline 

their children with a smack are not criminals, so don’t make them criminals. 

We are already in a situation where to even touch another person, child or 

adult, has them shouting “assault!”  To abolish reasonable chastisement 

would just add to this ludicrous situation.  There is sufficient legislation in 

place without adding this. 

This smacks of state interference as to how parents raise their children.  They 

are the ones to bring up their children, to lovingly discipline them as they see 

fit.  As responsible adults, parents have the right to nurture and correct their 

children.  If they are being irresponsible, then of course, the Police and Social 

Work Department step in. 

What is the evidence or reason for wanting to end physical punishment?  I, like 

many people, were smacked as a child.  It never did me any harm.  I had loving 

parents whom I loved. 
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I am opposed to the John Finnie bill to remove the defence of reasonable 

chastisement. 

A parent knows best how to look after his or her child. A light smack on the bottom to 

a wayward child can bring immense benefits . For example :a child running across a 

road with undue attention to traffic - a smack on the bottom can concentrate the mind 

of the child. Such corrective treatment will save the child‟s life should he or she 

consider dashing across a road again.  

The anti smacking lobby portrays parents who reasonably chastise their children as 

out of control persons with malicious intent. This is a caricature of the loving parent 

who administers a smack on the bottom to avert a greater harm. 

A child who throws objects in the classroom endangers the life of fellow pupils. A 

compass or pencil or school bag could damage a child‟s eye. 

 The attacking child would benefit from a smacked bottom by a good and loving 

parent. 

Physical chastisement is better than the often cited alternative : child sent to his or 

her room. 

If good parents are criminalised for chastising their child in this way, the growing 

child will have a greater disadvantage by losing his mother or father after being 

dragged through the courts. The shame and entanglement of the justice system will 

alienate children from their parents. The state will have authority over good 

parenting, and the chaos which ensues will further destroy the family. 

This „melt down‟ of family life will ruin good families. The  Scottish government will 

follow the pattern of Eastern Europe in the Stalinist strategies of children informing 

and reporting to government   activities which the state deems unacceptable.  

 

Teachers who separate two fighting children could be accused of unacceptable 

physical force. Also a truculent child ,who sees that a parent or teacher has his 

hands tied, continues to escalate aggression knowing that the law is on his side , 

and that his guardian is powerless to administer reasonable chastisement.  

Educationalists offer pious solutions to violent pupils :‟co operative learning‟ and 

„restorative justice‟. There is the belief that a positive approach is necessary to rein-

in a malevolent child. With many children this does work.  
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However there are others who do not completely  benefit from a reasoned 

discussion. They make fellow pupils miserable by physically assaulting them on a 

daily basis. 

A child who chooses to enter a neighbour‟s garden and trample over their flower bed 

will have the full protection of the law. His actions will be excused and defended or 

dismissed in court by law enforcers and the judiciary. In each case the wayward child 

would have benefited from reasonable chastisement by his or her parent if 

administered early enough. 

 

For any adult to seriously assault a child in his or her care  the law is already in place 

to prosecute the offender. 

If the John Finnie bill goes through the Scottish Parliament will courts be busier than 

usual with children testifying against their mothers and fathers and teachers ? Will 

the accused have their lives ruined by zealous social workers in Children‟s Panels 

declaring the parents unfit to have the child returned to the family home ? The child 

will then be in the Care System, or the Looked After system. And everyone with 

experience of this knows how appalling this has become. 

Because of the high number of prosecutions this bill will set out to achieve, some 

cases of serious child abuse will go undetected. The very ones who should be 

protected will be lost in the catch-all scenario.  

 

In each home in Scotland , from time to time , parents and children have stressful 

and challenging situations. These are resolved by loving parents who have all sorts 

of strategies for keeping a child on the right path. Parents ,not the state, know what 

is best for the child. Discipline should be left to the adults to administer reasonable 

chastisement as and when required. Every culture in the world has chastisement of 

one kind or another. Correction is unpleasant at the time , but it reaps good rewards 

for the child. A well balanced child has had firm discipline from a good parent. 

Children love good discipline. Especially in school, a child loves a strict teacher. He 

or she feels secure , as opposed to the insecurity of the liberal laissez-faire 

leadership style which results in lawlessness. 

To say that a child / parent relationship should be the same as any adult/adult 

relationship is ridiculous. An adult will affectionately hug and kiss his or her child. An 

adult will not hug and kiss another adult in the same way. So this removal of the 

defence of reasonable chastisement bill is not an equalities issue. 

Children don‟t  work in factories, work in offices, shops and businesses. Adults and 

children are not equal . They are different, and their relationships although 

different  complement each other. 
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Keep the family together by supporting those in authority, especially those who ,as 

part of their disciplined approach on rare occasions out of love smack their child‟s 

bottom. 

 

“Fathers, do not provoke your children to anger, but bring them up in the discipline 

and instruction of the Lord” . . from the apostle Paul to the Ephesians ,chapter 6 

verse 4 

Yes, it is from Jesus Christ I take my views and have shape my children‟s behaviour. 

I am of a family of 14 -fourteen children , the one husband and one wife ,one 

marriage. 

I am unashamed that my father had a loving home of very good discipline. He 

seldom smacked us, because when he spoke and encouraged and praised us he 

meant what he said. When he gave instruction he meant it. Seldom was there a 

need to administer physical instruction, but he did administer this ,returning from 

work ,to correct defiance in us, or disobedience towards my mother .  I considered 

my upbringing very privileged. We all entered professions or lucrative skilled jobs. 

My father and mother were loved and cared for by family until they passed away at a 

ripe old age. 

Was John Finnie smacked as a child?  His bill should be dumped. 
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Response to the Call for Views 

Question: Do you support the Bill’s aim to end the physical punishment of children by 

parents or carers? It will do this by abolishing the defence of reasonable 

chastisement. Please provide an explanation for your response. What groups would 

be impacted by the change (for example, parents, children, public services, the legal 

profession, etc)? 

Response: No, I do not support the Bill’s aim to end the physical punishment of 

children by parents or carers. As a parent of a five year old and a seven year 

old living in East Kilbride, South Lanarkshire, I am extremely concerned about 

the implications of this bill. Removal of the ‘reasonable chastisement defence’ 

will mean that, in law, if a loving parent like myself chooses to discipline their child 

with a moderate, mild smack it will be classed as assault. I find this ridiculous. The 

law as it currently stands is clear - any punishment that is excessive is already 

illegal. By removing the ‘reasonable chastisement defence’ the slightest touch could 

become grounds for an assault charge. Surely the law does not need to be changed, 

it just needs to be enforced, in order to punish those who are genuinely abusing 

children, not to criminalise loving and reasonable parents. 

Children and adults are not the same. The parent-child relationship is unique and 

parents should decide how best to raise their children, not the state. I consider 

banning smacking to be unreasonable state interference in family life and it 

undermines parents, who after all know their children best and own the responsibility 

for raising them. I am a tax paying, hard-working professional as well as a local 

church leader and STEM ambassador. I am married to a High School teacher and 

together we are raising two children who are well adjusted, excelling in primary 

school and more importantly are kind and respectful. We have chosen, with careful 

consideration, to use reasonable, occasional and controlled smacking as appropriate 

as part of our discipline techniques in raising our children in the context of a loving 

family. We would not dream of abusing our children, and it precisely because we 

care so profoundly about their wellbeing that we want them to learn how to be kind, 

respectful and hard-working contributors to society. Without the ability to use 

physical chastisement at any stage or in any way, I feel our ability to raise them in 

this way would be significantly hindered.      
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Questions: Do you see any additional impact on groups with protected 

characteristics? Are there any equalities and human rights issues raised by the 

approach taken in the Bill that should be considered? 

Response: Yes, I feel that this bill unfairly discriminates against those from religious 

groups whose faith and cultural heritage requires them to use loving physical 

chastisement to correct, discipline and protect their children from danger. Several 

key religious texts (e.g. the Holy Bible, the Qu’ran) have specific guidance about how 

to lovingly discipline a child which includes physical chastisement when appropriate 

(‘spare the rod, spoil the child’), and to have that ability removed by law is to remove 

individuals’ right to practise their faith and to bring their children up in that faith. 

Surely this undermines the whole reason for existence of the Equalities and Human 

Rights Committee.  
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I am writing concerning the reports about John Finnie's bill which seeks to remove 
the defence of "justifiable assault" from Scots Law - meaning that parents will be in 
breach of the criminal law if they physically discipline their children.  I am writing as a 
parent, who is troubled by the prospect of this state interference into the private 
matters of parental conscience about how best to love and raise their children. The 
current provisons of the law in forbidding striking a child on the head or with an 
implement or leaving a mark, seem to find the right balance between promoting the 
welfare of the child and giving discretion to parents in childrearing.  I struggle to see 
how this new proposal can be justified within the Parliament's competences of 
respecting Article 8's "right to private family life" - in our multicultural modern 
Scotland there are many different philosophies of child-rearing, some based on 
millennia old wisdom passed down in the Judeo-Christian tradition, others based on 
some of the new philosophies about child psychology and development.  In my own 
experience, the loving discipline of parents was an important factor in shaping my 
development to respect authority and to restrain extreme behaviours.  My parents 
were human, made mistakes and sometimes a smack was given in the heat of 
anger, but consistently it was done in a controlled and loving way, that sought to see 
me grow up to be a respectful, decent human being.  It did not do me harm! 

I appreciate that the intentions behind Mr Finne's bill are well-meant.  We all want to 
protect and uphold the paramouncy of the welfare of the children in Scotland. As a 
Christian, I believe that we should be safeguarding the lives and moral-status of all 
children - from the womb to the tomb.  It is tragic when we read reports about 
children who have been abused and neglected by those who ought to have loved 
and sacrificed for them instead.  The valiant work of our overstretched social 
workers, teachers, GPs, other individuals in public life is vital for safeguarding the 
well-being of children.  However, this bill will not necessarily help those already at 
risk of abuse, instead it goes beyond that in seeking to criminalise good parents who 
simply want to teach their children the importance of respecting authority and the 
consequences of their wrong actions with a slap on the hand.  We hear so much 
about the challenges facing teachers in the classroom with undisciplined and 
disruptive pupils - why do we want to make this worse by removing a vital tool 
available to parents to train their children in good, respectful behaviour? 

Mr Finne's proposal seems to rest heavily on the "harm principle" in moral theory - 
that individuals should be free to do as they wish provided they do not inflict harm on 
another person.  Have you come across the published academic and popular work of 
social psychologist Jonathan Haidt?  One of his well known books is "The Righteous 
Mind: Why do good people differ over politics and religion" - there are some good 
summaries of it online.  In it he explains that make moral/political decisions intuitively 
- we are like an elephant and rider.  The elephant is our emotional/instinctive gut 
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response to a situation, while the rider is our considered intellectual justification for 
that reaction.  He points out that in matters of morality that we react with our feelings 
elephant first and our thinking rider has to play catch-up.  Building on this he shares 
evidence from psychological experiments that those whose political allegiances tend 
to the liberal left think about morality primarily through the "harm principle" - seeking 
to care for individuals and protect them from harm.  However, he points out that in a 
secular multicultural society like ours there are people with other deeply held 
convictions, across the political spectrum, who want us not only to think about the 
individual but to think about the community.  We want individuals to be (1) kept safe 
as well as (2) treated fairly (3) and equally rather than discriminated against or 
oppressed.  These are all intuitions and values on the left.  But he adds that these 
values and intuitions from the conservative right also matter: (4) loyalty/community, 
(5) tradition/authority (6) sacred values.  I don't know which way your elephant 
intuitively leans - but Haidt's work is helpful in reminding us of the importance of 
respecting one another and listening carefully to one another in our secular 
multicultural society.  By imposing a legislative decision on the basis of one of these 
moral intuitions to the exclusion of the others is troubling and not the best example of 
tolerance in action. 

Please know that I am whole heartedly behind the safeguarding of 
children.  Nevertheless, I hope you will consider if this legislative proposal is 
disproportionate in overriding the individual consciences of good parents in Scotland, 
who come to this question with their own values, traditions, experiences and intuitive 
convictions. 
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Cruelty towards children is wrong but loving discipline does not fall into that 

category 

I was fortunate enough to be raised in a loving home by a loving mum and a loving 

dad. I cannot think of a single time in my childhood where I suffered any form of 

cruelty while under their care. However, I can think of times when I experienced 

discipline, for which I am eternally grateful. This discipline took different forms and 

sometimes it involved a smack. When it did involve a smack I would never question 

the love and care my parents had for me. I knew the discipliner was not applying the 

smack because they were angry but because they loved me and I had knowingly 

stepped out of line. This discipline increased the respect and admiration I had for my 

parents because I knew they were people of their word.  

On the 27th December 2018 I had my first child and it is my goal to love my daughter 

in the same way that my parents loved me. I will never show her cruelty and I will 

never take out my anger on her but I will protect her and at times that will involve 

discipline and at times that will involve smacking. If the proposed bill is passed, I will 

be a criminal.  

My story is not uncommon. The comres 2017 poll interview 1,010 Scottish adults and 

found: 

 66% said it was necessary to smack a naughty child 

 85% were smacked as a form of discipline 

 74% said smacking should not be criminalised. 

Thankfully there are already laws in place to prosecute parents who beat or hit their 

children (unreasonable chastisement). It is vital that we ensure the police and social 

workers are better equipped to find parents who break these laws and prosecute 

them accordingly. 

Please don’t make thousands of good upright citizens like me a criminal.  
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Dear Sir, 

            I am writing to voice my opposition to this bill as I believe parents and carers 

have a right to discipline children in their care and this includes a gentle smack. 

I had excellent parents who smacked me as a small child and 20 to 30years ago 

when my three children were small I smacked them occasionally to reinforce my 

authority when they did something dangerous or disobedient. Not to get my own way 

but to train them to avoid danger, to heed my wise advice and to encourage them to 

consider other people's needs and feelings. 

I worked as a child-minder for four years and after that have been employed as a 

“Classroom Assistant” or “PEYSA” in a primary school since 2000. In these latter 

roles I did not of course smack or administer any corporal punishment but I don't 

think it's unrelated that I've seen a lot of  unhappy and out of control children, who 

have in turn caused trauma to other children and unnecessary stress to the adults in 

the school. 

As a committed Christian I believe Jesus taught in the Bible that we should use 

discipline , including corporal punishment, to bring up children well. 

If the bill seeks to protect children from assault, I think it has the wrong focus- this 

debate is about a corrective, non-violent smack where the parent's displeasure, 

disappointment, angry voice conveys they have overstepped the mark. It's not about 

violence or bodily assault, that's something else. Of course that should be prevented! 

Also dealing with children is different to adults, their psychological make up is 

different. I have confiscated toys from my children and this was not theft! They still 

had ownership and shortly had use of the toy again but the limitation of use taught 

them a lesson. 

Thank you for your attention, please represent my arguments in the Parliamentary 

discussion. 

Yours faithfully 
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Thank you for the opportunity to respond with my thoughts to the proposed Bill as 

noted above. My only reservation is that my views will not be listened to or taken into 

consideration, such is my confidence in the democratic process these days. 

Question 1. 

I am totally and utterly opposed to this Bill. The provision for “Reasonable 

Chastisement” is NOT a get-out clause which excuses or allows violence towards 

children. To imply that this is the case is nonsense. My spouse and I have raised 

three children, all now young adults aged 28, 25 and 19. Each of them in their early 

years received moderate smacks when they were too young to be reasoned with and 

were endangering themselves (or other people). Examples are: when children play 

with electrical sockets and refuse to take a warning or run off beside a busy road. 

Often a short, sharp smack on the hand or the bottom teaches them that the parental 

command should be obeyed for their own safety. If this Bill comes into force it will in 

effect criminalise such parents.  

An impact of this Bill would be to produce a fear in adult parents, carers, public 

service providers and all who come into contact with children. 

It is also an abuse of parents, depriving them of the right to chastise their children 

(who belong to them) in whatever way they believe right and effective. 

Question 2 

What are groups with protected status? 

Question 3 

The rights of parents to bring up their children without fear of state interference will 

be infringed. 

Question 4 

I’m not an organisation, but I would imagine that the police, social work services and 

education would have their resources overwhelmed by attempting to follow this Bill if 

it was passed. These resources are already overstretched. 

Question 5 

I fear for single parents or any parent who may be stressed and in a moment of 

frustration smack a very disobedient child. They may end up with a criminal record. I 
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fear for children brought up without discipline who then enter the workplace. They 

will be in for a rude shock. I fear for employers who will one day have to deal with 

children who won’t submit to discipline.  

Most of us were smacked at some point in our childhood. Most of us would say 

(according to a survey among my friends) that it did us no harm. There is ample 

provision in the existing law to rightly punish violence towards children.  

Respectfully submitted, 
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I am totally against this ban for many reasons some of which I will mention, but, most 
of all I remember my own childhood, I was brought up by loving parents who NEVER 
abused me, but who on occasions smacked me when needed. Also I smacked my 
own children when it was necessary but NEVER abused them. 
 
 Banning smacking could overwhelm police and social workers with trivial reports 

so that real cases of child abuse are missed. It should be the role of a parent to 
decide whether to smack their child, not the Government.  

 The state should not use the criminal law to regulate parenting. 
  Smacking is not child abuse. There is a clear difference between child abuse 

and loving parental discipline.The law already protects children from assault. 
  It is completely misleading to describe a loving smack as assaultSmacking is 

used to warn children of dangers before they are old enough to understand a 
verbal warning. Criminalising it will actually endanger child safety. 
 

I hope and pray that this bill will never see the light of day, our children deserve 
better. 
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    Plans to criminalise parents in Scotland 

 

Dear Members of Parliament, 

I am writing this letter to express my serious concerns about  John Finnie's proposal to criminalise 
parents who smack their children. 

As a parent of 2 children (now well adjusted adults) I know that there are circumstances when it is 
necessary to administer a controlled smack in order to show the child that certain behaviour is not 
acceptable. In my own experience it was very rarely needed but when administered in a calm and 
controlled manner was essential to teaching the children self-discipline. In fact with my son (who 
was pretty stubborn!) it was often the only way he would actually take notice and he certainly does 
not seem to have suffered as an adult from the occasional 'smack'. In fact he would agree that at 
times it is an acceptable way to teach right from wrong. 

Of course we need to protect our children from excessive violence both in and out of the home, 
but we need to beware that we are not 'throwing out the baby with the bathwater' by this extreme 
proposal. 

We sadly see increased violence on our streets these days and many young people who seem 
unable to control their behaviour. Surely recent  ideas of making discipline in the home and school 
more difficult has added to this lack of self-control.  

It is a Biblical teaching to 'admonish a child' and one which we need to adhere to, especially in 
these days of increasingly anti-social behaviour 

I hope the Committee will be made aware of the concerns of many families who will be affected by 
this and will not allow this Bill to proceed any further. 

Yours faithfully, 
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Dear Sirs, 

I am writing to express my support for the law as it currently stands. 

I am very concerned that changing the law to make smacking a criminal offence will 

lead to a lot of great harm. 

First of all, children will be deprived of a form of discipline which, when applied by 

loving and fair parents, can be of great help in defending children from danger, both 

physical and moral. A smack can provide an immediate but ultimately harmless 

unpleasant consequence to a behaviour which, left undeterred, might put the child in 

the way of harm, or lead to the development of negative character traits over time. 

I was smacked as a child by my parents and grandparents, and, far from feeling 

assaulted or abused, I knew the source of the discipline was their concern for me 

and their sense of responsibility for my physical safety and for my developing 

character. I received smacks from my mother even as an older child (maybe until 

about 10) – that was the discipline applied in the case of either me hitting my 

younger sister or telling my mother a lie. The smacks were very infrequent, but they 

acted as a strong deterrent to those behaviours, and, far from making me feel 

unloved, they clearly communicated to me that my mother deeply cared about me 

and the choices I was making, and that she wanted me to grow into a trustworthy 

and responsible person. 

I read that after smacking was banned in Sweden in 1979, cases of child on child 

violence increased greatly. As someone who, as a child, quarrelled often with her 

younger sibling, I know that I would have been far less restrained in those quarrels if 

I hadn’t known that hitting my sister would incur my being smacked by my mum. The 

fact that my mother was free to apply those smacks provided protection both for my 

sister and myself. 

Another great harm that awaits society when smacking is made into a criminal 

offence is that thousands of loving, responsible parents, can find themselves being 

regarded as criminals, when in fact they are doing their best to ensure a healthy and 

positive upbringing for their children. Do we need to be reminded of the horrific 

potential for this kind of law to be abused by the authorities, when it’s only just over 

three years since the Bodnariu family case in Norway? Can you imagine the climate 

of constant fear of suspicion that Scottish families will have to live under? Can you 
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imagine the potential for harming anyone one takes a dislike to, by making an 

accusation that they smack their children?  

The last great harm I want to mention here is related to the above. What kind of 

society is being created when the government is being allowed to intrude to this level 

into family life? I have spent the first 12 years of my life under the communist regime 

in Romania. I remember those times very well. Recently, I have become very 

concerned to see different moves from the government displaying a thirst for control 

over families and individuals which strongly parallels, and even exceeds, what 

Romanians experienced under Ceaușescu's regime. The Named Person scheme, 

which was struck down by the Supreme Court, was such a move, and the proposed 

ban on smacking is another. A society where the government has the final say in 

how children are being raised by their families is a totalitarian society, no matter what 

benevolent mask it may assume. A society in which infants can be wrested from their 

mother’s breast overnight, because their parents were doing their duty of raising their 

children with discipline and responsibility (see the Bodnariu case), is a scary place to 

live in. 

Please keep Scotland a safe place for parents to raise their children. Please leave 

the law as it is. 

Thank you very much,  
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Proposed Smacking ban 

I wish to express my opposition to  the proposal to ban reasonable smacking of 
children in Scotland. 

Smacking is a useful tool as part of child discipline when bringing up children. 
Children are not adults. 

Most of us who are older were smacked as children and do not consider that our 
parents were child abusers. 

This measure will not protect children from violent parents who harm their children, ( 
the law to protect against violent parents is already in place) but it will criminalise 
good parents. 

It may also divide families: Who will report this to the police ? – presumably the child. 
In encouraging this you will be encouraging children to denounce their parents. This 
sounds like the Soviet Union, China under Mao and Hitler. I don’t imagine we in 
Scotland want to follow such a path. 

I urge the Scottish Government not to bring in this law. Allow parents to bring up their 
children. 

Yours faithfully, 
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Proposed Smacking ban 

I wish to express my concern about the government’s plan to criminalise wise and 
loving parents who smack their children.  

A loved child is disciplined.  Smacking is one way in which parents discipline. It is 
very different from abuse. 

I consider that the home I grew up in was a loving one. I was smacked as a child and 
learnt important lessons as a result. I was definitely not abused.  

Sadly this law would not protect children from violent parents (Already children are 
protected against assault. Smacking is not the same as assault.)  

Society suffers when children are not allowed to be children. The law cannot be the 
same for children as for adults because children are not adults.  

Society also suffers when children grow up without clear boundaries. Smacking is 
one very straightforward way of teaching a child where the boundaries lie.  

I urge the government not to criminalise good parents.  

Yours, 
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