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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 supportive 

Comments: 

This Bill came about because a politician, Alex Salmond, saw an opportunity to make a headline statement. 
The Justice Committee, when discussing the detail and implementation of the Bill, took a skewed and, in my 
opinion, biased view. The bill itself was a poorly worded and drafted piece of legislation, so much so that courts 



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.  

threw out many cases that came before them. Police resources were deployed to football matches, not to 
prevent or prosecute the law but to threaten and intimidate fans. There was sufficient powers available to the 
authorities prior to the Bill, to prosecute trouble and trouble-makers. The Bill has allowed, and encouraged, a 
change in the definitions of 'offensive' and 'sectarianism' to suit the argument put forward at any given time. 
Ministers themselves have failed to provide clear definition of these and other terms. Ministers have also failed 
to define who can be offended. 'Any normal thinking person' is not a definition. I myself am a normal thinking 
person, but possibly only in my own opinion. The times during which an offence falls under the Bill is also 
ambiguous. If I play a recording of what may be deemed offensive in my own car travelling to/from a match, am 
I in breach of the Bill. In summary. A Bill proposed with dubious intent. A Bill poorly drafted. A Bill which 
includes some prejudices of those drafting it. A Bill which fails to explain itself. A Bill which was never required.  

 

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?  

Advantages. 
The justice system would have clear definition. There is adequate provision to uphold and prosecute the laws 
without the Bill. 
Far fewer cases coming to court needlessly. 
Football clubs would be in no doubt as to what constituted an offence. 
Likewise football supporters. 
 
Disadvantages. 

 

 

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)?  

 
Common sense to prevail. 
Without clear definition of 'offensive behaviour' nothing can be done. 
Politicians should be honest when questioned about the success or failure of the Bill. The very fact that this 
survey exists proves that this is s 'bad law' 
In my opinion the police misused the powers that they were given, or they themselves deemed they had been 
give. The attitude of the police toward fans and fans attitudes toward the police has been seriously harmed by 
this Bill. 

 

 

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.  

Partially supportive 

Comments: 

Again clear definition is sadly lacking. 

 



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)?  

 
There really can be no justification for threatening communications. I would hope that there is a clear 
difference between threatening communications and offensive communications. Just as I would hope that a 
common sense approach were to be adopted when 'banter' is claimed as a defence.that said, define 'banter'  

 

 

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: 

Strangely worded question. Should this not be two questions? Penalise clubs. In what way? By the law or by 
the game's governing bodies? Define 'reasonable steps' 

 

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)  

Suspend the Bill  
 

 

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 reduction in cost 

Comments: 

Courts time saved. Police officers time saved 

 

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?  

Slightly positive  



 

Q10. In what ways could any negative impact of the Bill on any of these protected groups be minimised or 
avoided?  

No Response  

 

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?  

 
Sadlly I would say that I distrust the police more at football matches that previously. 
I would say that their attitude has also changed toward football fans. Whether this is due to the Bill, or the 
structure of the new police Scotland set up I don't know.  

 

 


