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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: 

The act must be repealed - it has no place in a modern democratic society. There are already sufficient laws in 
place to deal with criminal behaviour that can be used by police officers at football games should such 
behaviour be evidenced. To make a law specifically about one sport is wrong, and wrong particularly in the 



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.  

context of the sectarian issues that blight Scotland, but the West of Scotland in particular. This is the wrong 
way to tackle the scourge of sectarianism in Scotland. 

 

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 - seriously, none. 
 
Advantages: 
(a) Police officers won't be put in a position where they have to decide to arrest someone based on their 
interpretation of what type of song is offensive. We have seen how the courts view the act, and it is unfair to 
put officers in this position. This holds generally, but specifically if we accept there is a problem in Scotland, 
and it starts with how people are brought up, then a police officer might take a skewed viewpoint of what is 
offensive, given the need to interpret the law. This bill is poorly thought out. Sectarianism needs to be tackled 
in Scotland, and it will take generations.  
 
(b) Clubs can get back to making their grounds as welcoming as possible for fans, families and visiting 
supporters. 
 
(c) Law abiding citizens can go to games without fear of arrest. Football supporters will no longer be 
victimised. A view on how best communities can deal with sectarianism will need to be taken  

 

 

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)?  

We must first review our recent history to understand our problems. South Africa started with a truth and 
reconilciliation plan. All my life i've heard, well it was like that in the past, but not now. When did it end? what 
happened? It didn't end - and we need to face up to that and deal with it. In the last 10 years death threats 
were made against the celtic manager because he was a Northern Irish Catholic, and there is a feeling that, 
well that is what happens here and he brings it on himself. No-one brings that upon themself. We need to 
challenge that. In my childhood we saw banana's being thrown at a player because of his colour. I would 
suggest we have eridicated that behaviour by recognising it was wrong, challenging it and as a community 
dealing with it. We need to do the same with sectarianism, not in football, but in wider 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 supportive  

 

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)?  

If something is racist, then it can be dealt with by the law. If should be legal or illegal, regardless of whether it 
is in or around a football ground.  

 

 



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?  

Unsure 

Comments: 

Strict liability would hit fans of The Rangers hardest. One could argue that is required, because that is where 
the majority of the problem lies. One could argue that given the society that exists in parts of Scotland, the 
actions of their fans is an inevitable consequence of that society, and therefore if the club/company/whatever is 
taking action, then can they still really be blamed for the problems of sectarianism in Scotland. In essence, are 
they the cause of the problem, or the outlet where the problem manifests 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)  

None - apply the law (minus this bill) as it stands to those that break the law.  
 

 

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: 

police could get back to policing. 

 

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?  



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?  

Deal with the root cause of the problem, not the outlet.  
 
Don't leave things open to interpretation by police officers who have been (If Scottish and brought up in 
Scotland) by definition exposed to aspects of the problems that will influence their interpretation. This is not 
an anti-police statement, just a reflection on how police officers (lets assume men aged 30-50) were brought 
up, regardless of the community that they were brought up.  
 
Consider the problems with race in America. The police are taught that coloured people are more likely, in 
certain areas, to be criminals than white. Why would it then surprise anyone that the police act in the way that 
they do. In South Africa, gated communities are rife. No wonder there is suspicion on both sides, and how 
one person is brought up will inevitably have an influence on their adult thoughts and behaviour.  
 
We must understand this, accept it, and then begin to work out how to change our society over the next 
generations.  

 

 

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

No Response  

 


