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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?  

Academic with expertise in a relevant subject  

 

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: 

Stuart Waiton 

 

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.  

Partially 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: 

I support the aim of this proposal in repealing this act and as such it could be said that I support this fully. 
What I don't support is the encouragement given for using existing laws and suggesting other possible 
solutions, all of which are as illiberal and result in the criminalisation of football fans for what are essentially 
speech crimes, something that a tolerant (in the JS Mills definition of the term) society should not accept. 

 

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?  

This law is an embarrassment in a free society, it undermines the moral legitimacy of the law and creates 
unnecessary tension with the police.  
 
It helps to inflame the divisions between clubs and fans by encouraging a 'tell-tale' mentality, something 
more suited to school children who have not yet understood the 'sticks and stones' message that adults 
(used to) explain to them. 
 
It is essentially infantilising, exaggerates the problem of 'sectarianism' and undermines the most 
important liberal value - that of freedom of speech, expression and behaviour. 
 
In general, this law helps to confuse the harm principle and encourages a culture of complaint based on 
the outlook of the most thin skinned chronically offended individual.  

 

 

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)?  

Offensive behaviour should not be a police matter. 
 
If clubs want to monitor their fans behaviour that should be a private matter for them. 
 
In my opinion however, there is a lack of maturity in this discussion. Football is a pantomime for adults 
and offending one another is part of what happens at football. Clubs should take a hard line against 
violence and explain that that is their concern - i.e. they are concerned not about words or people being 
offended, only about criminal acts.  

 

 

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.  

Partially supportive 

Comments: 

Same thoughts as previously. Only a genuine threat should be treated as a criminal act. Almost every 
incident used by this act (and others) relates to people mouthing off - i.e. not a genuine threat. 

 



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 above. Only genuine threats that can be proven in court should be criminal. Saying something in itself 
is not necessarily a genuine threat, indeed, especially on social media, this is almost never the case. 
Again a level of maturity and reality needs to used in the Criminal Justice System: Being offended by 
words should not be the basis of arresting someone.  

 

 

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: 

This is a totally unacceptable proposal. Individuals should be held to account for their behaviour - nobody 
else. 

 

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)  

Not sure. But it should be abolished as should most of the other acts mentioned.  
 

 

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?  

Positive  



 

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

This and other legislation patronise 'protected groups'. The very existence and definition of 'protected 
groups' helps to classify people differently - as being more vulnerable, for example. This is a caricature, 
no better than labelling people frail or weak (as was done to women in the past). By repealing this (and 
other) act(s) you are treating everybody as equal and as adults, as people who are respected as having 
the capacity of living in a free society. We need to stop creating a new division between the 'protected' 
and the un-protected, stop labelling and patronising entire 'groups' of people. Repealing this act will help 
to promote the idea that all citizens are equal.  

 

 

Page 18: General   

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

No Response  

 

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

No Response  

 


