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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 supportive 

Comments: 

I see the act as being flawed on a number of ways: 1. It restricts freedom of speech on the basis of 
offensiveness. Offensiveness is subjective and if applied to the singing of songs many songs could be 
deemed offensive, for example: (a) Rule, Britannia! written by James Thomson. One could take offence to 



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.  

the song seeing it as endorsement of British colonial actions and conquest of nations. (b) Blurred Lines by 
Robin Thicke. This song became the centre of controversy in 2013 over allegations it endorsed rape with 
the lyrics "I know you want it" repeated. Now albeit this song isn't sung by supporters it could be played 
over the tannoy system in a stadium and one could sing along. An individual officer could deem you to 
have sung an offensive song which endorses a criminal act. It would be absurd to do so in either case and 
yet many citizens have been taken to court for singing about Irish political and social history. 2. It unfairly 
targets football supporters for behaviour that is allowed in wider public and other sports stadia. To 
prosecute football supporters for singing 'offensive' songs in a football stadium that they could sing at a 
public concert or in a pub seems absurd. 3. It is an unnecessary piece of legislation in that Breach of the 
Peace legislation covered behaviour that would be termed hate speech. The motivation behind 
implementing the act thus seems like it was aimed at classifying the singing of Irish Republican songs as 
offensive. This then leads one to the conclusion that the act is setting boundaries on legitimate political 
expression which amounts to censorship. 4. Officers are not sufficiently knowledgable about what songs 
are actually offensive. They aren't historians or academics and won't know the nuanced historical, political 
and social context of songs/behaviours thus they shouldn't be given jurisdiction on deeming certain 
songs/behaviours are offensive. 5. There is a very low conviction rate due to the poor design of the act. 
This means it wastes police time and resources as well as causing financial and social havoc to the lives 
of those who are accused under the act.  

 

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) It would save the police and judiciary a lot of time and money in not having to deal with trivial cases 
that amount to a private citizen singing songs. Therefore, time and money could be spent on tackling 
serious crimes. 
 
(a) The police would not have to pay for officers to perform raids at dawn. 
 
(a) The police would not have to waste time filming fans. This would also save the police money in 
buying/maintaining video equipment. 
 
(c) Would restore some faith in football supporters. The act needlessly polarises supporters against the 
police and this could mean football supporters will not call on the police in other situations out with the 
football stadium. This is bad for wider society. 
 
(c) Supporters would be able to enjoy the football match they have spent their hard-earned money on 
without the hassle of being filmed and harassed. 
 
 

 

 

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)?  

1.Prosecuting hate speech and behaviour that incites violence. The focus on offensive behaviour is 
misplaced. 
 
2.Recognition that a lot of the 'offensive' behaviour is not a statement or endorsement of actual opinions. 
 
3. Increased importance of Supporter Liaison Officers of football clubs as conduits in helping to eradicate 
intolerant behaviour. 
 
4. Education programmes for those who transgress hate speech. For example, if one were to advocate 



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)?  

violent racist/anti-refugee/immigrant sentiments through speech or behaviour they should be educated or 
do some form of community service. 

 

 

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: 

The legislation that is used to tackle twitter trolls in wider society. Peter Nunn was sent to jail for sending 
abusive messages to Labour MP Stella Creasey. The legislation in that case should cover threatening 
communications. 

 

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)?  

Other legislation  
 

 

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: 

Unless it was a sizable section of a support being openly racist 

 

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)  

cases should be dropped  
 

 



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: 

No legal fees for innocent fans. Police won't have to waste time and money attending court. 

 

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?  

None.  
 

 

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?  

The act ruins the experience of attending football through being filmed and creating a feeling of having 
committed a crime when you're just standing supporting your team.  

 

 


