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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 am content for my response to be attributed to me (as an individual)  

 

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 

Comments: 

This Act was a hastily devised vehicle for "doing something" after some football players and their 
manager(s) lost control of themselves during and after a match at Celtic Park. There were no reports of 
any serious fan trouble within the stadium. As a result of thei Act, I believe that a situation was created 



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.  

where an individual can be arrested and charged on a non specific charge. The sole accuser being any 
police officer, who considers him/herself to be personally offended by some action or banner displayed at, 
or in the surrounds of a football match. This is purely arbitrary and only applies to football fans - not rugby, 
cricket or any other spectator sport. That is what makes this act dangerous and sectarian, as it only 
applies to football. Society has Laws to deal with anti social behaviour, without creating one,by means of a 
desire to "even things up" in post match crime statistics. 

 

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 advantages to the police and the justice system are the fact that without this ethereal law, with no 
specific parameters, the police would be able to deal with breaches of the laws, which are clearly defined 
in existing legislation. 
As for the justice system. The courts would be spared the legal farce of an unsafe and dangerous 
situation where they have to consider only the evidence of a police officer, who, unfortunately, may be 
conflicted. 
Statistical reported evidence suggests that Sheriffs and Judges are having difficulty in convicting many 
accused, based on the non explicit nature of the charges and the quality of evidence presented.  

 

 

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)?  

One thing would be to rein in the media, who continually whip up the emotions prior to big Glasgow 
Derbies, then tut tut when post match disorder disturbs the peace of the city. 
 
Laws will never stop opposing fans goading one another in stadiums. It happens World wide. 
 
Adequate pre and post match crowd policing and segregation would obviously prevent flash points. 
 
After that, some people will do what some people do and that is not football's problem. There are laws to 
deal with those people. 
 
On a larger scale, ban all pseudo religious marches, which only serve to fuel hatred amongst the 
participants.  

 

 

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.  

Neutral (neither support nor oppose) 

Comments: 

Legislation cannot control peoples' thoughts, prejudices and beliefs. If people disrespect those of others to 
the extent of breaking the law, then thee are laws to cover that,,and not onlt at or going to or from a match. 

 



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)?  

By using the laws of libel and /or defamation.  
 

 

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?  

Unsure 

Comments: 

Strict liability is applied in other jurisdictions and, unfortunately, it doesn't always work. Who would judge 
on this. Civil or Football authorities. Scottish football authorities have a long , disgraceful record of uneven 
dispensing of justice. I don't see how it can be a civil matter if supporters yell inanities at each other. 
Violence inside the stadium is for the paid for police to control and the courts to deal with under existing 
laws. 

 

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)  

Revising Breach of the Peace laws in football to reflect similar incidents in a non football setting.  
 

 

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.  

Broadly cost-neutral 

Comments: 

As the laws are already on the statute books, all that would be required would be to have them fully 
explained to Police Scotland officers. 

 

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?  

BY IMPLEMENTING EXISTING LEGISLATION.  
 

 

Page 18: General   

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

It was a flawed, stupid, political vehicle, pushed through by a one party whip, so as to be seen to be 
taking action, in the aftermath of one football team losing a football match, where three of their players 
lost their self control, accompanied their irresponsible manager. 
 
The media, as is their wont, engaged in their usual faux outrage, causing the then First Minister to 
instigate a vote catching initiative. 
 
No other political party at Holyrood endorsed this Act and only went through on a head count. 
 
I don't recall ant other law being condemned by those who have been called to adjudicate on it.  

 

 

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

No.  
 

 


