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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.  
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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 

Comments: 

I believe that any repeal of the Offensive Behaviour at Football Act should only proceed if Section 74 of the 
Criminal Justice (Scotland) Act 2003 is also to be repealed. This legislation was specifically aimed at 
criminalising supporters of Rangers Football Club; the OBAF act effectively levelled the playing field in that 



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.  

it was aimed at criminalising supporters of all Scottish football clubs equally. It should be accepted that 
behaviour such as hanging effigies of supporters, taunting the victims of the Ibrox disaster or use of the 
word "hun" is just as offensive, if not more so, than so-called sectarian songs and chants. While I do not 
believe that anybody should be going to jail for something they shouted or sang at a football match, I do 
believe that any such laws should be applied equally and not be targeted specifically at the Rangers 
community. 

 

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?  

 
At the recent Scottish Cup final we saw the police allowing a riot and physical assaults on players to take 
place, because their priority was to film what the supporters were singing with a view to using it as 
evidence for later prosecutions. This is not policing. I believe it would be better if the police were 
concentrating on ensuring the safety of the public, but they clearly believe they are obliged to adopt this 
stance under the current justice system. 
 
Clearly some football clubs would benefit more than others by any repeal of the OBAF legislation, 
however they would certainly not benefit if this lead to the introduction of so-called 'strict liability' in 
Scottish football, where clubs would be punished for behaviour by fans of their own, or sometimes other 
clubs' fans in their stadium (eg. Rangers were fined by UEFA after a match against Hapoel tel-Aviv for an 
anti-Israeli protest by a pitch invader who identified himself as a Celtic fan, even though his team were 
not even playing). I would see this as a disadvantage to football clubs. 
 
Quite simply, football supporters should be held accountable for their own actions and nobody else's, as 
would anybody else in any other walk of life. I should not be punished, and if my football club are 
punished then I also suffer, just because another person in the same stadium decided to act in an anti-
social manner. 
I also do not think that jailing people for anti-social behaviour is likely to make them less anti-social, in 
actual fact prosecuting people for this kind of behaviour is likely to make them more stubborn and firm up 
their world view that they are discriminated against by the 'establishment' and indeed we have witnessed 
even more extreme forms of anti-social behaviour at football matches since both pieces of legislation (the 
2003 Act and the OBAF act) were introduced, eg. hanging effigies and chants about child abuse.  

 

 

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 has always been a fact of life at football matches, and I would rather see it confined 
to the football than being out on the street. 
It is part of human nature to hate, and football always provided predominantly working-class males with 
an outlet for this hatred, without lending it any actual legitimacy. Football in Scotland has always been 
where the symptoms of sectarianism have been displayed, but it is not actually the root cause. 
If you go to concerts, the cinema or even watch certain comedians or TV shows you are warned before it 
begins that it may cause offence and that the easily-offended should avoid taking part, I believe that 
football matches should also carry such warnings.  
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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.  

Neutral (neither support nor oppose) 

Comments: 

I am not convinced that anybody has ever been prosecuted under the threatening communications bill who 
did not deserve it, however as a supporter of free speech I would argue that it is not the police's job to 
spend hours trawling through social media in order to find something offensive to prosecute someone for. 
Indeed I would say that this is a waste of police time, there are more important crimes they should be 
prioritising. I recently posted pictures of my wife and new-born daughter on Twitter, and was shocked to 
receive abusive and insulting messages about them by Celtic supporters, seemingly in retaliation for 
unrelated comments I had made about football. While this was not criminal, it was extremely offensive, yet 
I would not suggest that the police should be dealing with this. However what disappointed me was that 
when I reported this abuse to Twitter, they claimed they could do nothing about it as it was not criminal. I 
believe that social media and internet providers should be dealing with things like this, not the police. 

 

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)?  

 
Obviously, genuine threats should be taken seriously by the police, and cannot be considered 'freedom of 
expression' however people should not be being prosecuted for having opinions, even if they are at odds 
with what 99% of the rest of the public believe in. 
I believe that internet companies have a role to play in dealing with anti-social behaviour, not any 
legislation. 
Threatening communications certainly isn't specific to football, so it shouldn't be dealt with by any football-
related legislation. 
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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: 

As previously stated, I do not feel that I should be punished for other people's behaviour. UEFA's strict 
liability rules are even more farcical than the OBAF Act, and are little more than a money-raising exercise. 
Celtic have been punished repeatedly by this in UEFA competitions in recent years, yet there has been no 
deterrent effect for their fans, as witnessed by the recent anti-Israeli protests at their match with Hapoel 
Beer-Sheva, when fans knew what the consequences for their club would be, yet some fans shoes to 
protest regardless. If anything the UEFA actions have made some fans more defiant against them, and 
more likely to repeat this behaviour, not less likely. Even as a Rangers supporter I do not believe any fine 
should have applied, yet it does illustrate the folly of this policy - clearly this was a political protest, but it 
was offensive to Israelis, yet ultimately Celtic FC paid the price. Could they, or indeed should they, have 
done any more to prevent these protests? Football authorities should stay out of these matters. 

 

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 am not legally qualified so cannot offer any answers to this question.  
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Q8. Taking account of both costs and potential savings, what financial impact would you expect the 
proposed Bill to have? Please provide any comments.  

Some reduction in cost 

Comments: 

I would think that repealing the OBAF Act, and indeed Section 74 of the 2003 Act, would save the police 
and authorities money, eg. the current practices of filming supporters and spending hours online trawling 
social media for offensive comments must be expensive. They should spend their money and time tackling 
real crimes. 
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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 negative  

 

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

 
Some of these types of name-calling are prevalent at all football clubs and particularly with the Scotland 
national football team, eg. homophobic abuse in particular. However legislation already exists to deal with 
so-called 'hate crimes' in the world outside of football. Education is the key to dealing with discrimination, 
not legislation.  
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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?  

 
I believe that sectarianism in Scotland has been getting worse in the years since the 2003 Act, and has 
not been helped by the OBAF Act. People with deeply held views, who some would describe as 'bigots' 
do not simply give up these views because the government tells them they should. I believe the whole 
idea of legislating against bigotry is counter-productive, and that since the internet opened up this 



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

Pandora's Box of hatred, governments across the world have misunderstood how to deal with it, and 
have just been making things worse. People do not like being told what to do or what to think, and 
constantly doing so leads them to feel bullied and oppressed, and just makes the chip on their shoulder 
even bigger. Education is the key, not legislation.  

 

 

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

No Response  

 


