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Are you responding as an individual or on behalf of an organisation?  

Individual  

 

Which of the following best describes you?  

Professional with experience in a relevant subject  

 

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 am content for my response to be attributed to me (as an individual) 

Name: 

 

 

Please select the category which best describes your organisation  

No Response  
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your organisation as you wish it to be published.  
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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: 

It is a common misconception that the prevalence of sectarianism in Scottish society is not fuelled by two 
football clubs, whose reach from its heartlands in the old industrial centre of Scotland extends to ever area in 
our country. Whilst great efforts for re-education of the supporters to abhor sectarianism have occurred over 
many years, the actual effect has been negligible.  
 
This predominantly is the result of two factors, societal and religious. it is undeniable both teams principal 
support is based not on location as is normal with team support, but on the supporters identifying with the 
teams religious and cultural foundations. 
Any investigation into crowd behaviour will recognise in each camp a section of support, whither from the 
Orange tradition, "Billy Boys", or Irish Nationalist, "Green Brigade" , this is not to say that the vast majority of 
fans support the aims of these actors, but as a catalyst for crowd violence it is inescapable for the crowd not 
become embroiled in any antisocial or criminal actions perpetrated by this hardcore fan base. 
 
It is this cultural identity when taken to extremes that the Act is designed to combat, the most vocal opponents 
are those who most closely identify with the religious and cultural background.  
 
It is also a common misconception mostly propagated by opponents of the Act that it is not achieving its aims, 
or has a poor arrest too conviction ratio, this was true, as most laws are, before the courts set the case law, in 
the early years, however it is no longer factual today. The Act as constituted and enforced is a robust 
instrument for law enforcement, but more importantly it is sending the signal that sectarianism is no longer 
acceptable ether as way of life, a world view or a political tool.  
 
Policing stadium crowds is a difficult task. Spectator aggression is often only one of many public safety 
concerns. Police are forced to balance the interests of many different parties (e.g., players who want audience 
participation, club owners who wish to generate profits). Obviously, police cannot address all causes of 
spectator violence. It would be difficult to convince team owners that they should discourage highly dedicated 
fans. In addition, police must protect individuals' rights while maintaining an orderly environment. While 
spectators have rights, police should not tolerate property destruction and threats or acts of violence, 
sectarianism, religious bigotry or promotion of criminal behaviour, including promotion of terrorism.  
 
Spectator violence in stadiums has been a longstanding tradition. Documentation of such events is found in 
texts from ancient Greece and the Roman Empire. These incidents can occur wherever fans gather, including 
sports competitions (e.g., baseball, basketball, boxing, football, hockey, soccer) and entertainment events 
(e.g., music concerts, theatrical productions). Violence at these events need a catalyst, and the most common 
forms of spectator aggression leading to criminality is as follows: 
1. verbal—singing, chanting, and yelling taunts or obscenities; 
2. gesturing—signalling to others with threatening or obscene motions; 
3. "missile" throwing—throwing items such as food, drinks, bricks, bottles, broken seats, and cell phones at 
particular or random targets; 
4. swarming—rushing the field or stage and trying to crash the gates to gain entry, or rushing the exit, both of 
which may result in injury or death from trampling; 
 
In conclusion I come to the reason why this Act is unpopular with some fans and some politicians. first you 
must question the motivation in repealing the Act, who benefits, well the answer is those who may be subject 
to the powers of the Act, i.e. those engaging in violent sectarian acts, provocateurs who wish to see old 
rivalries, or scores settled. Those perpetrators who identify with strict ethnic, religious or cultural bigotry need 
this Act to fail, as this reinforces their bigotry, if it continues, then they have to question their place in a modern 
multicultural society.  
Finally the lawmakers themselves, what are they to gain, can it be as simple as votes, or is the political 
divisions' to be foisted as acceptable along religious grounds. Statistical evidence exists that shows this Act as 
popular, not only amongst society as a whole, but amongst most fans themselves. So the question remains 
unanswered, what's in it for the politicians promoting this agenda, who do they relate to or identify with? 

 

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 to Police None 



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?  

Disadvantages to Police The repeal will send conflicting messages to crowds, who would push the envelope 
to rediscover boundaries, this will create major problems in policing the crowd. with the added problem of a 
perceived victimisation on sections of the crowd having parliamentary acceptance, this will cause a deep 
mistrust and resentment, that could result in violent exchanges between those sections and police.  
Advantages to clubs, None 
Disadvantages to Clubs, a increase in crowd trouble, a re-emergence of, or an escalation of sectarian 
behaviour can only be to the disadvantage of clubs  
Advantages to fans. Nil 
Disadvantages to fans. as with clubs an increase in crowd trouble, a re-emergence of, or an escalation of 
sectarian behaviour can only be to the disadvantage of 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)?  

It is an uncomfortable truth that sectarianism is deep rooted in certain sections of Scottish society, so deep 
routed that perceived acceptance is gained by messages by politicians and others that innocuous by 
themselves enforce that felling of tribalism. For instance why should a politician say "I am a Celtic man" or a 
"Rangers Man", surely they may support the club, but the phrase "Their Man" is a coded signal, designed to 
trigger a response in what they see as their electorate, and that this is not immediately questioned highlights 
how far sectarianism is built in to certain sections of society.  
Politicians themselves have propagated this tribalism for their own advancement, this very act of questioning 
the act is sectarian in foundation.  
In my lifetime I have seen the promotion of Conservatism and the Labour party on religious grounds, that this 
has not been consigned to the dustbin of history is a damming indictment of Scottish society.  

 

 

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: 

This proposal is a sectarian, political act. The problem with any bigotry is those who are tainted with it are 
always the last to see it. 

 

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)?  

Our right to freedom of expression is not a right to oppress or insult without repercussions, if it were, then we 
don't live in a fair and tolerant society. The Act is a good tool to combat intolerance and bigotry.  

 

 

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: 

It is not necessary to show the club is at fault, in no other area of life are the owners of a venue allowed to shirk 
their duty of care. if a nightclub despite all its best efforts has criminal elements (Arches Nightclub) it can be 
closed. Take football out of the equation, if there were a tiddlywinks competition, and if sections of the 
audience were engaging in criminality, would that be tolerated. No so why football! 

 

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)  

The repeal would be a retrograde step, damaging to Scottish sporting and political life. 
I have not mentioned the cost to family life, the fact that women are beaten to a pulp due to some males 
idiotic frustrations fostered by sectarianism is a horrendous indictment on our society, and its also to those 
men that societal changes are required.  
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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: 

Policing costs, court costs, economic costs to football,In all the repeal will be a disaster. 
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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?  

by giving tacit approval even by promoting this bill, you are giving succour to bigots, and you Mr James Kelly, 



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

are doing imminence damage to yourself, your party and to the reputation of Scotland.  
 

 

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  
 

 

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

I am a Scottish male, brought up in a decent family living amongst bigotry and sectarianism, from an early 
age, what school did you go too? was an oft asked question, and the main propagators of this, I have now 
understood is your party in central Scotland, as a young trade unionist, political active in Coatbridge, I was 
told by the head of the local TUC that his greatest regret was I was the wrong religion, and advised I look to 
politics outside central Scotland.  
 
I have worked in company's who only employed one group, I was castigated for having friends from the 
divide, I have heard, smelt and experienced bigotry all my life. And never have I taken it as normal for over 45 
years, something to live with. It needs to stop.  
What side are you on James?  

 

 


