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The submission by Families Need Fathers states 

 

1. “We would also observe that there does not appear to be evidence before the 

committee of a wider crisis in the contact centre system.” 

 

Contact centres are unregulated and the current complaint system means that 

complaints can go only as far as the Trustees. In Law Trustees are there to ensure 

that the charity’s interests are priority and not necessarily users. Therefore any 

complaints in an unregulated system may not be collated or recorded and even 

made when there is an imbalance in power between service users and those 

unqualified and biased staff (staff have to believe in what the charity does or they 

would not work there) on premises. Staffs provide court reports and there may be 

fear by parents that complaints may be reflected in such reports as being 

uncooperative or obstructive. 

 

It with respect that I suggest that any observations by those with a vested interest in 

a charity which  exists to promote that belief that Families Need Fathers cannot be 

objective when it comes to the subject of child contact or child contact centres. 

 

2. The submission further states “We draw the committee’s attention to the 

investigation of false allegations in contested family law cases by Professor MacKay.  

He found 70% of the allegations investigated in his Scottish study were judged in 

court or found on best available evidence to be false”. It is worth noting that citing 

Mackay’s research without flagging its significant flaws is less than helpful in 

supporting the Committee’s consideration of the issues under discussion. The 

research cited in the submission is based on a very small sample size of 37 cases 

where physical or sexual abuse of the child/children was alleged, and cannot 

therefore be said to be representative. Indeed, Mackay acknowledges that the 

number of allegations proved to be false may be unusually elevated in their particular 

sample1. In addition, there is little direct evidence from the research data to support 

the assertions made in the study.  

 

It is well known that abuse of women and children is a hidden crime; indeed, the 

majority of incidents of domestic abuse are not brought to the attention of the police, 

with only an estimated 16% of incidents of domestic violence being reported.2 The 

research cited in the submission does not seem to take this aspect of abuse into 

account, nor the concept of ‘parental alienation’ being used as a tactic by 

perpetrators in contact cases to deny or minimise abuse of their ex-partner and/or 

child.   

 

                                                             
1 The article states: ‘All of the cases were referred to one psychologist, the author, who is at times 
appointed by the Court where a case is already known to be unusually contentious or problematic. 
That may have elevated the number where allegations of abuse proved to be false.’  
2 British crime survey 2008-2009, cited in House of Commons Justice Committee Operation of the 
family courts: sixth report of session 2010-2012 (2011), para 10. 
 

https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmjust/518/518i.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmjust/518/518i.pdf


I would bring the Committee’s attention to other studies which paint a different 

picture of the issue; for instance,  Dr Kirsteen Mackay’s study of 97 disputed contact 

cases where domestic abuse was alleged found that there were records of police 

involvement due to domestic abuse in two thirds of the cases, and 27% of the 

children in the study had a father who fell into at least one of the following three 

categories: ‘subject to concurrent criminal proceedings for domestic abuse’, in prison 

for a conviction of domestic abuse or child abuse at the time the action was raised.’3  

The study also found that in 42% of cases, no background reports were taken to 

ascertain the allegations of abuse, and in 45% of cases children’s views were not 

taken; in addition, in cases where a report was made, some court reporters chose 

not to follow up on domestic abuse allegations.
 4

 This highlights a problematic aspect 

of how abuse allegations are sometimes treated in court proceedings.  

 

Therefore, extreme caution is urged when considering the evidence from the cited 

study as being indicative of the landscape of disputed contact cases where abuse 

has been alleged.  

 

I have included some research and information on Parental Alienation Syndrome 5 

which should raise serious concerns.  

 

Parental Alienation Syndrome is a highly contested issue and is not currently 

recognised by Mental Health Professionals as a scientifically proven syndrome. 

 

Parental Alienation Syndrome essentially suggests that a child cannot possibly not 

want to see a parent and if a child should not want to see a parent then that in itself 

is a sign of a pathological disorder which has its origins in a mother’s behaviour.  

Such a view clearly means that a child’s voice could never be heard even when they 

have reason to be fearful and that a mother can be further demonised during court 

proceedings. This is clearly at odds with section 11 The Children Scotland Act 1995 

when a child’s views should be ascertained. 

 

Emeritus Professor of Law at Sussex University Jane Fortin, states that “it is a 

mistake to assume that a child’s reluctance to have contact with the non- resident 

parent is due to brainwashing by the resident parent. Our evidence suggests that 

even relatively young children may have very clear reason of their own for resistance 

to contact”. (This quote came from a letter to the Guardian newspaper.)  

 

3. The submission states that “We do not dispute that a proportion of the parents 

using contact centres do have domestic violence convictions or that other factors 

warrant ensuring contact will take place in a supervised environment. But this does 

not justify treating child contact centres as high security areas”.  

 

                                                             
3 Mackay, K (2013): The treatment of the views of children in private law child contact disputes where 
there is a history of domestic abuse: A report to Scotland’s Commissioner for Children and Young 
People. 
4 Ibid.   
5 Available at: https://vawnet.org/sites/default/files/materials/files/2016-09/AR_PASUpdate.pdf  
  Available at: https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=910267  
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https://www.cypcs.org.uk/ufiles/views-of-children-and-domestic-abuse.pdf
https://www.cypcs.org.uk/ufiles/views-of-children-and-domestic-abuse.pdf
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https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=910267


This comment shows the either lack of knowledge of the subject of domestic abuse 

and coercive control, involving children or a blatant disregard for the safety of such 

children and others using the premises. 

 

4. The submission states “In considering the issues raised by Petition PE1635, the 

Committee should take account of the needs of all users (parents and children) of 

Contact Centres and consider how the quality of service they provide can be 

enhanced”. 

 

I would refer to the petition which seeks regulation of such centres which in itself 

could only improve the quality of service.  However, I would suggest that all service 

users do not have experience of domestic violence issues and thankfully nor will all 

of the children using the centre, although the proportion will be high. Child contact 

centres are generally used when there has been a dispute over contact. This in and 

of itself should be an indicator that there will be divided opinion as to what would 

constitute an enhanced service. 

 

 

 
 


