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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: 

I do not understand why people cannot enjoy watching a game of football without indulging in sectarian or 
otherwise offensive behaviour, but it appears that some of them cannot. They do not have a right to inflict this 
on other people. Therefore, they need to be stopped. Educating them about the effects of their behaviour on 
others has not worked. So their behaviour needs to be penalized in some way that will stop them repeating it 
after the punishment is over. It may be that there are aspects of the current legislation that could be improved 
to that end. If so, it should be amended, NOT repealed. Repeal without replacement is useless (because the 
behaviour is then implicitly sanctioned); repeal followed by replacement is fundamentally no different from 
amendment (although I can see that certain individuals might like to claim the credit for introducing 
"successful" legislation, which they wouldn't be able to if the existing law is amended - my response to that is 
"It's not about YOU, James!"). 

 

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) The police and the justice system need clarity, plus an effective way to deal with miscreants - repeal 
undermines that unless there is an immediate replacement - I have explained to you above why I think 
amending the existing legislation is a better way of doing that. 
 
b) Football clubs could probably do more to express disapproval of any fans misbehaving; the current law 
should help them because it sets out what is and isn't bad behaviour - repeal leaves a vacuum (and again, my 
comments about repeal versus amendment apply). 
 
c) I suspect most football supporters know very well what is and isn't acceptable, and most of them do behave 
ok; the die-hard offenders will regard repeal as an excuse to abandon self-restraint.  

 

 

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)?  

It's easier to say what shouldn't be done - alcohol should absolutely not be let back in. Continuing to educate 
people, shunning persistent offenders (especially by their peers), excluding people from future matches even 
if they have season tickets, could all be tried, but I fear that "naming and shaming" might be seen as a badge 
of honour like ASBOs were. I have no idea whether statements by the players might help (because I don't 
really understand why people behave this way in the first place). 
 
As ever, it may be that the underlying causes are more important than the symptoms - we need to reduce 
sectarianism in general (it may not be the only "offensive behaviour", but it makes up a large part of the 
problem). That will require some unpopular measures, up to and including banning Orange walks and phasing 
out faith schools. That will take a long time.  

 

 

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: 

No-one should be on the receiving end of a threatening communication. As with the first set of questions, 



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.  

amendment is better than repeal because SOMETHING is still in place with no hiatus. 

 

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)?  

Freedom of expression is a wonderful thing, but like all rights, it has to be limited. The limit is at the point 
where someone else's freedom (to exist without fear, for instance) is affected. No-one has an inherent right 
not to be offended, but personal threats are quite different. I'm not sure which legislation exactly covers things 
like threatening tweets, but there must be something, because not all threatening tweets are associated with 
football! Although offence is quite subjective, threats are usually pretty easy to identify.  

 

 

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: 

There are two questions there and you only have one set of buttons! I think that clubs can't be responsible for 
every single aspect of their fans' behaviour, especially not behaviour away from the ground (that would cover a 
lot of threatening communication, I suspect), but they really do need to be able to show that they have tried. 
They need to be prepared to ban individuals, or to forbid certain group behaviours, and if that fails, or they 
haven't really tried, then it should be considered, on a case by case basis, whether to take action against the 
club itself. 

 

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)  

If you're going to have transitional arrangements, you don't need repeal; you can propose amendments. I 
gather that the SG have said they will listen to suggestions for improvements.  

 

 

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 



Q8. Taking account of both costs and potential savings, what financial impact would you expect the proposed 
Bill to have? Please provide any comments.  

Comments: 

If repealing the act lead to an increase in offensive behaviour, there would be an associated cost for policing 
and the justice system. I'm not clear what savings there could be (it doesn't seem to be true that there are vast 
numbers of failed prosecutions); if there were some I don't know how they would compare to increased costs. 

 

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?  

Some of the groups you listed are likely to be in the target groups for offensive behaviour. You can only 
minimize the effect on them by keeping provisions to protect them. So, again, why bother repealing?  

 

 

Page 18: General   

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

Not really; I think I've made it clear enough I think you are doing the wrong thing, and in the current political 
climate, it seems a very strange priority.  

 

 

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

No  
 

 


