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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) 

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 supportive 



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.  

Comments: 

It is unnecessary – there was and is already legislation to deal with most offences people have been 
charged with thus far. It is unfair – the Act targets football fans while fans of other sports or other citizens 
would not be charged for doing the same things, far worse behaviour occurs at music events in Scotland 
yet there is no act to tackle offensive behaviour at T in the Park. It is unworkable – Sheriffs have made it 
clear that it is badly drafted; there is a very low conviction rate – lower than the legislation it was meant to 
improve on. It is discriminatory – it targets young, working-class men. It is criminalising young people who 
would never be in court if it were not for the Act. It is affecting their studies and their employment 
opportunities. It is ruining lives of the people the current Scottish Government claim they advocate. It is an 
attack on free speech – it allows individual police officers to decide what is, or is not, offensive. To be 
arrested for causing imaginary offence, with an imaginary victim who may or may not have been offended 
or even present is a shambles. It has politicised the Crown Office Procurator Fiscal Service who now treat 
‘football’ cases in an entirely different way to all other crimes. They prosecute them to the harshest extent 
under all circumstances. I am appalled to find that we have a dedicated Football Fiscal but not one for 
murder or rape. This is a waste of police and justice resources and time which could be redirected into 
serious crime and getting actual criminals off our streets. 

 

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?  

The Act is creating a bad atmosphere at football so repealing it would make things better, criminalising 
young people who wouldn’t otherwise be in trouble with the police and creating a bad relationship 
between fans and the police. The Act is diverting police and court resources away from serious crimes 
with genuine victims. The Act is costing a lot of public money. The Act is making football fans feel 
discriminated against – it doesn’t apply to other sports or activities.  

 

 

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)?  

This act does not, as the Scottish Government claim, actually tackle sectarianism. If it stays or is repealed 
then levels of sectarian behaviour will not actually be affected, just as they were not affected by the 
introduction of this legislation. What is actually affected is a growing level of distrust in the police and the 
justice system.  
 
If the Scottish Government are serious about tackling sectarianism then they should address it in the 
classroom and in partnership with football clubs and fans, not by working against them.  
 
I take issue with the focus on "offensive" behaviour at football matches as offence is an entirely subjective 
term. What one person finds extremely offensive, the next person may not find offensive at all. 
Offensiveness is not a crime. There are hate crimes, but these largely do not take place inside football 
stadiums or on match days. It was not a match day or at a football stadium that just a few weeks ago 
someone sprayed a sectarian and xenophobic slur on a Catholic school in Glasgow. This is a wider 
problem in society and it is disgusting that the current government in Scotland have singled out football 
fans and have chosen to ignore the wider issue. 

 

 

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.  

Fully supportive 

Comments: 

It has barely been used (11 convictions in the first 46 months of the Act) and most alleged crime involving 
online communications are dealt with by other legislation. I've heard of more convictions involving online 
communications in England and Wales (where no such legislation exists) over the last year than there 
have been under this legislation in 46 months in Scotland. 

 

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)?  

As previously stated, the use of other legislation as is the case in England and Wales.  
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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: 

No, I have previously written to the Justice Secretary to express my concerns when he threatened football 
clubs with action at the SFA AGM earlier this year. To penalise clubs (I assume part of this will be 
financially) will take resources away from the programmes that football clubs run that actually do go some 
way to tackling sectarianism. For example the Celtic Education programme which has an exemplary 
record of offering opportunities to participants. I have personally benefited from this programme and it 
opened the door for me to gain extremely valuable work experience with the Celtic View magazine. I would 
not want to see that and other initiatives like it under threat from this government because they do not 
have a handle on the wider problem and do not understand football fans. 

 

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)  

All cases should fall and charges dropped.  
 
This should be easy enough to organise as many cases already do due to the poor quality of the 
legislation.  
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Q8. Taking account of both costs and potential savings, what financial impact would you expect the 
proposed Bill to have? Please provide any comments.  

Significant reduction in cost 

Comments: 

There will be a clear saving of public money and also the costs of private citizens who have had to pay 
legal bills and take time off work in order to attend court and often are found Not Guilty under the Act. I 
have heard from a number of individuals on the impact this has had on their lives financially. As well as 
penalising them for taking time off to attend court, they have lost out on promotions, had their education 
taken away and the long term impact of this on an individual is massive. 

 

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?  

Positive  

 

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

Quite the opposite - the Act has impacted very negatively on young men and that is a discriminatory 
effect that will end if the Act is repealed. So the Bill to repeal the Act will have a positive effect on at least 
two protected groups. I also feel that the Irish community has been impacted as the Act is seen by some 
police officers to encompass the singing of Irish songs, preventing us from celebrating our culture. 
Repealing the Act will have a positive outcome for the Irish Community.  

 

 

Page 18: General   

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

Supporting your team is not a crime.  
 

 

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

N/A  
 

 


