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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 am content for my response to be attributed to me (as an individual)  

 

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 reasons that I believe that this Act is dangerous, counter-productive and not fit for purpose are fairly 
straightforward. The first of which is that all laws should apply universally. By definition, this legislation 
specifically targets one group in society and creates an offence which applies to them and them only. On 



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.  

this principle alone, the legislation should have never seen the light of day. A cornerstone of a democratic 
society should be equal treatment before the law, whilst this legislation ensures that is not the case for 
football fans. When you consider that you could have a situation whereby a rugby fan and a football fan 
are travelling to their respective matches on a train together, singing along to the same song, and the 
rugby fan would not be breaking the law but the football fan would be, then one must conclude that there is 
something very deeply flawed about the entire premise of the law in question. The second reason for my 
opposition to this legislation is because it is absurd to outlaw something as subjective as 'offensiveness'. 
People should not have a legal right to 'not be offended', as ultimately anyone could find anything 
offensive. This constricts expression and debate, which are fundamental to our democracy. People cannot 
be told that they are not allowed to express legitimate opinion which is not racist, sectarian, homohphobic, 
sexist or in any way discriminatory. Attempts to do so undermine our entire democratic process.  

 

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 be beneficial for the police to focus on actual crime. A football fan swearing or expressing a 
political opinion does not make them a criminal, and the role of the police at football matches should be 
ensuring the safety of all in attendance. Scenes of disorder and violence which were witnessed at the 
recent Scottish Cup Final for example, may not have happened had the police been able to focus more 
on fan safety than fan's words. This would perhaps enable the relationship between fans and police to 
rebuilt as it has been poisoned as a result of this legislation and the culture of policing which seems to 
have encompassed it.  
 
B - Football fans are the lifeblood of the game and indeed the clubs. If fans are continually harassed, 
intimidated then they will turn their backs on the game. This will negatively impact all clubs, whereas if a 
more fan friendly environment is created for supporters like you see in Germany and Scandinavia the 
evidence suggests that attendances will increase.  
 
C - The benefits to football fans are self-evident. The fear of being dragged out of the stands, or perhaps 
even dragged out of their beds, by police officers to then be dragged through the courts will dissipate. 
Fans will be free to express views so long as they do not venture in to discriminatory territory, meaning 
that they know the legal boundaries and will be able to abide by them. No longer will they step out in to 
the stands with cameras from all angles which could capture them doing the most innocuous which could 
lead to an arrest, charge and could cost them their livelihoods.  

 

 

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)?  

The key way to deal with genuine hate crime in football is to properly understand the roots of it, and have 
a frank and open discussion about the sociological framework which has enabled hatred to be sewn 
within communities. Ultimately, there has to be an acceptance that anti-Irish bigotry is actually what 
underpins what is defined as 'sectarianism' in this country. If this can be accepted, education can be 
utilised to challenge intolerance and ignorance.  

 

 

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  

 

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)?  

No Response  

 

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: 

It is difficult to see how this would work when the definition of ''offensive behaviour'' is so open to 
interpretation and whilst hysteria so often dictates the narrative when such an issue is discussed. 

 

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 believe that all convictions of those found guilty under the legislation who could not have been charged 
under other legislation should be squashed. I also believe that all current cases which would fall in this 
category should be thrown out.  

 

 

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  

 

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?  

I don't believe there would be any negative impact on any protected groups as there is no evidence 
whatsoever that this is the case.  

 

 

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?  

I would assume that most fans have negative experiences to share, but what I have experienced pales in 
significance with what I have seen others go through. I have seen friends lose their jobs because of court 
cases which have dragged on only to get a not guilty verdict. Likewise, I have seen friends lose 
relationships for the same reason. Some had their names dragged through the mud in the national press. 
Others were denied promotions, or were on the brink of losing their ability to practise in their chosen 
professional field. The fact that these people were not found guilty did not undo this damage.  

 

 


