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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?  

Professional with experience 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 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: 

The act can be covered by 'Breach of the Peace.' This law also singles out football fans directly, yet as a 
contrast, consistently at T in the Park there are significantly more serious offences without the associated 
press outrage and follow on legislation. This law should not be repealed as a vehicle to encourage 'Strict 



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.  

Liability' for football clubs as a replacement. This once more would single out these social events for 
overzelous law enforcement, subsequently allowing this particular sport to be further used as a political 
football when convenient. 

 

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) Adv: More time to spend prosecuting proper crimes - no longer dealing with the perrenially offended.  
Adv: As has been proven in many cases the police/courts don't have a full grasp of the extent of offence 
i.e. The level of perceived offence can differ from individual to individual (including 
officers/prosecutors/judges) thus creating an unequal/unfair judicial system. 
Dis: (for Scottish hacks) Newspapers would have to do rely on proper sports reporting on the games for 
their head-lines. 
 
B) Adv: The game (as a product) could market itself as having an open and friendly day out without fear 
of poor policing from the seventies. 
Dis: Clubs such as Glasgow Celtic currently seem to have a carte-blanche attitude to offending Jews and 
Protestants (2016 examples easily found on-line) therefore the law as it sits is not working for actual 
offences commited. 
 
C) Adv: Attendance's might go up due as fans might start feeling like they are being treated as human - 
see overzealous policing above. 
Dis: Fans of certain clubs might see it as a 'green' light to continue their expressions of religious 
intolerance toward Jews and Protestants.  
 
 

 

 

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) Politicians should be reminded that their national sport has two of the biggest clubs, and one of the 
most marketable matches in world football. The money generated weekly by supporters of both these 
(and all other) clubs through travel to games (fuel, hotels, food ect) swells the tax coffers significantly over 
a weekend. The threat of arrest (sometimes for nothing more than a few misplaced words - shocking I 
know however this is Law in modern Scotland) reduces an individuals appetite for attending these events, 
and subsequently reduces the amount of tax gained. 
 
2) Operations like 'Nil-by -Mouth' only perpetuate the myth that there is widespread sectarianism in 
Scotland - it keeps them employed. They, and other bandwagon milkers should be stripped of all funding 
- the funding should go to secular (inclusive) youth football teams to develop kids tolerance and skill 
levels concurrently. 
 
3) For fans that openly show support (visually or vocally) for terrorist organisations (IRA or its 
subsiduaries for example), they should be dealt with within the anti-terror act. It's not for footballs 
hierarchy to deal with a subject of such significance - although the Club should be able to pinpoint 
offenders through season-books. 
 
4) Use Breach of the Peace - it covers the offences outwit terrorist support.  

 

 

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: 

All covered previously. 

 

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)?  

Freedom of expression is wearing your teams colours and singing songs of support for your sporting 
heroes - not showing support for proscribed terrorists, hanging effigies of Protestants or flying Palestine 
flags as an insult. Still not dealt with by your 'Offensive behaviour at Football act.'  

 

 

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: 

The clubs can identify these fans easily by their season books - it's up to the police to act on that 
information. Strict Liability can be subjectively applied depending on the leanings of the enforcer. Where 
does this end - if a man with a football top on has a fight in the street does the club become liable - joke of 
an attempt at a law. 

 

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)  

Nil - use Breach of the peace & stop singling out football fans.  
 

 

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.  

Comments: 

Nil. If thee is an offence then target the offender not his whereabouts. If I beat someone up in a hospital 



Q8. Taking account of both costs and potential savings, what financial impact would you expect the 
proposed Bill to have? Please provide any comments.  

car-park, are you going to hold the hospital to account for MY actions, then reduce the hospitals Cancer 
budget because of it? As mentioned Strict liability is a joke. 

 

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?  

Scrap the Bill. 
 
Scrap Strict Liability. 
 
Allow officers to use their discretion. 
 
Use Breach of the Peace when required. 

 

 

Page 18: General   

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

Stop politicians over-policing football and it's fans.  
 
Stop target-setting for Officers (this reinforces your assumption that there is a problem when most of the 
cases would never normally have gotten past a 'word & a clip-on-the-lug' from plod. 
 
Strip Nil by Mouth of funding - it's a mouthpiece for nothing in particular & not helping integration. 
 
Stop the Strict Liability bandwagon - it's as ill thought out as the current bill. If the current legislation was 
worth the paper it was written on then a certain club would not have brazenly carried out visual acts of 
religious intolerance in both a recent european game and at the last old-firm game.  

 

 

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

As above - the current act is not fit for purpose and nothing about the 'Strict-Liability' brigade makes me 
think it will improve things.  

 

 


