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IN THE UTAH SI.IPREME COURT

STATE OF UTAH, In the interest of
K.T., C.T., K.T., & C.T.,

under of

B.T. & S,T.,
P etitioner/App ell ant,

Iür,PI.ACE.I\4ENT BRIEF OF
THE APPELLEE
STATE OF UTAH

Case No. 2016041O-SC

STATE OF UTAH,

APPEAL FROM THE ADJUDICATION ORDER ENTERED MAY 4,2016
IN THE THIRD DISTRICT JUVENILE COIJRT, SALT LAKE COLINTY

HONORABLE CHARLES D. tsEHRENS

STATEMENT OF JURISDICTION

Appellants, Mother and Father, challenge the juvenile court's order adjudicating

them as having abused their children. This Court has jurisdiction under Utah Code Ann

$ 784-4-103(3Xb) (West 2009).

STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES

'Whether or not hitting a child with a belt is inherently abusive under Utah law,

Standard of Review: This issue involves statutory interpretation, which is a question

reviewed for correctness, without deference to the juvenile court. In re S.Y.T.,201 1 UT

App 407 ,n9,267 P.3d 930, 936 Moreover, while this Court generally grants the juvenile

court a measure of discretion with respect to its application of the facts to the law, in this

proceeding, the case was tried entirely based upon stipulated facts. Accordingly, this



Court reviews the juvenile court's legal conclusions for correctness. 1¡¿ re State ex rel.

8.7.,2009 UT App 182, T 5,214 P.3d 88 1, 882

DETERMINATIVE STATUTES

Utah Code Arur. $ 784-6-105(1) & (19) (definitions of "abuse" and "harm").

Attached as Addendum A.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

This appeal involves four children: Ke.M., a seventeen year-old female born, June

1999; Ca.M., a sixteen year-old boy, born October 2001; Ka.T., a ten year-old boy, born

September 2006; and Ca.T., a nine year-old boy, born January 2008. Their parents are

Appellant S.T., the Mother, and Appellant 8.T., the Father

The State filed a petition in February 2016, seeking to adjudicate the children as

abused and neglected. After a preliminary hearing, the children were placed in the

temporary protective custody of the state, pending further proceedings

This case was adjudicated based upon stipulated facts. Finding of Fact, Conclusions of

Law, Disposition Order, filed May 4,2016; Attached as Addendum B. For purposes of

this appeal, the relevant stipulated facts are as follows:

[K.T.] also disclosed fMother] has spanked and disciplined her and her siblings

with a belt. The mother uses a black belt with Rhinestones. fFather] has spanked the

children with a belt historically.

2



Based upon this finding, the juvenile court made the following "Additional

Findings:"

1. Hitting a ohild with a belt or strap cr another object is abuse.

2. The pain caused by striking is non-accidental harm.

3. The court cannot envision a scenario where striking or hitting a child, of any age,

would be appropriate or reasonable discipline.

4. The court can envision a parent, as a child, being hit with a belt or strap as

discipline at that time, in that day and age, many years ago that type of discipline was

deemed appropriate and porfeetly reasonable'

5. As a society we've progressed to the point where it's not acceptable to strike a

child and certainly to strikc a child, of any age, with an object, a belt, a strap, or a paddle

or anything of that nature.

6. We've evolved beyond it being appropriate to strike a child with an object.

7. The simple striking of the child with a belt caused pain and is abuse.

Based upon these "Additional Findings," the juvenile court concluded that the

children had been abused by both their parents, as defined by Utah Code Ann. $ 781.-6'

105. The Appellant Parents now appeal that conclusion.
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SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT

Appellants, Mother and Father, argue that the juvenile court erred when it found

that their use of a belt to discipline their children was abuse. Specifically, they suggest

that the court erred by not requiring specific evidence of harm. Rather, the juvenile court

presumed, as guided by the Court of Appeals, and in conformity with current research,

that using a belt on a child is inherently abusive. That determination should be affirmed.

ARGUMENT

,)

THE OF AN OBJECT. SUCH AS A BELT. TO CT
o PER SE

ALL CONTEXTS.

Appellants argue that the juvenile court erred in finding that they abused their

children when they used belts to spank them. Prior case law, as well as significant

research, supports the juvenile court's decision'

L. The Juvenile court correctly Followed Existing Precedent From

the Utah Court of APPeals.

Appellant Parents argue that the juvenile court erred by determining that their

behavior was abusive, rather than merely'oreasonable discipline," which is allowed under

Utah law. Abuse is defined, in relevant part, as:

I.

(Ð
(iÐ

nonaccidental harm of a child;
threatened harm of a child.
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Utah Code Ann. $ 78A-6-105(1Xa) (West Supp. zAIq. Significantly, and contrary to

Appellants' assertion, this definition includes both actual, as well as "threatened," harm.

Id. Tke term "hafm," in turn, is defined, in relevant part, as:

(a) physicai or developmental injury or <iamage;

(b) emotional damage that results in serious impairment in the child's
growth, development, behavior, or psychological functioning. . .

1d $ 78A-6-10s(re).

As noted below in Argument I(B), the use of corporal punishment creates a very

real threat of developmental problems for children in their later years. At very least this

could be considered a "threatened harm."

However, the use of "reasonable discipline" is also an exception to the definition

of abuse. Id. ç 7SA-6-105(1Xc)(i). This Court has not had occasion to define the term

"reasonable discipline," however it has been addressed by the Court of Appeals in prior

opinions.

State ex rel. L.P. was the court's seminal opinion. In L.P., the Court of Appeals

held that it was impossible to precisely define what separates abuse from "reasonable

discipline" in every instance, because there are a myriad of possible permutations. 1999

UT App 157, I 7 , 981 P.2d 848, 85 1. However, the court noted some factors which

shoulel be considered:

fV/]hether the acts complained of were in reasonable discipline of a minor
by a parent or one in loco parentis, see Utah Code Ann. ç 76-2401(3)
(1995); evidence of any bruises, contusions, or abrasions on the child, see

id. $ 76-5-109(1Xc) (Supp.199S); "the need for the application of corporal

punishment; the relaiionship between the need and the amount of
punishment administered; ... the extent of injury inflicted; ... whether the
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punishment was administered in a good faith effort to maintain discipline or
maliciously and sadistically for the very purpose of causing harm," .;

evidence of unreasonably cruel punishment such as beatings with a belt,

paddle, hose, or other object, . . .; whether the child has been provided with
suitable food and clothing,. . .; evidence of verbal threats or verbal abuse;

and whether the incident was isolated or rather a step in an apparent

progression of mistreatment. None of the factors listed above is necessarily

dispositive of whether a minor is an abused child within the meaning of
section 78-3a-103(tXaXi). lnstead, these evidentiary factors should guide

the juvenile court as it exercises its broad discretion in making that

determination.

Id. at$ 8 (citations omitted).

The court also suggested it was incumbent upon the juvenile court to make

dctailed findings justiffing its decision, in order to help establish a body of case law. Id.

In the instant case, of course, the court made no factual findings of its own, having been

presented with stipulated facts by the parties. Chief among these facts, to the juvenile

court's mind, was that an object was used in the administration of discipline, in this case

a belt. (Findings at J[ 6). The use of an object, such as abe\t, was one of the factors

outlined for consideration in L.P.

The Court of Appeals next issued a decision clariffingthatthe use of a belt in the

administration of discipline was inherently abusive. State ex rel. C.1.,2009 UT App 141

(per curiam). The facts in C.l. were that the mother hit the child "on his arms with a

belt, and also hit [the child] near his eye." Id. The Court of Appeals concluded: Striking

a child with a belt does not constitute the use of reasonabie discipline as it is an

"unreasonably cruel punishmenÍ.." Id.

6



As Appellants concede, this pronouncement would appear to establish an absolute

prohibition again the use of a belt as a disciplinary device. (Brf. of Aplts. at 7-8). As

such, the juvenile court was necessarily obligated to follow this precedent.

While it could be argued that the facts in C.1., partícularly hitting the child near the

eye, are more egregious than those herein, the Court of Appeals' decision did not seem to

turn on that distinction.

It is also worth noting that the use of an object, be it a stick or a belt, allows the

disciplinarian to potentially inflict greater, and more serious, harm than would a simple

open-handed spanking.t A pçrson using an open hand, to some extent, feels the pain as

much as the person receiving the discipline, but not so with an object. Belts and other

implements can easily cause serious welts, abrasions, and can even break the skin.

The use of an object also introduces an element of vagueness as to where the blow

will actually land, particularly if the child is resisting. This is particularly true of a belt

which can have a "wrap-around" effect, potentially landing a blow on an area other than

that intended.

The juvenile court also added its own discussion of physical discipline with

objects. The court found, that while the use of belts and paddles might have been

aecepted by previous generations:

As a society we've progressed to the point where it's not acceptable to strike

a child and certainly to strike a child, of any age, with an object, a belt, a

I The State refers to an "open-handed" spanking, because it is difficult to conceive of a

scenario where punching a child with a closed fîst would be considered "reasonable

discipline."

7



strap, or a paddle or anything of that nature. ... 'We've evolved beyond it
being appropriate to strike a child with an object.

(Findings at tllJ s-6).

While one could suggest that this is merely the court's own perspective, it is a

position supported by a prior decision of the Court of Appeals. It is also consistent with

the fîndings of many legitimate research studies in the area of child development. These

studies suggest avery real correlation between the use of physical discipline and adverse

developmental outcomes for children. As noted above, the threat of damage to a child's

developing psyche does fall within the definition of "abuse." While acknowledging that

the State of Utah has not banned corporal punishment outright, it remains within this

Court's power to determine, at least, that the use of objects in the administration of

physical discipline is inherently not "reasonable."2

b. Numerous Studies Support The Juvenile Court's Determination
That Corporal Punishment Has A Detrimental Effect Upon A
Child's Development And Wett-Being And Is, Therefore, Abusive.

Significant studies have consistently found that corporal punishment has a

negative effect upon children and their development. Corporal punishment is defined in

all contexts as "ths use of physical force with the intention of causing a child to

, While corporal punishment is not specifically addressed under Utah law, Utah Code

Ann. $ 534-11-802 grants educators the right to use "corporal punishment" with a

parent's consent. If parents can grant others the right to use physical discipline, it stands

to ,"uron that the parents themselves also enjoy the same right. "Reasonable discipline"

is also a defense to criminal prosecution, so long as it does not result in "serious bodily

injury," 'oserious physical injury," or death. Utah Code Ann' ç 76-2-401(1Xc) e'Q).
There is no evidence in the stipulated facts that the use of discipline in this case reached

such an extreme level.
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experience pain, but not injury, for the pu{pose of correcting or controlling the child's

behavior. Physical force in the form of hitting is often referred to as spanking, swatting,

whipping, whooþing, popping, smacking, slapping, or paddling." APSAC, Position

Statement: Corporal Punishment of Chíldren (July 26,2016),l,

htþs://www.apsac.org/assets/documents/c orponlYo}0punishmento/o?}position%20statem

ent.pdf.

A number of countries throughout the world have banned physical punishment in

any form, including spanking. In fact, as of May 2016,49 countries had taken this pledge.

Id at 1. The United States has not yet adopted such a blanket prohibitionupûn corporal

punishment.

Studies have consistently found that corporal punishment directly corrclates with

negative effeots in youth. Some of these doeumented effects include antisocial behavior,

lower self.esteem, agitated aggressive behavior leading to violence, angQr, and various

mental health problems. Digested herein are a few of the notable studies in this area.

They are addressed chronologically based on publication date.

t. Spønking By Pørents ønd Subsequent Antisociøl Behavior of Children' 1997,

A notable study was published in 1997 . This study was a survey of 807 mothers of

children between the ages of 6 and 9. The study was based on self-reporting and

contained a representative national sample. This study found that, although there may be

temporary behavior modifications from spanking, it actually has negative long-term

effects. Murray A. Straus, Spanking by Parents and Subsequent Antísocial Behavior af

9



Chíldren, I 5 1 AncH. PBonrR. Aool,Bsc. MEo. 7 61, 7 6I-7 67 (1997); attached as

Addendum C.

The study also found that: "There is evidence that when CP [corporal punishment]

extends into early adolescence, as it does for more than half of American children, it is

associated with adult behavior problems including depression, physical assault on a

spouse and other adults, physical abuse of children, alienation and masochistic sex." Id. at

766.

Perhaps the most groundbreaking part of this study was the recommendation for

an end to corporal punishment. "We suggest that reduction or elimination of CP could

have major benefits for children and for reducing anti-social behavior in the society." 1d.

2. American Academy of Pediøtrics, Gaidønce for Effective Discipline, 1998.

Next, andpartially in response to the previous study, the American Academy of

Pediatriçs came out with an article çntitled Guidance þr Effective Discipline in 1988;

attached as Addendum D. This position statement came out against corporal punishment

arguing that it has no positive effect, and that there are more effective methods to control

behavior than spanking. American Academy of Pediatrics, Guídanceþr Effective

Discipline, 10 1(4) Pennrzucs 723, 723-728 (1998).

This paper presented many convincing arguments why spanking should not be

used. First "repeated spanking may cause agitated, aggressive behavior in the child that

may lead to physical altercation between parent and child." Second, "spanking models

aggressive behavior as a solution for conflict and has been associated with increased

10



aggression in preschool and school children." Third, "spanking is no more effective as a

long-term strategy than other approaches." Id. at 726.

,. 7

The articie citcd studies where physically disciplined children reported more anger

as adults, and were more likely to hit their spouses. Also, 85% of parents who were

interviewed for a study "expressed moderate to high anger, remorse and agitation while

punishing their childrsn. These findings challenge the notion that parents can spank in a

calm, planned manner. It is best not to administer any punishments while in a state of

anger." Id. at 727 . Furthering this point, the article discussed the problem that parents are

mor€ likely to intensi$ their corporal punishment when it stops working, as opposed to

finding other more effective methods of disciplinç. Id. at n. 1 1.

3. The Effect of Corporal Punishment on Antisocial Behavior in Children, 2004.

Next, ín2004,Andrew Grogan-Kaylor published a study entitled: Tlte Effect of

Corporal Punishment on Antisocial Behavíor in Children.Theauthor used data reported

to the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, and implemented different controls to try

to make the results as accurate as possible. Andrew Grogan-Kaylor, The Effect of

Corporal Punishment on Antisocial Behavíor in Children, 28(3) SOCIAL \Mom

ReseeRcFI 153, 153-162 (200Ð; attached as Addendum E.

In the end he found that corporal punishment does strongly conelate with

antisocial behavior: "The f,rndings indicated that children's prior level of antisocial

behavior had a statistically significant effect on children's later antisocial behavior.

However, even controlling for this variable, the current use of corporal punishment

11



increased children's antisocial behavior to a degree that was statistically significant.' Id at

1 58.

4. Corporal Punishment and Child Adiustment, 2006,

Another study was published in 2006. This study was entitled Corporal Punishment and

Chítd Adjustment. The study was smaller, concentrating on two schools in the

southeastern United States, but the results are still worth mentioning because they are

consistent with other studies on the subject. Katherine J. Aucoin, Corporal Punishment

and Child Adjustment,2T L Appt. DBv. Psvcsor. 527,527-541 (2006); attached as

Addendum F.

This study discussed corporal punishment on a global scale, and noted how many

countries have already eliminated corporal punishment. "A number of countries (e.g'

Austria, Finland, Germany, Sweden) have made corporal punishment illegal as a means

of discipline for children at home and school'" Id' aT 527.

The study concluded, "There did not appeff to be any beneficial effects of using

low levels of corporal punishment on the child's adjustment. In fact, there was some

association with lower self-esteem in the child, even for low levels of corporal

punishment use." Id. at 539.

j. A Summary'of Scientffic Research on the Intended ønd Unintended Effecß of
Corporal Punishment on Childten,

A particularly helpful article was published in 2008 by Duke University School of

Law entitl ed, More Harm Than Good; A Summary of Scientific Research on the Intended

And Unintended Effects of Corporal Punishment on Children. This article atalyzedthe
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extant research to determine whether there was a çonsensus opinion. The consensus was

that corporal punishment harms rather than benefits the child. Elizabeth T. Gershoff,

Mcsre Harm Than Good; A Suntmary of Seientffic Research o¡t the Intended ønd

(Jnintended Effects of Corporal Puníshment on Children,T3(2) Law & Coxreup.

Pnoes. 31, 31-56 (2010); attached as Addendum G.

The meta-analysis by Gerschoff noted that, "thirteen of fifteen studies (eighty-

seven percent) found that parents' use of corporal punishment was significantly

correlated with less long-term compliancc and less moral and pro-social behavior--in

other words, corporal punishment w¿LS associated with worse rather than better child

behavior." Id aT 37. Also, "From a behavior-learning perspective, a patent hitting a child

models the use of force to achieve desired ends, and when children see that the parent's

aggression is effective at attaining the goal of the aggressor the child is more likely to

imitate the aggressive behavior iq the long term." Id at38.

The article summarized the main deleterious effects of corporal punishment. These

included children being more prone to have symptoms of depression or anxiety, increase

in stress, with the results being more intense as children got older with "sixteen year olds

reporting more psychological distress the more frequently they report being corporally

punished." Id at 44.

6. APSAC Position Støtement: Corporal Punishment of Children,2016.

Recently, The American Professional Society on The Abuse of Children (APSAC)

has come out rvith a position statement on corporal punishment. In this statement,
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,,APSAC calls for the elimination of all forms of corporal punishment and physical

discipline of children in all environments including schools and at home." In its

reasoning, APSAC cites many of the articles above concluding that corporal punishment

is related to aggression and antisocial behavior with no reported positive effects. APSAC,

Position Statement; Corporal Punishment of Children (Iuly 26,2016),1,

https:i/www.apsac.org/assets/documents/corporulYo2}punishmento/o2}position%2Ostatem

ent.pdf; attached as Addendum H.

Lastly, "[t]he United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC)...

specifies that all governments who ratified the Convention must take appropriate

measures to protect children from all forms of physical and mental violence, including

corporal punishment." Id. at l, 2. "As of May 2016, 49 countries worldwide had

prohibited all corporal punishment of children, including in the home and at least 54

more countries had expressed a commitment to full prohibition." Id. at 2. We are not yet

one of these countries.

T. Spønking ønd Adutt Mentøl Heølth Impairment: The Cøse for Designøtion of
SpankingasanAdverseChildhoodExperience,20IT.

Anothçr rçcent article was accepted in 2016, and is set to be officially published

this year. This study analyzedACEs, or Adverse Childhood Experiences. Emotional and

physical Abuse have long been determined to be ACEs. This study concluded that

spanking (corporal punishment) should also be included in this list' Tracie O' Afifi'

Spanking and Adult Mental Health Impairment: The Case for the Designation of
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Spankíng as an Adverse Chíldhood Experience (Ianuary 23,2417),

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0145213417300145; attachedas

Addendurn I. This study concluded the effects of spanking are long-lasting, detrimental

and inherently harmful. "A childhood history of spanking was associated with increased

likelihood of suicide attempts, moderate to heavy drinking, and street drug use in

adulthood." Id. at 5,6

"In summary, these findings provide strong support that spanking can be

cònsidered yet another form of early adversity, based on the loading on the same factor

structure with physical and emotional abuse items and thê fact fltat spanking hâs

significantly related to adult mental health irnpairments above and beyond

PhysicalÆmotional abuse." Id. at 6.

8. Twenty-Five Years of Physicøl Punßhment Reseørch, 2017.

Lastly, a journal article was posted this year titled: Twenty-Five Years of Physicat

Punishment Reseørch; What Have we Learned? This article is a meta-analysis of all

relevant studies up to the current period. The statistics are significant. Joan E. Durrant,

Twenty-Fìve Years of Physícal Puníshment Research: What Have We Learned?, 28 J.

KonsnN Aceo. Csu-n Anolesc. PsycHlntRY 20, 20-24 (2017); attached as Addendum

J.

First, "51 countries have enacted prohibitions against physical punishment of

children and 55 more have committed to doing so." Id. at20. Ail of the articles up until

2002 had noted there was a corielation between corporal punishment and antisocial
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behavior. The author theorized that a biased group of thinkers entered the research field

at this point confusing studies, but even in those studies corporal punishment has never

been associated with positive outcomes. Id. at2l.

Of all the studies reviewed, there were a large number of negative effects found.

These included high levels of aggression against parents, siblings, peers and spouses, a

range of mental health problems, feelings of hopelessness, the use of drugs and alcohol,

unhappiness, and general psychological maladjustment. 1d. Studies have even begun to

f,rnd that corporal punishment is "linked to slower cognitive development and receptive

vocabulary, and poorer academic achievement." Id.It is also troublesome to note that:

"Childrcn who were spanked by their parents were seven times more likely to be severely

assaulted by their parents than children who were not spanked." Id. at22.

Many countries and organizations have supported a ban on corporal punishment,

in fact in Canada, 583 organizations have endorsed a joint statement calling for an end to

corporal punishment. 1d. Also, "[p]rofessional organízations that support the elimination

and prohibition of physical punishment include the International Association for

Adolescent Health, International Pediatric Association, International Society for Social

Pediatrics and Child Health, and International Society for Prevention of Child Abuse and

Neglect." Id

Accordingly, the scientific literature suggests that there are numerous potential

adverse developmental outcomes associated with any form of corporal punishment. In

this case, the only question is whether use of a belt is inherently abusive. The literature

certainly supports the juvenile court's assertion that: "As a society we've progressed to

I6



the point where it's not acceptable to strike a child and certainly to strike a child, of any

age, with an object, a belt, a strap, or a paddle or anything of that nature. . . 'We've

evolved beyond it being appropriate to strike a child with an objéct." Addendum B

"Additional Findings." While corporal punishment has not been abolished under Utah

law, this Court should, at least, determine that the use of objects in inflicting discipline is

inherently unreasonable, and therefore, abusivc.

CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing, the State respectfully requests that this Court affirm the

adjudication ofabuse against both parents.

{l-
Respectfully submitted on this day of 20t7.

SEAN D. REYES
Utah Attorney General

OL L. C. VERDOIA
JOHN M. PETERSON
Assistant Attorneys General
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AUnENDUMA
Constitutional Provisions, Statutes, Ordinances, and Rules

o Utah Code Ann. $ 784-6-105



Utah Code

Effective 5/10/2016
78A-6-1 05 Definitions.

As used in this chapter:
(1)

(a) "Abuse" means:
(i) nonaccidental harm of a child;
(ii) threatened harm of a child;
(iii) sexual exploitation;
(iv) sexual abuse; or
(v) human trafficking of a child in violation of Section 76-5-308.5.

(b) that a child's natural parent:
(i) intentionally, knowingly, or recklessly causes the death of another parent of the child;
(ii) is identified by a law enforcement agency as the primary suspect in an investigation for

intentionally, knowingly, or recklessly causing the death of another parent of the child; or
(iii) is being prosecuted for or has been convicted of intentionally, knowingly, or recklessly

causing the death of another parent of the child.
(c) "Abuse" does not include:

(i) reasonable discipline or management of a child, including withholding privileges;
(ii) conduct described in Section 76-2-401; or
(iii) the use of reasonable and necessary physical restraint or force on a child:

(A) in self-defense;
(B) in defense of others;
(C) to protect the child; or
(D) to remove a weapon in the possession of a child for any of the reasons described in

Subsections (1 )(b)(iii)(A) through (C).
(2) "Abused child" means a child who has been subjected to abuse.
(3) "Adjudication" means a finding by the court, incorporated in a decree, that the facts alleged

in the petition have been proved. A finding of not competent to proceed pursuant to Section
78A-6-1302 is not an adjudication.

(4) "Adult" means a person 18 years of age or over, except that a person 18 years or over under
the continuing jurisdiction of the juvenile court pursuant to Section 784-6-120 shall be referred
to as a minor.

(5) "Board" means the Board of Juvenile Court Judges.
(6) "Child" means a person under 18 years of age.
(7) "Child placement agency" means:

(a) a private agency licensed to receive a child for placement or adoption under this code; or
(b) a private agency that receives a child for placement or adoption in another state, which

agency is licensed or approved where such license or approval is required by law.
(8) "Clandestine laboratory operation" means the same as that term is defined in Section 58-37d-3.
(9) "Commit" means, unless specified othenruise:

(a)with respect to a child, to transfer legal custody; and
(b) with respect to a minor who is at least 18 years of age, to transfer custody.

(10) "Court" means the juvenile court.
(11) "Dependent child" includes a child who is homeless or without proper care through no fault of

the child's parent, guardian, or custodian.
(12) "Deprivation of custody" means transfer of legal custody by the court from a parent or the

parents or a previous legal custodian to another person, agency, or institution.
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(13) "Detention" means home detention and secure detention as defined in Section 62A-7-101 for
the temporary care of a minor who requires secure custody in a physically restricting facility:

(a) pending court disposition or transfer to another jurisdiction; or
(b) while under the continuing jurisdiction of the court.

(14) "Division" means the Division of Child and Family Services.
(15) "Formal referral" means a written report from a peace officer or other person informing the

court that a minor is or appears to be within the court's jurisdiction and that a petition may be
filed,

(16) "Group rehabilitation therapy" means psychological and social counseling of one or more
persons in the group, depending upon the recommendation of the therapist.

(17) "Guardianship of the person" includes the authority to consent to:
(a) marriage;
(b) enlistment in the armed forces;
(c) major medical, surgical, or psychiatric treatment; or
(d) legal custody, if legal custody is not vested in another person, agency, or institution.

(18) "Habitual truant" means the same as that term is defined in Section 534-1 1-101 .

(19) "Harm" means:
(a) physical or developmental injury or damage;
(b) emotional damage that results in a serious impairment in the child's growth, development,

behavior, or psychological functioning;
(c) sexual abuse; or
(d) sexual exploitation.

(20)
(a) "lncest" means engaging in sexual intercourse with a person whom the perpetrator knows to

be the perpetrator's ancestor, descendant, brother, sister, uncle, aunt, nephew, niece, or first
cousin.

(b)The relationships described in Subsection (20Xa) include:
(i) blood relationships of the whole or half blood, without regard to legitimacy;
(ii) relationships of parent and child by adoption; and
(iii) relationships of stepparent and stepchild while the marriage creating the relationship of a

stepparent and stepchild exists.
(21 ) "lntellectual disability" means:

(a) significantly subaverage intellectual functioning, an lQ of approximately 70 or below on an
individually administered lQ test, for infants, a clinicaljudgment of significantly subaverage
intellectual functioning ;

(b) concurrent deficits or impairments in present adaptive functioning, the person's effectiveness
in meeting the standards expected for his or her age by the person's cultural group, in at least
two of the following areas: communication, self-care, home living, social/interpersonal skills,
use of community resources, self-direction, functional academic skills, work, leisure, health,
and safety; and

(c) the onset is before the person reaches the age of 18 years.
(22)"Legal custody" means a relationship embodying the following rights and duties:

(a) the right to physical custody of the minor;
(b) the right and duty to protect, train, and discipline the minor;
(c) the duty to provide the minor with food, clothing, shelter, education, and ordinary medical

care;
(d) the right to determine where and with whom the minor shall live; and
(e) the right, in an emergency, to authorize surgery or other extraordinary care.
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(23) "Mental disorder" means a serious emotional and mental disturbance that severely limits a
minor's development and welfare over a significant period of time.

(24) "Minor" means:
(a) a child; or
(b) a person who is:

(i) at least 18 years of age and younger than 21 years of age; and
(ii) under the jurisdiction of the juvenile court.

(25) "Molestation" means that a person, with the intent to arouse or gratify the sexual desire of any
person:

(a) touches the anus or any part of the genitals of a child;
(b)takes indecent liberties with a child; or
(c) causes a child to take indecent liberties with the perpetrator or another.

(26) "Natural parent" means a minor's biological or adoptive parent, and includes the minor's

noncustodial parent.
(27)

(a) "Neglect" means action or inaction causing:
(i) abandonment of a child, except as provided in Title 624, Chapter 4a, Part 8, Safe

Relinquishment of a Newborn Child;
(ii) lack of proper parental care of a child by reason of the fault or habits of the parent, guardian,

or custodian;
(iii) failure or refusal of a parent, guardian, or custodian to provide proper or necessary

subsistence, education, or medical care, or any other care necessary for the child's health,

safety, morals, or well-being; or
(iv) a child to be at risk of being neglected or abused because another child in the same home

is neglected or abused.
(b) The aspect of neglect relating to education, described in Subsection (27)(a)(iii), means that,

after receiving a notice of compulsory education violation under Section 534-11-101.5, or
notice that a parent or guardian has failed to cooperate with school authorities in a reasonable
manner as required under Subsection 534-1 1-101.7(5)(a), the parent or guardian fails to
make a good faith effort to ensure that the child receives an appropriate education.

(c) A parent or guardian legitimately practicing religious beliefs and who, for that reason, does not

provide specified medical treatment for a child, is not guilty of neglect.
(d)

(i) Notwithstanding Subsection (27)(a), a health care decision made for a child by the child's
parent or guardian does not constitute neglect unless the state or other party to the
proceeding shows, by clear and convincing evidence, that the health care decision is not
reasonable and informed.

(ii) Nothing in Subsection (27)(d)(i) may prohibit a parent or guardian from exercising the right

to obtain a second health care opinion and from pursuing care and treatment pursuant to
the second health care opinion, as described in Section 78A-6-301.5.

(28) "Neglected child" means a child who has been subjected to neglect.
(29) "Nonjudicial adjustment" means closure of the case by the assigned probation officer without

judicial determination upon the consent in writing of:

(a)the assigned probation officer; and
(b)

(i)the minor; or
(ii) the minor and the minor's parent, legal guardian, or custodian'
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(30) "Not competent to proceed" means that a minor, due to a mental disorder, intellectual
disability, or related condition as defined, lacks the ability to:

(a) understand the nature of the proceedings against them or of the potential disposition for the
offense charged; or

(b) consult with counsel and participate in the proceedings against them with a reasonable
degree of rational understanding.

(31) "Physical abuse" means abuse that results in physical injury or damage to a child.
(32) "Probation" means a legal status created by court order following an adjudication on the

ground of a violation of law or under Section 784-6-103, whereby the minor is permitted to
remain in the minor's home under prescribed conditions and under supervision by the probation
department or other agency designated by the court, subject to return to the court for violatíon
of any of the conditions prescribed.

(33) "Protective supervision" means a legal status created by court order following an adjudication
on the ground of abuse, neglect, or dependency, whereby the minor is permitted to remain
in the minor's home, and supervision and assistance to correct the abuse, neglect, or
dependency is provided by the probation department or other agency designated by the court.

(34) "Related condition" means a condition closely related to intellectual disability in accordance
with 42 C.F.R. Part 435.1010 and further defined in Rule R539-1-3, Utah Administrative Code.

(35)
(a) "Residual parental rights and duties" means those rights and duties remaining with the parent

after legal custody or guardianship, or both, have been vested in another person or agency,
including:

(i) the responsibility for support;
(ii) the right to consent to adoption;
(iii) the right to determine the child's religious affiliation; and
(iv) the right to reasonable parent-time unless restricted by the court.

(b) lf no guardian has been appointed, "residual parental rights and duties" also include the right
to consent to:

(i) marriage;
(ii) enlistment; and
(iii) major medical, surgical, or psychiatric treatment.

(36) "Secure facility" means any facility operated by or under contract with the Division of Juvenile
Justice Services, that provides 24-hour supervision and confinement for youth offenders
committed to the division for custody and rehabilitation.

(37) "Severe abuse" means abuse that causes or threatens to cause serious harm to a child.
(38) "Severe neglect" means neglect that causes or threatens to cause serious harm to a child.
(39) "Sexual abuse" means:

(a) an act or attempted act of sexual intercourse, sodomy, incest, or molestation by an adult
directed towards a child;

(b) an act or attempted act of sexual intercourse, sodomy, incest, or molestation committed by a
child towards another child if:

(i) there is an indication of force or coercion;
(ii)the children are related, as defined in Subsections (20)(a) and (20)(b);
(iii) there have been repeated incidents of sexual contact between the two children, unless the

children are 14 years of age or older; or
(iv) there is a disparity in chronological age of four or more years between the two children; or
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(c) engaging in any conduct with a child that would constitute an offense under any of the
following, regardless of whether the person who engages in the conduct is actually charged
with, or convicted of, the offense:

(i)Title 76, Chapter 5, Part 4, Sexual Offenses, except for Section 76-5-401, if the alleged
perpetrator of an otfense described in Section 76-5-401 is a minor;

(ii) child bigamy, Section 76-7-101.5;
(iii) incest, Section 76-7-102;
(iv) lewdness, Section 76-9-702;
(v) sexual battery, Section 76-9-702.1;
(vi) lewdness involving a child, Section 76-9-702.5; or
(vii) voyeurism, Secti on 7 6-9-7 02.7 .

(40) "Sexual exploitation" means knowingly:
(a) employing, using, persuading, inducing, enticing, or coercing any child to:

(i) pose in the nude for the purpose of sexual arousal of any person; or
(ii) engage in any sexual or simulated sexual conduct for the purpose of photographing, filming,

recording, or displaying in any way the sexual or simulated sexual conduct;
(b) displaying, distributing, possessing for the purpose of distribution, or selling material depicting

a child:
(i) in the nude, for the purpose of sexual arousal of any person; or
(ii) engaging in sexual or simulated sexual conduct; or

(c) engaging in any conduct that would constitute an offense under Section 76-5b-201, sexual
exploitation of a minor, regardless of whether the person who engages in the conduct is

actually charged with, or convicted of, the offense.
(41) "Shelter" means the temporary care of a child in a physically unrestricted facility pending court

disposition or transfer to another jurisdiction.
(42) "State supervision" means a disposition that provides a more intensive level of intervention

than standard probation but is less intensive or restrictive than a community placement with the
Division of Juvenile Justice Services.

(43) "Substance abuse" means the misuse or excessive use of alcohol or other drugs or
substances.

(44) "Substantiated" means the same as that term is defined in Section 62A-4a-101.
(45) "Supported" means the same as that term is defined in Section 62A-4a-101.
(46) "Termination of parental rights" means the permanent elimination of all parental rights and

duties, including residual parental rights and duties, by court order.
(47) "Therapist" means:

(a) a person employed by a state division or agency for the purpose of conducting psychological

treatment and counseling of a minor in its custody; or
(b) any other person licensed or approved by the state for the purpose of conducting

psychological treatment and counseling.
(48) "Unsubstantiated" means the same as that term is defined in Section 624-4a-101.
(49) "Without merit" means the same as that term is defined in Section 62A-4a-101.

Amended by Chapter 109, 2016 General Session
Amended by Chapter 351, 2016 General Session
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Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order entered May 4,

20r6

Pursuant to rule 2l(g) of the Utah R. App. P., Addendum B Findíngs of Fact,

Conclusions of Law and Order contains non-public information and such information has

been removed: private, juvenile court legal andlor social, and any other information

restricted to the public.

An unredacted version of this document has been flrled with the Court for non-public use.



NICOLE D. LOV/E - # 12155
Assistant Attorney General
SEAN D. REYES # 7969
Utah Attorney General
Attorneys for the State of Utah
160 East 300 South, Sixth Floor
PO Box 140833
salt Lake city, utah 84111-0833
Telephone (80 I )366-0250
Email : AGCPS LC @utah. gov

STATE OF UTAH, in the interest of

Torre, Kennady

Torre, Carson

Torre, Kayne
Torre, Caysen

Third District Juvenile Court

FOR SALT LAKE COLINTY, STATE OF UTAH

06-02-1999

I 0-03-200 I
09-05-2006

01-03-2008

Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
Disposition and Order

Case No. 1125972

Ir2s975
r125911
1 125980

A person under the age of 18 years Judge Charles Behrens

On March 30,2016, and April 11,2016, the above-entitled matter came before the Honorable

Charles D. Behrens for a pre-trial hearing. The adjudication pretrial hearing for the Torre's was

held on March 30,2016 the ruling of the court and the pretrial regarding Mr. Mott was scheduled

and heard on April II,2016. Both hearings are memorialized in this document.

Those present were:

Nicole D. Lowe, Assistant Attorney General;

Tracy Mills, Guardian ad litem;

the father of Kayne and Caysen; Bryan Torre

Attorney for the father, Sheleigh Harding

Continucd on next page
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the natural mother; Stacey Torre

attorney for the nafural mother; Jordan Putnam

The father of Kennady and Carson; Justin Mott

Attorney for Mr. Mott; Joseph Barrett

and

Michelle Bo and Lindsay Dispain, the caseworkers from the Division of Child and Family

Services,

Ms. Lowe advised the court Mr. Torre, Mrs, Torre, and Mr. Mott are prepared to make

admissions or 34(e) responses to the State's Amended verified petition today. The Division made

amendments to the Verified Petition.

The Court advised Mr. and Mrs. Torre, and Mr. Mott of their rights and they waived their rights

to a trial, to cross-examine the staters witnesses and to call witnesses on his own behalf. Mr. and

Mrs. Torre, and Mr. Mott acknowledged they were under the jurisdiction of the court and they

will be required to follow the orders of the court. Mr. and Mrs. Torre, and Mr. Mott further

acknowledged they were not under the influence drugs or alcohol and they were making their

admissions voluntarily and without promises, duress or coercion.

The court found that Mr. and Mrs. Torre, and Mr. Mott knowingly and voluntarily waived his

rights and admitted the allegations in the verified petition, as amended.

Mr. Torre made admissions to the following paragraphs of the amended petition: | , 2, 3 , 4, 8, 9 ,

11,12, and 14. Mr. Torre entered 34(e) responses to the followingparagraphs: 5, 6, 7,10,13,

and 15.

Continued on next page
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Mrs. Torre made admissions to the following paragraphs of the amended petition: 1,2,3,4,8,9,

10, 1l,12,13,14,and 15. Mrs. Torre entered 34(e)paragraphs 5,6,and7.

Mr. Mott made admissions to the following paragraphs of the amended petition: 1,2, 4,8, 14 and

15. The Mr. Mott had no personal knowledge of the following paragraphs i 3, 5, 6, 7 , I0, and 1 1.

Paragraphs 9,12, and 13 were stricken as to Mr. Mott.

Court accepted comments from the parties regarding proposed dispositional orders

FINDINGS OF FACT REGARDING MR. AND MRS. TORRE

1. Kennady Mott is a sixteen year old female child born June 2, 1999. Carsen Mott is a

fourteen year old male child born October 3, 2001. Kayne Torre is a nine year old male child

born September 15,2006. Caysen Torre is an eight year old male child born January 3, 2008

Upon information and belief, all four children were born in Nevada. For all times relevant the

children have resided in Salt Lake County, Utah, 84084.

2. Stacey L. Torre, born May 19,1976, is the mother of the children. She resides at 10291

South 1435 West, South Jordan, Utah, 84084.

3. The father of Kayne and Cayson is Bryan A. Torre, bom January 10, 1982, he resides at

10291South 1435 West, South Jordan, Utah, 84084.

4. The father of Kennady and Carson is Justin Mott, born August 30, 1976. He resides at 855

Park Ln, Henderson, Nevada, 89015.

Continued on next page
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5. On February 14,2016, police interviewed Kennady who disclosed Mr. Torre would come

into her bedroom in the middle of the night and touch her all over her body and put his "private"

into her "private." This has been happening three to four times a month for two years. The last

time this occuffed was one and a half weeks ago. Mr. Torre denies these allegations.

6. Kennady also disclosed Mrs. Torre has spanked and disciplined her and her siblings with

a belt. The mother uses a black belt with rhinestones. Mr. Torre has spanked the children with a

belt historically.

7. The mother has the following convictions in the state of Oklahoma, November 2014,

embezzlement, Felony; November 2014, Violation of Oklahoma computer crimes act, felony;

8. In2007, Mr. Mott and Mrs. Torre divorced. As part of the divorce, Mr. Mott believed he

relinquished his parental rights to Kennady and Carson. Based upon this belief, he has had

limited contact with them over the last eight years including by phone and in person. Kennady

and Carson attended his weddin gin2014.

9. Due to his belief that the relinquishment was vaild, Mr. Mott did not pay child support

from2007 until the present.

10. In 2008, Mr. Torre attempted to adopt Kennady and Carson, however, the adoption

decree was never filed with the Nevada Courts and therefore never entered as a final decree of

adoption.

1 1. On or about March 18,2016, the Nevada State Court found the relinquishment was

Continued on next pagc
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invalid and Mr. Mott's parental rights are still intact.

12. Mr, Mott has a history of alcoholism for which he attends AA meetings.

13. Mr. Mott has the following criminal convictions in the state of Nevada: February 2007,

driving under the influence, misdemeanor;

14. The children are neither enrolled nor eligible for enrollment in any Native American

tribes.

15. Upon information and belief, there are no other custody actions pending before any other

court.

FINDINGS OF FACT REGARDING MR. MOTT

1. Kennady Mott is a sixteen year old female child born June2,1999. Carsen Mott is a

fourteen year old male child born October 3, 2001. Kayne Torre is a nine year old male child

bom September 1 5 , 2006. Caysen Torre is an eight year old male child bom January 3 , 2008.

Upon information and belief, all four children were bom in Nevada. For all times relevant the

children have resided in Salt Lake County, Utah, 84084.

2. Stacey L. Torre, born May 19,1976, is the mother of the children. She resides at 10291

Continued on next page
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South 1435 'West, South Jordan, Utah, 84084

3. The father of Kayne and Cayson is Bryan A. Torre, bom January 10, 1982, he resides at

10291South 1435 V/est, South Jordan, Utah, 84084.

4. The father of Kennady and Carson is Justin Mott, born August30,1916. He resides at 855

Park Ln, Henderson, Nevada, 89015.

5. On February 14,2016, police interviewed Kennady who disclosed Mr. Torre would come

into her bedroom in the middle of the night and touch her all over her body and put his "private"

into her "private." This has been happening three to four times a month for two years. The last

time this occurred was one and a half weeks ago. Mr. Torre denies these allegations.

6. Kennady also disclosed Mrs. Torre has spanked and disciplined her and her siblings with

a belt. The mother uses a black belt with rhinestones. Mr. Torre has spanked the children in the

past.

7 . The mother has the following convictions in the state of Oklahoma, November 2014,

embezzlement, Felony; November 2014, Violation of Oklahoma computer crimes act, felony;

8. In2007, Mr. Mott and Mrs. Torre divorced. As part of the divorce, Mr. Mott believed he

relinquished his parental rights to Kennady and Carson. Based upon this belief, he has had

limited contact with them over the last eight years including by phone and in person. Kennady

and Carson attended his wedding in April 2014. The wedding was in Las Vegas, NV. In

December 2014, Kennady and Carson stayed with Mr. Mott for one month.

Continued on ncxt page
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9. Stricken.

10. In 2008, Mr. Torre attempted to adopt Kennady and Carson, however, the adoption

decree was never filed with the Nevada Courts and therefore never entered as a final decree of

adoption.

1l. On or about March 18, 2016, the Nevada State Court found the relinquishment was

invalid and Mr. Mott's parental rights are still intact.

12. Stricken.

13. Stricken

t4.

tribes

The children are neither enrolled nor eligible for enrollment in any Native American

I

15. Upon information and belief, there are no other custody actions pending before any other

court.

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS ENTERED BY THE COURT

Hitting a child with a belt or strap or another object is abuse.

2. The pain caused by the striking is non-accidental harm.

Continued on next page
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3. The court cannot envision a scenario where striking or hitting a child, of any age, would be

appropriate or reasonable discipline

4. The court can envision a parent, as a child, being hit with a belt or strap as discipline atthat

time, in that day and age, many years ago that type of discipline was deemed appropriate and

perfectly reasonable.

5. As a society we've progressed to the point where it's not acceptable to strike a child and

certainly to strike a child, of any age, with an object, a belt, a strap, or a paddle or anything of

that nature.

6. We've evolved beyond it being a appropriate to strike a child with an object

7. The simple striking of the child with a belt caused pain and is abuse

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. As per U.C.A. $ 784-6-105 the children have been abused by Stacey Torre;

2. As per U.C.A. $ 78A-6-105 the Caysen and Kayne have been abused by Bryan Torre;

3. The allegations in the State's Petition are true to a clear and convincing evidence standard;

4. The Mr. Mott, Mr. Torre, Mrs. Torre and the children come within the jurisdiction of the

Continued on next page
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juvenile court;

5. The Mr. Mott's, Mr. Torre's and Mrs, Torre's admissions are made knowingly and

voluntarily.

DISPOSITIONAL FINDINGS

Based upon the reports received, the oral representations and recommendations made by the

parties present, the record contained herein, and in the best interest of the child(ren), the Court

deems itself fully advised and hereby makes the following findings by a preponderance of the

evidence:

1. The Court finds that reunification services are appropriate for Carson, Kayne, and Caysen

and Mr. and Mrs. Torre;

2. The court finds reunification services are not appropriate with Kennady and Mrs. Torre.

3. The Court finds that the services identified in the service plan constitute reasonable efforts on

the part of the Division to reunify Carson, Kayne, and Caysen with Mr. and Mrs. Torre;

4. The court finds the primary pennanency goal, in the best interest of Carson, Caysen, and

Kane, is reunification with the mother and Mr. Torre;

Continued on next page
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5. The court finds the primary perrnanency goal, in the best interest of Kennady, is to remain

with her father, Justin Mott'

6. The Court further finds that the duties and responsibilities of Mr. and Mrs. Torre under the

service plan are clearly set forth in that document and have been communicated to Mr. and Mrs.

Torre on the record in this proceeding.

ORDER

l. Ternporary custody and guardianship of Kennady is granted to her father, Justin Mott;

2. Temporary custody and guardianship of Carson, Kayne, and Caysen continues with

DCFS;

3. The Division shall not provide reunification services to the mother regarding Kennady;

4. The prirnary permanency goal for Kennady is to remain with her father. The concurrent

goal is custody and guardianship.

5. Visitation between the Kennady and her siblings shall be arranged through the office of

the Guardian ad Litem. There shall be liberal visits between Mr. Mott and Carson shall be

ananged through the ofÍice of the Guardian ad Litem.

Continued on ncxt page
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6. Visitation between the parents and children shall remain as previously ordered;

7. DCFS is authorized to begin atrial home placement with the mother with the approval of

DCFS and the GAL;

8. Mr. Torre shall complete the following: a psychosexual evaluation and follow the

recommendations therein, family therapy, individual therapy, a parenting evaluation and follow

the recommendations;

9, Mr. and Mrs. Torre shall not use any physical discipline with any of the children.

10. Mrs, Torre shall complete the following: a psychological evaluation and follow the

recommendations therein, family therapy, individual therapy, a parenting evaluation and follow

the recommendations;

I 1. DCFS shall provide reunification services to the mother and Mr. Torre regarding the

children Carson Mott, Caysen Torre and Kayne Torre;

12. The primary permanency goal for Carson, Caysen and Kayne shall be reunification. The

concurrent goal shall be permanent custody and guardianship;

13. Mr. Mott may appear by telephone for the hearing on April 2,2016

14. This matter is set for a review hearing on April 2,2016 at 10:00 am before Judge Behrens

Continued on next page
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Cert of Serv.

April 13,2016

Tracy Mills, GAL

Jordan Putnam, attomey for the mother

Sheleigh Harding, attorney for Mr. Torre

Joseph Barrett, attomey for Mr. Mott

Michelle Bo, DCFS

Lindsay Dispain, DCFS

SIGNED

ß/ Judge

åndJìted
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Spanking by Parents and Subsequent Antisocial Behavior of Children



ARTICL[

Spanking by Parents and Subsequent
Antisocial Behavior of Children
Murray A. Straus, PhD; David B. Sugarman, PhD; Jean Giles-Sims, PhD

Obiectlve: To deal wirh the causal relationship be-
tween corporal punishment and antisocial behavior (ASB)
by considering the level of ASB of the child ar rhe srarr
of the study,

ßlcll¡ods: Data from inrerviews with a national sample
of 807 mothers of children aged 6 to 9 years in the Na-
tional Longitudinal Survey of Youth-Child Supplement,
Analysis of variance was used ro test rhe hypothesis that
when parents use corporal punishment to correct ASB,
it increases subsequent ASB. The analysis controlled for
the level of ASB at the start of rhe study, family socio-
economic status, sex of the child, and the extent to which
the home provided emotional support and cognitive
stimulation.

Rc¡ult¡¡ Forty-four percent of the mothers reported

spanking rheir children during the week prior to the study
and they spanked them an average of 2.1 rimes that week.
The more spanking at rhe srart of the period, the higher
the level of ASB 2years later, The change is unlikeþ to
be owing to the child's tendency toward ASB or to con-
founding with demographic characterisrics or with pa-
rental deficiency in other key aspects ofsocializarion be-
cause those variables were statistically controlled.

Gonclusion¡: When parents use corporal punishment
to reduce ASB, rhe long-term effect tends to be the op-
posite. The findings suggest thar if parents replace coi-
poral punishment by nonviolenr modes of discipline, it
could reduce the risk of ASB among children ànd re-
duce the level of violence in American society.

Arch Pediatr Adolesc Med. 1997;151:761-767

From the Family Research
Laboratory, University oJ New
Hampshíre, Durham
(Drs Straus and Sugarman),
and Texas Christian Uníversíty,
F ort W orth (Dr Giles-Sims).

osr cHTLDREN in the
United States experi-
ence spanking and
other legal forms of cor-
poral punishment (CP)

by their parenrs. Research up to about I 985
shows that more than 90% of parents used
CP on toddlers and more than half contin-
ued to use it during the early teen years.r'2
Even this high ligure represents a decrease
from 997o in the l950sr andg7lo in 1975.t
There have been further decreases since
1985, but almost all children continue ro ex-
perience CP.r'a These high prevalence rares
and the high rates ofapproval ofspanking5
may be interpreted as an indication that par-
ents spank with little thought of possible side
effects, such as later aggression.

Pediatricians, psychologists, and so-
ciologists6'7 have also given little attention
to the possible harmful side effecs of CP,
despite alarge body ofresearch indicating
that CP is associated with an increased
probability ofphysical aggression and orher
antisocial behavior (ASB),| There are
many reasons this evidence has been ig-
nored, including rhar the limitations of
the available research do not allow con-
cluding that CP causes child behaviorprob-
lems, This article describes findings from
a study that avoids some of the limitations
of the previous research and, therefore, al-
lows a stronger causal inference.

CP AND ITS RELATION TO ASB

For this article, corporal punishment is de-
fined as "the use of physical force with the
intention of causing a child to experience
pain, but not injury, for the purpose of cor-
rection or control of the child's behav-
ior." I Examples of frequenr types of CP in-
clude slapping a child's hand or buttocks
and squeezing a child's arm.

There have been many studies of the
relationship between CP and child aggres-
sionr'8'e and almost all have found a relation-
ship between them, starting with the clas-
sic research o[Sears et al.3 Other research
has linked childhood CP ro severely aggres-
sive or delinquent behavior. t,e'r3 Still other
studies found a relationship between CP and
emotional and behavioral problems such
as low self-esteemra and depressionr't5 and
low educational attainment (unpublished
data, April 1995).

Despite some inconsistencies,ró'¡ 7 the
preponderance of the studies have found
a correlational relationship between CP
and aggression at all age levels. For ex-
ample, Power and Chapieskito observed
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SUBJECTS AND METHODS

SUBJECTS

The sample was drawn from the 7725 women aged

2l years who were first intewiewed in 1979 as part of the
National Longitudinal Survey of Youth-Child Supplement
(NLSY-CS) conducted at the Ohio State University Center
for Human Resource Research, Columbus.3rBy 1986 these

women had a total of 8513 children. Assessments of these

children were added in l9B7 when the wôûlen were aged

2l to 28 years. The data for the age-of-child
infcblc ï.Thesurvey combinations are given

sß to be
mot
the time of the 1988 survey. Because of missing data on I
or more of the variables, the number of children for the
analyses to be reported is 910, which is 73% of the 1988
cohort.

MEASUR.ES

Antisocial Behavior

The dependent variable is the ASB score of the Behavior
Probiems lnciex.rì Many of the items were from weil'
established scales of childhood behavior problems such as

Achenbach and Edelbrock,r2 Graham and Rutter,rr and
Peterson and Zill.34

The A5B scale for children aged 6 to 9 years is based

on 6 items. The lnothers were âsked tle extent to w-hich each

of the following items described their child during the pre-
ceding 3 months: "cheats or tells lies," "bullies or is cruel
or mean to others," "does not feel sorry after misbehaving,"
"breaks things deliberately," "is disobedient at school," ând

resenI a concept ofASB than "aggression" assessed

in much of the previous research on the effects of CP.
The items were scored as "often true " (I), "some-

and summed so that higher scor€s represent more ASB. The
raw scores were then standardized as ZP scores. The ZP

sco¡es (M.4.S., PhD, unpublished data,July 1980) are a lin-
ear transformation of z scores with a mean 50 + 20. The ASB
scores were standardized for each wave of testing to con-
trol for average developmental change in ASB, Thus, the
ASB scores indicate how far above or below the mean the
child is relative to other children of that age.

sequently, to be consistent q¡ith everyday language, many
interview studies use spanking as a generic term for CP when
questioning parents about discipline, and that practice was

followed inthe N[5Y-C5. Thespankingquestion in the N[SY-
C5, which is part of the Home Obsewation for Measurement
of the EhViionmént scaler5 is: "Sometimes kids mind pretty

Corporal Punishment

mothers of 6- to 9-year-old children in 1988 having com-
plete data on all variables needed for the multivariate analy-

ing their children in the week prior to the study.

Maternal Emotional Warmth and
Cognitive Stimulation

The measutes o[maternal cognitive stimulation and emo-
tional warmth in the NLSY-CS dam set are subscales from
the Home Observation for Measurement of the Environ-
ment scale.35 Examples of cognitive stimulation items

is based on data frorn interviews with the were asked about
were to years one us

by year-of- well and sometimes they do not. About how many times, if
main analy- any, have you had to spank your child in the past week?"

indicate thatparents do notusuallyrestrict this term tomean
hitting a childon thebuttocks. It is often used to refer to most
forms of CP that are within the socially acceptable level of
severity, such as a slap on the hand for taking somelhing off
of a supermarket shelf. Consequently, in this article, we use

CP and spanking as synonyms. Data Îor this sampie on dif-
ferences in spanking by the characteristics of the child, the
möther; and:the family are descúbed try Giles.Sims et al.x
Because many of the children were livingwith both parents,
a more complete measure would require obtaining the same

data from fathers. However, the NLSY-CS did not conduct
interviews with the fathers, nor did it ask the mothers about
spanking by the father or other caregivers.

For the correlation and regression analyses, the fre-
quency of spanking categories were 0, 1,2,3,4-5,6-9, 10-

14, and 15 or more times spanked in the past week. For

and 3 or more times (n=92) The frequencies a¡e for 807

l-year-old children and found that those who were fre-
quently spanked by their mothers had a 58% higher rate
of noncompliance with mothers' requests than did chil-
dren whose parents rarely or never spanked them. Among
elementary school aged children, Strassberg et alre found
that those who were spanked that year had double the
rate of physical aggression against other children in school.
Using children of widely varying ages, Sirausr found that
children in rhe National Family Violence Survey who ex-
perienced frequent spanking were 4 times as likely to re-
peatedly and severely assault a sibling than children who
were not spanked that year, and that parents in the sur-
vey who recalled having experienced CP during their early
teen years (about half of the sample) were 3 times more

tikely to have hit their spouse during the l2 months pre-
ceding the study.

See also pages 758,768, ond777

lf spanking and other legal forms of CP are causes of
viclence and other behavior problems, they have tremen-
dous implications for the primary prevention of aggres-

sion and other ASB. However, most studies have relied on
correlational data, which cannot establish CP as a cause o[
behavioral or emotional problems for children. Even the
few longitudinal studies have failed to control for a child's
aggression at timer (tr)16 or have confounded spanking
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include whether the mother reads to the child, how often the
child was taken [o a museum in the past year, and whether the
house is minimally cluttered. Examples of emorional warmth
irems include whether the mother introduced the child ro rhe
intewiewer by name, whether the morher caressed or kissed
the child, andwhether themother'svoiceshowedpositive feel-
ing toward the child. Scores on these scales were computed
by counting the presence of a behavior. Completion rateswere
about 90% for this assessment and average values were assigned
for items not completed by the morher. The original emotional
warmth scale also included itemson CP. We recomputed the
scale without the CP items.

SES Scale

A SES scale was used in all murivariate analyses ro conrrol
for the confounding of this aspect of the family environ-
ment, Parallel scores wer€ computed for each wave ol the
survey. The SES scale combined the following 3 indica-
tors: (l) occupa(ional status of the mother's most recent
job, (2) total net family income, and (3) highest educa-
tional level completed by the mother. Factor analysis of the
3 SES indicators resulted in a single factor and the factor
scores were used as the SES scale after transforming rhem
to normalized sknine scores. When the SES scale was com-
puted, if there were missing data on I of the items, we sub-
stituted an estimate derived from regressing each SES in-
dicator on the other 2. We investigated the effect of rhese
substitutions by repeating the facror analysis using list-
wise deletion and found a similar factor structure.

ANALYSIS STRATEGY

Three statistical procedures were used to examine rhe ef-
fect of spanking on a child's ASB. We first compured zero-
order conelations relating spanking with the ASB score. This
was done cross-sectionally and time-lagged. We also ex-
amined the correlations of the independent variables with
each other. These ranged from rhe expected near 0 corre-
lation between SES and sex of the child ro 0.38 for SES and
cognitive srimularion. Because mosI of rhe correlations fluc-
tuated near 0.2, we do not think thar multicollinearity was
a problem. The hypotheses were then resred using mul-
tiple regression. Finally, we repeated the analysis using
ANOVA. We used the Sratistical Program for Social Sci-
ences multivariate ANOVA program (SPSS, Chicago, Ill)
to perform ANOVA because it includes an option to com-
pute means that have been adjusted for each of the other
independent variables. The results from the regression and

with other disciplinary practices.e Thus, conrroversy con-
tinues to exist, and there are strong grounds for caution
about whether existing reseârch supports the theory thar
CP causes ASB by children,

CAUSAL DIRECTION

A survey conducted in 1968 for rhe National Commission
on the Causes and Prevention of Violence found thatg4Vo
of the USadult population agreed that "It issometimes nec-
essary to discipline a child with a good hardspanking."5 The
percentage agreeing has declined with each ofseveral sur-
veys since then, but two rhirds srill agree.5 The implication
of thisquestion is that it is the child's aggression rhar causes

ANOVA analyses were parallel, We decided to pres€nt the
ANOVA data because the adjusted mean ourpur enabled
us to plot the mean ASB scores for each category of Cp,
controlling for the effects of the other independent vari-
ables. We also plotted the adjusred meâns ro examine the
nature of interâction effects.

The ANOVA was comput€d using the following 7 in-
dependent variables: the 4-category measure ofspanking de-
scribed previously, ASB score of the child at q (low, middle,
or high quartile), cognidve stimularion (low, middte, or high
quartile), emotional supporr (low, middle, or high quartilè),
sex of the child (girls, I; boys, 0), ethnic group (European
American, l; minority , 2), and SES (low, middle, or high quar-
tile). The 7 independent variables enabled us ro resr rhe hy-
pothesis that variation in CP at t¡ is related to ÁSB at tr after
conrolling for rhe effects of the orher 6 independenr vari-
ables, of which ASB ar t, is the mosr crucial, and [o examine
lhe interacrion of CP with the ó other independent vari-
ables. Because CP (the independent variable) may cause tr
ASB (a covariare), our test of the effect of Cp on t2 ASB (the
dependent variable) will be ext¡emely conservative.16

We replicated rhe analyses for the 5 combinations of
age groups (3-5,6-9, and ¿ l0 years) and survey year (1986-
1988, I 986- I 990, and i988-f 990) for which data were avail-
able. The lìndings differed in respect to which of rhe other
independent variablesandwhich interaction effects were sig-
nificant, but the resuhs of the main effect for ¡he relation õf
CP to ASB were parallel across all 5 analyses. In view o[rhe
parallel results for the key issue of rhe research and the many
pages oftables that would be needed to present all ofthe rep-
lications, with the exception of the bivariate correlations,
only the findings for children who were aged 6 ro 9 years ar
the time of the 1988 survey will be presented.

We chose the age range of 6 to 9 years and the base
year o1 1988 for the following reasons: (l) for the 3- to
6-year-old cohorr, rhe measure of ASB changes when they
enter school, thus, introducing noncomparability in the mea-
sure from t¡ to t2l (2) the number of cases for the group
aged 10 years and older is substanrially lower, thus, in-
creasing_ the risk of type lI error; (3) the implications of
ASB such as "chea$ or tells lies" may be morê serious for
ó- to 9-year-old children than for preschool aged chil-
dren; (4) use of 1988 as rhe base year reduces rhe percent-
age of children born ro exrremely young mothers and there-
fore increases the representativeness of the sample; and
(5) it ls an age range in which CP is still prepondeiant, but
not so nearly universal as with toddlers,r.28 whe¡e it poses a
threat oflimited variance to the key independent variable.

the parents to spank. From this perspective, the link between
CP and ASB reflects the effects ol the child's misbehavior,
not the effects o[the parent's use o[CP. Ourperspective rec-
ognizes that causal path but argues rhat there is a bidirec-
tional causal process. From this perspective, although spank-
ing may result in compliance in rhe immediate situation,
the available evidence shows rhat in the long run, ir is as-
sociated with an increased probability of noncompliance,rs
aggression,3'8,e or delinquency and other ASB. t To establish
more than association, experimental and longitudinal re-
search is necessary.

Ethical and practical problems prevent experimen-
tal studies with random assignment to a spanking condi-
tion. Data about causal direction probably must come from
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tion and lack of affection are associated with overt åggres-

sion against a child2t and could be why Simons et all6 found
that CP is unrelated to adolescent aggressiveness, delin-
quency, or psychological well-being afrer controlling for
the quality of parental involvement.

Thesê stuäies point to the need to view CP within the

context of a parent's childrearing style. Operationally, 
-this

means that research must separate lhe contributions of CP

from the effççts pf other parçntaf bçþviors, To do tha[, 1ye

chose the 2 major dimensions of parenting identified by
Maccoby and Martin22---emotional warmth and cognitive
stimulation-as the context variables. Specifìcally, we con-

trolled for these 2 variables while testing the link between

CP and ASB, and we also examined the interaction of CP

Confounding With Other Parental Behaviors

differences, boys exhibithigher levels of disruptive behav-

ior, school truancy, and verbal and physical violence than

with emotional warmth and cognitive stimulaticn, The in-
teraclion is imporurnt because it canbe argued that the chil-
dren of parents who ptovide adequate warmth and cogni-
tive stimulation suffer no harmful effects from CP.

Confounding With Sex and
Socioeconomic Status (SES)

Another methodological issue is the need to control for
sex differences and for social structural variables. For sex

*Ellipses indicata data nol avallabls, All correlations are sign¡f¡cant at

P<.0i (1-ta¡led tesß). 1ne-railed tesls wefe used because the theory clearly

specifies the direction of the hypothesized relationship' fhe .01 level was

"rßed becauseSf. corßktllnilttÊre evaluated- - --

OTHER METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES

Much of the existing research also fails to deal with I or
more of 3 other methodological issues, each of which
poses threats to validity.

andbecause are more likely to use CP with

though different age populations exist in different stud-
ies, we were unable to find research that has actuaþ tested

an age-specific developmental effect hypothesis. Never-

thelãss, ihe.e are plausible grounds for expecting age dif-
ferences. Consequently, we initially replicated the analy-
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sis to be reported for children of3 age groups: 3 to 5 years,
6 to 9 years, and 10 years and older.

ANOVA ANALYSES

The results of the ANOVA ro test the hypothesis rhat Cp
results in an increâse in a child's ASB 2 years later are given
inTcblc 2 and llgure t . The first row of Table 2 shows
that spanking in 1988 was significanrly related to ASB 2
)rears larer, despite controlling for the level o[misbehav-
ior during the year that the spanking occurred. Figure I
shows the mean ASB score in 1990 afier adjusting fõr ASB
in l9E8 and 6 other variables. lt can be seen from Figure
I that there was an average decrease in the ASB scoie of
children whose mothers did not spank them during the
week oJthe survey and thar the more frequent the spãnk-
ing in 1988, the greater rhe increase in ASB 2 yearslater.

The second row of Table 2 lisrs data that shows thar
the child's sex is also related ro ASB. Thus, girls have lower
ASB scores than boys even after parrialing ouf. all 6 of the
other variables. The last row shows that the strongest an-
tecedent of ASB in 1990 was ASB 2years earlier.

The section of Table 2 that gives the interactions of
the otherindependent variables wirh Cp shows significant
interactions with sex and ethnic group. The adjusted means
are shown in Flgurc 2. This figure shows lhar rhe ten-
dency for spanking to be related ro an increase in ASB 2
years later is stronger and more linear for boys than for
girls and also for European American children compared
with minority children (Figure Z, right).

llSllq f, Change in antisocial behavior tron tgAB to tgg| due to spanking
i1r !98! fo1 ghtldre¡\ aged 6 to g yearc in tgB8, controtting for t9ÎB'antisoõiat
behavior. Moan adlustad for tinet antisoclal behavtor; tl¡ùet coonitive
stimulatiln; timel parental emot¡onal suppoft; and chitd sex, rico, and
socioaconomic status.

Because parents use CP to control misbehavior, research
testing the idea that, on average, Cp increases misbehav-
ior must consider the child's behavior at t¡. In our study of
ASB we controlled for ASB ar t, and found that afrer con-
trolling for the t¡ level of ASB, the more Cp used by the
mothers in this sample, rhe higher rhe ASB score at t2. More-
over, the findings are robust across age groups (3-5,6-9,
and à10 years) and years (1986-1988 án¿ tq8e-tSg0) and
across types of analysis (multiple regression and ANOVA).

CORRELATION Á,NALYSIS

Table I gives the zero-order correlations for all age groups
and all years. The dau permitted computing 30 correla-
tions belween the weekly frequency of spanking and the
ASB scores. Fifteen of these are concurrent correlations and
15 relate CP at t, to ASB scores Zyearslater. Table I sum-
marizes data that show that all contemporaneous correla-
tions and all 15 timelagged correlations are positive and
significant at the Ps.0l level. Thus, the more frequently a
molher spanked her child in the week prior ro the study,
the higher the child's ASB score that year and 2 years latei.

Despite the uniformly positive correlations, there is
variation among rhe coefficients. We therefore performed
z tests to investigate whether the size of the conelations dif-
fer by time of rneasurement, age, and sex.37 For age groups,
the largestdifference (¿= 1.64) wasberween the 6-to9-year-
old sample (r=0.29) and the l0 years of age or older sample
(r=0.19). Fordifferences byyear of measuremenr, only one
contrast exhibited a significant difference in the correlation
between spanking frequency and ASB scores-berween chil-
dren who were 6 years of age or older in the years 1986
(r=0.27) and 1988 (r=0.20; r(1032)=2.s3;p<.02). Com-
parison of the correlations for boys and girls revealed no
significant differences. Thus, with only one exception, rhe
relationshin between CP and ASB applies about equally
across all of the replications.
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of the child (teft) and ethn¡c Arcup al thø mqthet (r¡ghl) lor chlldren

antisocial behaviot; t¡net cognitive st¡nulat¡on; t¡met parental

The anaiysis also controiled íor 6 important demo-

graphic and parental behavior variables and examined

íhe^interactión of CP with these 6 variables. The find-
ings on the net effect of CP are consistent with the theory

thãt regardless o[whether parents provide a sâtisfactory

soçialiãtion environment in other respects' CP tends to

increase the risk of ASB. More specifically, the tendency

for CP to be associated with an increase in the level of
ASB applies regardless of the extent to which Parents Pro-

gardless of SES, ethnic group, and sex of
Ihe variation in interaction effects across

finedto ASEby children. There is evi-

dence that when CP extends into early adolescence, as it
chitd.
age groups

and raises a question about the validity of the in- does for more than half of American children,t it is asso-

pervision and côntrol, but attempting to do this by CP may
exacerbate rather than help the siluation.

Prospective research is needed to determine the extent to

which Cp of toddlers andyoungchildrenis associated with
the adult behavior problems listed previously. In the mean'
time, the results oi the prospective study reported in this
article, together with research that shows that ASB in child-
hood is associated with violence and other crime as an

adult,r2'a3 suggests that there is a "dose-response" to CP start-

ing with young children. The more frequent the CP, and

th" lung"t it lasts in the life of the child, the greater the prob-

abilitv of behavior Þroblems.
íû/e suggest thät reduction or climination of CP could

have majorbãnelìts for children and for reducingASB in the
society. A rough estimate of the potential for reducing A-SB

can be obuinei by comparing the change in ASB scores for
children in the caiegory "0 in the past week" with scores o[
children in the category "3 or more times in the past week"
(Figure I). The children who did not experience CP in the

After controlling for the effect of ASB at t¡ and for the ef-

fect of other parentâl behaviors and socioeconomic vari-
ableç, CP remäins a statisrically significant predictor of ASB

2 years later. Moreover, the increase in ASB starts with chil-
dien whose mothers spanked them only once during the
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week prior to the study, on average, had a decrease in ASB
2 years later, whereas the children in the highest category
of CP had a substantial increase. The I B-point difference be-
tween the 0 and the 3 or more times group is almost I SD.

We used the term "majorbenefits" despite thefact that
most adults who experienced frequent CP will not have prob-
lems such as serious depression or abuse of their own chil-
dren or spouse because such a large proportion ofchildren
experienced CP-almost all toddlers andjust more than half
of earþadolescents. r'2lnoursample, l0% of the 6- to 9-year-
old children were spanked 3 or more times in the week pre-
ceding the interview. The millions of children they repre-
sent would have the greatest probability o f irnproved behav-
iorif theirparentsstoppedhittingthem. ln addition, because
Figure I shows that even I instance of CP in the week prior
to the study is associated with an increased risk of ASB, an
additional 19.870 of children could benefit by a reduction
from I to 0 times spanked and 14.I% could benefit by a re-
duction from 2 to I time spanked in a week, making a total
ol4loÁ of the children in this national sample whose ASB
would, on average, decrease ifparents spanked them less.

The children in the 0 group are children who were
not spanked in the week prior to the study. Data from
other studies indicate that many of these children are likely
to have experienced frequent CP, even though not in the
week prior to the study.r Thus, because almost all Ameri-
can children experience CP, although to varying de-
grees, our findings suggest that almost all American chil-
dren could benefit from a reduction or elimination of CP.
Moreover, considering research showing that ASB in child-
hood is associated with violence and other crime as an
adult, society as whole, not just children, could benefit
from ending the system of violent childrearing that goes
under the euphemism of spanking.
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AnuENDuTu I)
Guidanc" fo, Effective Discipline



AMERICAN ACADEMY OF PEDIATRICS
Committee on Psychosocial Aspects of Child and Family Health

Guidance for Effective Discipline

ABSTRACT. When advising families about discipline
strategies, pediatricians should use a comprehensive ap-
proach that includes consideration of the parent-child
relationship, reinforcement of desired behaviors, and
consequences for negative behaviors. Corporal punish-
ment is of limited effectiveness and has potentially del-
eterious side effects. The American Academy of Pediat-
rics recommends that parents be encouraged ancl assisted
in the development of methods other than spanking for
managing undesired behavior,

f-f arents often ask pediatricians for advice about

| / the provision of appropriate and eftþctive dis-
I cipline. In fact, 90% oÍ pediatricians report that
they include advice about discipline when providing
anticipatory guidance to families.r The American
Academy of Pediatrics held a consensus conference
on corporal punishment, the report of which was
published in Pcdintrics and serves as one major
source of information for this statement.2

The rvord discipline, wl"rich comes from the root
word disciplinare-to teach or,instruct-refers to the
system of teaching and nurturing that prepares chil-
dren to achieve competence, self-control, self-direc-
ticln, and caring for others.3 An effective discipline
system must contain three vital elements: 1) a learn-
ing environment characterized by positive, support-
ive parent-child relationships; 2) a strategy for sys-
temabic teaching and strengthening of desired
behaviors (proactive); anct 3) a strategy for decreas-
ing or eliminating undesired or ineffective behaviors
(reactive). Each of these components needs to be
functioning adequately for discipline to result in im-
proved child behavior.

DEVELOPMENTAL APPROACH TCI ÐISCIPLINE
The earliest discipline strategy is passive and oc-

curs as infants and their caregivers gradually de-
velop a nrutually satisfactory schedule of feedir-rg,
sleeping, and awakening. Biologic rhythms tend to
become more regular and adapt to family routines.
Signals of disc<¡mfort, such as crying and thrashing,
are modified as infants acquire memories of how
their distress has been relieved and learn new strat-
egies to focus attention on their emerging needs,a

The main parental discipline for infants is to pro-
vide generally structured daily routines but also to
learn to recognize and respond flexibly to the infant's
needs. As infants beeome mo¡e mobile and initiate
more contact with the environment, parents must
impose limitations and structure to create safe spaces
for them to explore ancl play. Equally important,
parents must protect them from potential hazards
(eg, by installing safety covers on electric ontlets and

by removing dangerous objects f¡om their reach) and
introduce activities that distract their children from
potential hazards. Such proactive behaviors are cen-
tral to discipline for toddlers. Communicating ver-
bally (a firm no) helps prepare the infant for later use
of reasoning, but parents should not expect reason-
ing, verbal commands, or reprimands to manage the
behavior of infants or toddlers.

As children grow older and interact with wider,
more complex physical and social environments, the
adults who care for thern must develop increasingly
creative strategies to protect them and teach them
orderly and desirable patterns of behavior. As a re-
sult of consistent stnlcture and teaching (discipline),
children integrate the attitudes and expectations of
their caregivers into their behavior. Preschoolers be-
gin to develop an understanding of rules, and their
behavior is guided by these rules and by the conse-
quences associated with them. As chilclren become
school age, these rules become intemalized and are
accompanied by an increasing sense of responsibility
and self-control. Responsibility for behavior is trans-
ferred gradually from the caregiving adult to the
child, and is especially noticeable during the transi-
tion to adolescence. Thus, parents must be prepared
to modify their discipline approach over time, using
different strategies as the child develops greater in-
clependence and capacity for self-regulation and re-
sponsibility. The process can be more challenging
with children who have developmentai disabilities
and may require additional or more intense strate-
gies to manage their behavior.

SÏRATEGIES FOR EFFECTIVE DISCIPLINE
Effective discipline requires three essential compo-

nents: 1) a positive, supportive, loving relationship
between the parent(s) ancl child, 2) use of positive
reinforcement strategies to increase desired behav-
iors, and 3) removing reinforcement or applying
punishment to reduce or eliminate undesired beharr-
iors. All components must be functioning well for
discipline to be successful.

Promoting Optimal Parent-Child Relationships and
Reinforcing Positive Behaviors

For discipline techniques to be most effective, they
must occur in the context of a relationship in which
children feel loved and secure. In this context, par-
ents' responses to children's behavior, whether ap-
proving or disapproving, are likely to have the great-
est effect because the parents' approval is important
to the children. Parent¿rl responses within the context
of loving and secure relationships also provide chil-
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dren with a sense that their environment is stable
and that a comPetent adult is taking ca¡e of tl1qm,
which leads to the development of a sense of per-
sonal worth. As children respond to the positive
nature of the relationship and consistent discipline,
the need for frequent negative interactions decreases,
añd the Quality òf the rèlátionship improves far¡ther
for both þarents and children. To this end, the best
educators of children are people wiro are good role
models and about whom children care enough to
want to imitate and please. Certain conditions in the
parent-child relationship hav"e been found to be es-

þecially important in promoting positi*.'e child be-
havior, including:

o maintaining a positive emotional tone in the home
through play and parental warmth and affection
for the childs;

. providing attention to the child to increase posi-
tive behavior (conversely ignoring, removing, or
withholding parent attention to decrease the fre-
quency or iñtènsity of undesirable behaviors).6 For
ólder children, attention includes being aware of

- âñd iitteféstèd iiì fhéiï schoõlãnd other ¿rctivities;
. providing consistency in the form of regular times

ánd patterns for daily activities and interactions to
reduce resistance, convey respect for the child, and
make negative experiences less stressfuiT;

. responding consistently to similar behavioral sit-
uations to promote more harmoniotts parent-
child relationships and more positive child out-
comes8i and

haviors that the value and want to encourage
need to be b¡¡ the parents and understood

consequences of their choice;

by their children.
Many desirable behavioralpatterns emerge as part

of the êtril¿'s normal development, and the role of
adults is to notice these behaviors and provide pos-
itiùe áttêntiöñ to strêngthel'r ând refine tirem. Other
desirable behaviors are not part of a child's natural
repertoire and need to be taught, such as sharing,
good manners, empathy, sludy habits, and behaving
ãccording to principles despite the fact that irnmedi-
ate rewaids for other behaviors (eg, lying or s"tealing)
may be present. These beha-viors must be taught to
chiidren through modeling by parents and shaping
skills through parerrtal atte¡'¡tioti and e¡ rcouragement.
It is much easier to stop undesired behaviors than to
develop new, effective behaviors. Therefore, parents
must identify the positive behaviors and skills that
they want for their children and make a cot'rcerted
effort to teach and strengthen these behaviors.

Strategies for parents and other caregivers that
help children learn positive behaviors include:

r provîding regulãt positive attention; -solîetimes

called special time (opportunities to communicate
positively are irnportant for children of all ages);

. listening carefully to children and helping'them
learn'to use words to express their feelings;

. providing children with opportunities to make
choices whenever appropriate options exist and
then helping them leam to evaluate the potential

th older öhildrên âäd

in ways that are unacceptable to parents. Disagree-
ment and emotional discord occur in all families, but
in families with reinforcing positive parent-child re-
lationships and clear expectations and goals for be-
havior, these episodes are less frequent and less dis-
ruptive.

Reducing ancl Eliminating Undesirable Behavior

When unclesirable behavior occurs, discipline
strategies to reduce or eliminate such behavior are
needed.11 Undesirable behavior includes behavior
that places the child or others in danger, is nclncom-
pliant with the reasonable expectations and demancls
òf the parents or other appropriate adults (eg, teach-
ers), and interferes with positive social interactions
and self-discipline. Some of these behaviors require
an immediate response because of danger or risk to
the child. Other undesirable behaviors reqr-rire a con-
sistent consequence to prevent generalization of the
l¡ehavior to other situations. Some problems, partic-
uiarly those that involve intense emotional ex-
changes, may be hanclled best by taking a break from
the situation and discussing it later when emotions
have subsicled, dcveloping alternative ways to han-
dle thc' situation (removir-Lg attention), or, in many
cases, avoiding these situatit>ns altogether.

Rewarding Desirable or Effective Behaviors

The word discipline usually connotes strategies to
reduce or eliminate undesirable behaviors. However,
more successful child-rearir"rg systems use proce-
dures to both increase desirabie behaviors and de-
crease undesirable behaviors. Elirninating undesir-
able behavior without having a strategy to stimulate
more desirable behavior generally is not effective.
The most critical part of discipline involves helping
children learn behaviors that meet parental expec-
tations, are effective in promoting positive social
relationships, and help them develop a sense of
self-cliscipline that leads to positive self-esteem. Be-
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Extinction including time-out and removal of priv-
ileges, and punisl-Lment are two common discipline
arpproaches that have been associated with reducing
undesired behavior. These different strategies, some-
tinres both confusingly called punishrnent, are effec-
tive if applied appropriately to specific behaviors.
Although they both reduce undesired behavior, they
work in very different ways and have very different
short- and long-term effects. For both strategies, the
following factors may increase the effectiveness:

. clarilT on the part of the parent and child about
what the problem behavior is and what conse-
quence the child can expect when this behavior
occulsi

. providing a strong and immediate initial conse-
quence when the targeted behavior first occurs;

r consistently providing an appropriate conse-
querÌce each time a targeted problematic behavior
occurs;

¡ delivering instruction and correction calmly and
with empathy; and

. prorriding a reason for a consequence for a specific
behavior, which helps children beyond todcller
age to learn the appropriate behaviorl2 and im-
proves their overall compliance with requests
from adults.r3

Occasionally, the consequence for an undesired
behavior is immediate, without parental involve-
ment (eg, breaking one's own toy), and may be ef-
fective in teaching children to change their behavior.
When this consequence is combined with parental
reprimand, there is an increase in the likelihood that
the cl"rild's behavior will be affected for future similar
situations.

Time-Out or Removal of Privileges
Time-out and rernoval of privileges are ap-

proaches that involve removing positive reinforce-
ment for unacceptable behavior. For young children,
time-out usually involves removing parental atten-
tion and praise (ignoring) or being placed in a chair
for a specified time with no adult interaction, For
older children and adolescents, this strategy usually
involves removing privileges or denying participa-
tion in activities (eg, grounding for an evening with
no TV or loss of driving privileges), To be effective,
this strategy requires that a valued privilege or rein-
forcer is removed. In preschool children, time-out
(removal of positive parental attention) has been
shown to increase compliance with parental expec-
tations from -25o/" to \}o/n,tz and similar effectiveness
is seen when used appropriately with older chil-
dren.la To be effective, however, time-out must be
used consistently, for an appropriate duration, not
excessively, and with strategies for managing escape
behavior in place before the time-out is imposed. To
be successful, time-out requires effort and practice
on the part of the parents and, in some cases, requires
specific education with a professional.

Several aspects of time-out must be considered to
ensllre effectiveness. When time-out is first irnple-
mented, it usually will result in increased negative

behavior by the child, who will test the new limit
with a display of emotional behavior, sometimes
approaching a temper t¿ìnkum. The parent who ac-
cepts this normal reaction and does not respond to
the child's behavior will find that outbursts become
less frequent and that the targeted undesirable be-
havior also din-rinishes or disappears. When time-out
is used appropriately, the child's feelings are neither
persistent nor damaging to self-esteem, despite the
intensity of the reaction. However, if the parent en-
gages in verbal or physical interaction with the child
during this disruptive behavior, the emotional out-
burst, as well as the behavior originally targeted, not
only will persist, but may worsen. Second, time-out
often is not effective immecliately, although it is
highly effective as a long-term strategy, Third, it is
often difficult emotionally for a parent to ignore the
child dtrring periocls of increased negative behaviors
or when the child begins pleading and bargaining for
time-out to end. The inability of parents to deal with
their own distress during a time-out is one of the
most common reasons for its failure.

PUNISHMENT
Punishment is definecl as the application of a neg-

ative stimulus to reduce or eliminate a behavior.
f'Ìrere are two types typically used with children:
punishment involving verbal reprimands and disap-
proval and punishment involving physical pain, as
in corporal punislrment.

Verbal Reprimands
Many parents use disapproving verbal statements

as a form of punishment to alter undesired behavior.
When used infrequently and targeted toward spe-
cific behaviors, such reprimands may be transiently
effective in immediately halting or reducing undesir-
able behaviors. However, if used frequently and in-
discriminately, verbal reprimands lose their effec-
tiveness alrd become reinforcers of undesired
behavior because they provide attention to the child.
Verbal reprimands given by parents during time-out
are a major cause of reduced effectiveness of this
form of discipline. Verbal reprimands should refer to
the undesirable behavior and not slander the child's
character.

Corporal Punishment
Corporal punishment involves the application of

some form of physical pain in response to undesir-
able behavior. Corporal punishment ranges fi:om
slapping the hand of a child about to touch a hot
stove to identifiable child abuse, such as beatings,
scaldings, and burnin¡;s. Because of this range in the
form and severity of punishment, its use as a disci-
pline strategy is controversial. Although significant
concerns have been raised about the negative effects
of physical punishnrent and its potential escalation
into abuse, a form of physical punishment-spank-
ing-remains one of the strategies used most com-
monly to reduce undesired behaviors, with >90% of
American families reporting having used spanking
¿ìs a means of discipline at sorne time.ls Spanking, as
discussed here, refers to striking a child with an open
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hand on the buttocks or extremities with the inten-
!!o¡ of godifying behaviq¡ without cgusing physical
injury. Other forms of physical punishment, such as
striking a child with an object, striking a child on
parts of the body other than the buttocks or extrem^
ities, striking a child with such intensity that marks
lasting more thân â few minutes occur, ptrlling a

child's hair, jerking a child by the arm, shaking a

child, and physical punishment delivered in anger
with intent to cause pain, are unacceptable and pay
be dangerous to the health and weil-being of the
child. These types of physical punishment should
ner¡er be used.

Despite its commol,*.gltuy", -i$,:y"i 19:_":cacy ror lrs use/^' sPafìKlrì6 15 a re55 elrectrvc slrdtcËy
than time-out or removal of privileges for reducing
undesired behavior in children. Although spanking
may immediately reduce or stop an undesired be-
havior, its effectiveness decreases with subsequent
use. The only way to maintain the initial effect of
spanking is to systematically increase the intensity
with which it is delivered, which can quickly escalate
into abuse. Thus, at best, spqnlr1g_ E o{y effe_ctive
when used in selective infrequenl siluàtiòns.

The following consequences of spanking lessen its
desirability as a strategy to eliminate undesired be-
havior.

to spank their own children, the more likely they are

!o approve of hitting a spouse, and the rnore marital
conhict they experíe,',.d ut adults.æ Spanking has
b-een associated with higher rates of physical aggres-
sion, more substance abuse, and increased risk of
crime and violence22 when used with c¡lder children

. Spanking and threats of spanking lead to altered
parent-child relationships, making discipline sub-
stantially more clifficult when physical punish-
ment is no longer an option, such as with adoles-
cents.

. Spanking is no more effective as a long-term strat-
egy than other approaches,ls anci reliance on
spanking as a discipline approach makes other
discipline strategies less effective to use.le Time-
out and positive reinforcement of other behaviors
are more difticult to implement and take longer to
become effectirre when spanking has previor"rsly
been a primary method of discipline.

. A pattern of spanking may be sustained or in-
creased. Because spanking may provide the parent
some relief from anger, the likelihood that the
parent wili spank the child in the future is il-
creased.20

and adoiescents.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Because of the negative consequences of spanking

anci because ii iras been demonstrated to be no more
effective than othel approaches for managing undes-
ired behavior in children, the American Academy of
Pediatrics reconrmends that parents be encouraged
and assisted in <ievelo.oing ri",ethods othcr than
spanking in response to undesired behavior.

The Pediatrician's Role

Encouraging alternative methods may evoke
strong responses from some parents and pediatri-
cians because 90% of parents in the United States
spank their children, and most adults were spanked
when they were children, A survey ir,dicated tlrat
<59o/. ò;,f pediatritianb suppòit thè ube of coiporal
punishment, at least in certain situations.r Support
for spanking is higher in response to a child who
runs into the street than it is as a punishment for

ents' practices, Also, some religious groups take
strong positions on this issue, often in favor of cclr-
poral punislurent. In addition, discipline practices
are under public scrutiny becattse of the increasing
recognition of cl,ild abuse, which pediatricians are
required to report. As a result, parents may be cau-
tious about discussir-rg their discipline practices. One
effective way to start a discussion is by nraking arr
observation about the child's behavior during a

health care visit and asking abclut the chilcl's behav-
ior at home. If parents comment negatively about
their chiid's behavior, the severity of the problem
should be determined. Eliciting specific examples of
disciplinary encounters and responding nonjudg-
mentally to thenr are key to unclerstanding the de-
gree ofbehavioral disturbance2a and the appropriate-
ness of parental response. Asking about the parents'
childhood experiences with discipline, their decision
about how they would discipline as par:ents, and
what other key people in their lives say about how
they sl,ould discipline their childlen can be beneficial
to understanding the parents'philosophy about dis-
cipline. It is important to obtain information about all

a

a

a

Parents who spank their children are more likely
to use other unacceptable forms of corpcral punish-
ment.2l The more children are spanked, the more
anger they report as adults, the more likely they are
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three aspects of the system of discipline (parent-
child relationship, shaping and teacl-ring desired be-
havior, ¿rnd reducing undesired behavior) to deter-
mine which aspects may require intervention.3
Generally, a visit with all the key caregiving adults is
most effective when there is a problem, although ihis
may not be necessary in cases involving minor dis-
cipline problems.2s Parenting is difficuìt; parents de-
serve information, encouragement/ and support over
time.

Specific Physician Activíties
When counseling farnilies about discipline, physi-

cians need to26:

1. be clear about what constitutes acceptable disci-
pline;

2. avoid displaying strong emotions during the vis-
ir;

3. work to understand the parents' justification of
their current practices and address their reason-
ing when presenting alternatives (offer privacy
from children during this discussion);

4. demonstrate interest and expertise in child de-
veloprnent and behavior during general visits to
clevelop credibility fol future discussions about
discipline;

5. use good interviewing skills to show empathy;
6, let the family leacl in individualizing a plan and

choosing arrìong techniques preseuted that are
acceptable to them. Address the views of other
influential family members;

7. look for examples of the parents' effective disci-
pline approach; help them gain strength and
generalize fro¡n those to other situations. Suggest
ways to modify the family's techniques to make
them more effective and appropriate;

B. follow up or"r the discipline discussion in subse-
quent conversations, by phone or in person;

9. cliscuss discipline during well-child visits when
the child is young to help parents establish rea-
sonable behavioral control. It is preferable to
work toward preventing problems, because es-
tablished negative behaviors c¡ften are extremely
difficult to change;

10. identify parenting programs and individual
Çounselors wlro are available in your community
for parents with more difficuli parenting prob-
lems; anci

11. participate in public education and advocacy to
change cultural attitudes about discipline.

The aspects of the system of discipline presented
herein are effective when used at home, in out-of-
home child care, at school, and in laboratory settings.
Parents can be taught the use of appropriate disci-
pline effectively through reading2T; at-home family
review of vicleotapes presenting behavioral situa-
tions28; individual instruction by a nurse in a health
care setting2e; individual or family counseling with a
competent protÞssional; group didactic teaching; or
group instrnction with modeling, role-playing, vid-
eotapes, or direct feedback about their parent-child
interactions.3O The intensity and duration of interven-

tion needed tcl produce a change in family interac-
tion depend on the severity of the child's behavior
problems and on other stresses in the family, rather
than on income level or social class. Studies have
shown generalization from laboratory settings to the
home, school,28 and untreated sibling behavior, and
across iime. Pediatricians must be creative, persis-
tent, and hopeful to generate change in the giadual
manner in which it is likely to occur. A broacler view
of discipline needs to include the entire social struc-
ture. For example, cultures with children with rela-
tively few behavior problems have been character-
ized by clear role definitions, clear expectations for
the child's active work role in the family, very stable
family constellations, and involvement of other com-
munity members in child care and supervision,3l
Advocacy by pediatricians for other supports within
communities also is desirable.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
1, Parents are more likely to use aversive tech-

niques of discipline when they are angry or irri-
table, depressecl, fatigued, and stressecl. In 44%
of those surveyed, corporal punishment was
used >50% of the time because the parent had
Iost it, Approximately 85% expressed moderate
to high anger, remorse, and agitation while pun-
ishing their children.zl These findings challenge
most the notion that parents can spank in a calm,
planned rnanner. It is best not to administer any
pr.rnishments while in a state of anger.

2. Spanking of young children is highly correlated
with continued spanking of school and adoles-
cent children.2o More than half of 13- and 14-
year-olds are still being hit an average eight
times per year.\7 Parents who have relied on
spanking do not seem to shift strategies when the
risks of detrimental effects increase with devel-
opmental age, as has been argued.

3. Spanking of preschool boys by fathers with
whom the child identified only moderately or
little resulted in increased aggressive behavior
by those children.rT

4. Corporal punishment in two-parent, middle
class families occurred weekly in25o/o, was asso-
ciated with the use of an object occasionally in
35% and half of the time ín 77o/o, caused consid-
erable pain at times in 1,2'/", and inflicted lasting
marks at times in 5%.21 Thus, striking children in
the abusive range is neither rare nor confined to
families of lower socioeconomic class, as has
been asserted.

5. Although children may view spanking as justi-
fied and symbolic of parental concern for them,
they rate spanking as causing some or much pain
in more than half of cases and generally experi-
ence anger at the adult as a resnlt. Despite this,
children come to accept spanking as a parent's
right at an early age, making changes in adult
acceptance of spanking more difficult,2l

6. The more children are hit, the more anger they
report as adults, the more they hit their own
children when they are parents, the more iikely
they are to approvä of hitting ancl to acrually hít
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AUnENDUTUE
The Effict of Corporal Punishment on Antisocial Behavior in Children



The effect of coqporal punishment on
antisocial behavior in children
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corporol punishment on ontisociol behovior of children
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in lhis oreo; lo exomine whether the effect of corporol

punishmenl on onlisociul behovior is nonlineor; ond lo

inveligule whether the effects of corporul punishmenl

on snlisociol behovior differ ocros rociol ond eùnic

groups. The oufior used o nonexperimenhl design
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groups.
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esearchers studying parenting and family life
have long been interested in studying the
ways in which parents discipline their chil-
dren. A particular focus of empirical research

becn parental use of corporal punish-
ment. Although many U.S. parents believe in spank-

ing their children when their children misbehave
(Gershoff, 2002; Straus & Donnell¡ 2001;Straus,
Sugarman, & Giles-Sims, 1997),some research sug-
gests that the use of corporal punishment may in-
crease behavior problems among children (Eamon,
2001; Gershoff; Straus & Donnelly; Straus et al,),

In a seminal article, Straus and colleagues (1997)
examined the effect of corporal punishment on a

cohort of six- to nine-year-olds drawn from the
National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY).
Despite introducing several control variables into
their model, these authors found that the use of
corporal punishment predicted an increase in later
antisocial behavior among children. In response to
this contention that the use of corporal punishment
is harmful, other authors have suggested that cor-
poral punishment is either not always harmful
(Gunnoe & Mariner, 1997) or is onlyharmful when
it is excessive (Larzelere, 2000),

In this study recent data from the NISY were
used to re-examine the effect of corporal punish-
ment on antisocial behavior, Analytic methods, with
more rigorous statistical controls than those that have

been used in earlier research in this area, were used.

Fixed-effects regression methods were used with
appropriate independent variables to develop a

model with strong statistical controls for factors
whose efïects could be confbunded with the effects

of corporal punishment.

BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANG

Theoretically, research on the relationship of cor-
poral punishment and children's antisocial behavior
may be seen as part of a broad agenda of develop-
mental research that focuses on the relationship be-

tween children and their parents (Gershoff, 2002).



Davies (1999) observed that the use ofphysical pun-
ishment has an effect on children's working model

"when the child is exposed to harsh and inconsis-

tent discipline in infancy and toddlerhood, she is
likely to model her behavior after the parent's" (p.

57). A similar perspective was expressed by
Vuchinich and colleagues (1992) who suggested

that parents who use harsh discipline may "unin-
tentionally promote antisocial behavior in their
children through inept discipline practices and er-

râliç expresqig¡¡s gf 4!gel gowar{ ghe chlid

use of physical punishment tended to increase
children's socioemotional problems.

poral punishment was negatively related to qualiry
of parental involvement" (p. ó00). This research
points to the importance of considering other indi-
cators of parenting in auy analysis of corporal pun-
ishment. Straus and collcagues (1997) investigated
the relationship of the cognitive stimulation thât
parents provide their children with children's anti-
social behavior and found that this relationship was

signilcant, Bradley and collea
(2001) investigated the relationship of learning
stimulation with an overall behavior problems score.

These authors found that increases in learning stimu-
lation were associated with decreases in children's
behavior problems,

Some researchers have questioned the association

between corporal punishment and children's behav-

ior problems, In a recent presentation to the Ameri-
can Psychological Association, Baumrind (2001)
suggested that methodologically rigorous research

had not firmly established the case against corporal
punishment. In a series of analyses using samples

ranging in size from 79 to ló4, Baumrind found
conflicting evidence on the effects of spanking.
However, fìrm conclusions based on this research
may be limited by the small sample size and the fact

detail the method of sample selection used, Thus, it
is impossible to determine the degree to which the

Some attention has also bcen given to the idea

that corporal punishment may have clifferent effects

on child behavior outcomes for me mbers of differ-
ent ethnic and racial groups. Gunnoe and Marincr
(1997) used the National Survey of Families and

Households to examine the effects of corporal pun-
ishment on children's antisocial behavior and found
that corporal punishment increased antisociai behav-
ior for children of some ethnic groups and decreased

antisocial behavior for children in other ethnic
groups. For example, Gunnoe and Mariner found
that "the associations between spanking and subse-

quent aggression obtained for black children were
primarily negative" (p. 768). According to these
authors, this suggests that "spanking may deter ag-

^..^--:^- l-t^^I. ^t-:t¡.-6,r /h 7ÁQ\ "Ér çùùrw¡r 4r¡¡vr¡ó u¡4!Ã rllrlqr L tt \y . / ws ).
In contrast, Mcleod and Shanahan (1993) found

no evidence that the relationship of corporal pun-
ishment with antisocial behavior in children varied

by race. Eamon (2001), Mcleod and Nonnemaker
(2000), and Bradley and colleagucs (2001) founcl

))

5 ). t ). Suassberg and colleagues (L994) echoed these

concerns.
A number of researchers have examined the rela-

tionship between corporal punishment and later
antisocial behavior among children. Straus and
Donnelly (2001) suggested that parents may use cor-

poral punishment in ân atte{xpÈts enforce cornpli-
ance with desired behaviors among their children,
Howevcr, the cmpirical work of Straus and his col-
leagues (Suaus et a1.,1997) implies that corporal
punishment is likely to have an opposite and undes-

ired effect. They concluded that rather than reduc-

ing inappropriate behaviors among children, the use

of corporal punishment teaches childrcn that the use

of physical aggression is normative and is an appro-
priate method to solve conflicts.

*Straus and-his-collca gut r(
children might differ in their initial temperament,
and that parents might make greater use of corporal

els of antisocial behavior. Thus, these authors used

ordinary least squares (OLS) regression and ANOVA
models to estimate the effect of corporal punish-
ment on children's antisocial behavior while con-
uolling for children's prior level of antisocial behav-

ior. Even in the presence of the statistical controls
afforded by these models, they found that the pa-

rental use of corporal punishment increased
children's antisocial behavior.

Straus and colleagues' (1997) finding that cor-
poral punishment hâs derimental effects on chil-
dren has been echoed by other researchers, many of
whom have also used the NI^SY. Eamon and Zuehl
(2001) and Eamon (2001) analyzed samples of four-
to nine-year-olds from rtreL992 andl994waves of
the NI,SY. In both cases, the authors found that
physical punishment had adverse effects on children's
levels of socioemotional problems. Mcleod and

Shanahan (1993) used data from the 1986 NI"SY
and Mcleod and Nonnemaker (2000) used data
from the 1992 NI^SY;they found that the mother's

E Sociol Work Reseor(h / Volume 28, Number 3 / Seplember 2004



evidence of differing relationships between corpo-

ral punishment and children's behavior problems

across different races and ethnicities. For example,

in an examination of the relationship of parentaluse

of corporal punishment and increases in children's

behavior problems across African American, His-
panic, and European American families that were

both poor and not poor, Bradley and colleagues

found that spanking had the strongest relationship

with increases in behavior problems for European

Americans and the weakest relationship with behav-

ior problcms for African Americans. However, for

every racial or ethnic group, corporal punishment

was associated with an increase in the incidence of
children's behavior problems,

DATA AI.ID SAMPH

This study used data from the 1979 segment of
the NI,SY (Center f'or Human Resource Research

[CHRR], 2000). Begun ín 1979 the NLSY follows

a cohort of young women over time. The original
NI"SY surveyed a nationally representative sample

of respondents who were ages "14 to 2l as of De-

cember 3I, 1978" (CHR& 1999, p. l5). Data in
each wave are collected on women's demographic
characteristics, labor market experiences, housing

status, and family circumstances. The data are pre-

pared for public use by the staff of the CHRR at

Ohio State University. The most recent wave of data

collection was in 1998. In 198ó the NI"SY began

collecting data on children born to the original
young women of the NLSY. The children of the

NI^SY "approximately represents a cross-section of
children born to a nationally representative sample

of women who were between the ages of 3l and 38

on January l, 1998" (CHR& 2000, p, 3). This com-

bined mothcr-child information provided the data

f'or this analysis.

The sample used in this analysis was created in a

multistep proccss. Child data from the NLSY were

merged with the motier data by using the ideritifi-
cation number for the mother as a unique identifier

across data sets, All observations with valid data on

the variables used in the analysis were then selected

from these data. In many cases there were clata on

multiple children born to each mother. Because data

on both mothers and children are part of this analy-

sis, including data from more than one chilcl of the

same mother would violate assumPtions about the

sratistical independence ofobservations that are cru-

cial to many statistical methods. Therefore, one child

from each family group was randomly selected for

this analysis.

To focus on recent observations, data from I994,
199ó, and 1998 were used, As a result, only chil-

dren observed in these years were included in the

sample. The sample was also restricted because many

of the measures included in the analysis were col'
lected only for particular age ranges. For example,

information on behaviorproblems was collected only

for children berween ages four and 14 years (CHRI,
2000). These procedures and limitations resulted in
a final sample size of 1,811 children.

MTASURTS

Variables used in this analysis were chosen on the

basis of their use in the earlier empirical literature

on the effects of corporal punishment and for their
availability in the NLSY data set. Children's demo-
graphic characteristics, such as gender, age at the

time of intervieq and race, were readily available

from the NLSY. The NI,SY also provides a measure

of the total net family income received by a family

during the preceding calendar year,

The NI"SY data include a measure of children's
behavior problems from the Behavior Problems In-
dex (BPI) developed by Zill (1990). The BPI was

designed primarily as an abbreviatcd form of the

Child Behavior Checklist (Achenbach & Edelbrock,

l98l), although some questions are adapted from
other child behavior measures (Zill, 1990). Factor
analysis suggests that the items of the BPI factor

well into six subscales (Parcel & Menaghan, 1988;

ZILI, 19 85, I 99 0 ), one of which measures antisocial

behavior. This subscale, composed of six items (Table

l), was used as the dependent variable for this analysis

(cHR& 2000),
Mothers were asked whether it was "often true,"

"sometimes true," or ((not true" that their children

engaged in a particular behavior. The responses to
these six items were then summed into a score for
antisocial behavior. To facilitate comparison of the

BPI over different waves of data, the CHRR (2000)
developed standardized scores that are normed to
have a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of I 5 .

This antisocial behavior scale is often used in the

empirical research literature on child and family out-
comes (for example, Curran & Hussong, 2000;
Mcleod, Ikuttschnitt, & Dornfeld,I994; Straus et

al.,1997), According to NI.SY documentation the

antisocial behavior scale has an average internal con-

sisrency reliability of .62 (Baker, Keck, Mott, &
Quinlan, 1993),

Questions about spanking are asked as part of
the Home Observation Measure of the Environment
(HOME) inventory (CHRR, 2000). For the years
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IABIE l-ltems in Antisociol Behavior Scole

i, öh..ts or tells [õs

3, Bullies or is cruel/mean to others

4. Does not feel sorry for misbehaving

5. Breaks things deliberately (Administered to children less than 12 years old)

ó. Disobedient at school (Administered to children more than fìve years olcl)

7. Has trouble getting along with teachcrs (Administcrcd to childrcn greâter thân five years old)

Adapted from Cenrer for Human Resonrce Research. (2000). NI,$T7? child ønd. young ødøb døtø øser'sgøide 2000. Columbus:
Ohio State Universiry CHRR NtS User Services.

in this study, motlers were asked the number of times

they had spanked their child in the past week, For
this analysis, two meâsures were used. First, a di-
chotomous measure of corporal punishment was

eonsuucte{ indicating whether-ornot mothers had

spanked their child in the past week. In other analy-

ses a categorical measure of corporal punishment was

used, which divided the use of corporal punishment
into three groups-never, once, or more than once-
on the basis of the mother's self-report of how of-
ten she used corporal punishment 

"ì/ith 
a particular

child in the past week. Recoding the use of corporal
punishment as a categorical variable aliowed for the
exploration of the potentially nonlinear nature of

tisocial behavior.
As part of the HOME series of instruments, the

( CHRR, 2000 ). The cognitive stimulation subscale

records the degree to which parents provide intel-
lectual stimulation and educational experiences for
their children (CHRR, 2000). The scale includes
items that meâsure constructs such as how often a

parent reads to a child, whether or not the parents

encourage children's linguistic development, and the

degree to which parents provide children with op-
portunities to visit places outside the home. This
subscale of the NI,SY has been used in a broad range

of empirical research on children (CHRR, 2000),
including research on corporal punishment (Bradley
et a1.,2001;Sraus etaI.1997). According to NLSY
documentation (Baker et al., 1993), the cognitive
stimulation subscale has an average internal consis-

tency reliabiliti' of .ó3. Cognitive stimulation wâs

included in this analysis as an independent variable.

MTTHOD

Many analyses ofthe relationship between corpo-
ral punishment and antisocial behavior have made

use of either ANOVA (Baumrind, 2001; Straus et
aL,,1997) or Ol,S regression (Baumrind; Larzelere,
2000; Mcleod & Nonnemaker, 2000; Straus et al.)
and have examined one or two waves of data from
the NLSY, Other anaþes have used structur:al equa-

tion modeling (Eamon, 200I; Eamon & Zuehl,
2001; Cunnoc & Mariner, 1997 Mcleod &
Shanahan, 1993) and have generally examined two
waves of data. We used fixed-effects analysis to ex-

amine three waves of the NI-SY. Fixed-effects analy-

sis is particularly useful to answer questions about
the effects of corporalpunishment on later antisocial

behavior because the methods are designed to con-
sider information provided by the multiple waves of

ods are also well suited to situations in which ruling
out potential confounding variables is important.

cnces suggests that to make strong conclusions about
the relationship of an independent variable with a

dependent variable, a researcher must be able to rule
out, or statistically âccount for, the relationship of
any other independent variable with the dependent
variable (Agresti & Finla¡ 1997; Holltnd, 1986;
Mirer, 1995). Thus, if a researcher wishes to exam-

ine whether corporal punishment by parents is asso-

ciated with changes in children's antisocial behav-

ior, he or she should adequately account for the
effects of othcr variables tirat might accoullt for any

observed relationship. In her recent address to the
American Psychological Association, Baumrind
(2001) echoed this concern. In the social sciences,

the effects of other inc{ependent variables âre con-
t¡olled for using a varieryr ofregression methods, the
most common being QLS regression (Agresti &
Finlay; Mirer), The work of Straus and colleagues
(1997) is an excellent example of how OLS regres-
sion models can be applied to the study of the ef-

fccts of corporal punishment.
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However, an essential weakness of standard re-
gression methods such as OIS is that they only ac-

count for the effects ofobserved variables. It is con-
ceivable that unobserved variables might have an

effect on the relationship between corporalpunish-
ment and later antisocial behavior among children.
For example, in a particular famil¡ the parents might
have a lower ability to controltheir anger than mem-
bers of the general population. ConceivablS this
decreased ability to mânage anger might not be ob-
served or measured by a researcher. Parents in such

a family might transmit their low abiliry to control
their anger to their children. In this family it is likely
that parents would exhibit a greater tendency to use

corporal punishment and that their children would
manifest higher levels of antisocial behavior. The
relationship between greater use of corporal punish-
ment would then not be a direct relationship be-

rween the use of corporal punishment and antisocial
behavior, but rather an artifact ofthe overall effect of
decreased ability to manage anger among the mem-

bers of the family. Such unobserved variables would
pose â problem to the standard regression methods
used in the study of the effects of corporal punish-
ment (Baumrind, 2001; Larze\ere,2000; Mcleod
& Nonnemaker, 2000; Straus et al., 1997).

Fixed-effects methods are superior in this regard

because they can control for both observed
covariates and unobserved covariates that âre time
invariant. Fixed-effects methods do not appear in
the empirical literature on the effects of corporal
punishment. In a series of unpublished papers, Hao
and Matsueda (1999) used fixed-effects models to
examine the effects of corporal punishment. How-
ever, these authors did not address some of the
issues addressed in this analysis (for example, the
potential nonlinear effects of corporal punishment
on antisocial behavior, or the effect of the interac-
tion of racial or ethnic identity and corporal pun-
ishment on antisocial behavior).

In nonmathematical terms ) fixed-effects methods
may be thought of as a regression method that adds

a dummy variable for each individual in the sample.

Through this procedure, the model can control for
constant or time-invariant characteristics of individu-
als, even whcn thosc variables have not explicitly been

measured. In OLS regression, such a procedure
would not be possible because it would require the

estimation of a model in which the number of pa-

rameters was greater than the number of sample
members. However, when there are multiple obser-
vations for each sample member, the fìxed-effects
strategy can be used.

Mathematicall¡ exploiting the longitudinal na-

ture ofpanel data allows fìxed-effects to estimate the
effect of a person-specific time-invariant variable.
FollowingWooldridge (2000) or Greene (1997), the
structure for a fixed effects model may be written as:

Y,,=Ên+XBx',+a.+uir

Here, ¡, is the value of the dependent variable
for subject I at time r. Bo is the value of the intercept.
Epx,,represents the set ofindependent variables mea-

sured for each subject I at time É, u,, is the "usual"
error tenn, familiar to users of methods such as OIS
regression, with an expected value of zero and dis-
tributed normall¡ and a,is an individual-specific term
that is constant over all rime periods (Stata Corpo-
ration, 2001;lVooldridge, 2000), In effect, the in-
dividual-specific term a, provides a unique regres-
sion intercept for each study subject.

Using fixed-effects modcls thus allows the re-
searcher to control not only for the observed vari-
ables that have been included in the model, but also

for all unobserved factors chat are time invariant.
Although this is a powerful advantage, a disadvan-
tage is that any time-invariant characteristic, such as

a child's sex or race, is subsumed into the ai term,
Thus, separate coefficient estimates for the effects
of time-invariant independent variables, such as gen-
der and race, on the outcome of interest are not
readily available from a fixed-effects model, which
only provides specific parameter estimates of the ef-
fects of independent variables whose values change
over time , Therefore, although fixed-effects models
typically provide stronger statistical controls than
OLS regression models (Wooldridge, 2000), they
include fewer parameters than O[.S regression mod-
els estimated using the same clata,

Because fixed-effects models do not provide es-

timates of the effects of specific time-invariant inde-
pendent variables such as a child's race and child's
age, I estimated OLS regression models to provide
estimates of the effects of those variables on
chilclren's levelof antisocial behavior ancl then used

fixed-effects methods to evaluate the effect of these

variables on children's antisocial behaviors while
controlling for time-invariant characteristics of chil-
dren and their families. I used the software Stata 7,0
to estimate the fìxed-effects models.

TINDINGS

Descriptive Statistics

As described earlier in this article, the major de-
pendent variable-the measure of antisocial behavior
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Antisocial behavior sunda¡dized score 106.90

Use of corporal punishment 0.22

Cognitive stimulation 986.25

Per capita income (in 1998 dollars) I2,925.60
1)1 4

Colegoricol voriobles

Fema-le

Male

Race

Hispanic

Black

White

Number of times corporol
punishmenl used in post week

0

i
,)

ó

4

5

6

7

8

I0 or more

Total

contained within the NI,SY-is normed to have a

mean of 100 and a standârd deviation of I5. How-

in this study) mây hâve slightiy different character-

istics. For the sample in this analysis, the mean anti-

social behavior score ivas 106.9 and the standard

deviation was 13,99.
The major independent variable was whether or

not pârents used corporal punishment. Approxi-
mately 80% of the mothers indicated that they had

not spanked their child in thc past week, I I% indi-
cAtç4 that they þad spa¡itççd thgir çhiici thc
past week, and the remaining 9% indicated that they

had spanked their child more than once in the past

week (Table 2).

IABTE 2-Descr¡ptive Stutislic¡ for o Subset ol the NISY

Voriuble

Continuous vcriobles lill SD

13,99

0.42

15L,22

18,000.26

50.08

4992

The demographic characteristics of the sample

reflected a wide range of diversity. The mean income

dren of the sample was approximately half girls and

half boys. The average age of the children in months

was I21.45, representing an âverage age of slightly
over Ì0 years. Twenty percent of the children were

Latino, 290/owere African American, and 5l% were

white. The mean of the cognitive stimulation score

was 98ó.25 with a standard deviation of I51.22.

The Ol.S analysis rclied mainly on data from the

1998 wave of the NI,SY. Results of the OIS analysis

are contained in Table 3. Because Straus and his

colleagues (1997) controlled for children's prior lev-

els of anrisocial behavior, such a measLlre was in-
cluded in the model. The findings indicated that
children's prior level of antisocial behavior had a sta-

tistically significant effect on children's later antiso-
ciai behavior. Flowever, even controiling for this
variable, the current use of corporalpunishment in-

creased children's antisocial behavior to a degree that
was statistically significant. The parameter estimate

for the use of corporal punishment indicates that, on

average , the use of corporal punishment in the past

week increased children's antisocial behavior scores

two years later by just more than one-quarter of a

Children's age hacl an effect on levels of antiso-

cial behavior, in that older children exhibited higher

children's sex did not have a statistically signifìcant
effect on antisocial behavior when controlling for
othcr independcnt variables. However, like Suaus

and colleagu es' (1997), this model found that higher

levels of cognitive stimulation in the home were âs-

sociated with lower levels of antisocial behavior.

Fixed-Effects Models

Results from the fixed-effects models are con-

tained in Table 4. As noted, this model controlled
for all time-invariant characteristics of children anct

their families, such as any time-invariant tendency

of a child to be more or less antisocial over time .

Because the fixed-effbcts model is designed specifì-

cally for panel data, levels of antisocial behavior from
eariier years were not inciueïeci in the same fashion

they would be in an OLS regression model. How-
ever, â tendency to be above or below the mean level

of antisocial behavior is included in the constant term

estimated as pârt of the model. Thus, the model in-
corporâtes a statistical adjustment for children's prior

o/
/o

20.49

28,55

50.97

o/
/o

80,87

tr.32
3.70

1.89

0.82

0.52

0.20

0.17

0.09

0.41

t 00,00
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IABII 3-0rdinory lecst Squares Regression

Vorioble Porometer Eslimale 5f p

Antisocial behavior standardized score in 199ó

Use of corporal punishmcnt

Cognitive stimulation

Per capita income (in 1998 1,000s of dollars)

Child's age (in months)

Female

Hispanic

Black

Constant

¡(8, l07l) = 72,94,.¿. .01

0.027

r.058

0.003

0.031

0.0t3
0.702

0.956

0,8ó3

4.ó80

t8.74

3.35

-5.79
0.08

2.37

-0.56
0.92

-0.41
I3.68

<0.0I
<0,0I
<0.01

0.94

0.02

0.58

0.36

0.ó8

<0.01

0.50

3.55

-0.0t
0.00

0,03

-0.39
0.88

-0.36
64.02

Norr: All data from 1998 wave of NLSY unlcss otherwise specified.

levels of antisocial behavior, and it can be assumed

to control for any characteristics of children's fami-
lies that remain constant over time and that have an

effect on children's level of antisocial behaviors.

Despite the statistical controls in this fixed-effects
regression, increases in the use ofcorporal punish-

ment were clearþ associated with increases in the
levelof children's antisocial behavior (Table 4). The
effect of corporal punishment on children's antiso-
cial behavior was almost as large as the effect of cor-
poral punishment found in the OLS regression
model. Bearing in mind that the scores on the anti-
social behavior measure are normed to have a stan-

dard deviation ofI5, the coeffìcientforthe effect of
corporal punishment on antisocial behavior indicates
that the use of coqporalpunishrnent is associated with
an increase in antisocial behavior by almost a fifth of
a standard deviation, Following the guidelines set

forth by Cohen (1988), this can be considered a

small effect size .

The per capita income in the fàmilies in which
children lived did not have a statistically signifìcant
effect on children's antisocial behavior while con-
trolling fbr other variables, nor did increases in cog-
nitive stimulation. Examination of the fixed effects
(which included children's race and gender) revealed

IABIE 4-Fixed-Hfecl¡ Regrersion

Antisociol Behovior Stondcrdized Score

Poromeler
Estimole 5E p

Corporal punishment used in past weck

Cognitive stimulation

Per capita income (in 1998 1,000s of dollars)

Child's age (in months)

Interaction of use of corporal punishment and child is black

Interactìon of use of corporal punishment and chjld is Hispanic

Constant

3.157 0.890 3.55

-0.003 0.002 -r.28
-0,013 0.000 -1.05
0.041 0.009 4.5I

-0,352 L.270 -0.28

-r,302 r.48r -0.88
104.048 2.307 45,09

1r.692

9.330

0.61I (fraction of variance due to \)

<.0I
0.20

0.29

<.0I
0.78

0,38

<.0I

o
u

o
Rho

Norp: Data from 1994, 199ó, and 1998 rvaves of NI^SY
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that they were stâtistically significant IF(1810, 2377)

= 3,29;p . .011.

ralpunishment might have differeni effects for chil-
dren in different racial and ethnic groups, I created

an interaction of race and the use of corporal pun-
ishment and entered this interaction term into the
fixed-effect models to examine whether the relation-
ship of corporal punishment and antisocial behavior
differed by race. White children served as the refer-

ence category, and terms that measured the interac-

lowed for the modeling of the nonlinear relation-
ship between the use of corporal punishment and

A fìxed-effects estimate of the cfíccts oidiffcrent
levels of corporal punishment on children's antiso-

cial behavior is presented in Table 5. It is interesting
to note that the coefficients for low and high levels

of corporal punishment were of similar magnitude,
suggesting that even low levels of corporal punish-
ment have an effect on antisocial behavior and that
this effèct is nearly equivalent to the eflèct of higher

Aithougþ the coe-ffi-üon and Afri- ievels of
can American or Latino minority status rffere created.

Neither of these interaction terms was statistically
significant in the analysis, indicating no discernible
differences in the effects of corporal punishment on
antisocial behavior for members of different racial

and ethnic groups. Because these interaction terms

\4/ere nor initially statistically signifieant, they were

dropped from subsequent models.

Preliminary graphical analyses conducted for this
research suggested that the relationship ofcorporal
punishment and antisocial behavior in children was

not linear, and therefore a continuous variable mea-

suring the use of corporal punishment could not be

used. To compare the effect of higher and lower lev-

els of corporal punishment, a single application of
corporal punishment in the past week was coded as

use of corporal punishment in the past week was

coded as high corporal punishment. As discussed

use of corporal punishment into variables measur-

ing high and low levels of corporal punishment al-

cient for lower levels of corporal punishment was

slightly smaller than the coeffìcient for higher leveis

of corporal punishment, an Ftest of the equivalence

of these two levels of corporal punishment wâs un-
able to reject the hypothesis that higher levels of
corporal punishment had the same effect on antiso-

cial behavior'as lower levels of corporal punishrnent

IF(L,24A3) = 0.ó3, p = 0.431. Thus, the results of
this model indicate that low levels of corporalpun-
ishment may have the same effect on increases in
children's antisocial behavior as higher levels.

Drscussr0N

The findings of this research suggest that corpo-
ral punishment has an adverse effect on children's
level of antisocial behavior, even when statistical

time-invariant variables are used. Thus, it confirms
findings of a number of studies in this area.

the

literature on the effects of corporal punishment. As

was noted, many studies have modeled the use of

IABLt 5-tixed-[ffe*¡ Regression

Antisociol Behovior Stondordized Score

Poromeler
Estimole 5f p

One instance of corporal punishment in past week

Two or more instances of corporal punishment in past week

Cognitive stimulation

Per capita income (in 1998 1,000s of dollars)

Chiid's agc (in months)

Constant

ou

o.

Rho

2.402 0.6ó5 3.óI
3,073 0.763 4.03

-0.002 0.002 -1.18
0,000 0.000 -1.01
0,042 0.009 4,6

ra3.76r 2.293 45.25

11.671

9.329

0.ó10 (fraction ofvariance due to u,)

<.01

<.01

0,24

0.31

<.01

<.0I

NotE: Data from1994,I99ó and 1998 waves olNl^SY
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corporal punishment as either a dichotomous vari-
able or a continuous variable, Both measures are

potentially problematic. Modeling the use of cor-
poral punishment as a dichotomous variable means

that any information on whether corporal punish-
ment is used frequently or infrequently is lost. Mod-
eling the use of corporal punishment as a continu-
ous variable is an improvement over coding the use

of corporal punishment as a dichotomous variable

in that it preserves the information on the degree to
which a particular child's parents use corporal pun-
ishment. However, the use of a continuous covariate

in a regression model means that it is assumed that
the functional form of the relationship between cor-

poral punishment and antisocial behavior is essen-

rially linear.
This research found that the effect of corporal

punishment on antisocial behavior is nonlinear-that
is, the effect of parental use of corporal punishment
on increases in children's antisocial behavior does

not appear to depcnd on the frequency of use of
corporal punishment,

These analyses thus provide further confìrmation
for earlier empirical work that suggest that corporal
punishment does not deter antisocial behavior in
children, but rather may increase it (Eamon 2001;
Eamon & Zuehl, 2001; Straus & Donnell¡ 200I;
Straus etaL,1997). Although some researchers have

suggested that only higher levels of corporal punish-

ment are associated with antisocial behavior
(Larze\ere, 199 6, 200 0 ; Simons et al., I 994 ), these

findings inclicate that even relatively low and com-
mon applications of corporal punishment are associ-

ated with increases in children's antisocial behavior.

IMPI.ICATIONS

This research, along with other published em-

pirical research, suggests that there might be more
appropriate forms of parental discipline of children.
For example, organizations such as the American
Academy of Pediatrics suggest the use of "time outs"
as a way of shaping children's behavior (American

Academy of Pediatrics, I998;American Academy of
Pediatrics, Committee on Psychosocial Aspects of
Child and Family Health, 1,998). The research also

suggests that professionals and advocates working
in parent education programs are correct when they
encourage parents to develop methods of discipline
other than corporal punishment,

Those concerned about the effects of corporal
punishment would do well to pay attention to the
sociai and environmcntal context of parenting. In
her review of the corporal punishment literature,

The effed of corporol punishmenl on onlisociol behovior in children / Grogon-Koylor @

Gershoff(2002) noted that the relationship between
lower incomes and higher use of corporal punish-
ment pervades the empirical research literature in
this area. In a time of increasing income inequality
and decreasing supports for low-income families,
child and family advocates troubled by the conse-

quences of corporal punishment should be con-
cerned about the economic situation of families at

the bottom of the economic spectrum.
In the area of the effects of parental discipline on

children's behavior, several research directions ap-

pear promising. As Simons and colleagues (1994)
noted, most of the research on the effects of corpo-
ralpunishment has focused on the effects of corpo-
ral punishment on antisocial behavior. As both
Simons and colleagues and Gunnoe and Mariner
(1997) observed, more detailed research is neces-

sary to examine the effects of corporal punishment
on other child outcomes, such as social competence .

In addition, the precise functional form of the
growth of antisocial behavior withín children remains

unclear. Further research examining the growth tra-
jectory of antisocial behavior in children who are

parented and disciplined in different ways is
warranted. I
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Abstract

The association between corporal punishrnent and childrcn's emotional and behavioral ñlnctioning was studied in a sample of 98

non-r'efèrred chilclren with a mean age o1'12.35 (SD -- 1.72) recruitecl from two school systerns in the southeastem United States.

Childrcn were ctivided into those who had experienced no corporal punishmcnt over approximatcly a two-week period, those who had

experienced rnilcl levels of corporal prurishment (i.e., 1 or 2 insüances), and those who had experienced high levels of corporal
punishment (i.e., 3 or more instances). Results indicatecl that use of co¡poral punishment was associated with problems in both

ernotional and behavioral adjustment. However, these associations were strongest tbr chìldren who experienced high levels of
corpolal ptrnishrnent, for childrenwho werc impulsive, and forc.hiLdrenwlro did notcxperience a warm and supportive family climate.
O 2006 Elsevier lnc. All rights resewed.

Keywords: Corpolal punisliment; Conduct problerns; Self-esteern; Impulsivify; Authoritative parerrting; Ethnicity

l. Introduction

Parental use of cor¡:oral punishrnent (i.e., spanking or hitting a child for a transgression) is a common methocl of
disciplining chilclren, Indced, rcsearclrers have repofted that over 94"/o of parents of toddlers use some lbrm ofìcorporal
punishment (Straus & Stewart. 1999) ancl thatT5Yo of a college student sample reporled experiencing some form of
corporalpunislrment in their chilcthood (Ateah & Parker, 2002). The debate over the appropriateness of this f¡¡rm of
discipline has been detailed extensively in tenns of moral, religious, and political foundations (Benjet & Kazdin, 2003;

GerslrofTì 2002; Greven, 1990; Kazclin & Benjet, 2003: Straus,1994). The intensity of the debate is illustrated by the

fact that, for some, corporal punishment is a moral imperative fbr parents and a necessary aspoct o1'parcnts' obligation
to cliscipline their children; for others, the use of corporal punishment is an act of aggtession that should be banned by
law. In fact, a number of counh'ies (e.g., Austria, Finland, Germany, Sweden) have made corporal punishment illegal as

a Lneans of iliscipline for children at home and school (Go:shoff, 2002;Kazdin & Benjet, 2003),
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There exists ã raiher exiensive empirical literature on the associatiotr betw'een cotporal punishment ¿rnd children's

adjustment. In one of the most comprehensive reviews of the literature tt date, Gershofî (2002) provided â meta-

analysis of 88 snrclies investigating the association between corporal punishment and childlen's adjustment. The results

provide a rather negative picture of the effects of corporal punishment on children. The only positive etfect that was

noted was on the child's immediate compliance to parental corntnands. In contrast, a number of negative effects of
corporal punishment were cloculltented across studies. For example, parental use of corporal punishment showcd ¿t

positive association with aggression, delinquenVantisocial behaviot, and becoming a victim of child abuse in chilclren.

Corporal punishment was negatively corelated with internalization of parental norms and quality of parent-child

relaticnships. Beside these concunent rclations, this meta-analysis dccumented an association betr','een the expedence

of corporal punishment in childhoocl and problems in adult adjustment, including aggression, criminal/antisocial

behavior, abuse of spouse and/or child, and poor mental health.

The link between corporal punishment and problems in adjustment, combined with the high rates of corporal

punishment that currently exist, is clearly a source of coucem. However, a key question is whether or not the state of
researçh, as reflectcd ir, this meta-analysis, should be the final worcl for guiding mental lTealth policy. I(azdin and

Beujet (2003) noied that ihere are a nurnber of important issues not adclressed adequately by the existing research that

could help to guide policy decisions (see also lìenjet & Kazdin, 2003). The first issue concerns the wide variety of
dèfiniiions of Corpöiâl puniShment thát havè bêen used in past reöeaidh and thât wer'ê

analysis. That is, past research has often not distinguisired between fi'equent and severe ievels of punishment (e.g.,

slapping in face, hitting rvith object to cause injury) that either wel'e or would be considerecl abusive, from occasional

usp of mild physical cliscipline (e,g., spanking wi.th open hand), Illustratirrg the inportance of this distinction,

Baunuind, Larzelere, ancl Corvan (2002) conducted a reanalysis of the studies inclucled in the Gersholï(2002) meta-

analysis and found that more negative outcomes were associated with children exposed to more severe forms clf

punishment.
most studies have not provided the_ data neces_spa to determine whether this link between nìore severe

punishment and negative outcornes is due to a linear or curvilinear relation between corporal punishment an<i chilcl

adjushnent. That is, it is possible that problems in child adjustment increase as the level of corporal punishment

increases. However, it is also possible that there may be a curvilinear relationship, with both low and very high levels of
corporal punishrnent being associated with problems in adjustment. The few studies that have used a methodology that

can distinguish betwecn linear and curilinear associations have led to mixed results. For example, Larzelere (1986)

spanking frequency (rninimal, moderate, and fiequent) on the frequency of aggressive lrehaviors children exhibited

toward family members. He reported that the fì'equency of aggressive behaviors increased as the frequency of spanking

increasetl. I3ryan an<l Freed ( l9B2) included measurçs of both fiequency and intensity of corporal punishment and found

that an increase in both intensity ancl flequency was associated with an increase in aggression. Strassberg, Dorlgc, Pcttit,

and flates ( I 994) differentiated between different types of physical punishment by comparing thrce types of punislrment

(no spanking, spanking, and violent hitting) and its association with measures of chilcl aggression. Level of aggression

increased across the conditions in a linear fashion for all types of cotporal punishment (Strassberg et al., 1994).

ln contrast to these t-rndings of a linear association between cotporal punishment and child aggression, some studies

have found that mild fonns of corporal punishment may not be associated with more problems in child adjustment, and

may even be associateclwith more positive adjustment. For example, Parke ancl Slaby (1983) reviewecl the literature

regarding the antecedents to the tlevelopment of childhoocl aggression ancl concluded that aggression increases only in
tho nrsss¡çs of high intensity physical punishmcnt, but not mild physical punishmcnt. Sirnilarly, in a prospectiverrrv Pr

longitudinal study, Lefkowitz, Eron, Walder, and l{uesmann (1977) found that medium levels of punishment in
childhood'"vere associated with the lowest aggression scores later in developrnent. Some of the positive effbcts of mild
levels of corporal punishment may be due to the fact that parents who use infiequent and mild spanking typically use it
in the context of other forms of discipline. Specifically, Larzelere (2000) rcported that spanking had beneficial

outcomes in 2- to 6-year-old chilclren (e.g., reduced non-compliance, reduced fighting) when it was tnild ancl used

primariiy to back up other disciplinary tactics. Similarly, Wissow (2001) reportcd that, in a large national sample of
2017 parents, those r.vho used average levels of corporal punishrnent made more frequent use of uonphysioal
rliceinli¡nry strategies (e.g., time cut) ancl hacl higher levels of nurturing interactions compared to parents who reported!lruv¡l,

below-average levels of spanking. However, both of these groups reported lower levels of nufiuring interactions with
their children when compared to parents who reported high levels of corporal punishment.
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Taken together, it is clear that research on corporal punishment must study mild and more normative fonns of such

discipli¡e separately fì'om more severe fomrs in determining its association \Mith chilcl aggression. ln doing so, it is also

important to broaden the focus to other areas of child adjustment. That is, much of the existing research has fucusecl on

the potential link between corporal punishment and the presence of aggression, conduct problems, and delinquency in

childrel (e,g., Bradley, Convyn, Burchinal, McAcloo, & Coll,200l;Bryan & Freed, 1982; Cohen & Brook, 1995;

f:laa¡rasalo & Pçkela, 1999; Kandel & Wu, 1995; Stormshak, Biernran, McMahon, Lengua, & Conduct Problems

Prevention Research G¡oup, 2000; Strassbcrg ct al., 1994; Straus & Kauñnan-Kantoq 1994; Straus & Stewart, 1999).

A less stu{ied aspect of corporalpunishment is its potential effects on a child's self-concept. It is possible that, even if
mild corporal punishrnent does not leacl to increases in conduct problems or aggression, it still could have a negative

effect on the development of a child's self-concept or lead to signs of emotional distress that reflect problems in the

child's self-esteem. In support of this possibility, several studies have found that use of corporal punishment is

positively related to measures of emotional distress in children (Eatnon,200l) and negatively related to measures of
sçlf-esteern @ryan & Freed, 1982; Litvosky & Dusek, l9S5). However, such negative effects on the chilcl's selÊ

concept and e¡notional functioning have not always been fountl (Bradtcy ot a1.,2001; Cìrowo, 1980;Nielsclr & Metha,

1994; Peterso¡, Southworth, & Peters, 1983) and, again, the inconsistent findings may be due to variations in the

definitions of corporal punishment used acrclss studies.

Although the conflicting results in existing research may be due to variations in the definitions of corporal

punishment, it is also possible *lat thcre are moderators to the detrimental eftbcts of corporal punishment on children's

adjustrnent (llenjet & Ifuzclin, 2003; Kazclin & Benjet, 2003). One such tnoderator is the broader family context in

which the corporal punishment takes plaoe. That is, tlost previous investigations that have shrdied the potential

negative effects of corporal punishment on child adjustr-nent have failecl to control for other parenting behaviors that

may be correlate{ with the use of corporal punishment (Simons, Johnson, & Conger, 1994). That is, parents who use

higher rates of corporal punishment also may be more likely to hotcl authoritarian attitudes toward child-rearing. Such

attitucles focus on a strict rule-oriented approach to parenting that ernphasizes child obedience and de-errphasizes

parental wannth and nurturance (Baumrind, 1968, 197I ). A parenting sfyle such as this has been linked to less optimal

child actjushrrent in many samples (Baumrincl , 1973; Darling & Steinberg, 1993). As a result, sotne of the negative

cffects documented for corporal punishment may be due to the lrarsh family climate in which it is often embedded. It is

possible that some parenls are able to combine a warm and nutturing family clinate with strict tule euforcement,

including corporal punishment. l"his would be consistent with clescriptions of an autlroritative parenting style that has

been linked to more optimal child adjustrnent (l-ìaurnrin d, 1973; Darling & Steinberg, 1993). In support of this possible

moderating role of färnily climate, Larzelere (1986) reporled that a positive association befween spanking and

aggression was eliminated when parents used frequent discussion, in addition to spanking, to resolve conflicts,

Similarly, Simons et al. (1994) reported that level of parentai involvement moderated the negative impact of corporal

punishment on child adjustment.
Another potential moclerator of the association between cotporal punishment and child adjustment is the ethnicity of

the family. That is, a number of studies have found that Atì'ican-American färnilies view cotporal punishment as more

acceptable and use it more often than Caucasian families (Baumrind, 1997; Mcleod, Kruttschnitt, & Domfeld,1994:

Molnar, Buka, Brennan, I{olton, & Earls, 2003; Straus & Stewaf, 1999). Also, the cultural context in which a

parenting practice takes place can influence how the child perceives the practice. For example, I)eater-Deckarcl, I)odge,

Bares, a¡d Pettit (1996) speculated that African-American cl-rildren may not perceive physical punishment as an

inclication of a lack of parental warmth due to the more accepted and normative views associated with the practice in

their culture (see also Dietz, 2000). In supporl of this possibitity, these authors f'ound that physical discipline was

associated with aggression only in Caucasìan chilclren and not in African-American children. Stormshak et al. (2000)

also found that physical punishment was rÌlore strongly associated with intemalizing behavior problems in Caucasian

than in African-American chilclren. Therefore, it is possible that ethnicity may moderate the effects of corporal

punishment on both the child's level of aggression and his or her seif-concept.

A hnal potential moderator of the relation berween corporal punishment ancl child adjustment is the child's

tempcrament or personality. Spccifically, parenting practices tnay have different effects on children depending on the

temperament of the child (Bates, Pettit, Dodge, & Ridge, 1998). I{owever, few studies have specifically examined the

potential moderating role of child characteristics on the association belween corporal punishment anci child adjustment'

One exception is a study by Colcler, Lochrnan, and Wells (1997) who reported that overactive and impulsive children

see¡red to be pafiicnlarly vulnerable to the eifects of lrarsh parenting. That is, impulsive ancl overactive children who
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were exposed to liarshr discipline were atparticularþ high risk for showing aggression in tk¡eir sample of 4th and 5th

grade boys.

Based on these issues, the cunent study investigated the association between three levels of corporal punishment

found in a non-refen'ed sample of children rccruited from two school systems in the southeastern United States. ln orcler

to ensure significant variability in both the measures of corporal punishment and child adjustment, a high risk sampling
procedure was used to over-sample childreri with significant conduct problems and their families. The fìrst question

addresscd was whether or not any use of corporal punishment would be associated with problcms in child acljushnent or

whether problems in adjustrnent would only be found at high levels of physical punislrrtent. In addition, the association

betr*¿een the three levels of corporal punishment and child adjustrnent was tested separately for child conduct prcbletns

and child emotional adjustment. Finally, the potential moderating role of the family climate (i.e., use of a warm ancl

responsive parenting style), race (i.e., African-American and Caucasian) and child characteristics (i.e. iupulsive-
overactive behaviors) on the association between corporal purishment and child adjustment was tested. It is important
to note tlrat, in testing these associations, no assumption of causation is rnade fiom thcse conelational data. That is,

such a correlation design makes it impossible to determine if the method of punishtnent rnight be causing problems in
child adjustrneni (GershotÏl 2002), w}¡ether children with problerns in adjustmerrt rnay evoke haruirer lypes of parenting

(Bell, 1968; [,ytton, 1990) or even whether a third variable, such as personality characteristics of the parents, might be

2. Method

2.1. Participants

A fwo"step stratifìed random sampling procedure was ernplo¡red to rçcruit a high risk sample. ln the first step, four
thousand parents of childr_en in the third, fourth, sixth, and seventh grades of two school systems in a moderate sized

city in the southeastern United States received announcements about the study. The two school systeins were chosen

because one sewed the imnediate urban area and the second served the surrounding region that was predontinantly

suburban and rural. Those parents who-agreed to have their child participate in the study conrpletetl consent forms and a

screening questiorrnaire assessing the presence of DSM-IV symptoms of Oppositional Defìant Disorder (ODD) and

Conduct Disorder (CD; Arnedcan Psychiahic Association, 1994). Following rece ipt of the parents' consent forms, the

child's teacher comnleterl qn qnqlnonrrs nrrecfinnncire Fnr c-ach child wbo-paftia$atecl in this initial-phase oflsø.eening*
his or her teacher received $10.00 f'or educational supplies for the classroom. This tirst phase yielded a sample of 1136

children that was 53% frmale and had an ethnic composition that was '|lYo Catcasian, 19o/a African-American. i%
Hispanic, andlo/o Asi¿rr-American. This ethnic com¡rosition closely matchecl the demographics of the participating

schools, Also,2lo/o of the children were receiving special eclucation serviccs aud these chilclrcn were considerecl for
inclusion in the high risk sarnple. The range of Duncan's Socioeconomic Inciex (SEI; I{auser & Featherrnari, 1977) was

0 to 92.3, with a mean o'ì 47.20.
In the second phase of recruitment, the sample of I 136 children was clivided into groups based on combinecl parent

and teacher ratings of conduct problem symptoms (above the upper quartile for high ancl below the mean for low). Fifty
children in each group were selected to parlicipate in the current study through a ranclom stratified sampling procedure,

with the two groups of children matching the demographic characteristics of the group fi'om which they were sampled

on the stratification variables (i.e., gender, ethnicify, SES). Also, each group was selected to have equal numbers of
children fi'om the two grade cohorts (i.e., 3rd and 4th grades, 6th and 7th grades). Two chilciren were lost due to enors
in data collection (both in the high conduct problem group) and, thus, 98 farnilies participatecl in this study, which was

parl of a larger longitudinal shrdy of chilclren at risk f'or delinquency (see Frick, Cornell, Bzury, Bodin , & Dane, 2003;
Frick, Comell et al., 2003 for more details of subject recruitment ancl full data collection). 'Ihe average age of the

sample was 12.35 (SD = 1.72) years and it includecl53% boys and200/u Afi'ican-American 1àmilies.

2,2. Measures

2.2. l. Corporal punishwent
Parental use of corporal punishment was assessecl with the parent and child interview versions of Alabarla Parenting

Questionnaire (APQ; Frick, I 991 ; Shelton. Frick, & Wootton, 199(r). The APQ is completed through a series of phone
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calls made to the parent and child with at least three days between interuiews. It assesses the number of times over the

past three days that the parent is reported to engage in 42 specific parenting behaviors (e.g., parenting involvement,

parental consistency in discipline) and discipline practices (e.g., use of tirne out). Ernbedded in this more global

assessment of parenting are three items assessing corporal punishment. They include: "How many times in the past

thrce clays have you spanked your child with your hand when he or she has done something wrong?," How many times

in the past three clays have you slapped your child when he or she has done somethiug wrong?," and "How many times

in the past three days have you hit your child with a belt, switch, or other object when he or she has done something

wrong?" In past studies, the corporal'punishment scale of the APQ has been shown to be significantly correlated with

teacher reportecl conduct problems in clinic-refened children between the ages of 9 and 12 (Frick, Christian, &
Wootton, 1999).

The questions used to assess corporal punishment on the APQ are very similar to those used in past research. For

example, one of the most colilnonly used methods to assess corporal punishment, the Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus &
Stewafl, 1999) inclucles the items 'ospanked on the bottorn with bare ltand", "slapped on the hand, aml, or leg", and "hit
on the bottom with sorne type of har'<l object (e.g., belt, hairbrush, and stick)". Further, in the 88 studics reviewed by

Gershoff (2002), the most colnrlon items included in the operationalization of cotporal punishment were "spank"

(26%), "physical punishment" (24%), " slap, smack, hit, or pinch" (20o/o), antl "hit or spanked with object" (16%).

The APQ was administered four times for both parent and child for the majority of the sample (90%).ln all other

cases, interviews were conclucted at least three times with either parent or child. Separate scores were computed for

parent and child report of cclrporal punishment using the average number of times across the three or four interviews

that each of the tl-rree types of physical punishment was used. The parent and child reports were signiñcantly

correlatecl (r : .59, p < .001 ) and tlrere \ryas not a significant difference (F( l, 93) : 1.36, p : ns) in the mean level of
corporal punishment reportetl by the chilcl (M: .93, SD:2.58) or parent (M: .70,.SD: 1.36). The parent and child

reports were combinecl for group formation by taking the higher score fìom either the parent or child report. This

method of taking the highel score is recommended when assessing dimensions in which there may be substantial

motivation for the infomrants to underreport a trait or characteristic (Kamphaus & Friok, 2002).In these cases, taking

the reporl oIeach infomrant alono will rniss instances of unclerreporting by one informant. Furlher, sunrning or taking

the average of informant reports assulnes that ratings reportecl as high by one infonnant but low by another informant

is less sçvere than those rated higb by both. In cases ir which one infonnant is underreporting, this assurnption may

not be appropriate.

2. 2. 2. Conùtct problems
DSM-[V (American Psychiatric Association, 1994) symptoms of Concluct Disorder (CD) and Oppositional Defiant

Disorder (ODD) were assessecl using a structured psychiatric intewiew with the parent and child, the National Institute

ol'Mental Hcalth Diagnostic Interview Schedule for Children - Version IV (DISC-N; Shaff'er, Fisher, Luctìs, f)rtlcan,

& Schwab-Stone, 2000). Interviewcrs were a licensed psychologist or advanced gracluate stuclents in psychology who

conrpleted a course on the psychological assessment of children and who wete h'ainecl in the standardized

aclministration procedures for the DISC. The DISC contains a total of filleen items related to conduct problems basecl

on the symptoms of CD and ODD. The conelation between parent and child report of conduct problems was ¡ : .25

(p < .01) which is typical for ratings of child adjustment from diiTerent infonnants (Kamphaus & Frick, 2002).

Piacentini, Cohen, and Cohen (1992) tested several methods for combining information from separate infomants

when corelations among reporters are colrparable to those found in the current study They reported strong evidence

that this methocl of considering a symptom present if endorsed by either the child or the parent was superior to more

complicated methods of combining information. For most analyses, symptoms were grouped into four different

sgbrypes of conduct problem behavior (Frick, Lahey, & Loeber, 1993): aggression (e.g., gets into physical fights),

properfy destluction (e.g., destroys properly), oppositional behaviors (e.g., defies aclults), ancl the status violations

(e.g., truant from school).
Conduct problem behavior was also measurecl using the Aggression and the Conduct Problem scalcs of the

Behavior Assessment Sche<Jule for Children-Parent Rating Scales (BASC-SRP; Reynolds & Kamphaus, 1992). The

BASC is a standarclized measure of child adjustrnent based on parent report that has normative data for children ages

4 tolB. Behaviors are rated on a 4-point scale of frequency fiom Never to Always. Despite its name, the Aggression

scale items cover a range of overt conduct problems, not.just physical aggression (e.g., argues when denied own way;

clisnrpts the play olother children), and the Conduct Problems scale focuses on more covert conduct problems (e.g.,
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cheats in school, gets into troubie). In a nationwide normative sample, coefficieni alpha reliabilities for the Aggression

scale of the BASC ranged fi'onr .77-to .84 and the coefhcients for the Concluct Problems scale ranged from .64 to .75

(Reynokis & Kamphaus,1992). The BASC was inclucled to provide a nonn-referenced score of the child's level of
concluct problems to complement the DSM-IV symptoms provided by the DISC.

2.2.3. Self-concept
Several relevant scales from the child's self-report vetsion of the BASC (BASC-SRP; Reynolds & Kaurphaus,

1992) were used as indicatom of the child's emotional adjustment. Specifrcally, four separate ssales were used: Self-

Esteem (e.g., "l r,vish I was sorneone else"), SelÈReliance (e.g., "l am <iepenclable"), Sense of lnadequacy {e.9., 'oI t'¿ant

to do better but I can't"), and Depression (e.g., "Nothing goes my way"). The BASC-SRP items are all tated using a

TruelFalse fonnat. The BASC-SRP also provides nonn-referenced scores for each of these dimensions of the child's
emotional adjustment. In the nationwide standardization sample, the intemal consistency estimates for the Depression,

SelÊEsteem, SelÊReliance, and Sense of Inadequacy scales ranged from .87 to .90, .7 6 to .88, .61 to .71, and .7"J to .78,

respectively (Reynolcls & Ifumphaus, 1992).

2.2.4 climate
S WAS ASSCS sed using the ideas Äbout Parenting (tAP) measure (Hetrring, Cowan, & Cowan, 1990).

The iAP is a 73-item scale assessing parenting belief's, with ìterns rated along rr 9-point Likert scale. The authoritative

beliefs dimension has becn isolated in a factor analysis in a sample of 73 boys antl it predicted more positive social and

emotional adjustment.in this sarnple (Hinshaw, Zupan, Sirnmel, Nigg, & Melnick, 1997), It iucludes items iusessing
parental warmth ancl responsivity, such as "I fincl sorne of my greatest satisfãction in my child", "I encourage my child
to do his or her best", "I enjoy encouraging my child's natural curiosity", and "raising my child is more of a pleasure

than work".

2 .2 . 5 . Impulsivit¡t-overqctivity
The child's level of impulsivity and motor restlessness was assessed using the DSM-IV irnpulsivity and overactivity

symptoms of Attention-Deficit/Flyperactivity Disorder. These symptoms were âssessed using parent and child report

on the DISC, as described previously for the assessment o1'conduct problem symptoms. The parent and child repolts

were corelated r: .42 (p < .001) in the cun'ent sample. As with the assessment of concluct problems, a symptom was

,considered present "if-either -the, p-arent or the chilrl endnrsed it

2.3. Procedure

All children were tested in two testing sessions, followcd by thc adrrinistration of thc APQ telephone interviews,

which were all completed within one month of the second testing session. In the first testing session, the parent gave

inf'omed consent and the child gave assent to participation. After this initial meeting, the parent and child were

separated and all measures were administered in a standarclized order (see F'rick et al., 2003 for a complete description
of the administration proceclures). The parent first provicled demographic information and then completed the DISC
and all rating scales. The child was ñrst administered a stanclardized intelligence screener followecl by the DISC and all
rating scales. Parents were provided with a $65.00 check and chilctrcn were given a $15.00 gift certificate to a music
store or book store for their pafticipation.

Following the second session, four APQ phone interviews were administered by unclergrathiats students trained in

standardized adminisüation. After completing the parent interview, interviewers informed parents that it was

important that their child have pdvacy to complete the phone interviews and they were trainecl to postpone the

interview if the child was not able to answer questions privately. Also, given the sensitive nature of the data collected
and the need to repofi any suspected cases of chilcl abuse, the fbilowing procedures were reviewed ancl approved by
the Instih¡tional Review Board of the University of Alabama and by the mandatory reporting agency for suspected

cases of child abuse in region of the stucly (Tuscaloosa, Alabama). First, parents ancl children were notifred as parl of
the standarclized consent procedures that any suspected cases ofchild abuse had to be reported. Second, ifany parent

reportecl any cases of injury tc a child, intervielvers '¡¡ere trained to noti$r the supervising licensed psychologist who
would make the necessary report of abuse. No such cases occurred during data collection. Third, any parent r,vho

reported more than three instances of corporal punishment was also referred to the supervising psychologist who then
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Table I

Means (and SDs) for demographic variables try corporal punishment group

No corporal punishrnent (n = 62) Low corporal putrishmont (n = 21) High corporal punishment þ = 15)

SES

Age

rQ

Family income

Gender % (male/female)

Race % (AA/Claucasian)

52.49a (18.84)

12.77a (1.s8)

105.32ab (13.26)

57,610a (38,308)

55/45

21179

39. r8b (r6.48)
r 1.38b (1.75)

108.95a (12.38)

48,313a (2ó,031)

57 t43
19/81

33.06b (19.84)

l2.00ab (1.77)

97.00b (8.54)

44,tt9a (30,126)

40160

27 /73

Nore. Ie = Kauiman llrief lntelligence 'l'est (K-IllT; Kaufiran & Kaufman, t99l); SES = Duncan's Socioeconomic Index (llauser & F'eathetman,

l9?7)l AA = Afiican-American. For each column, rneans with the sarne letter are not significantly different at the.05 level based on Tukey's

proccdurc fol pairwisc comparisotts.

contacted the parent to a) obtain fudher information to deteunine if a report of abuse was wananted and b) to refer the

parent to local parenting classes. In several of these cases, the local reporting authorify was consulted abÕut the

possible need to make a repoft of abuse but in no casc was the level of <iiscipline viewed as suffrcieut to require a

report of abuse.

3. Results

3.1 . Corpctral ¡ntnishtnent groups

Corporal punishment was assessed by a combination of parent and child report of the number of instances of
corporal punishment averaged across three or four phone intewiews. The distribution of co¡poral punishment

suggested three groups that variecl on the level of corporal punishment and that captured the intended distinctions

u'',*g no use oI corporal punishment, mild use, alìd exlïemc use. The rnajority of the sample (n : 62) reported no

inciclents of parental sse of corporal punishment across the interviews. There was a group (n : 21) who reported

low levels of corporal punishment involving one or two inciclents of corporâl punishment. Finally, there was a

high co¡poral punishment group that inctuded 15 participants who reporled three or more ittciclents of corporal

punishment.
These groups were compared on several demographic variables and the results of these analyses are reported in

'Ihble 1. There was a significant group difference for socioeconomic status, F(2,95) = 8.83;p < '001, with the no

corporal punishment group having significantly higher SES scores than the two corporal punishrnent groups, which

weie pot .significaltly clifferent fi'om each other using Tukey's procedure for pairwise comparisons. There was also a

significant group effect for age, F(2, 95) = 6.03; p < .01, with the no corporal punishment group being significantly

olãer than the low corpoml punishment group but not significantly cliff'erent fi'om the high corporal pulishment group.

'lhere were also group differences across groups on the Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test (K-BIT; Kaufman & Kaufman,

lg()1), F(2, 95) = 4.14. p < .05. Children in the low corporal punislunent group scored signifrcantly higher on a brief

measure of i¡telligence than chilclren in the high corporal punishment group. The groups did not differ signihcantly on

family income, race, or gender.

]'able 2

Coryoral punìshment group means on self'-concept measures (MANCOVÂ)

No corporal punishnent n = 62 Low corporal punishrneut n = 2l High corporal punishment n = 14

Bz\SC <iepression

BASC sense of inadequacY

BASC self-estecm

BASC sell'-relianoe

44.81a (5.93)

45 .23a (8,0'7)

s4.56a (5.52)

5 r,58 (8.87)

45.38a (8.6ó)
46.81a (9.98)

50.57b (9.57)

50.81 (9.46)

s2.79b (6.00)

54.79b (7.57)

5 I .50ab (8.3 I )
46.71(lo.3l)

,vr¡¡a. ovcrall MAN(.ìOVA: p'(g, 172) = 3.30,p < .01; e(a2 = .133. Standard deviations are in pa|entheses. F'or each column, means with the samc

lotters are not significantly cliflèrent at the .05 level using Tukey's proce<lure for painvise comparisons. BASC = Behavioral Assessmellt System for

Cliildren (Reynolcls & Kaniphaus^ 1992)
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Table 3

Corpolal punishment group means on condr.¡ct problenr mcasures (MANCOVA)

No corporal punishment n = 62 Low corporal punishment n = 2l High corporal punishment /, = l-5

IIASC aggression

BASC conduct problerns

Property clestn:ction

Status violations
Aggression

Oppositional behaviors

4{;.45a (8.55)

49.7.1a (10.36)

0.23 (0.53)

0.23 (0.42)
0.42a (0,95)

1.35a (1.66)

47.33a (8.50)

48.00a (7.82)

0.57 (0,98)

0.33 (0.4rì)

0.7lab (1.38)

2.0sab (2. I 6)

57.80b (14.71)

60.67b (13.69)

0 80 (1.15)

0.27 (0.46)

r.20b (1.37)

2.87b (2.27)

,À/¿r¡c.Overall Iv{ANCOVA: F(l2,nq=2.41:\,}t<.01:eki:.l4S.Standardtleviatiorrsareinparcutheses.Furcachcolumn,nieansrviththesamc
letters are not significantly diffèrent at the .05 level using Tukey's procedure forpairwise comparisons. BASC = Behavioral Assessment System for
Childten (Reyuoltls & I(aruphaus. l!)92).

3.2. Corporal punishment ønd seLf-conceltt

A multivariate analysis ûf covariarice (N,{ANCCVA) with race, SES, IQ, age , and gender used as covariates was usedr

to examine the relaticln between colporal punisl'ìment use and the four measures of self-concept. The results of these

analyses are providèd in Tabie 2. Overâll, theÍe-wafa signifìcâñt multivaiiate effect for grolip, F(8,172);3.30, p <
.A1; eIa2: .13, indicating differences across groups on the measures of self-concept. Incliviclual ANCOVA's rsvcaled
that corporal punishment group membership was signifìcantly l'elated to the BASC Depression, þ-(2, 89) = 6. 18, p <
.01;eta2=.122;Senseoflnadequacy, F(2,89):4.23,p<.05;eta2=.087;andSelf-EsteeÍr,F(2,89):3.35,p<.05;
eta2 : .070, sÇales. Tukey's post hoc colrparisons revealed that fbr the Depression and Sense of Inaclequacy scales, the

mealls for the no corporal punishment ancl low corporai punishrnent groups, while not significantly different from each

other, were signifrcantly lower than the scores for the high corporal punishment group. In conhast, the mean self'-

esteem score for the no corporal punishment $oup was significântly higher than the mean score for the low corporal
punishrnent group.

3.3. Corporal punishment and concluct probLem beh6,iot'

A second multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) examinecl the relation between corporal punishment use

and the six qgqultp of.¡hqse aqatyqe-s are ¡ep.grted in Table .1. Thç,ovçrall
MANCOVA again revealed a signifìcant efIèct fbr group across the dependent rneasures, Ir(12, 170):2.40, p < .01,

Table 4

Zero-order correlations among variables used irr tests ofmoderation

Authoritativc Impulsivity BASC
parcnting tlepression

IIASCI sense ol-

inadequacy

BASC self:
reliance

tlASCl sclf-
esteel.n

(irnducl
problems

Property
ollcnses

Cìotporal
punishurcnt

Race

Authoritativc
parenting

Impulsivity
BASC

depression

BASC sense

of inadequacy

BASC
scll'-reliance

BASC
self-esteem

Cotrduct

Problems

Property
o t'lenses

-.50*x* _.41***

.12

-.23*

.46+*+

.21*4

.25**

-. la

-.18

.80* * *

.04

-.14

.33 **

.J4***

.33**+

-.19*

-.24*

.32**

.29+*

- .25* -.1-s
.01

.t9
-.08

20*
04

00

0l
-.04
-.01

-.12
*.62***

-.18
-.66**rt

,01

-.22*

65***
30x*

.34* * *

-. 13

-.20*

t1 33+**
7l***

.46*r*

Nol¿. BASC : Bchavioral ¿\ssesslncnt Systenl for Chilclren (Reynolds & Kaurphaus. 1992)
*p . .05. **7r '- .01.



K.J. Au<:t¡in et al. /,Iournal of Applíed Detelopmental I'sychol<tg"v 27 (2006) 527-541 535

efaz :.145. lndividual ANCOVA analyses revealecl that corporal punishment group membership was significantly

relarecl to BASCI Aggression, F(2,g0):'1.95,p < .001, eta2 : .150, and Conduct Problems, F(2,90): 5.85,p < .01,

etaz :.115, scales. F'or the conduct problem symptoms, group membership was significant related to oppositional

behaviors, F(2,g0)-3.57,p<.05,"tut=.OZ¡)andaggression,.F(2,90):3,01, p<.05,eta2:.063.Therewasa
consistent pattem ofscores across the conduct problem variables. In each case, the group high on corporal punishment

differed significantly from the no corporal punishment group. However, only on the two BASC scales clicl the high

corporal punishment group differ florn the low corporal punishmerrt group, and on no scales did the low corporal

punishrnent group different ffom the no corporal putishment group'

3.4. The efþcts qf grøde cohort

As is typically found in past research (GershofÌ, 2002), older children experienced less corporal punishment than

youngcr children leading to the low corporal punishment group being somewhat younger than the other two groups.

The main effects for age were conû'olled for in all previous analyses by using age as a covariate. However, age still

coulcl have moderated the effbcts, such that the frndings difïerecl for children in the younger (grades 4 and 5) and older

(grades 7 and 8) cohorts. This possibility was explored repeating the previous analyses using a 2 x 3 MANOVA design

Table 5

Regressiorr analyses testing for moderation

Conduct problems Property destruction

Stcl. Beta <:hange R2 /{? R2 R2-Std. Betu change

hnpulsivity
Cender
Racc

SES

IQ
CP

irnp

Agc
SES

rQ

CP

Ilace

Racc

Age
SES

IQ
CP

Auth

-.05
.t2
.13

-.09
.05

.t2

.6i*lll*

.04

.19

.04

-.0'l
.00

,l I
.46* **

InrP x çP

Race

Gender

Race x CP

Authoritative
Gender

Auth x CP

lt
.49*** .01

00

22*

-.00

-.06
-.01
*.04

-.01
.27*

.27¡r**

.31***

l0

l0

10

.04*

.00

-.19
.06

.42

.03

,34*
.04

-.05

-.17
*.02

.10

-.02
.07

.34**

-.1 8

-.06
.10

-.01
-.04
--.06

.2'Ì4

- .01

l5+

l5{

l7*
-.20*

.21** .04* I¿ .02

Note. lQ = Kaufma¡ llriel Intelligenoe Test (l(-Bit; Kautnran & l(autinan. l99l); SFìS : l)uncan's Socioeoonomic Index (Hauser & Þ'eathernian,

1977); Raoocgcleclas l=Cauoasianand2=Aflican*Amcrican;Cendercocledas l:boyon¿2=girl;CP=Corporal punishment; Imp=irnprt.u,t-
overactivity s)¡nrptor'ììs; Auth = Ar¡thoritâtive Pal'enting.
*p <.05. **p <.01. **xp <.001.

-.14
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Fig. l.Theinteractionbetwecncorporalpunishrlent(CP)andauthoritativcparcnting(Auth)ftrrpredtctingchildconcluctproblems

with grade cohofi and corporal punishment group as the two between subjects factors. Therc werc no significattt
cohofi-by-grade interaötiónS fof any õf the Váriables thaf Showed signifìcarit effècts in Tables 2 and 3. Acioss the

dependent variables, the means within corporal punishment groì"rps werc very consistcnt across cohort. For example, in
the low corporal punishment group, participants in the younger cohort (n:23) hacl similar BASC l)cprossion subscale

scores (M: 44.00; .9D = 4.83) to those in the older cohort @ : 39 M = 45.28;SD : 6.50). The mean sçores were also

comparable across cohort for children in the Low Corporal Punishment (younger, n: 15; M- 46.21 ,.!D = 10.16;

oldeq n:6;M:43.1'7; SD:1.60) and in the High Corporal Punishment (younger, n=9;M= 53.22,5D:1.95;
olcler, n : 5; M: 52.00; .çD: 5.61) groups.

3.5. Examination o.f moderator

Multiple regression analyses were used to explore the potential moclerating role of authoritative parenting, ethnicity,

and impulsivity-overactivity in the association between corporal punishment use altd child adjustment. For these

analyses, hierarchical regression analyses were used in which demographic variables, corporal punishment group

the second step, the interaction betr,veen corporal punishment gloup and the potential moderator was addecl to the

regression equation to determine if this led to a signifrcant increase in the amount of variance (À2) explained in the

dependent measure (Jaccarci, Turrisi, & Wan, 1990). In cases in which a significant interaction etnerged, the fomr of
this interaction rvas testecl using the proccdure recommerlcled by Holmbcck (2002). In this procedure, the legression

equation from the full sample is used to calculate predicted values of the clependent variable at different levels of the

predictors (1 SD above or below the mean/difïerent corporal punishment levels). Post-hoc probing was used to

cletermine if the association between corporal punishrnent and the clepenclent variable was signi{'rcant at either of the

No CP Lou,CP l{igh CIr

- * * Lorv Imp --¡-- lligh lrnp

2

t.5

8r
.e
E 0.5

õ-p-0.5

-l

.t.5

Std. ßcu =.46. p<.{X)l

Std. Brt¡ = ,0ó, p = n. s.

l.------

srd. tJcur =.:11. ¡) <.01

Sll. Ilct:r = - . l), ¡r = ¡¡. .,

Fig. 2. The interactiou behveen corporal punislulent (CP) and irnpulsivity (lurp) fbr pre<licting properly clestruction



K,J. Aucnin et al. / Journal of Appliecl Developmental Psy<:hology 27 (2006) 527-541 s37

two levels of aggression by computing the simple slopes (i.e., standardized beta) and testing these for significance
(Holrnbeck, 2002).

Prior to running the multiple regression analyses to test moderation, the zero-order conelations among predictors,
moderators, and dependent vadables were calculated, and are provided in Table 4. To limit the number of regression
analyses for the conduct problem dornain, a global conduct problem measure was used in regression analyses summing
across all types of Oppositional Defiant and Conduct Disorder symptoms. The findings for this global measure were
similar to those t'ound fbr the indiviclual conduct problems varìables with one exception. The properly destruction
msasure showed a differcnt paftem of finclings and, thus, results for this variable are reported separately. As indicated in
'lable 4, ethnicity (coded 0 = Caucasian and I : African-American) was negatively related to authoritative parenting
and with the BASC Sense of Inaclequacy. Also, authoritative parenting was negatively related to both rneasures of
conduct problems and impr"rlsiviry was positively related to both conduct problern rneasures. lmpulsivity was positively
related to the corporal punishment groups and, as suggested by the previous analyses, corporal punishment was
significantly related to all measures of self-concept and concluct problerns.

fn the multiple regression analyses for the four self-concept measures, there was no signifioarit interaction between
cotporal punishment and any of the potential moderators. However, several impoÍant t'indings ernerged from the
analyses using the conduct problem variables. The results of these multiple regression analyses are reportecl rn Table 5.

For the conduct problem composite, corporal punishment was associated with conduct problems independent of
clemographic varìables and the moderating variables in all cases except one. That is, entering the measure of
impulsivity eli¡ninated the association between corporal punishment and the conduct problem measures. In acldition,
there was evidence for an interaction between corporal punishrnent and authoritative parenting for predicting conduct

¡rroblems. The tbnn of'this interaction is provided in Fig. 1. As evident û"om this figure, there exists a strong association
between corporal punishment and conduct problems for children from families low on authoritative parenting (Std.
Beta : .46, p <.001), whereas there v/as no signihcant association between corporal punishment and conduct problems
for chilclren fiom families high on authoritative parenting (Std. tseta : .06, p = ns),

Fol predicting property destruction symptoms, conholling for impulsivity again reduced the relation between
cotporal punishment and property deshuction to non-signif,rcance. However, there was evidence lor a significant
interaction botween corporal punishment and impulsivity in the prediction of property destruction. The form of this
interaction is reportecl in Fig. 2. As evident fi'orn this figure, corporal punishment was positively related to property
clestruction in children high on impulsivily (Std. Beta : .31, p < .01) but not related to properby clestruction in children
low on iurpulsivity (Std. lleta : -.12, p : n.t).

4. Discussion

The currcnt study evaluated the association betweeu parental use of corporal punishment and child adjustment in a
sample of non-referecl children, one half of whorn had significant conduot problems. The frrst two research questions
addressed a) whether the presence of any cotporal punishment in the home increased problems in adjustment or
whether problems in adjustment only occurred in the presence of high levels of corporal punishrnent ancl b) whether the
effects of corpolal punishment were similar for measures of conduct problems and emotional well-being. To address
these questions, the sample was divided into three distinct corporal punishment groups: children who had experienced
no corporal punishment across a two to three week periocl, children who had experienced one or fwo instances of
corporal punishment across this study period (low corporal punishment), and children who had experienced three or
more instances (high corporal punishnrent).

On fwo of the four measures of self-concept (see Table 2) and on four of the six measures of conduct problems (see

Table 3), the group high on corporal punishment had significantly poorer adjustment than the group who had not
experienced corporal punishment. In contrast, on only one measure (BASC Self-Esteem scale) did the group who
experienced low levels of corporal punishrnent differ from the no corporal punishment group. On the one hand, these
results slrpport the findings by Baumrind et al. (2002) that associations with poor adjustrnellt are primarily found when
severe and freqr"rent corporal punishment is usecl, On the other hand, there was no evidence to suggest that moderate
levels of corporal punishment were associated with enhanced adjr.rstment (Larzelere. 2000; Wissolv, 2001). In fact, the
somewhat lower selÊesteem f'or the group who experienced iow levels of corporal punishment is a cause f'or concem.
This is an important fìnding because, as noted previously, most studies on the effects of corporal punishment have
focused on the behavioral adjustment oflchilclren (e.g., Braclley et a1.,2001; Stormshak et a1.,2000) and much less
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research has focused on the emotional coffelates to this {brm of cliscipline (Eamon, 2001). l{owever, it is also important

to note that the average T-score for this group on-the lneasure of self'-esteem was 50.57, indicating an average score

comparecl to age-based norms.

A third goal of this study was to test several potentiai moderators of the relation between corporal punishment and

çhild adjustment. For all of the measures of self-concept, the association between cotporal punishment and chilcl

adjustment was not moderated by the emotional climate of the farnily, the ethnicity of the child, or impulsive-overactive

behaviors. The findings suggest that the effects of high levels of corporal punishment on the emotional well-being of
the chiltf were simiiar across ieveis of tirese mo<ierating variables. This supporls past research indicating increased

levels of emotional distress (Eanron,2001) and lower leveis of self-esteem (Bryan & Freecl, 1982; Litvosky & Dusek.

i985) in children from families who use high rates of corporal punishment.

In addition, the ethnicity of the child did not moderate the impact of corporal punishment on either conduct

problems or emotional well-being. That is, high levels of corporal punishment were associated with high levels of
conduct problerns antl lower levels of emotional adjushnent for both Caucasian ancl Af ican-Anrerican children in this

sample. This frncling was solrewhat unexpected given past research suggesting that cclrporal punishment may have less

of a detrimental impact on the adjustment of Afiican*American children (Deater-Deckard et a1., i 996) because ftnn
and power assertive discipline rnay be more nonnative in Af ican-Americ¿ur farnilies (Mcl-oyd, 1990). However, as

may be a result of a fäilure to distinguish between the method of punishment used in the home and the attitudes toward

parenting that may differ across ethnic groups (Darling & Steirrberg, 1993).

There was evidence for the rnoderating effects of two variables. As illustrated in lìig. 1, the negative association

between corporal punishment and conduct problerns was largely confined to families who were low on a measute of'

warm and responsive parenting. This finding is consistent with past research suggesting that the deleterious effects of
corporal puni,shment may be dimlnished when it is uqed in the context of mot'e adaptive parenting strategies (Larzælere,

2000; Wissoq 2001), However, it is important to note that the interaction illustrated in Fig. 1 does not suggest that the

cun'eni sampie) ieads to morc optimai outcomes for children. instead, the fonn of the interaction suggests that the

emotional climate of the home can have a buffèring effect on the association between corporal punishrnent and child

conduct problems.
The second moclerating variable was irnpulsivity-overactivity. Corporal punishment lecl to more property

destruction and overactive behaviors. This interaction should be intemreted

cautiously because it was not fbund for the global measure of conduct problems and it is not clear why it rvould only be

found for the property destruction variable. However, it is consistent with past research in suggesting that some

temperamentally vulnerable children may be especially susceptible to less than optirnal parenting, including fi'equcnt

use of corporal punishrnent (Colcler et al., 1997).

4.1. Limítøtions

tn making any interpretations from the fìndings, several limitations must be considered. First and foremost, this

strdy is a closs-sectional study and this design makes any fype of causal statements impossible. We have triecl to fì'ame

all rcsults in terms of "associations" between corporal punishment ancl child adjustment ancl avoici iury suggestion of
causal orclering. While many reviews of the literature focus on the potential hannftll effects of cotporal punishment on

child adjustment (e.g., Gershoft 2002), it is equally plausible that some chilclren are more difficult to discipline than

others and evoke strongerparenting responsçs in an effort to control the child's behavioral difficulties (Rell, l96tì;
Lytton. 1990). To illustrate the clifficulty in detennining causal orderings, we f'ound that the efIècts of corporal
punishment on child adjustment were recluced to non-significance when the child's level of impulsivity was controllecl.

This finding could be interpreted in mecliatìonal terms in two ways. First, it could be that corporal punishment

negatively afïects the development of impulse contlol making the child more likely to display conduct problems

(I(ochanska, 1995). Alternatively, it could reflect the f¿rct that children with diftìcult temperaments characterized by
poor response inhibition evoke more harsh cliscipline from parents (Lytton, 1990). The only way to conclusively test

causalily would be through an experimental design and such a design would be ethically impossible. However,

prospective longituclinal data would provicle better data to understand the temporal association between parenting ancl

child behavior and, thus, help to disentangle what is likely to be a trausactional process.
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Another limitation is in our method of assessing corporal punishment. Using procedures to observe parental use of
corporal punishment is, again, ethically questionable. Also, we did combine reports from both parents and children to

avoid relying on a single infonnant. However, this measure still relies on the parents' anc{ chilclren's willingness to
repoft on the use of corporal punishment. Fufther, the method of reporting tbcused on a limited time window;
specifically, it assessecl report of corporal punishment use over the past three days across three to four telephone

intervìews, As a result, it assessecl the frequency of punishment over about a two to three week period. Such an

assessment may not capture parents who use corporal punishment very infrequently and many such parents are likely to

have been inch.rded in oul no corporal punishment group. This is likely the case given the large number of families who
fell into the no corporal punishrnent group compared to estimates of between 75 to 95o/o of families reporting use of
some level of corporal punishment (Ateah & Parker, 2002; Straus & Stewart, 1999). Further, this method of assessment

relies largely on frequency of corporal punishment to make distinctions among groups, without consiclering the sevedty
of the punishment (e.g., did it cause injury to the child).

A lrnal set of limitations involve the sample used for the study. The sarnple was relatively srnall, reducing our power

to cletect associations and especially limiting our power to detect rnoderating effects. Thus, more interactions may have

emerged as significant if the sample size was larger. In addition, the sample was recruited through schools to avoicl

referral biases involved in studying a clinic-referrecl sample. The recruittlent over-sampled childrcn with conduct
problems in order to increase the potential representation of fàmilies at risk for parenting problems. However, such an

over-sampling likcly influencccl the distribution of valiables in the study and coulcl reduce the generalizability of our
rcsults. Our sample was limited to a moderate sized community in the southeastern United States and thus, the
generalizability to other regions of the country that may have different rates and patterns of oorporal punishment use

rnay also bc lirlitecl. Finally, all interpretations need to be made in light of the age of the sarnple studied. As founcl in
past rcsearch (GershofI, 2002), p¿rrents useci less corporal punishment in older children. Age was conholled for in all
analyses and tests f'or potential moderating efTects of age on the relation between corporal punishment and adjustment
were tested and none were found. However, the meta-analyses by Ger:shotï (2002) found that the association between

corporal punishrnent and aggression peaked in samples of rniddle school-aged children, comparable to the agg groups

inclucled in the present study. Thus, the same effects of corporal punishrnent may not have been found if different age

groups had bcen included.

4.2. Impliccttion.s ønd sLtmnxaly

Within the context of these limitations, the study cloes contribute important data to infbrm the very important, and

yet very heated debate, over the appropriateness of the use of corporal punislunent in children. Consistent with a rather
large body of research, use of corporal punishment was associated with problerns ir, children's adjustment, both in
temrs of the child's behavioral and emotional adjustment. Further, there dicl not appear to be any beneficial effects of
using low levels of corporal punishment on the child's adjustment. In fact, there was some association with lower self-
esteell't in the child, even for low levels of corporal punishment use, However, these data also suggest that the rnost

sçrious levels of maladjustrnent are found in families who nse corporal punishment frequently, when it occurs in the

absence of a responsive and suppoftive fhmily context, and when it is used for a child who may be temperamentally
l'ulnerable to conduct problems. Our interpretation of these clata suggest that, given these frndings, there are likely to be

other fomrs of discipline that are equally effective for setting firm and consistent limits on a child's behavior that clo not
have the sarne potential for harmfi,¡l effects ori the child (e.g., McMahon & Forchancl, 2003). In fact, a possible reason

that corporal punishment may often be associated with more negative outcomes in children is that it is tnore diflicult
than many other forms of discipline (e.g., time out; removal of privileges; assignment of extra chores) to use

consistently and to use contingently based on the chilcl's behavior. In summary, our results suggests that mental health
policy shoulcl not overstate the potential harm of rnild levels of corporal punishment on children's adjustment but it
should advocate for the use of other safer methocls of cliscipline.
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MORE HARM THAN GOOD: A SUMI\d*\RY
OF SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH ON THE

INTENDED AND UNINTENDED EFFECTS

CHILDREN
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I
TNTRoDUCTION

The use of corporal punishment to discipline children remains one of the

last holdouts of old-fashioned childrearing in the United States. Gone are the

days of administering cod-liver oil to prevent rickets, spreading alcohol on

babies' gums to dull teething pain, or even putting children to sleep on their
stomachs to prevent choking on fluids-practices that have been repeated by
generations of dutiful parents across centuries. The modern age of child-rearing

optimal child development, including teaching children to use

American Sign Language to communicate before they are able
signs from

to verbalize

of evcn twenty years ago, and using tirne'or¡t as a proferred moans nf ¿lic¡inlin¡'vr sruv¡y¡¡¡¡v.

Yet corporal punishment of children persists-roughly fifty percent of the
parents of toddlers' and sixty-five to sixty-eight percent of the parents of

þreschoolers'in the United States use corporal punishment as a regular method
of disciplining their children. By the time American children reach middle and

high scñool, eighty-five percent have been physically punished by their parents.'

These high prevalence rates are in stark contrast to the growing consensus
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within the social and medical sciences that the risks for substantial harm from
corporal punishment outweigh any benefit of immediate child compliance.o

Why, then, do parents continue to spank or hit their children in the name of
discipline? One reason is its long tradition-the corporal punishment of
children has occurred throughout the entirety of recorded history.' For
centuries in this country and in countries around the world, corporal
punishment of children occurred in a context in which such punishment was
also acceptable as a means of punishing adults for infractions, often in the form
of public floggings.u But courts throughout the United States are no longer
allowed to sentence criminals to corporal punishment, short of capital
punishment.T In contrast, corporal punishment of children by parents remains
legal and accepted; in most states parents continue to have a legal defense
against assault if their intention in hitting their children \ryas to discipline them.'

As a result of this long history, corporal punishment has a strong
intergenerational tradition in the United States, Parents, after all,learn most of
their lessons about how to be a parent from their own parents. It is thus not
surprising that adults'support for corporal punishment is significantly related to
whether they believe their own parents were supportive of the practiceo and
whether they themselves were physically punished as children.'o Indeed,
children and adolescents who are spanked themselves tend to be more
supportive of corporal punishment than children who have not been spanked.t'

Corporal punishment also persists because it is a practice with strong ties to
religion, particularly to Christianity." Religious leaders and religiously inspired
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FLAGELLAïON IN rrs HISTOzuCAL ANTHROPOLOGTCAL AND SOqOLOGTCAL ASpEgrS 37*59 (1996).

7. NIcHoLAS N. KrrrRIE ETAL., SeMrENclNc, SaNcuoNs, AND CoRREcrIoNs: FEDERALAND
srers LA\ry, PoLrgy, AND PRAgncET36 (2d ed.2002).

8. Deana A. Pollard, Banníng Corporøl Punßhment: A Constitutionøl Analysis,52 Atr¿. U. L. REv.
447,472(2W2).

9. See generally George W. Holden et al., Child Effects as a Source of Change in Maternal
Aniludes Toward Corporal Punishment,l4 J. Soc. & PERS. RELATToNSHIPS 481 1gnl

10. Shari Barkin el. al,, Determinants of Parenlal Discipline Practices: A Natíonal Sample from
Primøry Care Practic¿s, 46 CLINICAL PEDIATRICS 64, & (2W7); Anthony M. Graziano et al.,
Subabusive Violence in Childrearing in Middle-Class American Families, gS PEDIATRICS 845, 846
(199ó); Rebecca R. S. Socolar & Ruth E. K. Stein, Spanking Infants and Toddters: Matemøl Belief and
Practice, 95 PBDIATRIcS 105, 108 (1995); see generally Mary E. Bower-Russa et al,, Discip¡inary
History, Adult Disciplinaty Attitudes, and Risk for Abusive Pørenting,29 J, CoMMUNTTv PsycHoL. 219
(2N1).

11. Kirby Deater-Deckard et al., The Development of Anitudes About Physical Punishment: An B-
Year Longitudinal Study,17 J. FAM. PsycHoL. 351, 355-56 (2003).

12. See generally PHILIP GREVEN, SpeR¡ THE CHILD:'IT{E RELtcIous Roors oF puNrsHMENr
AND TltE PsycHoLoGrcAL IMpAcr oF PnysrcAl. ABUSE (1991).
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parentiûg experts in our twenty-first century,l3 like their eighteenth-century
compatriotsn'o make conûections between firm discipline and a child's spiritual
well-being, and encourage parents to use corporal punishment as an important
part of their discipline repertoire. Parents with conservative Protestant
affiliations in particular are rnore supportive of corporal punishment and use it
more frequently than do parents of othèr Christian and non-Christian religious
affiliations."

,.Althoughreligiousaffiliationmay-explainwhysone-par,e¡,t$,coûlillu9,Lo-use
corporal punishment as a means of discþline, a large and growing body of
research has challenged the long-held assumption that spanking is a good, and

perhaps even a necessary, way to make children better behaved. Despite
popular parenting books that encourage parents to try nonphysical means of
discipline,'u practices such as spanking continue throughout the country. Either
the conclusions from research are not reaching parents, or they are actively
rejecting them and siding with the strong tradition of corporal punishment
outlined above.

This article summarizes the curent state of knowledge about both the

intended and unintended effects of corporal punishment on children. This
knowledge base is built upon hundreds of research studies in the fields of
psychology, medicine, sociology, social work, and education, each detailing the
potential effects corporatr punishment may have on children. It also relies

heavily on the results of two empirical research syntheses, known as meta-
o¡al.,oac .trhi^h hqtro crrmm ot4qp¡l fhp racpqtnh lirtl¡ino cnrnnrel ntrnishment to
s¡¡4¡J evut

specific child outcomes by statistically combining existing data to discern the

average strength of the findings."

handed hittins with the intention of meidrfvine child behavior. The tetrns----J ---'9

corporal punishment and physical punishment are synonymous: "physical
punishment" is more commonly used among parents in the United States;
t'corporal punishment" is commonly used internationally and is used in the

13. See generaþ JAMES C. DoBSoN, THE NEw DARE TO Dlscpltrve (rev. ed. 1996).

t4. See generally GRrvEN, sap ra nole 12.

15. Elizabeth Thompson Gershoff el al., Parenting Influences from the Fulpit: Relígìous Affiliation
as a Deterrninant of Parental Corparal Punìshment,13 J. FAM. PSYCHoL. 307,312-tS (1999).

16. BTI-I COSBY & ALVIN F. POUSSAINT, COÀ¿C ON PEOPLE: ON THE PATH FROM VI TIMS TO

VICTORS 67-:13 (2W7); SCE gCNCTAIIY IWILLIAM SEARS & MIRIH¡' SEARS, TTIE DISCPLINE BOOK:

EVERYTHING Yôu NÈno 'ró KNow To HAVE A BETTER.BEHAVED CHILD_FROM BIRTH TO ACE

TEN (1995).

17. See generally Gershoff, supra note 4; Robert E. Larzelere & Brett R. Kuhn, Comparing Child
/1,,t^^*^^ ^r Dh.,.;^^t Þ,tnìthmont nn¡l Á.lto¡notì¡p Í'lìc¡ínlinn¡v Tnrtìt"-ç: A Meta-AnølvS¡S. 8 CLltUCelvwEçVr,.9J VJ trttù.vøt t ---'---- -- ---

Cun p & nÁv. PsyCuOl-. REv. 1 (2005). A third meta-analysis combined disparate child outcomes into

three overly broad categories (for example, affective, cognitive, and behavioral), which does not allow a

precise unáerstanding ãt tttu effects of corporal punishment _on 
particular outcomes and thus is not

äiscussed here. S¿e {eneratty Elizabeth Oddone Paolucci & Claudio Violato, A Meta'Analysis of the

published Researchón tne Á¡ective, Cagnitive, and Behavioral Effects of Corporal Punishment,!38 J.

PSYCHoL. 197 (2û4I
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United States by teachers, principals, and policymakers. Parents tend te use a

number of euphemisms to refer to punishment that involves striking their child,
including "spank," "smack," "slap,t'"pop," "beat," "paddle," "punch," t'whup"

or "whip," and ßrhit."r' "Spanking" is the term used most commonly in the
United States and typically refers to hitting a child on his or her buttocks with
an open hand, although some parents may include hitting with objects in their
definition of spanking. Throughout this article, "corporal punishment" refers
not to the broader array of striking, however designated by parents, but
specifically to spanking as so defined here and as administered by parents in the
United States. Unless specified otherwise, the findings discussed below are
direct associations between amount of corporal punishment and the child
outcome in question and do not include controls for child or family
dernographic characteristics.

II
IIrrBNpnp EnEngrs oF CORPORAL PUNISHMENT

Parents have short- or long'term goals when they use corporal punishment
to correct their child's misbehavior. Their short-term goal is typically to get the
child to stop engaging in the unacceptable behavior-to get the child to comply.
Yet other short-term goals might include getting the child's attention or quickly
communicating to the child that the parent is in charge. Parents also have a
variety of long-term goals in using corporal punishment, key among which are
reducing the likelihood that the child will repeat the undesirable behavior and
increasing the likelihood that the child will behave in socially acceptable ways."
Parents report that they are most likely to use corporal punishment when their
child's misbehavior involved engaging in unsafe behaviors, such as playing with
matches, hurting someone else, as by hitting a sibling or a parent, or violating
social norms, such as stealing money.'o Parents' key goals in using corporal
punishment thus appear to be to increase their children's immediate and long-
term compliance and to decrease their children's aggressive and antisocial
behavior.

18. Phillip W. Davis, Threats of Corporal Punishment as Verbal Aggressíon: A Nauralistic Study,
20 Cnn o ABUSE & NEGLEST 289,294 (1996); Lynetta Mosby et al., Troubles in Interraciøl Talk About
Discipline: An Examination of African American Child Rearing Narratives,30 J. COMr. Feu. SrUp.
489,494-5t4 (1999).

19. Joan E. Grusec & Jacqueline J. Goodnow, Impact of Parental Discipline Methods on the Child's
Internslization of Values: A Reconceptualization of Current Points of View, 30 DEvELorMENTAL
PsYcHoL. 4,4 (1994).

20. Thomas F. Catron & John C. Masters, Mothers' and Children's Conceptualizations of Corporal
Punßhment,64 CHILD Dnv. 1815, 1820 (1993); George W. Holden et al.,Why 3-Year-Old Chitdren Get
Spanked: Parent and Child Deterrninants as Reported by College-Educated Motheru, 4L MERRILL-
PALMER Q.43t,44142 (1995); Carolyn Zahn-Waxler & Michael Chapman, Immediate Antecedents of
Cqretqkers' Methods of Dkcipline, t2 CHTLD PsycHrATRy & HUM. DEv.l79, LBg (lgï2).
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A. Short-Term Compliance

To know if corporal punishment is effective in the short term, we observe
children's behavior immediately after punishment to see if their behavior
changes as a result. Although corporal punishment is extremely prevalent, those
parents who do use it do so rarely, for example, only eighteen times per year by
parents of two-year-old children." Thus it is not feasible to observe families at

home and wait to view an instance of corporai punishment. Rather, the best

wa¡-to*-observq*whet'her- eorporal- punishment -induees*-çolnplianee-is--by

observing children in a laboratory under controlled conditions. Current human-

subjects-protection committees likely would never allow a study that randomly

assigned parentò to spank or hit their children. But in the 1980s, before today's
stricter guidelines were put in place, a research team at Idaho State University
conducted several studies with young children who were referred to
psychological clinics for-defiance and conduct problems. Parsnts and ohildren
were randomly assigned to a spank or no-spank condition. Parents were told to
issue a series of comÍiands to their child; when the chiid did not comply, the

parent was instrtrcted to have the child sit in a time-out chair. Parents under the

spank condition were told to spank their child if he or she got up from a time-

out ohair, called the "parent-release condition." Parents under the no-spank

co[dition were told to use a different technique if their child got up from the

time-out chair, typically putting the child in a small time-out room with a barrier
to prevent the child frsm getting out, known as the "barrier-enforcement

effective means of securing child compliance after the child had already defied

the parent once and whether it was better than alternative methods.

release" condition to be significantly more effecti"'e at enforcing compliance to
the tirne-out chair than just allowing the child to get up from the chair when

they were ready to cornply, known as the "child-release condition."æ In the

second study, however, spanking was compared with the barrier-enforcement
condition, and both techniques were found to be equally effective at securing

the child's compliance. The researchers concluded, "There was no support for
the necessity of the physical punishment. . .components during initial
training."" A few paragraphs later, they went further in their conclusion:

Despite the limitations of barrier enforced time-outs for pre-school children, further
research is certainly justified. Spanking young children for escape-from a time'out
chair is an aversive éxperience 

-for 
ctrild, mother, and therapist alike. If procedural

21. Murray A. Straus & Julie H. Stewart, Corporal Punishment by American Pqrents: National

Data on Prevaience, Chronicity, Severity, and Duration, in Relation to Child and Famity Characterßtics,

2 CLTNTCAL CHILD & FAM. PSYCHOL. REv. 55, 60 (1999).

22. Arthur W. Bean & Mark W, Roberts, The Effect of Time-Out Release Contingencies on

Changes in Child. Noncomplianc¿, 9 J. ABNORMAL CHTLD PSYCHÔL. 95, 101-03 (1981).

23-. Dan E. Day & Mark W, Roberts, An Analysis of the Physical Punishment Component of a

Parent Training Prõgram,ll J. ABNORMAL CHILD PSYCHÔL. 141, 150 (1983).
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difficulties could be overcome, substituting barrier enforcement procedures for
physical punishment would be appealing.'"

A third study by this same research team again found no differences
between spank and barrier-enforcement conditions, although both were better
than the child-release condition.ã The authors did counsel against universally
recoûrmending spanking, particularly for parents with a history of physically
abusing their children: "Finally, referred parents who have previously abused
their children should be taught the Barrier procedure. No matter how carefully
one might train the Spank procedure, it could be discriminative of more intense
physical punishment. Since the Barrier procedure is usually effective, it is
recommended for parents from such populations."'u This quote raises the
question-if the barrier-enforcement condition is equally effective and does not
carry the risk of escalation into physical injury for the child, why not
recommend barrier enforcement of time-outs for everyone?

Finally, in the fourth study, spanking was again found to be ne more
effective than the barrier-enforcement strategy. The author concluded,
"[P]hysical punishment was not an important component of compliance-
training procedures."" The author clearly had reservations about
recommending physical punishment to parents and clinicians and went on to list
the negative unintended consequences of physical punishment: "unfortunately,
physical punishment, which is often used to enforce chair timeouts, models
aggression, may provoke aggressive child reactions. . . clearly distresses the
child (e.g., the effect on timeout disruption), and appears less acceptable to
parents than room timeouts . . . ."* To summarize across these studies, although
corporal punishment was effective at getting children to comply in the
laboratory situation, it was not significantly better at doing so than the barrier-
enforcement time-out strategy. Citing risks for harm to children, the researchers
express reservations about corporal punishment while noting its effectiveness.

Three of these four studies have been combined with the results of other
studies and used in the two main published meta-analyses to date of the effects
of corporal punishment on children.'o In the first meta-analysis of five
laboratory or observational studies,'o child compliance was found on average to
significantly improve after corporal punishment, although this average effect
size was driven by one very large effect from one of the time-out studies

24. Id.
25. Mark W. Roberts & Scott W. Powers, Adjusting Chair Timeout Enforcement Procedures for

Oppositional Children,2l BrHev. THERArv 257,267 (1990).

26. Id. at270.
27. Mark W. Roberts, Enforcing Chair Timeouts with Room Timeouts,l2 BBHev. MoDrFIcATroN

353, 365 (1988) (citing Dan E. Day &. Mark W. Roberts, An Analysis of the Physical Punßhment
Component of a Parent Training Program,ll J, ABNoRMAL CHILD PsycHoL. 1,41,,150 (1983)).

28. Id. at366.
29. See generally Gershoff , supra note 4; Larzelerc & Kuhn, supra note 1.7 .

30. Gershoff, suprq note 4, at 547 tbl,4.
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described above." The second meta-analysis compared the effectiveness of
corporal punishment in securing child compliance relative to the effectiveness

of õther techniques in reducing noncompliance and antisocial behavior and

found that corporal punishment was more effective than other techniques such

as time-out, reasoning, or threats.32

ffòw Oo wé square these twô sets of findings? It is indeed possiblè for bôth

things to be true: When corporal punishment is compared with no back-up
with a

back-up is no more effective than the
is thus better than doing nothing, but it
discþline that do not carry the risks of

physical injury to the child or of increasing child aggression

B. Long-Terrn Compliance

Although parents are often focused on securing immediate_ child

compliancq tnêV aßo value long-term compliance a¡d appropriate behavior.

Indeed, it is the effects on children's behaviors in the long-term that are (or

should be) the primary goal of parents' discipline, such that children have

internalized the reasons for behaving safely and appropriately in new situations

and when parents are not around to enforce compliance.'The meta'analysis by

Gershoff noted that thirteen of fifteen studies (eighty-seven percent) found that

parents' use of corporal punishment was significantþ correlated with less long-

corporal punishment was associated with worse rather than better child

behivior."- In their meta-analysis, Larzelere and Kuhn determined that

barrier time-out back-up, a spanking
time-out method. Corporal punishment
is not better than alternative means of

of ehildren's eonseieoee or positivc belavior than were other methods of
discipline, including reasoning, time-ou t, taking away privileges, threats, and

ignoring misbehavior 5 fn two more-recent studies not used in either meta-

analysis, the more boys were physically punished, the less tikely theY were to

behave in morally apProPriate ways; there was no significant effect for girls."

31. Bean & Roberts, ,t¿¿prc ¡rote 22; Gershoff, supra nc,le 4, at 545 tbl'3'

32. La:rzelerc & Kuhn, suprarLotell,atl7,
33. Bean & Roberts, supra tale 22, at lV2.

34, See generally Martin L. Hoftnan, Affecrtve and Cognitive-Processes in Moral Internalil,ation, in

socrAL cocN¡noN e¡¡o soc¡aI- Dev. áO(r. rory Higglns et al. eds., 1983); Mark R' læpper, socra/-

control processes and the lnternalization of social vatues: An Anributional Perspective, in soclnl-

CooNlrto¡l ¡.¡ro SOCIAL DEVELoPMENT, rr¿Pra at29Ç95.

35. Gershoff , supra iote 4, at 547 tbl.4.

36. Larzelerc & Kuhn, supru îate 17, at 25.

37, David C. R. Ken ei al., Parcntal Disciptine and Externalizing Behavior Problems in Early

Childhood The Roles of Moral Regulation an¿ CnU Gender,32 J. ABNORM¡¡ C*ul¡ PsYcHoL. 369'

379 Q}AÐ; N. L. Lopel it ú., Pírental Disciptinary Hßtory, 
^Current 

Levels of Empathy, and Moral

Reasoning in Young Àdutts, 3 N. AM' J. PsYcHÔL. 193, 200 (2001)'
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Taken together, these results indicate that corporal punishment is not better
than other discipline methods at promoting long-term compliance or moral
internalization (that is, the child's internalizing positive moral values), and in
fact may be worse by decreasing these positive behaviors, thus having an effect
on child behavior that is opposite of what parents intended.

C. Reduced Long-Term Aggressive and Antisocial Behavior

One of the main situations in which parents resort to corporal punishment is
when their children have engaged in aggression, such as hitting another child, or
antisocial behavior, such as lying or stealing.s Parents use corporal punishment
to convey their strong disapproval of children's aggressive and antisocial
behavior, but they do so ignoring that corporal punishment is more likely to
increase rather than decrease these behaviors. Three psychological theories
shed light on why this may be so. From a social-learning perspective, a parent
hitting a child models the use of force to achieve desired ends, and when
children see that the parentns aggression is effective at attaining the goal of the
aggressor (in this case, immediate child compliance), the child is more likely to
imitate the aggressive behavior in the long-term." The irony, of course, is that
the more successful corporal punishment is at stopping aggression irnmediately,
the more likely it is that children will themselves use physical force to get what
they want in the future. Social cognitive theory suggests that children who are
hit by their parents (and thus physically hurt by them) will develop a tendency
to make hostile attributions about others that, in turn, increase the likelihood
that they will behave inappropriately in social interactions.* Finally, attribution
theorists argue that, because corporal punishment uses physical force, its use by
parerlts constitutes an external source to which children can attribute their
compliance; corporal punishment does not promote internalized reasons for
behaving appropriately.n' Children who have not internalized the reasons for
behaving pro-socially thus have no reason to behave appropriately when their
parents are not there to provide an external reason for doìngìo.

The research to date on corporal punishment and child aggression is entirely
consistent with these expectations from theory. In one meta-analysis of twenty-
seven studies, every single study found that the more parents used corporal
punishment, the more aggressive their children \ryere.o' Similarly, twelve of

38. Catron & Masters, suprø aate 20, at 18L5: lrolden et al., suprø note 20, at 44142; Zahn-Waxler
& Chapman, supra note 20, at 189.

39. See generally ALBERT BANDURA & RICHARD H. WALTERS, ADoLEscENT AcGREssIoN: A
STUDY OF THE INFLUENCE OF CHTLD-TRAINING PRAgflcEs RNo Fevny INTERRELATIoNSHIPS
(1959); LEONARD Þ. ENON ET AL., LEARNING OF AGGRESSTON IN CHILDRET.T (1971).

!9: ,See 
generally Kenneth A. Dodge, A Sociøl Information Processing Model of Social Competence

in Children, j¿ 18 Mllt¡¡sorA SyMposruM oN cHrLD PsycHoL. ll (tvtarion perlmutter ed.,lig6); see
also Bahr Weiss et al., Sotne Consequences of Early Harsh Disciptíne: Chitd Aggressì:ion ànd ø
Maladøptive Social Informatìon Processing Style,63 CHrLD DEv. !32j., l33l (lgg?).

41. HOFFMAN, suprs îate 34i Lepper, supra note 34.
42. Gershoff, suprct note 4, at 547 tbl.4,
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thirteen studies found that the more frequently or severely corporal punishment

was administered, the more strongly it was associated with more antisocial
behavior.o' Atthough the majority of this research has been conducte d in the

United States, these findings have been replicated around the world. Indeed,

corporal punishment has been associated with more aggression in Canada,

China, India, Italy, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Philippines, Singapore, and

Thailand," and with antisocial behavior and other behavior problems in Brazil,
45

Most of this researph is not longitudinal or experimental in nature, and thus

it is difficult to know definitively whether corporal punishment causes children

to be more aggressive and antisocial, or whether aggressive and antisocial

children elicit more corporal punishment from their parents.nu One approach to

isolating the parent-to-child effect is to include initial levels of children's

uggressiue or antisocial behaviors in statistical rnodels wilh longitudinal data in
oider to account for their co-occurrence with corporal punishment. Such a

statistical design allows researchers to examine whether eartry corporal

punishment prêdi"ts an increase or decrease in children's later problem

tehaviors, once their level of early problem behaviors has been taken into
account. Longitudinal studies using such a design have found that both initial
levels of, and changes in, corporal punishment over the course of childhood

continue to predict iacreases in children's aggressive or antisocial behavior even

43. Id.
¿14. J.M. Meeks Gardner el al., Determinants of Aggressive and Prosocial Behaviar Amang

E. Lansford et

supra note l'l, at31'-32.
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controlling for initial levels of such behaviors (as well as for social-demographic
characteristics such as race, gender, or family socioeconomic status).4?

D. Summary of Intended Effects

Parents' goals in using corporal punishment, as in using any form of
discipline, are to put an end to inappropriate or undesirable behavior and to
promote positive and acceptable behavior in both the short and long terms. The
research summarized above indicates that there is very little evidence that
corporal punishment is more effective than other techniques in securing
immediate child compliance. By contrast, a consistent body of evidence reveals
that more corporal punishment by parents is associated with less long-term
compliance and pro-social behavior and with more aggression and antisocial
behavior. Taken together, these studies demonstrate that corporal punishment
does not have the effects parents intend when using it and in fact has the
reverse effect of increasing undesirable behaviors.

ru
UNIT.I.TENoED EFFEcTS oF CoRpoReL PUNISHMENT

The previous section summarized rçsearch on the child behaviors parents
intend to affect by using corporal punishment. What many parents, and the
public, are not aware of is that corporal punishment has been associated with a
range of undesirable effects on children's development that were not at all what
parents intended.

A. Physical Injury and Abuse

The act of corporal punishment involves delivering a certain amount of
momentary pain, but typically not lasting pain or injury, to the child. Although
most parents would not otherwise intentionally cause their child to experience
pain, from animal research we know that it is the very pain of corporal
punishment that functions as the punisher,* and it is this pain that makes

47 ' Patricia Cohen & Judith S. Brook, The Reciprocal Influence of Punishment and Chitd Behavíor
Disorder,,n CoERCION AND PUNISHMENT rN LONC-TERM PERSPECTIVES 154, 16Gó1 tbls.g.3 & g.4
(Joan McCord ed., 1995); Denise B. Kandel & Ping Wu, Disentangting Mother-Chitd Effecu in the
Development of Antßocial Behavior, iz CoeRctoN AND PuNIsHMEvT rÑ hNc-fenv präspecrrvEs
t06, supra, at 113 tbl.6.3; Susan B. Campbell et al., Boys' Externalizing Problems at Elementary Schoot
Age: Pathwøys from Early Behøvior Problems, Maternal Control, and Family .Sfress, 8 brv. A
PsycHopArHoI-ocy 701, 714 tbl.4 (1996); Andrew Grogan-Kaylor, The Effect of Corporal
Punishment on Antisocial Behavior in Children, 28 Soc, Wonx RÈs. 153, 158-iÞ emiÐ; Andrew
Grogan-Kaylor, Relationship of Corporal Punishment and Antisocial Behavior by Neighborhood,l1g
ARCHIVES PEplArnlc & ADoLEscEr.IT MED, 938, 941 tbl.2 (2005); Marjorie Lindier Gunnoe &
Carrie Lea Mariner, Towsrd a Developmental-Contextuat Modet of the Effecis of Parental Spanking on
Children's Aggression, 151 ARcHIvEs PEDIATRTc & ADoLEscBrcr lvfnñ. 768, 774 (19g)i Jeromã L.
9iog"I et al., Family Patternr qnd Televisíon Viewing as Predictors of Children's Betieis antl'Aggression,
34 J. CoMM. 73,83 tbl.3 (198a); Weiss er al., supra note 40, at 1333.

48. N. H. Azrin et al., Elicitatíon of Aggression by a Physical Blow,8 J. ExrERTMENTALANALysTs
BEnav. 55, 56 rbl.1 (1965).
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children less likely to engage in that same behavior in order to avoid the pain in
the future. Because corporal punishment involves physical force applied to a

child to the point that he or she experiences pain, and because parents are

larger and stronger than children, there is always the potential for injury, even

by well-intentioned parents.

Interviews with physically abusive parents about the abusive events for
which they were referred to child-protective services expose a startling and

the a,hu-si,v-e r¡cidçnts* begau*aq gc!s,-qf

universal, so ubiquitous, as some identifiable behavior on the part of the child

which precipitated the parent-child interactional sequence culminating in
abuse."õ A ieview of physical-abuse cases in the 2003 Canadian Incidence

Study of Child Maltreatment revealed that seventy-five percent of these

subsiantiated cases were intended by the parents to be corporal punishment."

Simitarly, an older review of maltreatment cases in the United States found that

sixty-thiee percent of the incidents of physical abuse developed out of

intintional c-orporat punishment." A study of abusive parents in Mexico found

that these were more likely than a group of comparison nonabusive parents to

use conventional corporal punishment (for exarnple, spanking or slapping) and

to use mofe-severe methods (for example, kicking, biting, or burning)," which

suggests that more-frequent and more-severe use of corporal punishment

makes physicat abuse. of children-signifigantly- more likely.

corporal punishment meant to correct
review of 830 substantiated cases of

What these findings
a sadistic parent whose

a child's misbehavior.o'The authors of a
abuse observed that "no factor was so

make clear is that most physieal abuse is not inflicted by

behaviors are not contingent on the child's behaviors;

discþline a ehild bt¡t that esealate ts the point of injury. These findings are also

consistent with theories of physical abuse proposing that abuse occurs when

some trigger, such as a parent's emotionai state or stress level, causss what was

intended to be corporal punishment to escalate to unintended levels of
intensity.!

Empirical research has found that parents' risk for abusing their children

increasäs significantly the more frequently they corporally punish their child. A

49. ALFRED KADUsHTN & JUDTTH A. MARTIN, CHTLD ABUSE: AN INTERACTIoNAL EvEl{r 189

(1e81).

50. Id, at254.
51. Joan Durrant et al., Punitive Violence Agairut Children in Canada,4lE CECW INFORMATION

SHEEr 1 (2006).

52. DAVTD G. GlL, VIOLENCE AGAINST CHILDREN: PHYSICAL ABUSE IN THE UMren STATES

126 (1e70).

53. Martha Frias-Armenla, Long-Term Effects of Child Punishment on Mexican Women: A

Stractural Model,26 Cruln Asusp &ÑsGLEsr 371,379 tbl'3 (2002)'

54, GlL, supîa nole 52, at !26; Jay Belsky, Etiology ol clild.,yI^qltfeatunent: A Developmental-

Bro¡¡gicat Ánaiysis,1l4 PsYCHoPnrnólOCtCel- guLl-.-¿tí, a 0993); Ross Vasta, Physical Child

Ab us i: A D uat-C omp anent Analy sis, 2 DEv . REv. 125, 13 1-35 (1982)'
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meta-analysis of ten studies found a strong association between use of corporal
punishment and risk for physical abuse." This finding has been replicated in
several studies since. A study of English and Welsh families found that parents
who used corporal punishment were two and one-half times more likely to
physically abuse their children than parents who did not use corporal
punishment,'o while a study in Québec found that parents who spanked were at
seven times greater risk of abusing their children (as by punching or kicking)."
In a study of toddlers in the United States, the more parents used nonabusive
corporal punishment (for example, spanking and slapping), the more likely they
were to engage in abusive behaviors (for example, beating the child up or
punching them with a fist)." A large regional $urvey in the southeastern United
States found that parents who had spanked their children were twice as likely as

parents who had not spanked their children to engage in severe and potentially
injurious behaviors (for example, beating, burning, kicking); parents who used
an object to spank their child wete almost nine times as líkely as those who did
not to engage in potentially abusive behaviors.'o These assaults by parents have
dire consequences: parents who spanked their child in the month before they
were interviewed werc 2.3 times as likely as those who had not spanked to
report their child had been injured in the first year of life so badly that he or she
required medical attention.*

The repeated finding that corporal punishment increases the risk for
physical abuse is consistent with the notion of a continuum of violence against
children that ranges from minor to severe.u' In contrast to the few researchers
who have argued against such a continuum,o' the evidence that corporal
punishment and physical abuse are not distinct and are in fact variations of the
same action toward a child is indisputable. Indeedn an attempt to differentiate
instances of corporal punishment from substantiated cases of physical abuse in

55. Gershoff , supra note 4, at 547 tbl.4,
56. Jaff.ee et al., supra note 45, at 1050.

57. Marie-Ève Clément et al., Institut de la Statistique du Québec, La violence famitíate dans la vie
des enfanß du Québec, 1999 fFamily Violence in the Lives of Québec's Children, 1999)L5 (2000).

58. Daphne Blunt Bugental et al., The Hormonal Costs of Subtle Forms of Infant Møltreatment,43
HoRMoNES & BnHev. 237,239 (2ffi3).

59, Adam L Zolotor, Speak Softly-and Forget the Stick: Corporal Punishment and Child Physicat
Abuse,35 AM. J. PREVENTIVE MED. 364,368 (2008).

60. Marie Crandall et al,, Injury in the First Year of Liþ: Risk Factors and Solutions for High-Rßk
Families, 133 J. SuRcrcAL REs. 7 ,9 tbl.z (2006).

61. RICHEND J. GELLES & MURRAY A. STRAUS, IÑNMATE VIOLENCE: THE CAUSES AND
CoNSEQUENCES oF ABUSE IN THE AlænrceN FAMTLY 5a (1988); Edward Zigler & Nancy W. Hall,
Physícal Child Abuse in America: Past, Present, ønd Future, in CHTLD MALTREATMENT: THEoRy AND
RESEARcH oN THE Causps AND CoNsEeuENcEs oF CHrLD ABUsE AND NEcLEcr 38,47 (Dante
Cicchetti & Vicki Carlson eds., L989); James Garbaúno, The Human Ecology of Child Maltreatment: A
Conceptual Model for Research,39 J. MARRTAGE & FAM. 721,722 (L977).

62. Baumrind et al., supra note 46, at 58Ç85.
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Canada found no child-level or contextual factors distinguished between

noninjurious and injurious assaults.u'

"[a]dminister corporal punishment or other physical disciplinary measure, or
physically restrain the child in a cruei manner or for a prolonged period, which

þunishment, discipline, or restraint is excessive uRder the circumstances and

èteatur a substantial risk of serious physical harm to the child."* Both Nevada

and Ohio rocognize that corporal punishment, even that begun with the intent
to discipline a child, can become abusive if it is "excessive." Thus, parents who

spank too long or too hard can be found to have abused their child regardless of
their intention that it be discipline.

The conclusion to be drawn from the research, interviews with abusive

parents, and state definitions of abuse is clear: connections between corporal
punishment and physical abuse are recognized both empirically and legally.

B. Mental-Health Problems

Parents who administer corPoral punishment are unlikely to be thinking that

.oooqrnh ctrrrlie< hqs fnlrnrl fhnt
¡vúÚgiv¡¡ ulse¡vv 

^.Ev ^v-¡^v 
ù-)ert rlesnite oarents' eonseious intentions, this is

indeed the case. One summary of the literature found that use of corporal

punishment by parents was associated with more mental'health problems in all

iwelve studiei examined.u' In particular, the more frequently or severely

children are spanked or hit, the more likely they are to have symptoms of
depression or ãnxiety, both at the time they are corporally punished and in the

63. Miriam Gonzalez et al., What Predicu Iniury from Physical Punishment? A Test of the

fypiøgiu i¡Viottnrt Hypothesß,32 C¡üLD ABUSE & NE6LEC1752,763 (2008)'

64. U.S. DEP'T OF rreA.rrH AND HUMAN SERV., ADMIN' ON cHILpnSN, YoLTTH AND FAMILIES'

CHII.DREN'S BUREAU, DËFINITIONS OF CHILD ABUSE AND NËGLECT: SUI'¡UENV OF STATE LAWS 1-

2 (200s).

65. Nnv. t{Ev. SrAr. $ 4328.150 (1985).

66. OHIo REV, CoDE ANN. $ 2919.22 (2009).

6?. Gershoff, suqru note 4, at 547 tbl.4.
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future. This finding has been documented in countries as disparate as Hungary,*
Jamaica,u'Mongolia,'o Norway," and the United States."

One explanation for these findings is that corporal punishment increases
stress in the short-term-stress that, if repeated and accumulated over time, can
lead to the development of mental-health problems. The process begins early:
the more often mothers reported spanking or slapping their one-year-old
children, the more their children had elevated levels of the stress hçrmone
cortisol in reaction to an anxiety-provoking interaction involving their
mothers." The association of corporal punishment with stress continues into
adolescence, with ten- to sixteen-year-olds reporting more psychological
distress the more frequently they report being corporally punished.'o

Children have spoken in their own words about the emotional and
psychological distress they experience when they are corporally punished by
their parents. In an interview study conducted in New Zealand, children not
surprisingly remarked upon how much being "smacked" (that is, spanked) was
physically painful (for example, "It hurts and it makes you cry.")." But what
may be more surprising is the extent to which children hint at long-term
emotional distress from corporal punishment, including experiencing such
emotions as sadness, anger, anxiety, and fear (for example, "smacking makes
you feel sad and grumpy.").'o Similar accounts from children in the United
Kingdom reveal both physical pain (for example, "[I]t just feels horrid, you
know, and it really hurts, it stings you and makes you horrible inside.") and
psychological trauma (for examplê, "It hurts people ànd it doesn't feel nice and
people don't like it when they are srnacked.") as a result of being spanked by
their parents." The pain and distress evident in these first-hand accounts can

ó8. J. Csorba et al,, Family- and School-Related Stress¿s in Depressed Hungarian Children,l6 EUR.
PsycHrerny 18, 24 tbl.3 (2001).

69. Angela C. Steely & Ronald P. Rohner, Relations Among Corpotal Punishment, Perceived
Pørental Acceptance, and Psychologicøl Adjustment in tamaicøn Yout|ts, ¿10 CROSS-CULTURAL REs.
268,281tbl.4 (2006).

70. Kohrt et al., suprø tofe 45, al L74,

71. Javo etal.,suprc note45, 
^t12tbl.z.72. r ìliana J. Længua, Anxiousness, Frustration, ønd Effonful Control as Moderators of the Retation

Between Parenting and Adjustment in Middle-Childhood,l7 SocIAL DEV, 554, 564 tbl.z (200S); Vonnie
C. Mcloyd et al., Does Endorsement of Physicøl Discipline Matter? Assessing Moderating Influences on
the Maternal and Child Psychological Correløtes of Physical Disciptine in Aftican American i?amilies,2l
J. Feu. PsYcH. 165, 168 tbl.2 (2007); Christina M. Rodriguez, Parental Discipline and Abuse potential
Affecß on Child Depression, Anxiety, and Attributio¡ns,65 J. MARRIAcE & FAM. 809,815 (2003).

73. Bugental et al., suprarrote58,at242.
74. Heather A. Turner & David Finkelhor, Corporal Punishment as s Stressor Among Youth,58 J,

MARRTAGE & FAM. 155, 160 (1996).
75. Terry Dobbs & Judith Duncan, Children's Perspectíves on Physical Dßcipline: A New Zealand

Example,l0 Csllp CeRn ¡rq PRAcrrcE 367,371(2004).
76. Id.
77. CARoLYNE lVILLow & TrN¡ HyDER, IT HURTS You INsIDE: CHlLonrw TALK ABour

SMACKTNG 47,49 (1998).
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accumulate over tirne and precipitate the mental-health problems that have

been linked with corporal punishment."

C. Eroded Quality of Children's Relationships with Their Parents

Children also report feeling estranged from their parents after being

spanked. One seven-year-old girl in the United Kingdom said that being

spanked makes "you feel you don't like your parents anymore," while a second

rèven-"year=old-sai4-you [feel]..sort olas though you want,to r,un away, because-

they'ró sort of like being mean to you and it hurts a lot."" Such accounts

diréctly from children are consistent with a concern in the research literature
that parents who use corpCIral punishment may do so at the risk of undermining

theiirelationships with their children.* Because children are motivated to avoid
painful experiences or agents, children will begin to avoid their parents or to
beco.e distrustful of them because they are agents of painful corporal
puni.shments." Children who are avoiding their parents will be less able to
devetop feelings of closerress with their parents, and in the absence of those

feelingi, the children vrill be less susceptible to their parents' positive

socializations."
Several research studies have indeed linked parents' use of corporal

D. Reduced Cognitive Ability

R.esearchers have recently begun to turn their attention beyond children's

social development to their cognitive development as another domain
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78. Gershoff , supra îole 4, at 545 tbl.4.

79. Id. ar47.
g0. Eleanor E. Maccoby & John A. Martin, Sociølization in the Context of the Family: Parent-Child

Interaction,i¿ 4 HA¡¡DBOOk Or cHiLp PSYCHOLOOY; SOChUZATION, PERSONALITY' A¡tD socIAL

DEvELOpMElrr (E. Mavis Hetherington vol. ed., Paul H' Mussen series ed., 1983).

81. Grusec & Goodnow, saprc note 19, at 5.

g2. Ross D. parke, Some Effects of Punishment on Children's Behavior-Revìsited, in

CONTËMpORARy ItEADrNcs rH Cniip PSYCHoLOGY (8. Mavis Hetherington & Ross D. Parke eds.,

1e77).

83. Gershoff, supra note 4, rt 547 tbl.A'

84. Diana D. Cãyl et al., Sfress, Maternal Depression, and Negatlve^Motherlnîant Interactions in

Relarian to Infant Amchment,?3 INFANI MENTAL HEALTH J.145,157 (2m/2),

g5. Ë,mma J, palmer & Clive R. Hollin, Sociomoral Reaoning, Perceptions of P919ry1ì75 ønd Self-

Reported Delinquency in Adoluccnts. 15 APPLIED COcNtnvn PSYCHOL. 85, 91 tbl'2 (2001)'

gó. Kimbeily Renk et al., Chitdhood Discipline, Perceptions of Parcnß, and Current Functíoníng in

Female College Students,zg J. ADoLEscENcE 73,80 tbl'2 (2006)'
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potentially affected by corporal punishment. Although the reasoning behind a
potential connection has not been well articulated, a small but growing number
of studies have documented links between the frequency with which parents use
corporal punishment and impairments in children's cognitive abilities. A study
of middle-school-aged children found that those who were physically punished
by their parents scored significantly lower on a brief measure of IQ than
children who were not, with children whose parents physically punished them
frequently exhibiting the lowest levels of IQ." In a similar finding with younger
children, one-year-olds whose parents relied on corporal punishment had
significantly lower scores on a standardized test of mental abilities than did
children whose parents used corporal punishment rarely or never.* A measure
of harsh punishment that combined corporal punishment with yelling predicted
lower IQ scores among girls in a low-income sample." In a study in the United
Kingdom, the school achievement of early elementary-school children was
negatively associated with parents' use of corporal punishment,'whereas a U.S.
study of five-year-olds found that corporal punishment predicted lower levels of
language comprehension but was not significantly associated with nonverbal
reasoning."

Notably, though, a significant association between corporal punishment and
children's cognitive abilities has not always been replicated across studies. In
studies of math and reading achievement,' grade-point average,'3 and
intelligence,no corporal punishment was not significantly related to children's
cognitive ability. More research is needed to help explain the inconsistent
tindings to date, but they do suggest that concern about effects on children's
cognitive abilities may be well placed.

E. Increased Adult Aggression and Antisocial Behavior

Given the strong link found between corporal punishment and aggression
and antisocial behavior in childhood, it is not surprising that this association

87. Katherine J. Aucoin eÍ al., Corporal Punishment and Child Adjustment,ZT J. APILIED DEv.
PsYcHoL. 527, 533 (2006).

88, Thomas G. Power & M. Lynn Chapieski, Childrearing and ltnpube Control in Toddlers: A
N auralis tic O b s em atio n, 22 DEv . PsycHoL, 27 L, n 3 ( 1 986).

89. Judith R. Smith & Jeanne Brooks-Gunn, Correlates and Consequences of Harsh Discipline for
Y oung Chíldren, 1 51 AncsrvEs PppnrRrc & ADoLEScE¡rr MED. 777, 7 g3-94 (lgg7).

90. Christine E. Parkinson el al,, Research Note: Rating the Home Environment of Schoot-Age
Children; A Comparison with General Cognitive Index and School Progress,2S J. CHTLD psycHo¡,. &
PSYCHTATRY 329,332 tb1.2 (1982).

91. Scott D, Gest et al., Shared Book Reading and Children's Language Conprehensive Skitls: The
Moderøting Role of Pørentøl Discipline Practices,lg EARLY CHrr,oHoon R¡s. e. 319, 327 tbl.L (2W4).

92. Robert H. Bradley et al., The Home Envirowflents of Children in the United Smrcs Part II:
Relations with Behavioral Development Through Age Thirteen,T2 Cutto DEv. 1868, lBgZ (2æL).

93. Dapha Oyserman et al., When Mothers Have Serious Mental lleatth Problems: Parenting as a
Proximal Med.iator,28 J, ADoLEScENcE 443,455 tbl.2 (2005).

94. Sheryl L. Olson et al., Developmental Foundations of Extematizing Problems in Young
children: The Role of Effortful control,tT DEv. & PsycnopArt{ot,ocy 25,35 tbl.z (2005),
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would continue into adulthood. Having learned that they can use aggression

and force to compel others to do what they want in childhood, children persist

in using aggression to control others' behavior into adulthood. Indeed, an

increased likelihood that individuals who were physically punished in childhood

will perpetrate violence as adults on their own family members has been found
consistently in the literature." Adults who recall receiving more corporal
punishnnent from their parents also report more verbal and physical aggresslon

\ryith their spouses or datinq partners " Whether children were ever

punished has been found to signal whether they have a partner

Sadly , this increased likelihood tô act violently includes violence against their
own children." Not only does the experience of corporal punishnrent increase

aggression through that child's own lifetime, it is transmitted to the next

generation in a cycle of violence.

F. Summary of Unintendéd Ë,ffects

Clearly, not every chitd who is spanked or slapped will develop all, cr
indeed any, of these negative outcomes. However, as the rather daunting litany
of unintended negative effects summarized above makes abundantly clear,

corporal punishment puts children at risk for both short- and long-term

negàtive effects, When paired with the findings summa¡ized above*that
corporal punishrnent is no more effective than other techniques at achieving

immediatè compliance, and is in fact more likely to increase the negative child

risks far outweigh any benefits. Put plainly, corporal punishrnent of children

does more harm than good.

IV

ETTTCTS OF CORPORAL PUNISHMENT ON CHILDREN TN SCHOOLS

Although children in the United States receive much more corporal

punishmeni from their parents than from their teachers and principals, the

number of children recliving corporal punishment at school is nontrivial,
particularly given high rates in some states. According tô the Office for Civil

i{ights at thã U.S. Dèpartment of Education, a total of 223,190 school children

*.i. .otporally punished by school personnel during the 2006 through 2007

95, Gershoff ) supta note 4, at 542.

96. Alicia D. Cast el 
^1., 

Chitdhood Physical Punishment and Probletn Solvíng in Marriage,Zl J'

IlrrenpaRsoNAl viOLBN CE 244,254 (200ó).

9?. Chad Lackey, Viotent Famity Heritage, the Transition to Adulthood, and Later Psrtner Violence,

24 J. FAMTLy IssUEs 74, 85 (2003i Murray A. Straus, Cross-Cultural Reliabiliry and Validity_of the

Revised Conftict Tactics Scales: A ituay of Úniversity Sndent Dating Couples in 17 Nations, 38 CRoss-

CurruReL RES. 407, 425 (20M)
98. Gershoff,suptanote 4, at 542.
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school year.' Among states that allow corporal punishment in schools,
prevalence rates range from 0% in Wyoming to 7.5"/o of all schoolchildren in
Mississippi (38,131 out of 508,397 students).'*

Given that almost a quarter-million children per year are corporally
punished in schools, it is particularly surprising that there is no peer-reviewed
empirical research on the impacts of school-administered corporal punishment
on children. This lack of empirical evidence has not stopped school personnel
and policymakers from arguing that school corporal punishment improves
student behavior and achievement. In a recent example, an elementary school
principal in Calhoun Hills, South Carolina, attributed his school's
improvements in achievement to his having reinstituted paddling misbehaving
students with a two-foot long wooden paddle, not to his use of rewards and
praise mentioned elsewhere in the article.'o'

The policy debate about school corporal punishment has largely been one of
opinions and similar anecdotal evidence. For example, a social scientist who was
serving as a parent on a school task-force about corporal punishment
documented such a debate within an Ohio school district in which principals'
anecdotal reports took precedence over research evidence.t' This reliance on
personal experience over empirical data is in part a function of the dearth of
inforrnation about school corporal punishrnent in this country.

Corporal punishment in schools remains constitutional in the United States
based on the 1977 Ingrøham v. Wright Supreme Court decision that the Eighth
Amendment does not apply to corporal punishment administered by school
personnel,'o' although the Court's interpretation of this Amendment as
restricted to prisoners has been challenged as an overly narrow reading that is
not consistent with the previous English and American laws upon which it was
based.'* Despite the Court's ruling that school corporal punishment is
constitutional, thirty states and the District of Columbia have passed laws to
ban the practice from public schools; two of these states (Iowa'o' and New
Jersey'*) also have banned corporal punishment from private schools.'' The
majority of Americans are not in favor of corporal punishmcnt in schools: two

99. oFFIcE FoR CIVIL RIGHTS, U.S. DEP'T oF EDUC., CIvrL RTGHTS DATA CoLLEcrroN 2006:
NATIONAL AND STATE PnO¡Bgr¡ONS tbl.National total (2008), available at http:llocrdatâ.ed.gov/
ProjectionsJ006.aspx.

100. Id. tbls.Wyoming & Mississippi.
101. Eric Adelson, The Principal and the Paddle, NEwswEEK, M.ay 4,2ffi9, at 42-44.
102. See generally Christopher E. Smith, The Use of Research in Locat Policy Making: A Case Study

of Corporal Punishment in Public Education,l0 EDUC. PoL'y 502 (1996).
103. 430 U.S. 651, 671 (t977).
104. Susan H. Bitensky, The Poverty of Precedent for School Corporal Punishment's

constitutionality under the Eighth Amendment,TT u. crN. L. Rev. t3z7,L34l-sz(2oos).
105. IolvA CoDE $ 280.21. (2009).
106. N.J. SrAr. ANN. $ 18A:6-1 (2009).
107. Center for Effective Discipline, Discipline at School (NCACPS): U,S.: Corporal Punishment

and Paddling Statistics by State and Race, http://www.stophitting.com/index.php?pãge=statesbanning
(last visited Ocrober 27,20t9).
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national polls in 2002'* and 2005'" found lhatT}o/" and77o/" of American adults,
respectively, said they did not think teachers should be allowed to spank
children in school. There are movemetrts to ban school corporal punishment in
the remaining states that continue to permit it;in 2007 alone, bills to ban school
corporal punishment were introduced in the legislatures of North Carolina,t'o
Ohio,"'and Texas."'Although the bills sparked dêbate in theii respeêtive states,

the North Carolina bill failed and the Texas bill was not brought up for a vote."'
In Julv
public
bill.'o

Unlike corporal punishment in homes, in which parents typicatrþ spank

children with a bare hand, corporal punishment in schools is typically
administered with objects such as large wooden paddles."t The use of such an

in trument-which would" be considered a rveapon if wielded by one adult
against another adult-by its very nature includes a substantial risk for harm
and injury to a child. Indeed, in Ingraham, iR which the Court asserted students
have ¡'little need for the protection of the Eighth Amendment"t" and so

permitted corporal punishment in schools to continuen the Court acknowledged
that paddling may have caused the injuries suffered by two junior-high-school
children in that case, including a subdural hernatoma requiring medical
attention. That the same inj"uries inflicted via parental punishment would
necessitate a child'3 being removed from her home by the state but would not

state school administrator is indeed troubling.

\.¡

STRENGTH OF THE RESEARCH

Hundreds of studies have plumbed the relation between parents' use of
corporal punishment and childrcn's development. The studies reviewed in the

108, Julie Crandall, PoIl: Most Approve of Spankìng Kids: Most Atnericans Think Corporal
Punishment is OK, ABCNEwS, Nov. 8,ræ2,http://abcnews.go.comÂJS/story?id=90406&page=1.

109. SURVEYUSA, DISCPLINING A Csllp (2005), htç://www'surveyusa.com/

50stateDisciplineChild0S05Alphabetized.htm.
110. See generaþ An Act to Prohibiî the Use of Corporal Punishment in the Public Schools, H.R.

853, 20û7-2008 Session (N.C' 2007).

lll. See generally A Bill to Amend Sections 3314.03, 3319.088, 3319.41, and 3326'1L of the Revised

Code to prõniUit iorporal Punishment in All Public Schools, H.R. 406, 127th Gen. Assem. (Ohio

2007).

tt2, See generally An Act Relating to Corporal Punishment in Public Schools, H.R. 379, 80th Gen.

Assem., Reg. Sess. (Tex.2007).
113. H.B. 853, Gen. Assem., 2Ñ7-2efl8 Sess. (N.C. 200?); H;ts. 37q 80th t eg,, Reg. Sess. (Tex.

2Aú),
114. H.R. 1 $3319.41, 128th Gen' Assem. (Ohio 2009).

115. HUMAN RIGHTS WATCH, A VIOLENT EDUCATION: CONPORII, PUNISHMENT OF CHTLÞRËN

rN us PuBLrc scHooß 3 (2009).

116. Ingraham v. Wright,430 U.S. 651,ffiA*71(1977).
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previous two sections have looked both at the intended and positive potential
outcomes of corporal punishment as well as at its unintended and negative
potential outcomes."'The conclusion was that, even when researchers had set

out to link corporal punishment with positive and desirable outcomes, results
have consistently shown that corporal punishment appears not to be successful
in achieving these aims. In the most comprehensive meta-analysis published to
date, the separate analyses of eleven different outcomes overwhelmingly found
negative associations with corporal punishment (number of studies out of the
total that found negative impacts follows each outcome in parentheses):
immediate compliance (215), moral internalization (13/15), aggression (27127),

delinquent and antisocial behavior (L2lL3), quality of the parent-child
relationship (13/13), child mental-health problems (LL|LZ), physical abuse of the
child (10/10), adult aggression (414), adult criminal and antisocial behavior (4/5),
adult mental-health problems (8/8), and adult abuse of one's own child or
spouse (5/5).'" In total, L10 out of the 117 effect sizes (94o/o) found that corporal
punishment was associated with an undesirable outcome."'

The bulk of the criticism of the empirical research on corporal punishment
comes from two researchers, Diana Baumrind and Robert Larzelete.'
Although these two authors are both prolific and vociferous, their opinions
should not be mistaken for the views of the mainstream researchçrs in the fields
of psychology, medicine, or education. They find fault with the research
showing negative outcomes of corporal punishment and point to studies that fail
to find statistically significant negative outcomes. But they are equally unable to
cite a body of research showing positive long-term outcomes of corporal
punishment, for such a body of research does not exist. Despite the lack of
empirical evidence for their position, these authors criticized the Gershoff
meta-analysis cited above and concluded that, even though negative outcomes
were associated with corporal punishment in ninety-four percent of the studies,
the research to date did "not justify a blanket injunction against mild to
moderate disciplinary spanking.""' Elsewhere, Larzelere has argued that the
research cannot be trusted because it is based primarily on correlational data.'2
Such an assertion indicates that the author will never be convinced by the
available data because it is impossible to study parents' use of everyday
spanking in an experimental fashion. Although randomized studies with
treatment and control groups are the "gold standard" of the basic and medical

lI7. See supra parts II, IIL
118. Gershotf, supra note 4, at 547 tbl.4,
tlg. Id. at 548 tbl.S.
120. These authors sometimes write together, for example, Baumrind et al,, supra note 46, and

Larzelere & Kuhn, supru ll,ote 17; sometime separatel¡¡, for example, Diana Baumrind, Necessary
Distinctions, 8 PsycHoL. INeurRy 176 (1997). See sbo Baumrind & Larzelere, Are Spanking
Injunctions Scientifically Supported,T3LAw & CoNTEMP. PRoBs. 2 (Spring 2010),

121. Baumrind et al., supra îote 46, at 586.
L22, Robert E. Larzelere, The Intervention Selection Bias: An Underrecognized Confound in

I nt e rv e ntio n R es e ar ch, 1 30 PsYcHoL. B ULL. 289, 289-92 (2W4).
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sciences, children cannot be randomly assigned to parents in experimental
designs,'' nor, since the 1980s, have institutional review boards approved
studies that randomly assign parents to spank or not spank their own children."o
However, parenting researchers work diligently to make up for the lack of
experimental designs by creating carefully selected and representative samples

of families and by employing a range of new statistical methods that make
better estimates of causal parameters from observational data."'

has led to severai oubiic-healthìffell-desisned coretrationai
conclusions and intervention efforts over the last few decades. To take but one
example, the now well-accepted fact that cigarette smoke causes lung cancer is
based on a body of cor.relational research."' Clearly, it would be unethical to
randomly assign people to smoke or not, so researchers must instead rely on
longitudinal but eorrelational studies that follow individuals who themselves
choose to smoke. These studies a,ttempt to take into account as many factors as

possible that may account for who smokes and who does not in the first place."'
This body of correlational research does not meet the high bar set by Baumrind
and Larzelere, but it nonetheless led the U.S. Surgeon General to conclude that
the "evidence is sufficient to infer a causal relationship" between smoking and
cancers of the bladder, blood (leukemia), cervix, esophagus, kidneys, larynx,
lungs, mouth, pancreas, and stomach, a,mong many other serious health
consequences."'This research does not suggest that smoking one cigarette will
cause an individual to develop cancer, but rather that the risk increases with

his

or her risk for these negative health outcomes is greatly reduced. Similarly, the
research to date does not support a conclusion that one spank will cause a child
+^ L^^^*^tu u('rrlJllltt aggressive- o-r d-eliuquent; rather, with every spank the risk
increases."o Never spanking at all would provide the lowest risk for such

negative outcomes.
How does the statistical evidence againsi spanking oornpare with¡ that

against cigarette srnoking? The average correlation between smoking and lung

123. Katbleen McCartney & Robert Rosenthal, Effect Size, Practical Importance, and Social Policy

for Children,Tl CHILD Dev.173,176 (2000).

I24, See supra ll,
125. Thomas D. Cook et al., Three Conditions Under Which Experiments and Observationøl Sadies

Produce Comparable Causøl Estimates: New Findings þom Within-Stud,y Comparisons,2T J. POL'Y

ANALysls & Mc¡r4r 724,74548 (2008); Stephen L. Morgan & David J. Harding, Matching Estimators

of Causat Effects: Prospects and Pitfotb ínTheory and Practice,3s Soc. METHODS & RES' 3,50-52
(2006).

126. OFrrcp o¡l Svroxrnc ¡¡¡n ÉIgnlrg, U.S. DBP'T or HEALTH AND HUMAN SERV., Tr{E

HEALTTT CONSBQuENCES OF SMOKINO: A REPORT oF THE SunOnON GBNERAI- 19 (2004).

127. ld.at19-21.
128. Id. at3-8.
129. Murray A. Straus et al., Spønking by Parents and Subsequent Antisocial Behavior of Children,

151 ARCHTVES PEDTATRTC & ADOLESCENT MED. 761,766 (1997)'
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cancer is .40,"0 which is a moderately large effect in the standards of research."'
The average correlation between spanking and physical abuse of children is .33,

and that between spanking and heightened child aggression is .L8."' The
correlation between spanking and immediate compliance is actually higher than
that for smoking and lung cancer, namely .49,"t but this result is overly
influenced by one study that found a very strong relationship but only
compared eight children who were spanked with eight who were net spanked."o

One other charge typically leveled against the research on corporal
punishment is that it ignores cultural differences in the acceptance of corporal
punishment and that such differences may mean it has differential effects on
children."'Some have argued that corporal punishment will have fewer negative
effects on children in cultures in which corporal punishment is normative, in
part because children accept its use as expected and thus do not react as

negatively when they experience it.'' To date, the majority of research looking
into culture as a moderator of the potentially negative effects of corporal
punishment has focused on families' race or ethnicity as a marker of their
culture. Several of these studies have indeed found that some cultural groups,
such as African Americans, spank their children more often,"'and others have
indeed found that spanking is associated with less-aggressive behavior in
African American children than in European American children.'* Yet a

growing number of studies using large, nationally representative samples have
failed to find race-ethnic differences and instead have found that corporal
punishment predicts increases in children's aggressive and antisocial behaviors
equally across African American, Hispanic American, European American, and

130. Brad J. Bushman & Craig A. Anderson, Media Violence and the Amerícan Public: Scientific
Facß Versw Med.iø Mßinformation,36 AM. PSYÇHOLOGIST 477,4fl frg.2 (2001).

131. JACOB COHEN, STATTSTTCAL POWER ANALYSTS FOR rr{E BEHAVTORAL SCTENCES 83 (2d ed.
1e88).

132. Gershoff, supra note 4, at 547 tbl.4.

133, Id.
134. Bean & Roberts, supra îoie 22, at I0L43.
135. Gunnoe & Mariner, supra note 47, at 774; Jodi Polaha et aL, Physical Dßcipline and Child

Behavior Problems: A Study of Ethnic Group Differencæ, 4 PaRExTING: SCIENcE AND PRACTIcE 339,
3s2-s6 (2004).

136. Kirby Deater-Deckard & Kenneth A. Dodge, Externalizing Behavior Problems and Disciplìne
Revisìted: Nonlinear Effects and Varìation by Cuhure, Context, and Gender, S PsYcHoL. INQUIRY 161,
167 (tee7).

137. Barkin et al., supra note 10, at 64; Clifton P. Flynn, To Spank or Not to Spank: The Effect of
Situation and Age of Child on Support for Corporal Punishment,13 J. FAM. VIOLENcE 21, 30 (1998);
Andrew Grogan-Kaylor & Melanie D. Otis, The Prediaors of Parental Use of Corporal Punishment,
56 Feu. REL. 80, 85 (2007); Mosby et al,,supra note 18, at 489; Lawrence S. Wissow, Ethnic$, Income,
and Parenting Contexß of Physical Punishment in a National Sample of Families with Young Children,6
CHrLD MALTREATME¡ü 118, 122 (2001).

138. Jennifer E. Lansford et al., Ethnic Differences in the Link Betvveen Physical Dßcipline and
Later Adolescent Externalizing Behaviors,45 J. CHILD PsYcHoL. & PsycHIATny 801,807 tbl.4 QCf,Ð;
Polaha et al., supra note 1.35, at 352.
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Asian American race*ethnic groups."'Parenting experts and prominent figures
within the African American community in particular have challenged the
notion that their culture all but requires parents to spank their children and
have encouraged African American parents to rely on positive disciplinary
techniques rather than on physical means of correction.'*

Although thè debate over intranational cultural differences has largely
occurred only within the United States, research from other ccuntries has

rnultinational study of six countries-namely China, India, Italy, Kenya,
Philippines, and Thailand-more-frequent use of corporal punishment was
associated with more child aggression across all six countries,ln'The study noted
modest moderation of these associations by mothers' and children's perceptions
of the norms in their communities, but corporal punishment remained
associated with more child aggression even in countries with high norms."' Of
the studies associating corporal punishment with rnore child aggression and
antisocial behaviror in couqtries throughout Europe, dsia, and the Middle
East,'o'one conducted in Mongolia found corporal punishment to predict more
behavior problems and depression among adolescents; their findings led the
authors to conclude,

The findings sl¡ggest that sirnilar forces may be at work in the development of
pathology in non-Western settings,. .. Our findings raise questions regarding the
cultural relativity of behavior. Despite beliefs by certain cultural and religious groups
that corporal punishment is an acceptable tool to discipline a child, this study suggests

considered acceptable, it may still on mental illness.l4

Such studies finding negative outcomes associated with corporal punishrnent

the practice is "good" for children in certain cultures, even in ones with a

history of violence.'ot

139. Grogan-Kaylor, The Effect of Corporal Punishment, supra îohe 47, at 159 tbl.4; Anna S. Lau et
al., Factors Affecting the Link Between Physical Dßcipline and Child Externalizing Problems in Black
and White Families,34 J. CoMMUNITY PsYcHoL. 89, 98 (2006); Vonnie C. Mcl.nyd & Julia Smith,
Physical Ðiscipline and Behavior Problcms in African American, European American, and Hlspanic
Chilùen: Emotional Support as a Moderator,64 J. MARRIAcE & FAM. 40,49 (2002); Matthew K.
Mulvaney & Carolyn J. Mebert, Parental Corporal Punßhment Predicts Behavior Problems in Early
childhood,2l J. FAM. PSyCsoL. 389, 395 tbl.4 (2007),

140. HOWARD C, STEVENSON ET AL., STICKIN'TO, WATCHIN' OVER, AND GETTING'WTTH: AN
AFRIcAN AMERTCAN PARENT's GUrDE To DISonLINE 67-70 (2001); Cosby & Poussaint, supra îote
16, at67-13.

141. i-anstbrd et ai., suprû îote M, at 7241,

t42. rd.

143. See supranoÍes 4445.
1¿14. Kohrt et al., supra note 45, at 177.

145. Joan E. Durrant, Physical Punßhment, Culture and Rights: Current Issues for Professionals,29
J. DEVELoPMET.¡'rAL & BEHAV. PEDIATRICS 55, 5G58 (2008).
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VI
CoNctusrou:

THg RoLg oF SocIAL SCINNCE RESEARCH IN POLICY AND LAW ON
ConpoRAT, PUNISHil¡ENT

In an ideal world, policymaking would always be informed by scientific
research and be evidence-based. But it is disingenuous to think that just because
scientific research suggests something to be so that policymakers will accept the
conclusions of the research and craft new policies based on it-policy is often
not consistent with research findings.t" Compounding the general suspicion of
scientific research in political circles is the fact that scientists are typically loathe
to get their feet wet in the muddy waters of policymaking, particularly for such
a hot-button issue as parents' use of corporal punishment.

In contrast to those in the United States, legislative bodies around the world
have not been deterred by the controversial nature of corporal punishment.
Beginning with Sweden's ban in L979, the last thirty years have seen a total of
twenty-nine countries ban outright the practice of corporal punishment of
children by parents, teachers, or any other adult in those countries.'o' Half of
these bans have been enacted in the last five years by countries beyond
northern and central Europe, including Costa Rica, Kenya, New Zealand,
Uruguay, and Venezvela,'0" Most, if not all, of these bans have been hotly
debated in the respective lawmaking bodies of these countries. Notably, the
extant bans have been inspired largely by concern for children's human rights to
protection from harm and have often proceeded without a majority of public
support."o The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child is the main treaty
cited as providing protection for children from violence;". the Committee on the
Rights of the Child has unambiguously stated that the treaty's Article L9

includes protection from corporal punishment."' The United States is one of
only two countries that have not ratified the treaty;the other is Somalia.

Although human-rights concerns are paramount in the international
movement to ban corporal punishrrent of children, the body of research
demonstrating the ineffectiveness of corporal punishment as well as its potential

146. SANDRA M. NUTLEY ET AL., USING EVIDENCE: How RESEARCH CAN INFoRM PUBLIC
SERVTcES 1-2 (2W7).

147. Global Initiative to End All Corporal Punishment of Children, States with Full Abolition, http://
www.endcorporalpunishment.org/pages/frame.html (last visited Sept. 14,2010).

148. Id.
149. SUSAN H. BITENSKY, COR,PORAL PUNISHMENT OF CHnnRnN: A Huueru RrcFITs

VIoLATIoN 159 (2006); RowAN BoysoN, Eou¡r. PRorEgrroN FoR CHTLDREN: AN OvERVTE'ff oF
THE ExPERIENcE oF Cou¡¡-rn¡es rHAT AccoRD CHILDREN FULL LEGAL PRorEcrIoN FRoM
PFrysrcAL PUNTSHME¡m 64-ó 5 (2W2).

150. Convention on the Rights of the Child, G.A. Res. 44/25, at 3, U.N. GAOR, 44th Sess. U.N.
Doc. A/RES/44I25 (Nov. 20,1989).

151. U.N. Comm. on the Rights of the Child, General Comment No. 8: The Right of the Child to
Protection from Corporal Punishment and Other Cruel or Degrading Fortns of Punishment (Articles 1,
28(2), and 37, Inter Alia), at 6, para.1.8, U.N, Doc. CRC/C/GCI8 (Mat2,?,007).
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for negative side effects has also been influential in spurring legislation to ban
corporal punishment."' A recent example is New Zealand's passage of a

universal ban on corporal punishment of children in 2007. According to the key
advocates for the ban, research on the potential negative effects of physical
punishment summarized in a report issued by the New Zealand government's
Office for the Children's Commissioner"'was instrumental in building support
for the ban:"n "Growing public çoncern over family violence and the existence
of strong international "f"e-,s-çarc-b-eyrde¡ee--di¡crcdif rng-,the*use-sf--p-by,$sat
punishment were two of the critical factors underpinning pressure for change in
New Zealand."tt'

The research evidense has led many leading professional organizations to
call for a ban on corporal punishment in schools, including the American
Academy of Pediatrics, the American Bar Association, the American Civil
Liberties Union, the American Medical Association, the American
Psychological Association, the National Association of Elementary School
Principals, the National Association of Sscial Workers, and Prevent Child
Abuse America."o Fewer such organizations have called for an outright ban of
corporal punishment in American homes, although prominent professional
organizations including the American Academy of Pediatrics and the American
Medical Association have endsrsed a recent report summarizing the research to
date and recoÍrmending parents avoid its use.t"

It is ironic that research that has been conducted primarily in the United

impact here. Those who continue to argue that there is not enough evidence to
support a "blanket injunction against . . . spanking""t do so in the face of a large

two clear conclusions. First. cor^oora.l punishrnent is no better than other
methods of discþline at gaining immediate or long-term child compliance.
Second, corporai punishment is not predictive of any intended positive

152. Boyson,supra note 149, at 6.

153. ANNE B. SMITH ET AL,, NEW ZEALAND OFFICE OF THE CHILDREN'S COMMISSIONER, THE

Dlsclpl-ne nNp Gulo¡NcE oF CHILDREN: MESSAGES FROM I{ESEARCH 7-16 (2005) (citing
Gershoff, supra nole 4, at 547 tbl.4).

154. See generaþ BETH WOOD ET AL., UNREASONASLE FORCE: NEW ZEALAND'S JOURì.ÍEY

TO\ilARDS BANNING THE PHYSICAL PUMSHUEVT OT CUILDREN (2008).

155. Idat31.
156. Center for Effective Discipline, U.S. Organizations Opposed to School Corporal Punishment,

http://www.stophitting.com/index.php?page=usorgs (last visited Dec. 10,2009)'

157. Phoenix Children's Hospital, Report on Physícal Punßhment of Chíldren, Lßt of Endorsers,

October 1, 2009,
Endorsers-OCtober-1-2009.pdf (last visited Dec. 200e)

(citing Elizabeth T. Gershoff, Cent. for Effective Discipline & Phoenix Children's Hosp', Report on

Physical Punßhment in the United States: What Research Telb lls About its Effects on Children (2008)'

http://www.phoenixchildrens.co¡lPDFs/principles-and-practices-oleffective-discipline'pdf (last

visited Dec. 10, 2009)).
158. Baumrind et al., suPraîote 46, at 586'
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outcomes for children and, in contrast, is significantly predictive of a range of
negative, unintended consequences, with the demonstrated risk for physical

injury being the most concerning. On balance, the risk for harm from corporal
punishment far outweighs any short-term good. It is discouraging that such a

strong and compelling body of research evidence has not been sufficient to
warrant policy change in this country, even though the federal government has

accepted responsibility for protecting children from harm and abuse."o Despite
this evidence and the waning use of corporal punishment ín the United States,'uo

a majority of parents continue.to use it at some point with their children. If
reducing corporal punishment becomes a policy and public health goal in this
country, meeting such a goal will require education campaigns targeted at both
parents and professionals.'u' As countries such as Sweden have demonstrated,
public opinion about corporal punishment lags behind legislation banning the
practice, and indeed it is the passage of legislation that can begin or sustain
attitude change against corporal punishment.'u'Eduçation campaigns on the
harms of and alternatives to corporal punishment are clearly needed here in the
United States, but it may take a legal ban to spur dramatic change in
Americans' attitudes about and use of corporal punishment.

159. See generaþ Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act of 1974,42 U.S.C. $ 5101 (1974); Jtu.
GOLDMAN ET AL., U,S. DEP'T OF HEALTH AND HUMAN STRVICES, A COORDINATED RESPONSE TO
CHrLD ABUSE AND NEGLECT: THE FoUNDATToN FoR PRAcrrcE 9 (2003).

160. Murray A. Straus & Anita K. Mathur, Social Change and the Trends in Approvøl of Corporøl
Punishment by Parenx from 1968 to 1994, i¿ Feuu-y VIoLENcE AcAINsr CnlLpReru:A CHALLENGE
FoR SocrETy 9I,961i9.t (Detlev Frehsee et al. eds., 1996).

I6L. See generally Gershoff. & Bitensky, supranote3.
L62. Joan E. Durrant, Legal Reform and Auirudes Toward Physical Punishment in Sweden,l1 D.IT'L

J. CHILD, RIcHTS 147, 169 (2003); Staffan Janson, Response to Beckett, C. (2005) "The Swedish Myth:
The Corporal Punßhment Ban ønd Child Death Statßtics," 35 BRIT. J. Soc. WoRK 1417,14t4 (2005).
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APSAC FOgITION STATEMFNT ON GüRPORAL PUNISHMENT OF CHILDREN

The American Professional Sociaty on the Abr-¡se of Children {APSAÇ) ie the leading nationâl
organization supp_orting profâssiûnals who servo children and families affected þy child
maltreatment. APSAC wsrkE toward a world where all maltreated and aþriek children and their
familias rpceive the highest level of professionalcommitment and servicê, prioritizi ng the safoty
and wellbeing of children.

tn
home. Corporal punishme nt is herein defined as "ihe use of physical force with the intention of
causing a child to experience pain, but not injury, for the purpose of correcting or controlling the
child's behaviol'' (pg. 3).' Physical force in the form of hitting is often referredio as epankinã,
swatting, whipping, whooping, popping, smacking, stapping, or paddling * alt of which are
behaviors used in the^ name of child discipline. Studies show that corporal punishment is very
common in the U,S.2'3 ln aþout 50% of families, corporal punishment is used against childreñ by
thê timê thêy aie 1-112 years old 4'5

APSAC is committed to ending all abuse of chitdren and promoting children's wêlfare. Given the
research evidence about the ha¡:ms associated with corporal punishment, AP$AC oppose$
hitting children far discipline or other purposes. APSAC calls for the elimination of allforms of
corporal punishment in part because it increases children's risk for physical abuee.s'8 The
Adverse Childhood Êxperiences research found that 28% of adults experienced some form of
physical punishment ês a child, including being pushed, grabbed, slapped, or hit.s Consistent
with other reseãrch, a major Canadian study found that nearly three quarters of all cases of
"substantiated physical abu$e" began as corporal punishment.'0 Young children who experience

corporal punishment is rslated to a hoat of negative outcomes for chilclren, including risk for
child behavioral problems such as increased aggression and antisocial behavior.T'12'13 No

child bèhäùiör.7;'4,1 
5

APSAC members are in an excellent position to educate parents and caregivers of children, as
well es individuals who work with children and families, about the negative consequencês
associated with the use of corporal punishment. APSAC advocates for behaviors and practices
that will develop caring and responsible individuals and recommends strategieo that will nurture,
teach, and guide children and adolescents while supporting and promoting the child's dignity.
APSAC recommends that professionals engage in the following:

lnform parents, caregivers, teachers, and the general public about the harmful effects of
corporal punishment;
Educate parenls, caregivers and teachers about age-specific expectations for child
skills, behavior, and development;
Provide parents, caregivers, teachers, pediatricians, clinicians, and other professionals
who work with parents and families with suggestions for positive parenting approaches
that use non-physical forms of child guidance; for example, teaching children limit
setting, self-regulation, and respect for self and others,

The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UN CRC), adopted in November
19ñ9, specifies that all governments who ratified the Convention must take appropriate

a

a

a
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mea$ure$ to protect childron from allforms of phyoical ånd mental violence, including corporal
punishmont. The UN CRC strongly supports parents providing nonviolent guidance and
direction to their children. ln schools, administrators and teachers are to tako into account tho
child's "human dignity" and eliminate any physical discipline practices that may cause physical

or mental harm.t6 Hitting family members other than children, as well as hitting acquaintances or
strangers, is considered assault and a crime. Children, too, have the right and need to be

afforded the same consideration in all settings.

Research shows that use of corporal punishment varies by culture, nationality, race, and
ethnicity - that is, corporal punishment is more commonly used and more accepted in some
cultural contexts.lT'1s However, çorporal punishment is associated with negative outcomes for
children across cultural contexts.20'" Globally, there is growing comm¡tment to a universal ban

against corporal punishment. As of May 2016, 49 countries worldwide had prohibited all
corporal punishment of childrsn, including in the home and at least 54 more countries had
expressed a commitment to full prohibition. (For the most current list, see:
htto: //www. el$gorpo ralou niphmp"lt. orql).

Furthermore, the APSAC position statement is informed by professional position statements

against corporal punishment or addressing better alternatives to child discipline issued by:

r American Academy of Child and Adolescent P$ychiairy's Maltreatment and Violence
Committee

. American Academy of Pediatrics (AAp)

. American PsychoanalyticAssociation (APsaA)

. NationalAssociation of Pediatric Nurse Practitioners (NAPNAP)
r National Partnership to End lnterpersonalViolence (NPEIV)
r Save the Children
¡ Section 37 of the American Psychological Association (APA) * Society for Child and

Farnily Policy and Practice
r The Association for Childhood Education lnternational (ACEI)

Furthermore, the Centers for Disease Çontrol and Prevention has issued a technical package

called Preventíng cttild abuse and neglect: A technical package for policy, norm, and
pragraimmatic aötivities on strategiesänd approaches for preventing child abuse and neglect.22

Legìslatíve bans on corporal punishmont, as evidenced in 49 countries worldwide, is an effective

stràtegy proposed by CDC as an approach for changing social norms to support parents and

positive parenting.

Therefore, building on the growing global progreçs toward universal prohibition of corporal
punishment of children, in a commitment to promote quality, safe, and nurturing environments
where children can grow and develop to their full potential, APSAC calls for the elimination of all

forms of corporal punishment of children in all settings including homes and schools. APSAC
pledges an active role to infarm our allied professionals, polioy makers, and the general publio

about the risk factors associãted with the corporal punishment of chÍldren.

Resources for Parents:

Approved on7/26/L6



Page l3

a

I

t

Centers for Disoase Control and Prsvsntion, Preventing child aþuse ând neglCIÇt: A

technical package for policy, nCIrm, and programmatic

acfiyÍres: http://www.cdc.gov/violencepre\¡e,ntionlpdflc?lr.glevention-teqhnical-packase.pdf

Centers for Ðisease Control and Prevention, åssentials far Parenting:

http:/lwww. cdc. govlpalefrls/essentials¡ndex. html

American Psychological Association, ACf Ralslng Safe Klds Parenting Program:
httglv.wvw. apa. orq/pjlgle'rgnþyjglençe/proqfqn¡ s/act^ aspx

a Durrant, J. E. (2013). Positive Dìscipline in Everyday Parenting (3rd ed.). Sweden: $ave the
Children. http://Www. positivedisciol ineeveryday. cpml
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ABSTRACT

Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs) such as child abuse are related to poorhealth out-
comes. Spanking has indicated a similal association with health outcomes, but to date has
not been considered an ACE. Physical and emotional abuse have been shown in previous
research to correlate highly and may be similar in nature to spanking. To determine if spank-
ing should be considered an ACE, this study aimed to examine 1 ): the grouping ofspanking
with physical and emotional abuse; and 2) if spanking has similar associatíons with poor
adult health problems and accounts for àdditional model variance. Adult mental health
problems included depressive affect, suicide attempts, moderate to heavy drinking, and
street drug use. Data were from the CDC-l(aiserACE study (N=3316, response rate=65%).
Spanking loaded on the same factor as the physical and emotional abuse items, Addition-
ally, spankingwas associated with increased odds of suicide attempts (Adjusted Odds Ratios
(AOR) = 1.37; 95% Cl = 1.02 to1 .86), moderate to heavy drinking (AOR) = 1.23; gS% Ct= 1.07
to 1 .41 ), and the use of street drugs (AOR) = 1, .32: 95% CI - 1 .4 to 1 .52 ) in adulrhood over
and above experiencing physical and emotional abuse. This indicates spanking accounts
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fnr r¡l¡litlnnrl mn/al rrrri¡nrp :n our underståndins of these outcomes. Thus.

spanking is empirically similar to physicâl and emotional abuse ånd including spånking
with abuse adds to our understandirìg of these mental heâlth problems. Spanking should
also be considered an ACE and addressed in efforts to prevent violence.

@ 201 7 Published by Elsevier Ltd.

1. Introduction

Agrowing body of literature has examined the long-term impacts of adverse childhood experiences (ACEs)on poor adult
health outcomes. The adverse experiences assessed in the original ACEs study included child maltreatment (i.e., physical

abuse; emotionâl abuse; sexuâl abuse;-physiealneglecq'emotional-negleetiand-exposure to{nother being tneated.violently-).
and household challenges (i.e., parental divorce or separation, parental incarceration, and a household member with sub-

stance abuse problems, mental illness, and/or suicide attempt). Typically research in this area has used ãn index that combines

both child maltfeatment ACEs and ACEs related to household challenges to create a cumulative count of how many ACES an

individual has experienced (Dube et al., 2001; Dr.rbe, Felitti, Dong, Giles, & Anda,2003; Felitti et al., 1998). ACEs are common
in North America, with a majority of adults reporting that they experienced at least one ACE (52.1%-67.3%), two or more

ACEs (25.6%*41.7%), and even as many as four or more ACEs (6.276-16.3%) (Afin et ai., 201 1 ; Dong et ai., 2004; Dube et al.,

2001; Dube, And.r, Felitri, Edwarcis, & Croft, 2002; Dr¡be, Anda, Felitti, Edwarcls, & Williaurso¡r e t al., 2002; Dube, Felìtti, Dong,

Ch:tpñäü; Giles; & Anda erel., 2û03; Dube, felitti, Dong; & Giles'et al., 2003; Felitti et al., 1998).
Although these studies included questions about exposure to physical abuse, which was defined as pushing, grabbing,

shoving, slapping, as well as hitting so hard to leave marks or cause lnjury; to date, spanking has not been included as an ACE.

This is an important limitation because, although spanking is common, normative, and legal in North America (Clótnent &

Chanrberland ,2A14',Lee et å1.,2014; Stråus & Sfewart, 1999; Zolotor, Robinsou, Runyan, Barr, & Murphy, 201 1 ), the practice

of spanking as a form of discipline has been found to be potentially harmful (Altschul, Lee, & Cet'shofÏ, 2016; A¡nelican
Acade¡ry of Chilcl and Adolescent Psychiatly,2012; Gershofl 2013; Cershoff & Crogan-l(aylor,20 l6: Cclsl¡o11,2002; Lee,

Taylot', Altschul, & Rice, 2013;Wolraich et al., I998)and is now banned in 51 countries or areas worldwide (Clobal Initiative to
End Corporal Punishrnent of Children, 2016). Further examination of spanking, alongside child maltreatment ACEs, also will
help to inform the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDG), specifically the goals to end all forms of violence
against children and to promote well-being for all across the lifespan (Unitecl Nations, 2016).

Spanking, is typically
injury, ior the purpose o
have also shown an association with increased risk that a child will be physically abused (CelshofT, 2013; Clob.rl lnitiative
to End Cor¡ror"al Punishment of Children, 2016; Lee et al., 2013; Zolotor, Theodore, Chang, Berkoff, & Runvan, 2008). Further,
child protection i
punishment and
who reiy on spanking as arr acceptable and necessary approach to controlling children's behavior may be rncre likely tc
physically abuse their children. Spanking also is associated with risk for experiencing other forms of maltreatment, including
psychoiogicai aggression, sexual abuse, as well as acts of physical and emotional neglect (Lee et a1.,20i4; 'l'aylor, Citterinan,
I-ee, & Rathou t-,2AA9). Previous research has indicated that harsh physical punishment including pushing, grabbing, shoving,
hitting or slapping is associated with increased odds of physical abuse, sexual abuse, emotional abuse, emotional neglect,
physical neglect, and exposure to intimate partnerviolence with the greatest odds found between harsh physical punishment
and physical and emotional abuse (Alìfi, Mota, Sareen, & MacMillan, uncler review).

Child maltreatment has been consistently associated with a broad range of mental health problems, including depression
or depressed mood (e.g.,Afifi, Brownriclge, Cox, & Sareen,2006; Anda et al.,2002; Chapman c't al., 2004; Schìlling, Aseltine,
& Gore,2007), personality disorders (Añfì et a1.,2011), suicidal ideation and/or attempts (e.g., A{ìfi c't a1.,2014; Ënns er å1.,

2006; Feliti et al., 1998), and substance use in adulthood (e.g.,Afifi, Henliksen, AsuruncTsou, & Sareen, 2012; Afili et al., 20061

Scliilling et ai., 2007). Similarly, numerous studies over the past 20 years have also found spanking to be associated with
similar mental health problems in childhood and adulthood, including depressiou or depressed mood (e.g., Ferg;ttsson, Boclen,

& Hon¡¡ot¡cl, 2008; MacMill¡n et al., 1999; Mcloyd, I(aplan, Hald.rway, & Woocl, 2007), personality disorders (Lvn.rrtr, Ir4iller',

Vachon, Loebel', & Stouthamer-Loeber,2009), suicidal ideations and/or attempts and self-injurious behaviour (l-ergusson
et a1.,2008), and substance use (Fergusson et al., 2008; Lau et al., 2005). However, some of these studies are limited by not
simultaneously accounting for other adverse childhood experiences.

lmportantly, there are no studies showing that spanking enhances child¡en's development or physical or mental health
(Durr.rnt & Ensom, 2012; Cershoff & Clogan-l(avlor', 2016). Given that both spanking and physical abuse involve the use of
physical lorce and the infliction of pain and are lint<ed with similar mental health outcomes, it raises the question of whether
spanking should be considered another ACE. Previous research has indicated that ACEs can be grouped into a three factor
structures: a) Physical/Emotional abuse factor; Sexual Abuse factor; and Household Challenges factor (e.g., parenta! substance
use, parental clivorce) (Ëorcl et a1.,2014). Spanking may be functionally similar to the Physical/Emotional abuse factor and

statistically factor together reflecting underlying processes that have created the correlations among them Tabachnicl< and
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Fidell (2013). As well, spanking may have similar associations as a Physical/Emotional abuse factor with adult mental health
impairment while contributing to additional variance in these models as indicated by significant associations over and above
what is explained by a Physical/Emotional abuse factor. However, these proposition has never been tested because, to date,
studies with ACEs have not included spanking. To determine if spanking should be considered an ACE, it is important to
ascertain whether spanking adds to our understanding of the relation between negative childhood experiences and adult
mental health impairment, Therefore, the objectives of the present study were to examine: 1 ) the grouping or factor structure
of spanking with physical and emotional abuse; and 2) if spanking has both similar associations as the Physical/Emotional
abuse factor with poor adult health problems and accounts lor additional variance in the models.

2. Method

2.1. Dqta and sample

Data for this cross-sectional study were drawn from Wave II of the CDC-l(aiser ACE Study based on self-reports from
adult members of a large healthcare maintenance organization in southern California seeking routine health checks at an
outpatient clinic (N= 8316 ages 19-97 years; response rate 65%) (Felitti et al., 1998). The ACE Study protocol was approved
by the Institutional Review Boards of the Southern California Permanente Medical Group (l(aiser Permanente), the Emory
School of Medicine, and the Office of Protection from Research Risks, National Institutes of Health.

2.2. Measurements

2.2.1. Spanking. Respondents were asked "sometimes parents spank their children as a form of discipline. While you were
growing up during your first 1B years oflife how often were you spanked?" Spanking was coded as "no" ifthe respondent
indicated that he/she was never spanked or spanked only once or twice throughout childhood; spanking once or twice was
grouped with no spanking because some parents spanl< only once and then decide never to spank again and thus spanking
is not a regular part of their parenting. Spanking was coded as "yes" ifthe respondent reported being spanked a few times
per year, many times per year, or weekly or more.

2.2.2. Adverse chíldhood experiences (ACEs). Physical and emotional abuse were assessed using the ACE questionnaire (Felitti
el al., 1998), which included items from the Childhood Trauma Questionnaire (Bet'nstein et al., 1994). Respondents were
asked "while growing up, during your first 18 years of life, how often did a parent, stepparent, or adult living in your home
do the following." Physical abuse included two questions asking if the adult: a) pushed, grabbed, shoved, slapped you or
threw something at you and b) hit you so harcl that you had marks or were injured? Emotional abuse included two items
asking if an adult: a) swore at you, insulted you, or put you down and b) acted in a way that made you afraid that you
might be physically hurt. Physical and emotional abuse were both measured using the ordinal scale of never, once or twice,
sometimes, often, and very often.

2.2.3. Adult mental health impairment.

2.2.3.1. Depressed affect. Depressed affect was assessed using the following item from the Diagnostic lnterview Schedule
(Robins, [{elzer, ( rotrgharr, & Rarcliffl, '1 981): "ln the past year, have you had two weeks or more during which you felt sad,
blue, or depressed, or lost pleasure in things that you usually cared about or enjoyed?"

2.2.3.2, Moderate to heavy drinklng. Lifetime moderate to heavy drinker status was defined as having consumed 14 or more
drinl<s per week for men and 7 or more drinks per week for women.

2.2.3.3. Street drug use. Lifetime drug use was defined as responding "yes" to the question, "Have you ever used street
drugs?"

2.2.3.4. Suicide attempt. Lifetime attempted suicide was cletermined as a "yes" response to the question "Have you ever
attempted to commit suicide?"

2.2.4. Sociodemographic covariates. Several sociodemographic covariates included educational attainment (less than high
school, high school graduate, some college, and college gradr"rate), race/ethnicity (White, Black, Hispanic, Asian, and Other),
sex (male, female), age (in years), and marital status (married/cohabitating, widowed/divorced/separated, and never mar-
ried).

2.3. Statistical ønalysis

First, descriptive statistics and unadjusted odds ratios were computed to examine the distribution of spanking and the
relationship between sociodemographic factors and the likelihood of spanking. Next, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
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Not Spanked
% (ssx cr)

Spankcd
% (9s% cr)

oR (9s% cr)

Cender'
Female
Male
Education
Less than HS

HS Craduate
Some College
College Graduate
Marital Status
Married/Cohabitating 45.75 (44.49, 47.00)
wicloweä/Divorcecl/Seþaiatecl 45.94(43.52,48.36)
Never Married
Race/Ethnicity
White
Blâck
Hispanic
Asian
Other

42.86 (38.90, 46.81)

50.95 (49.48, s2.41)
39.27 (37.73,40.82)

51.97 (48.00, s5.93)
48.91 (46.13, 5i.69)
43.86 (42.18, 45.53)
44.84 (43.09,46.60)

44.9s (43.71,46.19)
29.91 (25.12,34.70)
45.67 (42.44,48.90)
62.29 (s8.60, 6s.98)
36.84 (30.30,43.38)

49.05 (47.s9, s0.s2)
60.73 (55.18,62.27)

48.03 (44.07,52.00)
51.09 (48,31.53.87)
56.14 (s4.47 ,57 .82)
55.1 6 (s3.40, 56.91 )

54.2s (53.00, s5.51 )

54.06(51.64, s6.4b)
s7.14 (53.19,61.10)

s5.0s (s3.81, 56.29)
70.09 (65.30, 74.88)
s4.33 (s1.10,57.s6)
37 .71 (34.02, 41.40)
63.1 6 (56.62, 69.70)

1.0

1,.61 (1.47.1.75)

1.0

1.13 (0.93, 1.37)
1.38 (1.17, 1.65)
1.33 (1.i2, 1.s8)

1.0. 
o.gs (0:8e, 1.1 1)

1.r2 (0.9s,1.33)

1.0
'r.97 ('t,.52,2.43)
0.97 (0.s4, 1.12)
0.49 (0.42,0.58)
1 .4ü ( 1 .06, 1.87)

Note: OR = Odds Ratio; CI = Confidence Intewal

used to exâmine the empirical grouping of the spanking item with ACE items previously demonstrated to be indicators of
a latent measuÍe of Physical/Emotional abuse (í.e., the factor of Physical/Ernotionål abuse comprised of the four physical

and emotional abuse items) (Ford et al., 20i4). Having spanking load on the same factor as Physical/Emotional abuse would

indicate highly correlated variables that reflect a similar underlying process (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). A single factor
was specified using the spanldng item in addition to each of the four physical and emotional abuse items from the ACE

questionnaire as indicators in Mplus 7.0 (Muthen & Muthen, 2000), using meån- and variance-adjusted weighted least

squares estimation (WLSMV). Model fit was assessed using Root Mean Squared Error of Approximation (RMSEA), Tucker-

Lewis Index, (TLl), and Comparative Fit Index (CFI) with 0.08 and 0.95 used as cutoffs to indicate acceptable fit for RMSEA

and TLI/CFI, respectively (Bentler, 1990; Browne & Cucleck, 1992: Hu & Bentler, 1999). Using the results from the CFA,

a compos¡te score for PhysicaUEmotional factor (comprised of the four physic4l and emotional abuse items) were then

the spanking item was excluded from the composite score in this analysis even though it loaded with the physical abuse and

emotional abuse items. This was done in order to examine the contribution of additional variance spanking may add in the

models above and beyond physical and emotional abuse in the subsequent analyses. As such, a series ofnested sequential

adjusted logrsüc regresslon
adult mental health impairment ourcomes (Model 1); 2) the associations of Physicali Emotional abuse factor (without the

inclusion of the spanking item)with the four adult mental health impairment outcomes (Model 2); and 3) if both spanking

and Physical/Emotional abuse factor were found to be individually associated with an outcome. That is, when both were

entered simultaneously into the same model, cloes spanking remain significantly assocíated with the adult mental health

impairment problem over and above the variance accounted for by Physical/Emotional abuse (Model 3)? These models will
help us to understand both the shared and unique variance spanking and Physical/Emotional abuse contribute to the models

and our understanding of adult mental health problems. All models were adjusted for the respondent's age, race/ethnicity,
educational attainment, and marital status.

3. Results

In the study sa mple,54.8% of respondents reported being spanked.'lable I provides the distribution of sociodemographic

characteristics among those who were ancl wel'e not spanked. Men contpared to women were more likely to experience

spanking in chitdhood. Compared to White respondents, Black respondents and respondents índicating ôther ethnicity were

more likely to report being spanked, while spanking was less likely among Asian respondents. Spanking was prevalent across

all education levels. A history of childhood spanking was not associated with marital status in adulthood.
Results from the CFA are found in Tatrle 2. Examination ofthe fit statistics and factor loadings suggested adequate fit of

the model to the data (RMSEA=0.052; CFI=0.996;TLI=0.992) a-nd acceptable factor interpretabilify frrr the physical abuse,

emotional abuse, and spanking factor. Inspection ofthe factor loadings revealed that the spanking item was strongly related

to the construct (À = 0.57).
Table 3 displays the relations of spanking and Physical/Emotional abuse with the four adult mental health impairment

outcomes, namely, depressed affect, suicide attempts, moderate to heavy drinking, and use of street drugs. Respondents

reporting exposure to spanking compared to those reporting no spanking had increased odds of depressed aflfect, suicide

attempts, moderate to heavy drinking, and street drug use wlrile statistically adjusting for sociodemographic characteristics
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Table 2
Standardized factor loadings from the CFA model.

Ite¡r Content Physical/Emotional Abuse
(À)

Act in a way that m¡Ìde you afraid that
you míght be physically hurt?
Hit you so hard thàt you had marks or
were ilìjured?
Actually push, grab, shove, slap you or'
throw something at you?

Swear at you, insult you, or put you
down?
How often were you spanked?

0.90

0.90

0.87

0.80

0.57

Model Fit: RMSEA = 0.052 (Clee¡: 0.044, 0,060) CFI= 0.996 TLI - 0.992

Talrle 3
The associations of spankitrg and Physical/Emotional abuse with poor mental health outcomes.

Mental Health
Outcome

Predictor Model 1 Moclel 2 Moclel 3

AOR clss¡ AOR Clssr, AOR CIss:

Depressed
Affect

Suicide
Attempt
(lifetin1e)

Moderate to
Heavy
Drinkingl
(lifetime)

Drug Use
(lifetime)

Spanking

Physical/
E¡lotional
Abuse
Spanking

Physical/
Emotional
Abuse
Spanking

Physicål/
Emotional
Abuse
Spanking

Physical/
Emotional
Abuse

1.25

2.27

1.38

1.65

1.11,1.42

1.73, 3.00

1.22,1.58

1.44, L89

1.23

1.57

1.16

1.26

1.18,1.28

1.00

1.23

1.37

1.45.1.70 1.s1

1 .11, 1 .21 1.13

1.32

1.22

1.23

0.88, 1.1s

'1.18, 1.29

1.02, 1.86

1.38, 1.6s

1.07,1.41

1.08,1.19

1.'14,1.52

7.17 , 1.281.21,1.32

Note: cl = Confidence lnteryal; Moclel 
.l 

= logistic regression model witlì spanking as a predictor; Model 2 - logistic legression model with physical/Emotional
abuse as a predictor; Model 3=full logistic model with both spanking and cmotional abuse; AOR=odds ratios adjusted for education, ethnicity, sex, age,
and marital status: 1 Threshold for noderate to heavy drinking varied by gender; males - 14 or more drinks per week: female * 7 or more drinks per week.

(Model 1). Physical/Emotional abuse (without the inclusion of the spanking item) was associated with adult impairment
across the four menlal health outcomes examined: depressed affect, suicide aftempts, moderate to heavy drinking, and
street drug use after adjusting for sociodemographic characteristics (Model 2). Given that both a history of spanking and
of Physical/Emotional abuse were found to be individually associated with adult mentål health problems, we next tested
whether spanking maintained its association with these outcomes when adjusting for Physical/Emotional abuse factor and
sociodemographic charâcteristics. Spanking remained significantly associated with suicide attempts, moderate to heavy
drinking, and street drug use and accounted for additional variance in the model above and beyond Physical/Emotional
abuse (Model 3). Further, Physical/Emotional abuse was also found to remain statistically significant in these fully adjusted
model, The result from the lÌested sequential models indicate that spanking and Physical/Emotional abuse have overlapping
or shared variance, but also both contribute to aclditional unique variance indicating statistically irnproved models when
both spanl<ing and Physical/Emotional abuse are included.

4. Discussion

This study compared the extent to which a childhood history of spanking and a childhood history of physical and emo-
tional abuse are linked with mental health impairments in adulthood. The first main finding is that spanking loaded on the
same factor as the physical and emotional abuse items inclicated these experiences are highly correlated and reflect a similar
underlying process. Second, a chilclhood history of spanking was associated with increased Iikelihood suicide attempts, mod-
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erate to heavy drinking, and street drug use in adulthood, over and above their childhood experiences of Physical/Ernotional
äbuse indicating thåf ouf unclêrstánding of adult mentäl héälth imþäirments is better when we considêi tlte expêfiencê of
spanking aiong with Pirysicaii Emotionai abuse,

These findings are consistent with the previous work indicating that spanking and physical abuse are on a continuum ol
violence against children (Gellcs & Straus, 19BB) and that there is a strong relationship between harsh physical punishment
and physical as wellas emotional abuse (r\fìfi et ;r1., uuclel review; 'faylor ct ;r1.,2009). Additionally, the link between spanking

and these other chiid maltreatment ACEs sr.rggests that preventing the use of spanking may correspond with leductions in
child maltreatment, 'which hclp tc infcrr.n efforts for the United Nations SDG cf ending all violence against children (UniterJ

Nations, 2016).
Importantly, spanking empirically loaded with physical and emotional abuse items indicating similar underlying con-

struct. Also, spanl<ing remained associated with increased odds of adult mental and behavioral health impairment including
suicide attemnts. moderate to heavSr drinl<ing, and street drug use even after accounting for the experiences of Ph¡rsi-

eal/Emotional abuse, Taken togetl.rer, these findings slrow that spanking has sharecl variance with Physical/Emotional abuse,

but also accounts for additional unique variance for unclerstanding the,relationships with suicide attempts, moderate and

heavy clrinking, ancl street drug use. Therefole, including a spanking with Physical/Emotion abuse experiences would increase

our understanding of these adult mental health problems.
Spanking was associated with depressed affect, but inconsistent with previous depression research, (lcrgusson tìt ¡1.,

2008; MaclVlillan et al., 1999: 'laillieu & Brownriclge,2013) when adjusting for Physical/Emotional abuse this finding was
no ionger starisricaiiy significant. ii is imporiant to note that ciepresseci affect is ¡roi tire sárlre as a diagnosis oíciepiession;
hence any association or lack thereolbetween spanking and major depression cannot be determined using these data.

On the basisof the CFA frndings and the associations of spanking and suicide attempts, mode¡ate to heavy drinking, and

street drug use in adulthood, spanking should be considered as an additional childhood adversity that has the potential to
ncc¡rir¡alr,:ffa¡tmpntrl harlthnrrr.ômpc Sn¡nl¿ino¡ndrhildnhr-rsic¡!¡huseh¡r-rebeentholrghf toexis! alnnq¡corltinrtttmof¡¡!burr ¡ !¡J

violence against children rather than as separate construcis (Loontz & Maltin, l9lltì; Dussich & Mackova,2007; Ósle rnl¡rt,
Björl<c¡vist, & W"rhlbeck,20 14), and the findings from this study provide evidence for such a continuum. In our sample,

spanking was found to have similarities with physical and emotional abr"rse as indicating by significantly loading together on

one statistical factor. In addition, spanking was related to similar poor outcomes as the Physical/Emotional abuse factor and

the relationships between spanking and suicide attetnpts, moderate to heavy drinking, and street drug use remainecl above

and beyond the effects of also expeliencing Physical/Emotional abuse. This means that in addition to the shared variance of
spanking and Physical/Emotionål abuse in these models, spanking also accounts for additional and unique variance in these

models. Therefore, the inclusion of spanking along with Physical/Ernotional abuse iu these models furthers our understanding
of the relalion¡hips yith poor adulq menlalhealth !mpa!¡ment,The
potentially harmful and should be considered an ACE.

current findings adds to the evidence that spanking is

Despite the strengthens ol the present study, particularly tl.re inclusion of spanking with Physical/Emotional abuse,

four mental health outcomes, and a large sample, it also has several limitations. First, the data al'e cross-sectional ancl

retrospective, precluding any findings about ternpoi'al oi'causal relationships. Hov¿ever, evidencc s

recall of adverse events in survey data can be valid and reliable (l-{aldt,Sidor, ßracl<o, rer F-91e,2006; l-lat'clt, Vell¿isamv, &
.'.-l-^^-- ,-..r¡ r, ¡ì.-¡!^.. 'r,¡ñ¡\ c-^^-.t L^lL ^*-^1,:-- --¡ -^-ts-l 

l-^-llL ^..$^^- l.-^^l ,.-^-.¡-^l^JLilUUf l, ¿UtU, ndluL ù ñutt(l | ¿vuq). JCLUltu, uuttl )pdlll\ll¡Ë E^liuJurç dllq r¡rç¡lLd¡ ¡rçdlrrr uurLUl¡rcr vvcrç udrLu uPUrr rrr¡5¡L

self-report and retrospective items. For example, depressive affect was assessed using one item rather than a series of
questions necessary to generaie an aigorithm oíciepression. iviore comprehensive àssessrnerìt oluretrial health conditions
using several itenrs, tbr exanrple, in ihe corrtext of diagnostic assessrilerlts woLrid irave'lreen preierable. Simiiariy, iuformation
on spanking was lirnited. Third, the data were collected in l ggT (Felit Li ct al., 1 998 ) making the data approximately 20 years

old. Nevertheless, these clata are unique in that they are of high quality as they were sampled from a large HMO, have a large

sample size and good response rate, and assess several ACEs along with spanking and poor mental healtl"t outcomes, These

data provide a unique opportunity to address important knowledge gaps. In addition, the use of spanking and the debate

regarding the safety ofspanking continues today, making these data topical and ofcurrent interest. Our focus has been on

the relationships among spanking ancl exposures previously identified as ACEs, as well as the association between spar-rking

and poor mental health outr:omes - independent of the era, within which the spanl<ing occurred,
In summary, these fir.rclings provide strong suppol't that spanking can be considered yet another form of early adversity,

based on the loading on the same íactor srmctlrre witir physical ancl emotional abuse itetns and the íact thai spanking was

significantly related to adr-rlt health impailmcnts above and beyond Pl-rysical/Emotional abuse. The relationship between
reports of being spanked in childhood and mental and behavioral health impairment in adulthood are similar in direction to
the associations between Pl-rysical/Emotional abuse and adult suicide attempts, moderate to heavy drinking, and street drug
use. Therefore, these results provicle strong support for cor.rsideration of spar.rking as an ACE. Researchers have noted that
exn¡ndinq fhe fvnes of ACEs inclrrded il: r'ese¡rcll could incre¿se oul unclclstandinc of r-roor outcomes ¿nd strencrhetr ACE

studies (Finke,llror', Sl'r¿tluck, l'uLlier', & I-lantby, 201j). The association between spanking and mental health or-rtcomes has

been examíned in prior studies (Drrn';rnt lì [insonr, Ti)12; Cìershoff& Glr¡g,;rn*l(.rylor,20'l 6; Cersht.¡fl,20t]2), but the current
study advances knowledge with the use of a large sample, and the ability to examine the factor structure of spanking, physical
abuse, and emotional abuse, and the relationships between spanl<ing and adult mental health impairment r¡¡hile adjttsting
for Physical/Emotional abuse facto¡ and sociodemographic characteristics.

Please cite this arlicle in press as: Afifi, T. O., et al. Spanking ancl adult uental health impairurent: Tire
case for the designation of spanking as an adverse childhood expelience. Cltíld Abuse tt Neglect (2017),
h t rp : / i clx.clo i.ct 91 i C. 1 0 1 61lj, r: h i;i i:, i t.2-rJ 1'1 .0 | .O 1 I
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Despite the high prévalence of spanking and continued support for its use among some sectors in the US, the use of
spanking as a form ofchild discipline has been heavily scrutinized over the past severil years. The findings from this study
along with the preponderance of research evidence (Afifi, Mota. Dasiewicz, MacMillan, & saree¡r,2012; Afifi et aI.,2006:
Altschttl et al., 2016; Durrant & Etlsom, 2012; Gelshoff & Grogarr-l(aylor,2016; Gelshoffl 2002) indicate that spanking is
associated with an increased likelihood of important mental health and behavioral problems in ádulthood. For this reason,it is important to help parents avoid physical punishment and instead use safe and effective ways to discipline and guide
their children (see for example Chavis et al., 2013; Durrant, 2007; Sanders, 200g).

one implication of this work is that it reminds us that it is important to prevent not just child maltreatment, but also harshparenting before it occurs. This can be achieved by promoting evidence-based parenting programs and policies designed toprevent early adversities, and associated risk factors. Prevention should be a critical Airåctiãn for public health iniiiatives
to take, This includes a need to promote positive parenting through education and legíslation to reduce the use ofcorporalpunishment' which includes spanking (Fortsou, l(levens, Merricl<, Gilbert & Alexancler',}0t 6¡. Assuring safe, stable, nurturing
relationships and environments for all children is essential for healthy growth and development, effãctive parenting in thefuture parents, safer communities, and stronger economies (The Centeri fbl Disease contràl a'cl pr.eventio', 201 4; Fortson
et at., 2016).
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Over the past quarter century, research on physical punishment has proliferated. Almost without exception, these studies have identi-
fred physical punishment as a risk factor in children's behavioral, emotional, cognitive and brain development. At the same time, the
United Natiotls has established that physical punishment constitutes a breach of children's trasic human rights to protection and dig-
nity. Together, research findings and human rights standards have propelled proftrund global change. To date, 51 countries have pro-
hibited all physical punishment of children. In this article, we review the literature on physical punishment within its historic¡l con-
text, and provide recomnrendations for heaith professionals working with families.
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The past quarter-century has witnessed a global shift in
knowledge and thinking about physical punishment of chil-
dren. In 1990, empirical evidence ofthe association between

physical punishment and negative developmental outcomes

was just begir-rning to accumulate, and the Convention on

the Rights of the Child (CRC) had just been adopted by the

General Assembly of the United Nations. Only four coun-
tries had prohibited physical punishment in all settil'tgs.

By 2000, research was proliferating, the CRC lud been rati-
fied by 191 countries; ll countries had prohibited physical

punishment of children in ail settings, including the home;

ancl the Republic of Korea had addressed child abuse in its
protection laws. Toda¡ research showing the risks associat-

ed with physical punishment is robust, the CRC has been

integrated into the legai ancl policy frameworks of many na-

tions, 5l countries have enacted prohi.bitions against physi
cal punishment of children and 55 more have committed to
doing so.') These three forces-research, the CRC and law re-

form-have altererl the landscape of physical punishment world-
wide.

The growing weight of research and recognition of children's

tThis paper is an update ofDrrnnt JE, Ensonr R- PhysicaÌ punishment ofchildren: le-
sotrs lrrn 20 yeau of rseuch. CMÂJ 2012;IM:1373-1177.

This is tn Open Acces article distributed under t¡e terms of thc Crcative Conrmons

^tlribuúon 
Non-Comercial License (http://creativæonmons.org/licenses/by-nc/3.0)

whicb permits unrtstrjcted non-comnrercial ue, distribution, ¡ud reprcduction in any
rnediurn, previded the original rcrk is properly c.ited.

rights have brought us to a historical point. Mental and physi-

cal health professionals who are familiar with the research can

now confidently encourage parents to aclopt constructive ap-

proaches to discipline as they do when guiding other aspects

of children's heaithy development. In doing sq theystrength-
en child well-being and parent-child relationships at the
population level. Here, we present an anaþs of research on
physical punishment spanning the past 25 years to assist health
professionals in this important role,

THE EARLY YEARS:
IDENT¡FYING PATTERNS

Just one generation ago, physical punishment of children
was generally viewed as an appropriate method of eliciting
behavioral compliance from children and as conceptually dis-

tinct from physical abuse. Howeve¡ this perspective began

to change as studies found links between'normative'physi-
cal punishment and child aggression, delinquency and spou-

sal assault in later life. Some of these studies were based on

large representative samples from the United States;2) so¡ne

studies controlled for potential confounders, such as paren-

tal stress3) and socioeconomic status;a) and some examined

the potential ofparental reasoning to moderate the associa-

tion between physical punishment and child aggression.t)Vir-

tually without exception, these studies found that physical

¡rlSSN 12?5-72f.ìX , eISSN 221ì:t- 9 l8.i
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other lrncllngs spurrcd rescarchers to

nisms iinking physical punishment and child aggression. child behaviors,zs) parents in more than 500 families were

By the 1990s, it was recognized that the method by which trained to decrease their use of physical punishment. The

causalit;r is typically shown 11 scientific studies-randomized significant parallel decline seen in tl,e difficult behaviors of
controlled trials (RCTs)-have very limited applicatìon for children in the treatment group was iargeiy expiained by the

studying the physical punishment of children. Although RCTs parents' reduction of their use of physical punishrnent. 'Ib-

can be used to study the effect ofreducing physical punishmenl, gether, results consistently suggest that physical punishlnent

they cannot be used to study the elfect of imposing such has a direct causal effect on externalizingbehavior, whether

punishrnent because it would be unethical to assign children through a reflexive response to pain, modeling or coercive

to a group receiving painful treatment when research already family processes.

by potential benefit. The few existing RCTs showed that physi- beyoncl its effèct on child aggression. Studies were uncover-

cal punishment was no more effective than other methods in ing associations between physical punishment and ¡nental

spankings in a single session was needed to elicit compliance, lyviolence in adulthood. One of the first such stuclies26)linked

ancl there was 'no suppo¡ t for the necessity of the physical slapping and spanking in childhood with psychiatric disor-

punishment.'ror ders in adulthood in a large Canaclian geleral popr-rlation

punishment was associated with higher levels of aggression

against parents, siblings, peers and spouses.

But lvere physical punishment and child aggression statis-

ticaliy associated because rnore aggressive children elicit high-

er levels of physical punishment? While this can be the case,6)

research was beginning to show that physical punishment also

elicits aggression. Experimental studies had long ago revealecl

that pain elicits reflexive aggression.t) In an early modeling

stud¡8) boys in grade one who watchecl a one-minute video of
a boy being yelled-at, shaken and spankecl with a paddle for

misbehaving, showed more aggression while playing with
dolls than boys who watched a one-nrintttevideo of non-vio-

lent responses to misbehavior. In a treatnent stud¡ Forgatch

showed that a reduction in harsh discipline used by parents

ofboys at risk for antisocial behavior v¡as followed by signifi-

cant reductions in their children's aggression.') These and

ftl ad<lress the causality question within ethical bounds, re-

searchers <lesigned prospective studies ofchildren who had

equivalent levels of aggression or antisocial behavior at time

l. In addition, increasingly sophisticated statistical model-

ing techniques were applied to correlational studies to aid un-

derstanding oftheir results. These studies changed the way

in which physical punishment would be researched over the

subsecluent decade and reclrew the landscape of the debate.

THE NEW MILLEN¡UM: ADDRESSING
CAUSATION AND BROADENING FOCUS

One of the first inajor prospective studies (n=807) con-

trolied For initial level ofchild antisocial behavior, child sex,

lamily socioeconomic status, and levels of emotional support

and cognitive stimulation in the home.rt)Even witir these con-

trols, physical punishment between the ages of six and nine

years predicted higher levels of child antisociai behavior two

years later. Subsequent prospective studies yielded similar re-

sults, whether they controlied for parental age, chiicl age, race

and family structure;") poverty, chilci age, emotional support,

cognitive stimulation, sex, race and the interactions âmong

these variables;t3) or other factors.'''tt) "fhese studies provicie

the strongest eviclence available that physical punishment is

a risk factor for child aggression and antisocial behavior,

A landmark meta-analysis published in 2002r$) showed

that of the 27 studies on physical punishment and child ag-

gression conducted up to that time (that met the criteria of the

meta-analysis), all found a significant positive relationship,

regardless ofthe size ofthe sanrple, location ofstud¡ ages of
the chiidren or âIry other variable. Virtually all acleçrately de-

signed studies conducted since that rneta-analysis ha';e fcund

the same relationship.t''?t)

saryple, and its findings have been supported by an ever-grow-

ing number of studies. Physical punishment is associated

with a range of me¡.rtal health problems in children, youth and

adults, including depression, anxiety, feelings of hopelessness,

use ofclrugs and alcohol, unhappiness and general psycho-

logical maladjustrnent.ta'2t"") These relationships may be

mediated by disruptions in parent-chilcl attachment resulting

frorn pain inflicted by a caregive/''")by increased levels of

coLtisol,ra) or by chemical disruption of the brain's mechanism

fbr regulating stress.t') Researchers are also finding that phys-

ical punishment is linked to slower cognitive development

and receptive vocabular¡ ancl poorer academic achieve-

ment.to'tt)These fìndings come from large longitudinal stud-

ies that control for a wide range ofpotential confounders.3*)

Irrtriguing results are now emerging from neuroirnaging stud-

ies that suggest physical punishment may reduce the volume

of grey matter in the prefrontal cortex'") and may cause alter-
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ations in the dopaminergic regions as.sociated with vulnera-
bility to drug and alcohol abuse.n") Parents'verbal hostility,
which typically accompanies physical punishment, toward
preschool children predicts smaller hippocampal volume sev-

eral years later.n') Indeed, more than 180 studies have found

associations between childhood maltreatment and changes

in the stnrcture, function or architecture of the brain.''2) Oth-
er stuclies are examining the role of genetics in physical pun-
ishment's observed impacts. For example, in a large longitu-

dinal study, the effect of physical punishment r,vas arnplified
among boys with greater genetic risk for antisocial behavior.'r)

All these finclings are consistent with the rapidly growing
body ofliterature on the impact ofadverse childhood experi-

ences on neurological, cognitive, emotional and social devel-

opment, and on physical health.nn) Although sorne studies

have founcl no relationship between physical punishment

and tregative outcomes,") and others have found the rela-

tionshþ to be rnoclerated by other factors,r2) no study has found
physical punishment to have a long-term positive effect, and

the vast rnajority have found negative effects. A recent meta-

analysis of 75 studies focused exclusìvely on spanking, one

of the most comrlon forms of physical punishrnent, yielded

79 unique significant effect sizes.rt) Of these, 9970 inclicated

associations between spanking and negative child outcomes

including externalizing and internalizing behavior problems,

child mental heaìth problems, child aggression and antiso-

cial behavior, low ¡noral internalization, negative parent-child

relationships, and low self-esteem. The magnitude of the ef-

fect sizes did not vary across stuclies' design characteristics.

Another major change in the landscape was precipitated

by research that questionecl the traclitional punishment vs.

abuse dichotomy. While rese¿rrch demonstrating that most

physícai abuse actually is physical punishment-in intent,
fornr and effect-began to accumulate in the 1970s, studies

of child maltreatnlent have since elucidated this linding.
For exarnple, the first cycle ofthe Canadian Incidence Study

of Reportecl Child Abuse and Neglecta5) [Canaclian Incidence

Study (CIS) - 1 9981, reveaied tha| T 5o/o of substantiared chilcl

physical abuse occurred during episodes ofphysical punish-

ment. This finding was replicated in the second cycle of the

study (CIS-2003).06) Arlother large Canadian studya') found

that children who were spanked by theil patents were seven

times more likely to be severely assaulted (e.g., punched or
kicked) by their parents than children who were not spanked.

In an American stucly,at) infants in their first year of life who
had been spanked by their parents in the previous ulonth
were more than twice as likely to suffer an injury requiring
medical atte¡rtion than infants who had not been spanked.

Another America¡r study found that every time a child is
spanked, their oclds ofbeing abused (e,g., kicked, punched,

burned) increased by 37o; ifthey were hit with objects, the

odds of abuse increased by 9o7o.4et Studies of the dynamics of
child physical abuse have shed light on this escalation prccess

that involves parental attributions fbr conflict to child willful-
nessto) and/or rejection,sr) coercive family dynamics,') and con-

ditioned emotional responses.s2)

Empirical evidence of the falsity of the punishment vs. abuse

dichotorny is accurnulating. A meta-analysis of seven studies

reporting effect sizes for l¡oth'spanking' and'physical abuse'

revealed that the relationships between spanking and nega-

tive chilcl outcomes were similar in size to those founcl be-

tween more severe physical abuse ancl the same child out-
comes.'t') Physical abuse is a well-established toxic stressor.sr)

Given the consistency with which physical punishment has

been found to predict negative developmental outcomes, it has

been argued that even 'normative' spanking should be consid-
ered a source oftoxic stress,tn)

The mounting and persuasive evidence linking negative

developmental outco¡nes with physical punishment has con-
tributed to a global shift in perceptions ofthe practice. In Can-
ada, for example, 583 organizations have to date endorsed
the |oint State¡nent on Physical Punishment of Children and
Youth,")inclrrding the Canadian Academy of Child and Ado-
lescent Psychiatry, Canadian Medical Association aud Ca-

nadian Paediatric Society, In other countries, legislative reforms

have been instituted to better protect children.tu) Professional

organizations that support the elimination and prohibition
of physical punishment include the International Associa-
tion for Adolescent Health, International Pediatric Associa-
tion, International Society for Social Pediatrics and Chilcl
Flealth, and Intelnational Society for the Prevention ofChild
Abuse and Neglect. Accompanfng these changes has been a

growing emphasis on deveþing models of positive discipline
that rely on nonviolent and effective conflict resolution.si)

THE FUTURE: PROMOTING
POSITIVE DISCIPLINE

An ever-growing body of research is demonstrating the pri-
mary role of warm, supportive relationships in optimizing
children's development.s''ut) There is considerable evidence

that children's successfnl passage through development is

fostered by'positive cliscipline'-that is, parenting that models

non-aggression and self-regulation, scaffolds learning, me-
diates children's interpretations of challenging events, and
coaches children in rnanaging stress and repairing mistakes.62)

It is now 25 years since the Republic of Korea ratified the
CRC, which calls for the elimination of ail fonns of violence
against children, including physical punishment.o3) In that
time, the global debate has nroved beyond academic discus-
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sions of outcomes and causality to discussions of life spân out-

comes, societal impact, ethics, law and human rights, This

new context for examining physical punishrnent has pro-

pelled legal, policy and attitudinal changes worldwide,'u) An
increasing number ofcountries are abolishing physical pun-

ishment to better protect their children and to shift parents'

focus from punishment to guidance and positive discipline.

Evidence is emerging tirat the co¡nbinatiott of law reform and

public education is more effective than either strategy alone

in changing parental attitudes and behaviors;ó4l '

The Republic of Korea has not yet cleveloped a systematic

approach to child abuse prevention.'n) Physicians in gerreral,

and psychiatrists in particular, have a primary role to play in

changing this situation. They hold responsibility for translat-

irrg health research evidence into guidance for parents and

ing the fìndings of research on physical punishment, inform
them about typical child development, help them to reduce

angry and punitive responses to normative child l¡ehaviors,

and provide them with resources on positive cliscipline.s5) Phy-

sicians can refer parents to pubiic health programs, parent

resource centres, positive parenting programs and other clin-

ical professionals for further support. In addition, physicians

can engâge with other professionals to send clear, unambig-
--*"uouslììessdgerat-r;mp-F1isîealpnßhinart on â Popurat¡on

level. Physicians also can urge governnents to prohibit phys-

icai punishrnent as an important statement of child protec-

.. ..,tiona¡d-.respect.for-child.renb^ nghts,-bul also,as.a-primar¡. .

prevention strategy. Law can either reinforce public health

messaging or undermine it.

The research evidence and human rights imperati..'es are

ciear and compelling-physical punishment of children plays

no useful roie in their upbringing and poses only risks to their

clevelopment, Parents should be strongly encouraged to de-

velop alternative and positive approaches to discipline.

Conflicts of lnterest
The authors have no financial conflicts of interest.

REFERENCES

1) Global initiative to end all corporal punishrnent ofchildrcn. [citcd
2016 Sep 2-5], Availatrlc from: rvww.endcorporalpunishutettt.org.

2) Straus MA, Ordinary violcncc, child abusc, arid wifc-bcating: what

do thcy havc in conrmon? [n: Finkclhor D, Gcllcs R.l, llotaling GT,

Straus MA, cditors. T'he dark side of familics: current family vio-
lencc rescarch, Beverly Flills, CA: Sage;l9fl3. p.2l-t-234.

3) Travillion K, Snyder |. The role of maternal discipline ancl involve-

ment in peer rejection and neglect. J Appl Dev Psycltol 1993;14:37-

57.

4) Straus MA. Discipliue alid deviance: physical punishment of chil-
dren and violence and other crime in adulthood. Social froblems

I 99 l;38: I 33- I 54.

5) Larzelere R. lvloderate spanking: model or deterrent of children's
agglession in the family? J Fan Violence 1986:l:27-36.

6) Straus MA. Somc social antecedents ol'plrysical punishment: a link-
age theory interpretatioll. J Marriage Fani l97l;33:658-663.

7) Azrin NH, Hake DF, Hutchilson RR. Elicitation of aggression by

a physical blow. J Exp Anal Behav 1965;8:55-57.

8) Fairchild L, Erwin WM. Physical punishmenl by parerlt fìgures as

a model ofaggressive behavior in children. J Cenet Psychot 1977;130:

279-284.
9) Fcrgatchlt{S. The ctinical science vortex: a developiug theory ofal-

tisocia! behavior. I:':: Popler llJ, Rubin KH, eclitors. The develop-
' ment and'treatrnent of childhood'aggression. Hill$dalei M-l Erl-

baum;1991. p.291-315.

l0) Day DË, Roberts lvlW. An analysis of the physical pun ishnrent cortt-

ponerit ofa parent training progtam. J Abnorur Cìhild I'sychol 19831

It4t-152.
11) Straus MA, Sugarman DIì, Giles-Sims ). Spanking by parents and

subsecluent antisocial behavior of chilclren. Alch Petliatr Adolesc
Mctl 1997 ;l 5l :7 6l -7 67.

of childrcn's antisocial bchavior. Child Malttcat 2005;10:283-292.

14) Mulvaney MK, Mebert Cf. Parcntal corporal pr,rnishurent predtcts

behavior problcms in early chilclhood. J F'am t)sychol 2007;21:389-

397.

I 5) Slade EP, Wissow LS. Spanking in early childhood ancl later behav-

ior problems: a prospective study of infatrts and young toddlers.
Pediatrics 2004;l l3:1321-1330.

16) Taylor CA, Manganello JA, Lee SJ, Rice |C. Mothers' spanking ol'

3-year-old children and subsequent risk ofchildren's aggressive be-

havior. Pcdiatrics 2010;125:e1057-e1065.

171 Groøan-Kavlor A. The eÎÌÞct ofcornoral nunishnrent on antisocial

children, and they are also credible and intluential voices for l2) Gumoe ML,MarinerCL.'tbward a clcvelopmental-contextual mod-

advancing public education and

health. For example, physicians

behavior in cliildren. Soc Work Res 2004128:153-l(r2.

l8) GershoffET, Corporal punishment by parents and associated cltild
behaviors and experiences: a meta-analytic and theoretical review.

Psychol Bul I 2002 :178:539 -5-l 9.

f9I AiÌcoiñlq;Frick?);BodIñ SD. CoiþoraT-püniiliäietìl àridiläftI-âd:' "

jrstment. j Appl Dev Psychol 2006;2?:527-541.

20) Fine SE, Trentacosta CJ, Izârd C[,, Mo¡kxv A], Campbell fL. Ange t'

perception, carcgivers' use ofphysical discipline, and aggression in

chilcl¡'en at lisk. Soc Dev 2004;13:213228.
2l) Lansford f E, Chang L, Dodge KA, lvlalone PS, Oburu B Palmérus

K, et al. Physical discipline and childlen's adjustment: cultulal nor'-

mativeness as a moderôtor, Child Dev 20Q5;76:1234-1246.

22) Ohene SA, Ireland M, McNeely C, lìororvsþ IW. Parental expec-

tations, physical punishrnent, and violence atnong adolescents who

scole positive on a psychosocial screening tsst in primaty carc. Pe-

diatrics 2006; I I 7:441-447.

23) Pagani L, Tremblay R, Nagin D, Zoccolillo M, Vitaro R McDuff P.

Risk factor rnodels fbr aclolescent verbal arrd physical aggression

towarrl mothets. Int J Behav Dev 2004;28:528-537.

24) You S, Lim SA. Developn'ìent pathways tiom abusive pârenting to

clelinquency: the nrcdiating role ofdepression antl aggression. Child
Abrrse Negl 2015461 52-162.

25) Beauchaine TP, Webster-Stratton C, Reid MJ. lv{etliators, nroclcra-

tors, and preclictors of l-yeal oì.rtcor¡es among children treatcd for
early-orrset conduct ptoblents: a latent grolvth curve analysis. J Con-

sult Clin Psychol 2005;73:371 -3tt8.

26) MacMillan HL, Bofe MH, Wong Ml Duku EK, Fleming fE, Walsh

CA. Slapping aud spanking in childhood and its association with
lifetinre plevalence ofpsychiatric disorders in a general populatìon

sample. CMAJ I 999;l6l :80,5-809.

http://www.jkacap.org 23



Twenty-Five Years of Physical Punishment Research

27) Afrfì TO, Brownridge DA, Cox BJ, Sareen J, Physical punishnrent,

childhood abusc and psychiatric disordcrs. Child Abuse Negl 2006;

30:1093-l 103.

28) Iurner HA, Muller PA. Long-term ef'{bcts of shild corporal punish-

nrcnt on dcpressive symptonìs in young adults potential moderators

and rrrecliators. J Farn Issues 2004;25:761-782.

29) )avo C, Rønning lA, Fleyerdahl S, Rudmin FW. Parenting corrclates

of child behavior problems in a multietl¡nic comnrttnity sample of
prescliool childlen in northern Norway, Eur Chitd Adolesc Psychi
atry 2004;13:8-18.

30) Rodrigrrez CM. Parental discipline and abuse potential affects on

child depression, anxiety, ancl attribr"rtions. J Marriage Fanl 2003;65:

809-8 I 7.

31) Gershofl ET, Grogan-Kaylor A. Spanking and child outcomes: old

controversies anci ncw nreta-analyses. J Fam Psychol 201(r;30:453-

469.

32) Coyl DD, Roggman LA, Nervland LA. Stress, nratcrnal depressiou,

and negative nlothcr-infànt interâctions i¡r relation 1o infant ettach-

rìrerìt. lrìfant Ment Health I 2002:23:145-163.

33) Palmer EJ, Hollin CR, Socionroral reasoning, perceptiorìs ofpercrlt-
ing and sclf-reportecl delinqucncy in aclolcscents. Appl Cogn Psy-

chol 2001;l,s:85-100.

34) Bugental DB, Mortorell GA, BarrazaY. 'l'he horuronal costs of sub-

tlc fornrs ofinfant ïnaltreatmcnt. Horm Behav 2003;43:237-244.

35) McGowan PO, Sasaki rt, D'Alessio AC, Dymov S, Labonté B, Szyf

M, et al. Epigcnctic rcgulation of thc glucocorticoid reccptor in hu-
r¡ran brain associates with chilclhood abuse. Nat Ncurosci 2009;13:

342-148.

36) Straus MA, Paschall MJ. Corporal punisltment by mothers and de-

velopment ofchildren's cognitive ability: a longitudinal stucly oftrvo
nationally representative age cohorts. J Aggress Maltreat Trauma

2009;18:459-483.

37) MacKenzie MJ, Nicklas E, Waldfogel f' Brooks-Gunn )' Corporal
punishrlent and child behavioral and cognìtìve outcomcs throttgh
5 years-of'-age: evidence from a coutetnporary urban bi¡th cohort
study. Infûnt Chitd Dev 2012:21:343.

38) Bradley RH, Convyn RF, Burchinal M, McAdoo HB Coll CG, Tlte

hor¡re environmenls ofchildren in the United States part ll: relations

with behavioral development thl'ough age thirteen. Child Dev 2001;

72:1 8(i8- 1 886.
39) Tomoda A, Suztrlci H, Rabi K, Sheu YS, Polcari A, Teicher MH. Re-

dirced prefiontal cortical gray matter volurne in young adults ex-

posod to harsh corporal pr¡nishment. Neutoirnage 2009;47 Suppl 2:

T6611t.
40) Shcu YS, Polcari A, Anderson CM,'feichcr MH. Harsh corporal

punishment is associated rvith increased T2 relaxation time in do-
pamine-r'ich rcgions. Neuroimage 2010;53:412-419.

4l) Luby L Belden A, Botteron K, Matrus N, Ha¡ms MB Babb C, et

al. The effects ofpovelty on childhood brain development: the me-

diating cffèct of'carcgiving and stressful life events. iAMA Pediatr

2013;167:1135-1142.

42) Teicher MH, Samson JA, Anderson CM, Ohashi K. The effects of
childhood ¡raltreatment on brain structure, f'unction and connec-
tivity. Nat Rev Neurosci 2016;17:652-666.

43) Boutwell tsB, Þ'ranklin CA, llarnes IC, Beaver KM. Pliysical pun-

isl.rment and childhood aggression: the role ofgentler and gene-en-

vironment intelplay. Aggress Behav 201 l;37:559-568.

44) Anda RF, Felitti V|, Bremner fD' Walker JD, Whitfield C, Perry
BD, et al. The errduring effects of abuse and related adverse expe-
riences in childhood. A convergence of evidence t'rom neurobiol-

ogy and epiclenriology. Ilur Arch Psyohiatry Clin Ncurosci 2006:

256)74-186.
45) Trocmé N, Maclarrrin B, Fallon B, Daciuk f, Billingsley D, Touri-

gnyM, et al, Canadian incidence $tudy ofreportcd chiltl abuse and

neglect: fìnal report. Ottâwa: Minister of Public Works and Gov-
elrrment Scrvices Canada;2001.

46) Trocmé N, Fallon B, Macl,aurin B, Daciuk f, Feletiner C, Black T,
et al. Canadian incidence study ol reported child abuse and ne-
glect-2003: major lìndings. Ottawa: Minister of Public Works and
Government Services Canada;2005.

47) Clément ME, Bouchard C, Jetté M, Laferrière S, La violence famil-
iale dans la vie des enfants du Québec. Québec: Institut de la statis-
tiquc du Québec;2000.

48) Crandall M, Chiu B, Sheehan K. Injury in the first year of life: risk
factors and solutions tbr high-risk faurilies. J Surg Res 20061,133:7-

t0.

49) Zolotor AJ, Theodore AD, Chang ff, Berkoff MC, Runyan DK.
Speak softly--aud forget the stick, Corpor¡l punishnrent and child
physical abuse. Arn J Prev Mecl 2008;35:364-3ó9.

50) Dietrich D, Berkorvitz L, Kadushin A, McGloin J. Some factors in-
fluencing abusers'justification of their child abuse. Child Abuse
Negl l990;14:337-345.

5l) Korbin JE, Incarcerated mothers' perceptions and interpretations
oftheir fatally maltreated childlcn. Child Abuse Negl 1987;ll:397-
40'7.

52) Wolfe DA. Child abuse: irnplications for child dcvclopnrcnt and
psychopathology. Ncwbury Park, CA: Sagc;1987.

53) J¡ffee SR, Christian CW. 'I'he biological embedding of child abusc

and neglect inrplications for policy and practice. Soc Policy lìep
2014t28:3-19.

54) GershoffET. Should parents'physical punishrnent ofchildren be

considered f¡ source ofloxic stress that affects brain developnrent?
Fam Relat 201(r;65;l 5 l-162.

55) Durrant JE, Ensonr R, Coalition on Physical Punishment of Chil-
dren andYouth. Joint stâlement on physical punishment ofchildren
and youth. Ottawa, ON: The Coaltion;2O04.

56) Durrant fE, Srnith AB. Global pathways to abolishing physical
punishnront: realizing children's rights. New York: RoLrtledge;201 l.

57) DurrantlE. Positive discipline in everyday parenting. Stockholnr;
Save the Children Sweden;2013.

58) Goleman D. Social intelligence: the new science ofsocial relation-

ships. New York: Bantarn Booksl 2006.

59) National Scientific Council on the Developing Child. Children's
emotional development is built into the architccture oltheir brains
2004. Working Paper No. 2. lcited 2016 Sep 251. Available fionr:
http://developingchild. net.

60) Oberle E, SchonerþReichl KA, Guhn M, Zunbo Bf), Hertznan C.
The role of supportive adults in plomoting positive development
in middle childhood: a population-based study. Can J Sch Psychol
20t4:29:296-316.

6l) Pepler D, Craig W, Haner D. I'lealthy developrnent dcpends on

healthy relationships. Ottawa: PREVNct Ilealthy Relationships
Prdect, Division of Childhood and Adolescence, Centre for Health
Pronrotion, Public tlealth Agency of Canada;20 12.

62) Holden GW. Childrearing and developmental trajectories: positive
pathways, off-ramps, and dynamic prooesses. Child Dev Perspect

2010;4:197-204.

63) UN Committee on the Rights of the Chil<l. General conment No. 8
(2006): The Right of the Child to Protection frorn Corporal Pr:nish-
rneut and Other Cruel or Degrading Forms ofPunishnrent (Arts. i9;
28,Para.2; anð,37, inter alia), 2 March 2007, CRC/GGC/8. [cited 2016

Sep 251. Avai lable f'rom: http://wwurretVorld.org/do cidl 460bc77"72.

hturl-

64) Bussman Kai-D, Erthal C, Schroth A. Effects of hanning corporal
punishrnent in [.urope: a tve-natio¡r comparison. In: Dut ranf JE,
Smith AB, eclitors. Global pathways to abolishing physical punish-
ment: realizing children's rights. New York: Routlerlge;2011. p.299-
327.

24




	State's Replacement Brief 20160410-SC
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	TABLE OF AUTHORITIES
	STATEMENT OF JURISDICTION
	STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES
	DETERMINATIVE STATUTES
	STATEMENT OF THE CASE
	SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT
	ARGUMENT
	CONCLUSION
	CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE
	CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
	ADDENDA
	Addendum A
	Addendum B
	Addendum C
	Addendum D
	Addendum E
	Addendum F
	Addendum G
	Addendum H
	Addendum I
	Addendum J


