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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) 

Name: 

Thomas Valentine 

 

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 opposed 



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: 

I consider it deeply irresponsible for a Member of the Scottish Parliament to send a message to sectarian 
bigots that their behavior is acceptable in public. 

 

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?  

It would make its harder to maintain public order by allowing sectarian bigots free rein to incite violence at 
public events.  

 

 

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 Leaving aside the issue of whether sections 1 to 5 of the 2012 Act should be repealed, what do you think 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)?  

A clear and united message that the language of sectarian and racist bigotry is unacceptable in all publicly 
accessible areas and events. Also that this is the law of the land and not just a vague hope for polite social 
niceties. If the incident is severe enough and where the Police consider it appropriate it should be backed by 
the threat of criminal arrest.  

 

 

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)?  

It must be made clear to the public that criticism of a particular philosophies and religions must not be used as 
an excuse to attribute supposed crimes to individuals or every person within the religious group. 
For example a Local Council member should be penalized if he claims every member of a particular religion is 
part of an international conspiracy. 
He may criticism particular doctrines or elements and by doing so cause offense, this is allowable because it 
is his free opinion.  

 

 

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?  



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 former Glasgow Rangers football club would make public statements that they did not support or allow 
sectarian activity within the club. Yet would sell an orange version of their uniform which was taken as a clear 
message to the contrary by the supporters and public. They made only casual from the viewpoint of the public, 
attempts to stop open sectarian activities during football events and postings on their websites. The current 
version of the club has apparently made no great effort to prevent other such activities. For example offensive 
banners being held up or strung across their stand and groups of individuals processing around the stands in 
militaristic uniforms claiming to some kind of sectarian attack force. I have spoken of Rangers here but clearly 
this applies directly to Celtic and any other club that might believe that strict application of public behavior code 
might cut into their profits or by turning a blind eye might increase these same profits. The same can just as 
easily said where the bigotry is racially motivated. If the club as a private business profits from having people 
pay to enter and from the visual spectacle being broadcast, they are also responsible for the activities within. If 
the control entrance and control broadcast they have a responsibility to make an real effort to control behavior. 
Because individuals and groups seeking to incite violence and hatred against persecuted groups, will always 
make use of the collected crowd and the broadcast images. The clubs should be held responsible if the allow 
that or give tacit approval or even simply give lip service to prevention as has happened in the past. 
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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)  

Since any repeal of the Act would be are starting whistle to the activities of bigoted and racist individuals and 
groups, I see no point in discussing transitional arrangements. Repeal is practically telling these people they 
have permission of the state for their activities.  

 

 

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 increase in cost 

Comments: 

I expect there to be an immediate upsurge in disturbances at public events particularly those motivated by 
Protestant sectarianism. Police action and court business would consequently increase accordingly along with 
the prison detention cost. On top will be the social costs to families and health care cost to people injured in 
these disturbances. 

 

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 immediately abandoning attempts to repeal "Offensive Behaviour at Football and Threatening 
Communications (Scotland) Act 2012" the negative impact of the Bill on any of these protected groups can be 
minimised or avoided.  

 

 

Page 18: General   

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

It is a backward step in dealing with the problem of sectarian bigotry in particular in relation to football events 
and supporters. 
If there are specific problems with the current Act then it can be amended or a new replacement can be 
suggested to deal with the problem. 
An attempted to repeal the Act is going to be perceived as a permission for the actions of bigots to resume. 

 

 

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

I have met at least one young man who's friends said had "calmet doon a guid bit noo he 'hinks hes gaun tae 
get arrestit fur sceamin aa that shite at Celtic Rangers matches". 
It seems that for many the vague threat is enough for them to avoid the behavior rather than attempt to see 
how much they are able to get away with. In consequence they seem to have lost attachment to the beliefs 
that motivated them in the first place, now there is no emotional payout.  

 

 


