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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 legislation was rushed and borne out of political arrogance. Whilst I find some of the behaviour seen 
at football matches reprehensible and to be discouraged, criminalisation is, in my opinion, too strong a 
response. In any event adequate legislation exists to criminalise these behaviours and this additional 



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.  

legislation has only served to muddy the waters and it does not appear to be suited to what it is trying to 
achieve. 

 

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?  

Police: 
advantage - minimum advantage. The police would no longer be placed in invidious positions regarding 
enforcement/interpretation of this clumsy legislation however I believe that there will still be the police and 
political will for them to continue to proactively and aggressively target perceived unacceptable conduct 
by supporters using traditional legislation. Thus they will still find themselves coming into conflict with 
certain supporter groups. 
advantage - the CJS is currently being discredited by the continued failure of this legislation as its 
shortcomings are played out in court. This would stop which would be positive for the image of Police/PF. 
disadvantage - might be seen as a "victory" for those who would continue to sing their songs. In particular 
it particular it might be seen as a victory for FAC/GB who would see if as vindication of right to sing about 
terrorists. Whilst I personally do not think that people should be criminalised for singing such songs, I also 
think that such singing is worthy of strong condemnation and anything that emplies that such songs are 
now "acceptable" would be unfortunate. However I think that this can be controlled with positive PR 
message and strong leadership from clubs.  

 

 

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)?  

We need to acknowledge that there is an issue but not overstate that issue (as is being done by self-
interested parties such as politicans and the Anti-Sectarianism Industry). Clubs need to do more and 
make it quite clear where they stand on the issues and be specific and not prevaricate or be two-faced. 
Celtic are extrmely culpable in this regard in terms of the GB. Rangers need to unequivacally condemn 
evey incident of sectarian singing by their fans and not ignore it as seems to have happened recently. 
Fans - fans groups, particlarly at Rangers, need to take more responsibility for erradicating sectarian 
singing. 
Whilst I think more can be done by the clubs, I am not in favour of Strict Liability as this is inherently 
unfair. It is group punishment for the actions of individuals. The idea of self-policing is unrealistic given 
the types of individuals who simply do/say what they want and will not listen to other fans (this will simply 
lead to violent confrontation amongst fans). Furthermore this has been made a police issue by the 
powers that be therefore the police should act and not expect fans to self-police.  

 

 

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: 

Online comments can be crass and unpleasant however criminalising name-calling is too much. Concept 
of "offence" is too wide. Most online stuff can be dismissed as the inane ramblings that it is. Where 
genuine realistic threat can be ascertained then there is already existing legislation that can be used. 

 



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)?  

Telecommunications act is qdequate and it should only be where genuine, actionable threat is 
established. Criminalising name-calling and "offence" is a slippery slope which will lead to the erradication 
of critical freedom of expression.  

 

 

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: 

Strict Liability is inherently unfair. Why should I as a decent football fan be penalised through my team 
being fined, docked points (or not being allowed access to games which had to be played behind closed 
doors) for the behaviour of others? Why is the concept of personal responsibility considered to be 
potentially not valid in a football setting? The licensed premises analogy often given is a red herring. That 
said I beieve that there is a lot more that clubs can do. There need sto be unequivical statements and 
strong liaison with fans groups. 

 

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)  

No further prosecutions should be brought ASP. behaviour should be libelled under existing legislation 
instead, most likely s38.  

 

 

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?  

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?  

In my experience most of the quoted groups are not regularly referenced at football matches and so I see 
littel negative impact. There might be a perception that such behaviour is deemed "less unacceptable" if 
the legislation is repealed therefore the best way to address this is positive PR to emphasise potentia lfor 
football to bring people together and to reassure these groups that other legislation exists to target any 
form of "hate crime" that they might be the victim of.  

 

 

Page 18: General   

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

I feel that it is important not to allow football fans to be portrayed as martyrs in this process or to allow a 
binary approach whereby football fans are seen as completely vindicated and the authorities/police were 
absolutely wrong. Some behaviours at football are reprehensible and should be condemned as such. 
Whilst I do not think that a lot of what appears to be getting adressed via the OBFA is worthy of being 
labelled as "criminal" behaviour, that is not to say that I think that we should not be trying to educate 
people, condemning some behaviour (and even encouraging clubs (rather than the law) to deal with 
persistent offenders through bans etc). Equally some behaviours absolutely require police intervention 
and we should not appease certain fans/fan groups by encouraging them to cry "civil rights" or "freedom 
of expression" every time they are challenged. For example one of the main fan groups involved in 
opposing the OBFA has a clear political agenda bolstered by a self-indulgent and self-righteous 
perception of victimhood which has lacked validity for many years now .  

 

 

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

I have no direct experience as I suspect is the case for the vast majority of fans. I go to the game, watch it 
and then come home again. I am aware of the police but have no little or no interaction with them. I have 
no desire to fight opposition fans so do not seek them out pre or post match and I do not sing songs 
about religion or politics. I have no objection to being filmed by police inside or immediately outside of a 
football ground.  

 

 


