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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) 

Name: 

Gavin McQueen 

 

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: 

The act is unjust and unfair legislation which has too broad a scope and leaves too much room for police 
discretion. The reasonable person used as a standard in the legislation also goes further than the normal 
legal standard thus imposing a higher standard on football fans than any other member of the public. The 
legislation unfairly attacks football fans and means that an individual could say the exact same thing as a 
football fan and not be charged under the law as long as they are not involved in a footballing activity. 

 

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?  

(a) police would save resources and time. Currently a lot of time and effort is out Into implementing this 
law, and unfairly so in my opinion. The justice system then has to waste time with cases which should 
never reach it in the first place because the police have given far too wide interpretation or meaning to 
songs/ words thus wasting time and money of the taxpayer. The justice system and police would save 
time and resources if the act was repealed and people could still be prosecuted for the before under a 
sectarian breach of the peace. (B) all in I feel the football clubs feel little effect of the act itself other than it 
involving their fans. They may use some time and effort in dealing with PR or in liasing with police but 
otherwise I feel they will not necessarily have any big loss or gain from repeal. (C) football fans can go to 
the football without fear of being arrested or harassed for petty songs or words which are certainly not 
offensive in general public and should not be considered so at the football. Football fans freedom of 
expression has been hampered by this act and it's repeal could only be a good thing In terms of this. 
Those who believe repeal would lead to more people getting away with sectarian behaviour are in my 
opinion totally wrong. The police can still adequately deal with troublemakers under the existing law and 
the football grounds can still be an enjoyable venue for all. I can only see positives for the fans in 
repealing this act. The fans have been walking on egg shells with what they can say or do since the act's 
implementation and it has effectively made football fans second class citizens in the way they can be 
treated by the police.  

 

 

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)?  

Firstly I feel that offensive behaviour is wrong terminology for what is attempting to be eradicated. Any 
gesture or action can be deemed offensive by somebody or a hypothetical person and therefore far too 
broad a scope, in my opinion, has been given. The real focus should be on sectarianism and bigotry and I 
feel this is a rather easier problem to deal with than "offensive behaviour". Politicians are out of touch with 
the ordinary football fan and I believe they must properly consult them in this process. Rushed through 
laws such as the act do not benefit any party other than the politicians who believe it makes it look like 
they are taking some sort of positive action. The politicians should instead focus on implementing 
education programmes in schools in order to tackle attitudes. Sectarian views and attitudes are learnt, not 
natural. Therefore if the root cause can be cut out then we will have not only a better football environment 
but a better society as a whole. I also believe giving permission to events such as orange marches and 
"orange day" only serve to fuel sectarianism in this country. There is a difference between a political view 
and a downright bigoted organisation, which the orange lodge is. The police also need to be properly 
educated. Many of them do not know what should be deemed as sectarian and what is merely a political 
song and they therefore take too broad a scope and hamper freedom of speech unjustly. Proper policing 
is essential to reduce the problem and they must therefore be able to differentiate between properly 
criminal behaviour and a mere free expression. I believe the wider justice system currently does a good 
job in dealing with cases, and it must continue to persecute real offenders and disregard nonsense cases, 
which it has on many occasions. Fans and clubs must also take responsibility, it is impossible for the 
clubs to control what fans say but if something criminal has been said then the club must take 
responsibility and take the appropriate action with this fan I.e helping thenp  
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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  

 

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)?  

Threatening communications should be covered under clearly defined law which leaves little room for 
interpretation and leeway. If something is clearly threatening then there should be no issues of 
interpretation and the issue should be fairly straightforward  
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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: 

Strict liability has been seen as a system which does not properly work in controlling fan behaviour and 
then unjustly penalises the clubs. 

 

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)  

I believe whilst the repeal process is in place the law should be put on hold and all charges should 
instead be brought under sectarian breach of the peace or breach of the peace. The act is unfair and no 
further prosecutions should take place whilst repeal is ongoing.  

 

 

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.  

Significant reduction in cost 

Comments: 

Vast amounts of police and judicial money and resources have been wasted on this act and upholding it. 

 



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?  

Slightly positive  

 

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

If equality law is properly enforced then the repeal should have no negative effects. These groups are 
already protected under hate crime law and to say that this act adds another layer of protection to them is 
quite frankly false.  
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Q11. Have you any other comments to make on the proposed Bill or on the matters raised in the 
consultation document?  

No  
 

 

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

I have seen on numerous occassion people be harassed or arrested for a political expression or even 
less than that a mere dig at other fans which is certainly in no way criminal. The police have been over 
zealous and heavy handed with this law as they saw it giving them free reign to act how they want and 
target who they want.  

 

 


