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Page 2: About you   

Are you responding as an individual or on behalf of an organisation?  

Individual  

 

Which of the following best describes you?  

Member of the public  

 

Please choose one of the following. If you choose the first option please enter your name in the box below 
as you wish it to be published.  

I would like my response to be anonymous (the response may be published, but no name)  

 

Please select the category which best describes your organisation  

No Response  

 

Please choose one of the following. If you choose the first option, please enter in the box below the name 
of your organisation as you wish it to be published.  

No Response  

 

Please provide a way in which we can contact you if there are queries regarding your response. Email is 
preferred but you can also provide a postal address or phone number. We will not publish these details.  

 
 

 

Page 8: Offensive behaviour at football (the section 1 offence)   

Q1. Which of the following best expresses your view of the proposal to repeal sections 1 to 5 of the 2012 
Act? Please explain the reasons for your response.  

Fully opposed 

Comments: 

I don't think there should be laws in a democratic society to prevent a person from being offended. Being 
offended is a natural part of life and not something that the state needs to protect individuals from. We all 
need to develop coping mechanisms for difficult situations and it is ridiculous for the state to assume this 



Q1. Which of the following best expresses your view of the proposal to repeal sections 1 to 5 of the 2012 
Act? Please explain the reasons for your response.  

role on our behalf. I believe the law is anti democratic and an infringement on civil liberties. Laws are 
already in place if comments graduate towards a hate crime. It is too easy for the "serially offended" to use 
this law in a spiteful or tit for tat way. 

 

Q2. In your view, what would be the advantages and disadvantages of repeal to: (a) the police and justice 
system, (b) football clubs and (c) football supporters?  

There is massive confusion in all of these groups as to what constitutes a breach of the law. This has 
many repercussions and leads to inconsistencies in the application of the law and leaves police and 
judges open to accusations of bias. Words and songs that breach the law are contained on an arbitrarily 
constructed list which defies any logic. All of this is bad enough but for decent people to end up with a 
conviction for "offending" someone is hardly credible and I can't imagine another liberal democratic 
country in the world where this would happen. 
 
As a lifetime football fan who attends matches and spends a lot of time on social media I would say it has 
deepened divisions rather than heal them. Never at any time previously can I remember such animosity 
among football fans.  

 

 

Q3. Leaving aside the issue of whether sections 1 to 5 of the 2012 Act should be repealed, what do you 
think needs to be done to reduce offensive behaviour at football matches (including, for example, by 
politicians, the police and the wider justice system, clubs, fans and other interested parties)?  

It is easy to pass a law it is much more difficult to change attitudes. Groups such as Nil by Mouth are 
doing sterling work to get the message across to children.  
 
The passage of time has helped the situation. I think a lack of understanding of the origins of 
sectarianism in Scotland is part of the problem. It is part of our history and culture and should be 
recognised as such. People see Rangers and Celtic rivalry largely as sectarian and yes there are 
sectarian bigots who follow both teams but in my opinion the vast majority of fans are not. Most return to 
their normal lives the minute the final whistle ends and mix with their friends and family regardless of their 
choice of football team or religion. I believe this is largely misunderstood. 
 
A lot has been done by the football clubs to improve fan behaviour. I don't believe that football clubs can 
or should be expected to have perfectly behaved fans. This act puts the football clubs under the 
microscope and the behaviour of fans in general has much improved and I personally never see trouble 
at the ground I attend (which is one of the big two). There will always be idiots and the laws are already in 
place to deal with them. I don't think making the clubs entirely responsible for the misdemeanours of fans 
is wise. They should, however, regularly have discussions about how to improve fan behaviour and be 
reminding fans of their responsibility to others to behave in a reasonable fashion. 
 
I am sure the police and judiciary, broadly speaking, would be happy to see this Act repealed and could 
continue to use the laws that were in place prior to the OBA. 
 
Politicians I am sure could find other interests to focus on such as the NHS, the Gers figures and 
education and legislate to make a real difference to people's lives and let the rest of us get on with it.  

 

 

Page 11: Threatening communications (the section 6 offence)   



Q4. Which of the following best expresses your view of the proposal to repeal sections 6 to 9 of the 2012 
Act? Please explain the reasons for your response.  

Unsure 

Comments: 

I think anyone who threatens violence should be subject to the law. I do not believe that this law needs to 
cover inciting religious hatred as this is already covered, I believe but may be wrong, in other laws. 

 

Q5. Leaving aside the issue of whether sections 6 to 9 of the 2012 Act should be repealed, what do you 
think is the most appropriate way of tackling threatening communications while upholding freedom of 
expression (for example, use of other legislation)?  

Previous comment.  
 

 

Page 13: Strict Liability   

Q6. Would you support measures to penalise football clubs for offensive behaviour by their fans? If so, 
should it be necessary to show that the club was at fault (for example, by failing to take reasonable steps 
to control fans' behaviour) - or should "strict liability" be applied?  

No 

Comments: 

Clubs cannot be held responsible for every idiot that buys a ticket. This does not happen in any other sport 
or walk of life. Freedom means people are responsible for their own behaviour and there are laws in place 
for anti social or bad behaviour and people should pay the price. It is already commonplace for clubs to 
ban supporters who behave inappropriately. The current situation is adequate. 

 

Page 14: Transitional arrangements   

Q7. What transitional arrangements do you think would need to be included in a Bill to repeal the 2012 
Act? (Possible options are set out in the consultation paper at page 24)  

Scrap all pending cases.  
 

 

Page 15: Financial implications   

Q8. Taking account of both costs and potential savings, what financial impact would you expect the 
proposed Bill to have? Please provide any comments.  

Unsure  

 



Page 16: Equalities   

Q9. What overall impact is the Bill likely to have on the following protected groups (under the Equality Act 
2010): race, disability, gender (including transgender), age, religion and belief, sexual orientation, marriage 
and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity?  

Neutral (neither positive nor negative)  

 

Q10. In what ways could any negative impact of the Bill on any of these protected groups be minimised or 
avoided?  

No Response  

 

Page 18: General   

Q11. Have you any other comments to make on the proposed Bill or on the matters raised in the 
consultation document?  

This Act targets football fans and I would have to agree as such with some prominent academics that it is 
an invidious, anti working class Act. The continued pursuit of football fans through talk of facial 
recognition and strict liability of football clubs is more of the same. Football and the vast majority of the 
fans need to be decriminalised and treated with more respect.  

 

 

Q12. Do you have any direct experience of the Act in practice that you would like to share?  

No experience.  
 

 


