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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) 

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 



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.  

Comments: 

Sectarianism has plagued parts of Scotland for far too long and unless you start to address it it will continue, 
this Act starts to address it. Un-Parliamentary language doesn't even allow 'liar' despite the utterance of lies all 
to often. If an MSP started to sing any of the Celtic or Rangers partisan songs in the Chamber what would the 
response be from the Presiding Officer, the public would love to know. Whilst I conjecture I am pretty sure 
he/she would be stopped singing offensive songs. So if that is the case I fail to see why some people can be 
offended and others can't. The heat of exchange in the chamber will have similarities to the heat of competitive 
football and fanship. Going backwards to the bloodfest of football gangs or the excuse so many want is wrong, 
you don't stop sectarianism by promoting it. Fifty years ago nicknames were often very offensive and very 
hurtful and almost everyone just kept on using them until concerted effort was made, led by politicians etc to 
promote respect not contempt. Drunk drivers way back then were just drunk drivers but eventually the pressure 
was created to shame them not just blindly accept them. Domestic violence intervention by police was a taboo 
because the home was as sacred It has always been the case that if you encourage something you get more 
of it so please continue to discourage Sectarianism and this Act, judging by arrests, is a valuable asset. 

 

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?  

any perceived disadvantage will be short term  
 

 

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)?  

Class discussions at school. Team members of Rangers and Celtic joining forces giving master classes of 
skill at various football grounds free of charge. Ironically both teams purport to support God, the same God so 
ask the teams to lead charity fund-raising events for the starving and disadvantaged of other religions 
perhaps with each team offering special privileged access to the most dynamic fund-raisers. Perhaps these or 
other schemes involving interaction are necessary.  

 

 

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 opposed  

 

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)?  

When the Official Secrets Act is repealed we will have freedom of expression, when GCHQ is closed we will 
have freedom of expression wen terror legislation is not used to protect civil servants or give tools of malice 
we will have freedom of expression. Why have hate crime if hateful people issue hateful messages on social 
media to other individuals. Incitement will inevitably lead to bigger problems and there needs to be remedy.  

 

 



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?  

Yes 

Comments: 

the beneficiaries of football games are highly paid players on both sides and potentially the clubs and allowing 
a minority to stop decent people going to matches with family is economic madness. 

 

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 Response  

 

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?  

Negative  

 

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

by not going forward with the Bill  
 

 

Page 18: General   



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

Every bit of legislation to promote a better society and that was the government's purpose, has had significant 
resistance at the time but hindsight tells us it was wrong then and wrong now,  

 

 

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

No Response  

 


