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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 feel this issue has been ignored by governments, political parties and the football authorities. However the 
law is framed its existence sends a message that this type of behaviour is unacceptable. I feel that repealing 
the law because this is actually a societal problem which needs dealt with in a wider context sounds like we 
want to go back to how it was before - people do whatever they like, everyone throws their hands up and says 
it is just the way things are and we send a few people around schools every so often to discuss sectarianism. I 
don't think that's good enough. Nobody has yet convinced me that people have any reason to sing, say or do 
these things at football games. The clubs say they don't want it and, I believe, the bulk of the public outside a 
very vocal minority don't want it. 

 

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) I understand that repeal might make things easier for the police and justice system, that they are having to 
make difficult decisions on the ground. However, I think we have to start somewhere and if the law isn't clear 
it should be Madame more stringent, not less. 
(b) I think football clubs would be tempted to go back to not dealing with this issue. At least now they can 
point to the act when tackling this and telling their supporters how to act. The worst thing would be if the clubs 
felt able to ignore this behaviour again. 
(c) In my experience football supporters outside a small section usually, but not exclusively, associated with 
two clubs have no interest in the act being repealed. When I attended Kilmarnock games many years ago we 
would be called "Fenian bastards" or "Orange bastards" routinely by these supporters. I felt this had no 
relevance to me, or football, and was one reason why I stopped attending games. If the act gives people who 
behave like this reason to pause and, more importantly, gives the impression that society will no longer 
tolerate sectarian behaviour it would be of great benefit to football fans.  

 

 

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)?  

I think nobody wants to touch this. Football appears to operate in a world of its own where everyone is scared 
to act. I think politicians and the police are not interested and do not want to touch this issue. I thought the act 
was at least a sign that you could no longer just do whatever you liked as soon as you were in a football 
stadium or part of a crowd of supporters.  
 
I think incidents should be openly discussed and condemned, there should be strict liability and we should 
stop acting as if football is the most important thing in the world. If clubs or the authorities cannot stop this 
behaviour then stadia should be closed to send the message. I doubt that will ever happen because 
politicians believe there is a lot of support to be lost for very little gain. 
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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 see why any of this should be repealed. What behaviour here should be allowed? Why do people need 
to do it? I'm not sure about this question. These sections of the act don't seem to differ a great deal from the 



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.  

rest of the act in any significant way. 

 

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)?  

I don't think the two conflict. Freedom of expression never operates without restriction.  
 
As long as I can say, "I don't like the Prime Minister" or "I think the Prime Minister is stupid/should be 
replaced" I have freedom of expression. 
 
Freedom of expression doesn't, and shouldn't, include the right to threaten the prime minister or incite others 
to harm them. This doesn't seem unusual or bizarre to me. I can't walk up to someone in the street and tell 
them they are ugly and should kill themselves and then claim it is just my opinion.  
 
I don't see what right is being infringed by this legislation that anyone can reasonably expect to have. The 
right to sing songs in stadia which the operators of those stadia have explicitly said they don't want sung? The 
right to make threats against others? 
 
Nobody is restricting the right to express political views. I can't shout things about the prime minister in Tesco 
then complain about my freedom of expression being infringed when I am asked to leave.  

 

 

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?  

Comments: 

I think there is a mistake above as this isn't a yes/no question. I believe in strict liability. It is not perfect but we 
have seen that the alternative does not work. Clubs and the authorities have had decades to act and are either 
unable or unwilling to do so. To have tens of thousands singing sectarian songs during televised games and 
there to be no action from the authorities is ludicrous. Fans would self police or just stop very quickly if stadia 
were closed or clubs were docked points. We cannot have decades more of this. 

 

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)  

I do not think the bill should be repealed.  
 

 

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 

Comments: 

I am not qualified to answer this and am not sure it is relevant. I am sure it costs money to tackle domestic 
violence but I don't think that is a reason to stop doing it. 

 

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?  

If the bill is repealed you send a message about intolerance and offensive behaviour being tolerated. More 
worryingly, you send a message that this type of behaviour in particular is not being tackled because it is 
perpetrated by a large group of aggressive people which the government are reluctant to take on. That is 
something which would send all the wrong signals to someone in one of these protected groups. It would 
change my impression of the type of government I was living under. The only way to mitigate this would be to 
replace this with a new robust piece of legislation which tackled offensive behaviour at football. I understand 
that is not the intention.  
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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?  

I think this is being done for all the wrong reasons. This is the first time in my lifetime I have seen anyone 
attempt to properly tackle this difficult subject. I doubt the motives of those who wish to turn the clock back.  

 

 

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

Only what I see in the newspapers and my experience at football prior to the act. I have seen nothing to 
persuade me that there is a need to repeal it.  

 

 


