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CONVICTED OFFENDERS, CORPORAL PUNISHMENT 
Motion 

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [4.07 pm]:  I move - 

That the Government take such action to empower the courts with the discretion to impose corporal 
punishment on convicted offenders in certain circumstances. 

This issue has been troubling me for some time.  When I was growing up, I was a fairly wild child; however, I 
was quite strictly supervised.  When I got out of control I was whacked.  Considering what some people do these 
days, I notice that, as time goes by, punishments get softer.  I reflect on how things change.  The Governor-
General has had to resign over something that happened more than 20 years ago.  He did not regard it as great a 
crime as it is seen today.  He did not handle the matter correctly at the time.  Paedophilia and associated crimes 
are now at the top of the list.  However, punishment of offenders is getting softer.  Offenders are not being 
treated as they should be.  The key word is offend - I am talking about people who break the law.  The follow-up 
word is punish.  The tendency these days is to counsel people.  Counselling is fantastic but it should be done 
after people are punished.  At the time of the punishment, they should be told why they are to be punished and 
what they did wrong.  While they are hurting, they will remember what they did.  My father was great on 
corporal punishment when I was a kid.  He kicked me up the backside - I nearly said Khyber Pass, but that is in 
India.   

Hon Kim Chance:  It is in Pakistan, not India.   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I am glad the minister is listening.   

I played football as a junior for South Bunbury at centre half-back.  I thought I was a good footballer; in fact, I 
was because I was runner up in the fairest and best and won several awards.  When I was beaten on the odd 
occasion for one quarter, I would get a whack around the ear by my father when coming off the ground.  It 
straightened me out.   

Growing up in Bunbury, I knew Sergeant Jack McTaggart, who was a Scotsman, a damned good police officer 
and a good friend of my family.  One day he caught me and John Woolgrove in Memorial Park in Bunbury with 
shanghais killing what were called little green-eyes.  The shanghai had a bent-over nail or staple.  We would 
shoot the little green-eyes.  It was a rotten thing to do; I would not have the heart to do it now.  However, Jack 
McTaggart caught us.  He grabbed me by the scruff of the neck or my hair with Johnny Woolgrove and put us in 
the back of his ute.  He said that if we moved, he would belt our heads in.  He took me around to 7 Thomas St; 
John lived next door.  Mum said that I deserved a good whack, and Jack went bang - and gave me another one.  
The same happened to John Woolgrove.  I can remember how much respect we had for the police officer.  I do 
not think the police were feared, but they were police officers, not Police Service personnel; they were enforcing 
the law, not offering a service.  Police officers in those days were treated with great respect. 
A young relative of mine has gone a bit wild.  She is aged 16 and has been in so much trouble that it is a joke.  
Her mother cannot touch her.  If she does, her daughter says she will squawk to the authorities and her mother 
will be in trouble.  The 16-year-old girl is hoping to be sent to Banksia Hill in Armadale so that she will become 
a guru among her peers by saying she has done three months detention.  She will come out among her friends as 
a bit of a superstar.   

Our punishment has reduced and our crime rate and lack of respect for elders has increased substantially.  Total 
disrespect is shown for elders.  The young fellow who burnt the flag showed disrespect not only for elders but 
also for police - he did it in front of them - and for his country.  He should have been told how to dispose of the 
Australian flag.  As you know, Mr President, the correct way to dispose of a flag is to burn it; however, one does 
not burn it in public and jump on it.  He should have been told to douse the flag in petrol and wrap it around 
himself and then burn it.  That would have been a better proposition.  He would have remembered it for a long 
time and he would have remembered the flag.  
Hon Graham Giffard:  Humour sometimes does not show up in Hansard.   
Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Did the member think I was being funny?  I was being serious.  If the member thinks 
that is funny, it is dreadful.  Does the member suggest we should counsel the flag burner?   

These matters worry me.  Our youth of today are very undisciplined.  Crime is rampant - members cannot say it 
is not - and the penalties do not fit the crimes.  The Greens (WA), the usual harmonious choir in the back, 
probably say that the answer to crime is a bit of counselling and sending offenders to Bali for a fortnight with 
fully paid expenses.  It will reach that stage if we do not watch out.  
Hon Jim Scott:  John Howard said put them in boats and send them to Christmas Island.   
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Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I will not complain, Mr President, that Hon Jim Scott is showing moronic behaviour 
again.   
We can joke about corporal punishment.  Some of the not so young members of the Legislative Council would 
remember corporal punishment.  Hon Nick Griffiths remembers it.  Some things went beyond the call of duty, as 
when a teacher would throw a duster at a student.  It would hurt if it hit; sometimes it would more than hurt.  Mr 
John Walsh attended the North Kalgoorlie school reunion a couple of months ago.  John is about 87 years of age.  
He was a tower of a man when the headmaster of North Kalgoorlie school.  When I saw him at our reunion, he 
was thin and only five foot, six inches tall.  I must have been small at school, as he looked huge at that time.  He 
had what all other teachers had; namely, the “doctor”.  This was to cure children from playing up at school.  If he 
missed with the duster, he would grab the “doctor”: he would lift up the back of the kid’s jumper and give a 
couple of whacks.  I do not hold any grudges against those people who put me through the punishment that 
befitted the misbehaviour - I suppose that misbehaviour at school is a crime.   
The current situation worries me.  I could have pulled out hundreds of different articles on this subject.  An 
article headed “Victim tells of rough justice” appeared in The West Australian of Thursday, 23 January 2003.  It 
reads - 
 Stalked, tortured and brutally raped - a Busselton woman has been left devastated by her experience and 

a justice system she believes has failed her.   
 The 43-year-old woman’s memories are vivid of the morning of September 14 last year.   
 Then a youth who had terrorised her for five weeks took his significant crime history to a more horrific 

level.   
 Just when she thought the mental scars were beginning to heal, Children’s Court president Kate 

O’Brien’s decision to jail the youth for three years - cut to one with parole - has set back her recovery.   
For the crime committed, Kate O’Brien was able to give a 300-year jail sentence.  He would not get 300 years.  
Despite what he did to that woman, he will be out on the streets in a few months.  The woman was interviewed 
the other day, and I think he stalked her, raped her 14 times, sodomised her and God knows what else.  One 
human being should not be able to do that to another human being, no matter what.  If a human being treats 
another in that way, the system should address the behaviour properly.  The sentence given was 30 years and 
three months imprisonment, reduced to three years, but he will be out in nine months.  Can you believe that, Mr 
President?  Ashley Craig Heart, who was 35 years of age, was sentenced to 34 years jail for raping a 12-year-old 
girl and a 68-year-old grandmother.  The reduction in sentences means that perpetrators are out roaming the 
streets in no time at all and the poor people who have suffered are just left to suffer.  Members may recall the 
incident in which the quokkas on Rottnest Island were slaughtered.  The sentences for those types of crimes are 
flaccid.  If the punishment fitted the crime, the incidence of such crimes would decrease considerably.   
The areas I will cover include judicial corporal punishment and how that will benefit our society in two 
important ways.  From there I will argue how the use of the birch will prevent crime.  My justification for that 
measure is based on utilitarian and retributive arguments.  The thrust of the motion is how the birch will be 
applied.  In moving the motion, it is important that I start at the beginning.  I have figures from the Australian 
and Singapore Bureau of Statistics.  It is important that I explain why the birch should be reintroduced.   
When the pay-off for perpetrating a crime outweighs the penalties for perpetrating a crime, there are no negative 
consequences for criminal activity.  Under the present justice system, victims have no rights in the event of a 
violent crime.  There is no form of compensation for the loss of quality of life and there is no support network.  
The system supports the perpetrators while the victims are left to go home and fight for themselves.  Offenders 
have the right to food, shelter, education and training facilities at our expense.  The Government has even toyed 
with the idea of lifestyle village-type arrangements in which friends and family of the offender can stay 
overnight.  I visited Folsom Prison on April 18 - members may recall my earlier speech - which has a motel-type 
unit.  If a prisoner has been a good fellow and is nearing the end of his time, his wife can stay overnight.  
Perhaps that is done to allow the prisoner to practice readjusting to normal society.  I do not know how that 
would help.  The sentence must befit the crime and perpetrators should not receive privileges when they are on 
their way out.  If a person is sentenced to five years jail, he should get five years jail.  At the end of his five 
years, a perpetrator should be handed his car keys and wristwatch as he walks out the door.  If prisoners are 
prepared to get off their backsides, there are good training facilities at most prisons.  It is not fair that the present 
justice system does not vindicate the victims.  The justice system will not punish criminals, especially juvenile 
offenders.  We know that it will not properly punish juvenile offenders because the Children’s Court President, 
Kate O’Brien, has made some questionable decisions.  My thoughts on that issue are supported by the Attorney 
General.  Victims are left to pick up the pieces of their shattered lives knowing that the punishment will not fit 
the crime perpetrated against them.  It is fairly clear that there is no connection between the crime perpetrated 
and the punishment that is meted out.  That is the thing that worries me.   
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Adolescent males, and some females, have been spared the birch since 1987 when the practice was removed 
from schools.  The rate of violent crimes against the person and property, together with automobile theft, has 
skyrocketed.  According to the Australian Institute of Criminology, drug offences, both growing and possession, 
have almost doubled since 1987, while trafficking has more than doubled.  I am sure that when you, Mr 
President, wandered around the schoolyard you probably thought that a drug was an aspirin.  Today young kids 
between the age of six and 10 can buy drugs at school.  Recently a seven-year-old from Thornlie was caught 
with marijuana.   

Women, the disabled and the elderly feel less safe than ever before.  They are the members of society against 
whom violent crimes are usually perpetrated.  They suffer the most from violent crimes because they are 
physically less able to sustain violent physical and/or sexual attacks.  Last Thursday the Commissioner of Police 
was in the Chamber during the Estimates Committee.  He talked about why elderly people and people generally 
are concerned about crimes.  He used the example of how an old lady becomes petrified to leave her home in 
Joondalup after hearing that an old lady has been bashed in her home in Armadale, even though the two places 
are miles and miles apart.  The people who perpetrate such crimes attack randomly.  Thieves attack at random.  
My car was ransacked twice in the parliamentary car park, which is in front of the security den.  I am glad that 
Hon John Fischer did not laugh about that matter, because last Tuesday his car was ransacked while it was 
parked in front of his office.  It also happened this Tuesday.  He lost quite a bit of gear last week.  This week the 
perpetrators put a hammer through the window.  I do not know how they did it; it must have happened between 
the time that it took me to leave the office and drive home and when John left the office.  The steering wheel and 
pedals were left, but they took everything out of the car that was movable.  If this fellow is caught - I assume he 
is a fellow, but it could be a bright young lady - he may be a first time offender.  However, people are never 
really first time offenders.  I am sure that the perpetrator did not wake up one morning and say to himself that he 
would go down to the office of Hon Frank Hough and Hon John Fischer to knock off their cars and to nick their 
mobile phones, radar detectors, brief cases and government supplied laptops.  A perpetrator does not wake up 
one morning and say “I am going to be a thief because I need the money”.  Most perpetrators have probably 
come through school having nicked things.  If I got out earlier enough I used to go through everyone’s school 
bags at lunchtime because mum would give me only vegemite sandwiches.  If someone had ham and cheese 
sandwiches I used to grab them and replace them with my vegemite sandwiches.  I am a justice of the peace.  I 
do not even have a traffic charge recorded against my name.  I do not have a criminal record.  I thought I would 
tell members that.   
Several members interjected.  
Hon FRANK HOUGH:  If I have to do time for that vegemite sandwich, so be it!  If I am sent forth to get one 
lash of the cane for what I did at school, I am prepared to accept it. 
Hon John Fischer:  I believe the President of the Parliament probably has the power to act on that!   
The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I am sure we have a committee to deal with such a matter.   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Parents are now leaving discipline to the schools, but the schools have had the power to 
discipline taken away from them.  It is sad that mums and dads are scared to discipline their kids.  My young 
brother said he was horrified a couple of years ago when his son came home from school in Kalamunda and said, 
“Our teacher has said that if you whack us we have to report you to the school.”  I could not believe that.  My 
brother is a fairly placid fellow, but he got into his car, raced up to the school and grabbed the school teacher by 
the ear and said. “If you ever say that again -  

Hon Ed Dermer:  I will whack you! 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  That is exactly what he said!  It is stupid for a teacher to tell children that if their parents 
give them a whack they should report them to the school.  It is pathetic.   
Hon Ed Dermer:  No.  It is a good idea to prevent child assaults at home. 
Hon FRANK HOUGH:  The member is talking about the one or two per cent of people who are lunatics and 
bash children.  I am talking about the 98 per cent of children who are not bashed.  The two per cent of children 
who are bashed do not go and tell their teacher; they are too frightened.  
Hon Ed Dermer:  They should be encouraged to do so. 
Hon FRANK HOUGH:  They are encouraged to do so, and it is the 98 per cent of people who suffer.  It is 
pathetic.  They have taken away the power of teachers.  A teacher dare not put his hand on a kid’s shoulder in 
case he is had up for molestation or something.  
Hon John Fischer:  In Meekatharra they have guards for the teachers in case they are attacked. 
Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Most crimes are suffered at the hands of young males.  Since the early 1990s the 
proportion of violent crimes and crimes against property perpetrated by young males as a percentage of the 
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population has been increasing.  In 1987 the use of the cane was banned.  A child who was 10 in 1987 would be 
25 or 26 now.  That means that any children who were born after 1987 would have entered school system 
without the threat of corporal punishment to militate against their unruly behaviour in the classroom.  It is no 
coincidence that the young males who were at primary school in the years after the use of the cane was banned 
are the same young male offenders who, according to the Bureau of Statistics, are now pushing up crime rates all 
over Australia.  Members could say what is the significance of that.  The main age group of the offenders is 25 
or 26.  The time when those children were at school just happens to be the time when corporal punishment was 
taken out of the school system.  The Greens (WA) will not believe that, because they believe in fairies, but, 
whether they like it or not, that is a fact of life.  People may say it is a coincidence, but unfortunately it is not.   

Hon Jim Scott interjected.  

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  The Bureau of Statistics has worked out that that is the age.  These are the people who 
are committing the crimes.  In 1998 when he was the Minister for Education, Colin Barnett argued that he would 
like to gag the debate on corporal punishment in schools, even though he acknowledged in the Sunday Times of 
16 August 1998 that large sections of the community would demand the reintroduction of corporal punishment.  
Colin Barnett was backed by the opposition spokesperson, Eric Ripper - the now Treasurer - who said the 
Australian Labor Party would uniformly oppose any reintroduction of corporal punishment in schools.   

Judicial corporal punishment will benefit our society in two important ways: first, it will consolidate the link 
between the crime committed and the resulting punishment; secondly, it will compensate victims for the crimes 
perpetrated against them.  We can be sure that there is a strong correlation between the cessation of corporal 
punishment in schools and the incidence of crime perpetrated by youth in the community by looking at the crime 
statistics.  Traditionally, homicide has been used as an indicator of the measure of violent crime.  Although most 
violent crimes, such as muggings, assaults and rapes, are not reported; homicides have always been accurately 
and consistently reported by the police.  Because there is this definite record, homicide has been the major 
indicator of violence levels around the world.  It serves as a type of “gold standard” of the level of violent crime.  
Some experts will tell us that, based on that homicide gold standard, there has been no real increase in violent 
crime in Australia since the 1970s.  People who want corporal punishment to be taken off the agenda will try to 
use this as proof for their argument.  However, we know from our experience that the number of violent crimes, 
other than homicides, has escalated.  Statistics from the University of Western Australia’s crime research centre 
show that grandmothers are being mugged in the streets, offenders are breaking into homes and attacking the 
elderly and the disabled, and women and children are being abducted from public areas and raped.   

Another thing that is happening is that people are being car-jacked.  This is the trendy thing to do these days.  
Car-jacking has been around for a while throughout the world, but the number of car-jackings in Perth has 
increased substantially.  A couple of years ago I was in Jakarta with my neighbour, who was a partner in a 
business that I had.  He is Chinese-Indonesian.  He had a driver for his Mercedes-Benz, and it was interesting 
that the moment we got into his Mercedes he leant forward and locked all the doors.  Downtown Jakarta is 
bizarre.  There are three lanes of traffic, and the traffic goes one way right around the city, so if people miss 
where they want to stop they have to go for a tour of the city and come back again.  He said that for some people 
who have come from Surabaya and other parts of Indonesia, car-jacking is a real business.  He told me while we 
were sitting in the back of the car going through Jakarta that two days previously a businessman had been 
driving his Mercedes-Benz through the very intersection that we were going through when one car-jacker 
jumped into the back of the car and another jumped into the front of the car, and the one in the back leant 
forward and slit the man’s throat and then pushed him across to the other seat so that the other fellow could push 
him out, and off they drove.  That was in the middle of downtown Jakarta.  It is a three-lane highway, but they 
seem to be able to squeeze in another two cars so that they have five cars across the highway.  It is Rafferty’s 
rules and the best man wins.  There is a perception that these people have radar in the back and sides of their 
heads, because they drive around and around like lunatics but they never seem to have accidents.  They just seem 
to know when to go and when to stop.   

Hon Ed Dermer:  Do they have corporal punishment in Indonesia?  

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Yes.    

Hon Ed Dermer:  Would you say it works there?   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  There was only one death that I know of, as I said, in a country of 300 million people.  
That is not bad.  A death may occur every five minutes, but I know of only one.   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  It works in Singapore.   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I will cover those figures shortly.  Research conducted by the University of Western 
Australia Crime Research Centre showed that of the crimes reported to police in Western Australia in 1992, 
there were 13 711 homicides, assaults, sexual assaults, sexual offences and other offences against the person.  By 
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1995 that figure had reached 17 688 and by 1999 it had reached 23 405.  To account for population growth, the 
figures need to be considered in terms of the rate per 100 000 people.  In 1992 the figure was 827.3 crimes per 
100 000 people, in 1995 it was 1 021.4 per 100 000, and in 1999 it was 1 257.6 per 100 000.  In 1992, 406 armed 
robbery offences were committed across Western Australia.  In 1995 there were 672 and in 1998 there were 
1 384.  Unfortunately, males are the prime target in almost every category of violent crime except sexual assault.  
Males are more likely to be murdered or physically assaulted than females.  The figures show that the increase in 
the number of crimes committed is outstripping the increase in the population.  There are also in-the-dark figures 
for crimes or offences that are not reported.   
The rate of reporting of crimes to the police varies depending on the type of offence.  People are more likely to 
report crimes against property to the police, such as break-ins, than crimes against the person, such as assault or 
sexual assault.  People tend to report break-ins because they are covered by insurance; they need the report 
number or document to go with the claim.  Many people who are raped, bashed or assaulted do not report the 
crime.  When no compensation is available, many people say that it is not worth reporting the crime.  According 
to the Australian Bureau of Statistics, in 1998 it was estimated that less than one-third of all assaults, sexual 
assaults and break-ins were reported to the police.  Why do people not report these crimes?  Victims may feel 
violated, intimidated or embarrassed, or that the police response time is too slow.  They may feel that the police 
will not prioritise the offence or that the punishment that will be meted out is not at the level that it should be at.  
Victims deserve better.  The victims should be the priority, not the perpetrators.  The people who break the law 
should be treated with absolute contempt.  Many things can be done.   
As a justice of the peace, I have spoken to police officers about cases.  I have not been involved in any rape 
cases, but I was privy to a discussion about one rape case.  There was no question that the woman had been 
raped.  If she had made up the allegation, she had certainly made it up very well.  She was hit around the head a 
fair bit with a baseball bat, cut all over and the living daylights had been kicked out of her.  The questioning she 
was put through was absolutely despicable.  I could not believe it.  It made me feel sick.  If someone were raped 
and was not hurt as much as that woman was hurt, that person would probably be very hesitant about reporting 
the crime.  A lot of people think, what the hell.  There is no question about that.   
My wife was recently shoved around.  I was going to take a baseball bat to the people who did that to her.  
Thankfully, I did not; I probably would not be here talking about this issue if I had.  I knew she had been kicked 
around so I got an aluminium baseball bat from my office and jumped in my car.  She told me to slow down.  It 
was fortunate that I did not find the offenders.  She did not want to report the crime; she did not want to talk to 
the police.  I will not describe the type of people who were involved.  It was all over 20c.  I guess that when she 
put her hand in her pocket or purse, they would have removed the lot.  She was frightened at the time.  They 
gave her a big punch and a kick and knocked her to the ground.  There was no way that she was going to talk to 
the police.  She asked what the use would be and said that the police would never catch the offenders as they 
would be long gone.  I ended up dragging her to the police station.   

Bringing back the birch will send a message to offenders that society does not and will not tolerate crimes 
against people or property.  We have tried to chastise offenders in court, they have been fined, made to do 
community service, and sent to jail.  We need to put an end to the slap-on-the-wrist solution, particularly in the 
juvenile justice system.  All that the present system teaches juveniles is how to use the system.  People under the 
age of 18 know that the law cannot touch them.  I opened this speech by talking about a niece who knows that 
she cannot be touched, particularly by her mother.  The system has counselled her a couple of times.  I am proud 
of my two daughters; I love them both.  They are the most beautiful girls in the world.  However, between the 
ages of 15 and 16 they decided to get stuck into their father; they carried on like pork chops and threatened me.  I 
used an old rubber thong to beat them on the back of the legs.  It hurt them and I admit that it hurt my hands too.  
Hitting them got it out of my system and out of theirs.  They screamed at the time that I was killing them.  
However, they have grown up to be two beautiful, disciplined young ladies.   
Hon Giz Watson:  The scars have healed by now.   
Hon FRANK HOUGH:  The scars were never there because they knew I loved them.  When I hit them I said I 
was doing it because I loved them and because they needed to be respectful to their father.  Young offenders can 
commit repeat sex offences, turn people’s lives upside down and deprive families of their hard-earned material 
goods and not receive a single strike under the three-strikes legislation.  The problem is that when these 
offenders become adults, their treatment in the juvenile justice system will not have put them off their crimes.   

Who will receive the birch?  That is a good question.  The penalty should apply to both adults and repeat 
juvenile offenders.  I prescribe this punishment for repeat juvenile offenders because, in the words of Hon 
Michelle Roberts, some 16 to 17-year-olds do not deserve to be regarded as little children.  Women will be given 
the birch across the palm of the hand.  I am not talking about casually applied, random flogging, whipping or 
stoning; I am talking about birching for summary offences in controlled conditions. 
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How will the birch prevent crime?  That is a good question.  The beauty of the birch is that it modifies behaviour 
in a way that incarceration or a monetary fine cannot, because it sends a definitive message to perpetrators of 
crime.  No schoolchild who ever received a caning could ever doubt that the birch was exacted as punishment.  It 
was feared, and it was a deterrent.  It sunk in infinitely more than a stern look or harsh word, and any kid who 
got a talking to or had to stay after school thought he got off lightly; there is no question about that.  If that kid 
knew he would get the cane, that was a different matter.  A single stroke with the birch speaks in many tongues, 
and people the world over, regardless of race or age, understand that the birch is synonymous with punishment. 

Another thing about the birch for violent offenders is that, if only for the short time of the punishment, the 
offender is made to understand the utter helplessness, pain and vulnerability experienced by his victim in the 
process of the crime. 

My justifications for the birch are therefore based on both utilitarian and retributive arguments.  The birching of 
offenders is utilitarian because it modifies behaviour in two ways.  First, it acts to deter people from re-
offending; and, secondly, it deters others from offending.  Birching of offenders may be seen as retributive 
because offenders who have consciously broken the law deserve punishment, and the punishment should be at 
least equal to the amount of harm done to the victim.  I do not think that is unfair at all.  An offender may drive 
through a car park while a dear old lady is walking along carrying her shopping, with her handbag over her 
shoulder.  The offender will stop his car beside her, grab her handbag and drag her across the car park.  She will 
skid along the ground.  That has happened.  I remember the recent report in the newspaper about a poor old lady.  
It brought tears to my eyes.  I do not know whether members saw that report.  She was also shown on the 
television.  Her eyes were black.  It was sickening and pathetic.  If that lady had been my grandmother, I would 
have hunted down that offender.  Any other person would have done the same thing if that lady had been his 
mother or grandmother.  I cannot imagine that any member in this place would say that the same amount of pain 
that that dear old lady suffered should not be inflicted on that offender; or perhaps a couple of members would 
say that the offender should have been counselled. 

On that latter argument I will refer briefly to Immanuel Kant, the eighteenth century philosopher.  Kant offered a 
theory on punishment that was based on his general view that political obligation was to be analysed in terms of 
reciprocity.  Kant’s perspective is worth mentioning because it holds true to most people’s idea of the 
circumstances in which punishment should be exacted.  Kant believed that if the law was to remain just, it was 
important to guarantee that those who disobeyed it would not gain an unfair advantage over those who willingly 
and voluntarily obeyed it.  He said that it was important that no person profit from his own criminal wrongdoing, 
because to not bear the burden of self-restraint is intrinsic to criminal wrongdoing.  He also said that punishment 
should therefore seek to restore obedience to the law, because the very rules that the criminal has broken work to 
the law-breaker’s advantage as well when they are obeyed by others.  Kant meant that when people obey the law 
and restrain themselves from committing violent assaults, offences against property, rape, child molestation and 
drug offences, they are being protected from the same offences being inflicted upon them.  At the end of the day, 
society as a whole benefits when people abstain from breaking laws and committing crimes. 

On the point of punishment fitting the crime, a violent offence against the person or a destructive offence against 
property injures not only the victim, physically and financially, but also society at large.  It takes away people’s 
sense of security.  Given that victims and society at large suffer more from a crime than the offender will ever 
suffer in the course of his or her punishment by the legal system, it is fair to say that the application of the birch 
is not an excessive punishment for offenders.  When someone commits an offence such as robbery or 
housebreaking, there is no question that the victim suffers.  However, the taxpayer also suffers, as do people who 
pay premiums to the insurance company of the victim of the offence.  It has an effect throughout the 
marketplace.  Arsonists burn down buildings and people lose their businesses.  Recently on Stirling Highway a 
business was burnt down, and people were devastated.  Those people are affected, as are insurance 
policyholders, because the insurance premiums increase.  It has an effect down the chain. 

The real test of whether corporal punishment works would be to examine a system in which corporal punishment 
is in place and take objective measurements.  Members may already know that Singapore uses the cane - the 
rattan - together with jail sentences and/or fines for a number of offences against the person and property.  The 
rattan is prescribed for a range of crimes.  It is either a mandatory sentence for over 40 different offences or a 
discretionary punishment for many further offences.  In Singapore, the rattan has been an effective deterrent.  
Members and the little weak hearts in the community should listen to this, because facts and figures speak for 
themselves.  It is not barbaric to give someone the cane.  I am not talking about clubbing someone to death; I am 
talking about caning people for what they did so that they will remember not to do it again. 

Members will recall the young American boy in Singapore who decided to graffiti the sides of cars with a knife 
or something similar.  He scratched four or five cars down their sides.  That was a stupid thing to do.  He defaced 
people’s property and was caught.  I believe some people tried to make a movie out of the story; I do not know 
whether they were successful.  That young fellow was given the birch.  When he was interviewed in America 
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about a year later, he said, first, that he would never go back to Singapore; and, secondly, that it certainly made 
him remember what he did.  He said that he will remember it for the rest of his life.  It was humiliating and it 
hurt.  However, what he did in the first instance was unforgivable. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders. 
 


