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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)  

 

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 

Comments: 

The Act is a good idea, has already had positive effects, and is an appropriate use of parliamentary and police 



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.  

powers. 

 

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) No advantages; less opportunity to successfully convict serial and malicious abusive criminals 
b) Advantages: two Glasgow based clubs (and maybe a couple of others) can continue to harvest the ticket 
payments of sectarian bigots and racist abusers with no impact or concern for the wider Scottish public; 
disadvantages: they might actually face consequences for allowing and turning a blind eye to sectarian abuse 
and foul unacceptable behaviour by their fans in their stadiums 
c) Advantages: fans can continue to abuse opposition fans, players and anyone they come across in the 
street outside the stadium with reference to their religion, race, ethnicity or a battle between two countries 
they don't live in in the 1600s; disadvantages: they might need to behave like civilised sports fans supporting 
a team kicking a ball on a pitch instead of the last bastion protecting a divisive and mercifully dying cancer on 
Scottish society.  

 

 

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)?  

1. Ban fans who sing songs designed to offend people who aren't engaged with a football team. No songs 
about fenians, Orangemen, King Billy, the Pope or starved Irish terrorists. Single them out, ban them from all 
Scottish football, send those who continue to abuse innocent people to jail. Repeat until either the rest stop 
singing the vile hate anthems in football stadiums, or everyone who knows how the words go is in jail.  
2. Fine clubs for every offence by their fans.  
3. Dock 3 points (and award 3 to their opponents) for every game where sectarian and abusive singing is 
detected and arrests made. If fans come and sing those songs at their team's matches, their team goes home 
with nothing. It won't last more than a couple of months.  
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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: 

I don't think anyone has the right to threaten serious violence against another citizen of this country. That 
offence is well defined in the act and does not infringe on freedom of expression in any meaningful 
understanding of the phrase. I say "meaningful understanding" because some Labour politicians have their 
own understanding of freedom of expression which is unfortunately entirely devoid of meaning in any 
philosophical, political or legal manner. 

 

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)?  

Use the OBF&TBA as it is currently defined to identify, prosecute and convict abusive sectarian bigots who 



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)?  

incite violence by use of threatening communications. It's not rocket science, guys.  
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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: 

To your first question: yes. To your second question: strict liability should be applied. To the ridiculous 
mishmash of words you presented as a Yes/Nonquestion above: at best that was a cynical attempt to engineer 
a response you could wave in a parliamentary committee to demonstrate support for your objections; at worst it 
shows our opposition MSPs (no, wait, you're not the opposition these days, the Tories are, aren't they?) are 
illiterate imbeciles incapable of creating a simple survey (and spending my tax money in the process). 

 

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)  

Don't do it, you morons. No repeal, no transition.  
 

 

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.  

Some increase in cost 

Comments: 

Assuming you mean the bill to repeal the Act, it would cost the NHS in patching up victims of threatening 
abusers who carried out their threats, and dealing with the mental health impacts of those innocent citizens on 
the receiving end of said abuse. That's a starter anyway. 

 

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?  

Don't repeal the bill. Nobody wants you to, the public think it's a good idea and done right, and the protected 
groups are living in genuine fear you will open the doors to more abuse again.  
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Q11. Have you any other comments to make on the proposed Bill or on the matters raised in the consultation 
document?  

Don't repeal it, you illiterate moron.  
 

 

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

No Response  

 


