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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 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: 

If this is a proposal from the dim witted Mr Kelly, then we can be sure that it is a foolish one from the start. 
Watching him stumble through interviews, embarrassing, and occasionally disgracing himself is proof enough 
of that. There are, of course, more considered reasons. Scotland has been blighted by 'fans' of football clubs, 
whose only attraction is the opportunity to threaten and abuse opposing fans simply because of their 
backgrounds. In the main, these 'fans' follow Rangers and Celtic, although other clubs have their problem 
followers too. The demise of Rangers has meant a few years of relatively trouble free weekends, but the 
success of The Rangers, both in attracting the old fans of the dead club, and (eventually) entering the top tier 
of Scottish football for the first time threatens trouble on a grand scale. Celtic and The Rangers will now meet 
regularly, and this will be shown across the world. Each time, the fans will shame themselves, and Scotland in 
the eyes of the world. Each match will see a rise in domestic violence, and trouble on the streets. Now, more 
than ever, we need this legislation in place to allow the police to deal with these idiots and to show that this sort 
of behavior will no longer be tolerated. Scotland has a particular problem with sectarianism, and needs special 
measures to tackle it. The football authorities have proven themselves either unable, or unwilling to deal with 
this, so the law will have to. Mr Kelly, and the other apologists of sectarianism have offered no credible 
alternatives. This act must stay. 

 

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) Repeal would make it harder for the police to deal with the specific problem of sectarianism. 
 
(b) Repeal would discourage fans of opposing clubs to go to away games at The Rangers or Celtic, because 
of the type of abuse and threats that would happen otherwise. This gives them a sporting disadvantage. 
Sectarian followers are more likely to cause trouble, and need more policing, at the expense of clubs hosting 
The Rangers or Celtic. This is a financial disadvantage. 
 
(c) Repeal would mean fans having to return to the bad old ways of hearing sectarian chants in the grounds. 
Families, and children would be discouraged. We have managed to significantly reduce racism and 
homophobia seen at games: the last big problem is sectarianism.  

 

 

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)?  

Clubs should take a far stronger line. Sectarian singing has been easily heard at e.g. most televised games of 
The Rangers, and nothing has been done. Stewards could easily identify troublemakers, and they should be 
banned from the club. 
 
The SPFL should dock points any time sectarian songs are sung at a match. Fines, and games with all fans 
banned should also be applied until this problem is eradicated.  

 

 

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 

Comments: 

During the demise of Rangers, and the subsequent rise of The Rangers, I occasionally read the postings on 



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.  

FollowFollow and the like. The threats and abuse that people were writing was appalling. People are 
threatened simply because of their (often assumed) background, or religion. This should not be allowed to 
happen in a civilised country. 

 

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)?  

Threatening behavior should be addressed by legislation wherever it occurs. The right to threaten is not part 
of free speech.  

 

 

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: 

Strict liability for a period - a few years perhaps - and then, perhaps when clubs have been shown to be at 
fault. 

 

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)  

More ambulances. Legislation banning Celtic or The Rangers games from being covered on TV or radio.  
 

 

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: 

Dealing with ongoing trouble, but with less ability to arrest troublemakers will cost more money in the long 
term. 

 



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?  

I presume when you talk of the impact of the bill you mean the impact of the repeal of the bill? If so: 
 
Tell members of these protected groups not to go to football matches, as they won't be protected properly.  

 

 

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?  

No Response  

 


