
Proposed Football Act (Repeal) (Scotland) Bill  

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

 

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: 

To seek to repeal the act without having any sensible alternatives is essentially saying that it's fine to hurl 
abuse at opposing fans based solely on their choice of team. Repealing this legislation would send entirely the 
wrong message to fans to say that there is no problem with threatening to "kick someone's head in" or "send 



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.  

them home in an ambulance" or comment on their parental providence based on a supposed rivalry. It would 
essentially be saying that bigotry is acceptable and I personally do not believe it is. 

 

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) Police would lose an option at their disposal to deal with fans behaviour that does not fall under current 
legislation 
 
b) Football clubs would not have any power or incentive to deal with the abusive supporters 
 
c) Fellow supporters will be left having to put up with language and behaviour that would not be acceptable in 
any other public forum. Would you expect to go to the shops and have someone shouting obscenities at you, 
pointing and spitting at you?  

 

 

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 would slowly introduce mixed seating as I think this and this alone is the reason Rugby is so well policed, the 
fans do it themselves. This would need to be phased in with trial areas in each ground but once it was fully 
embedded, the "them and us" tribal mentality would dissipate and the animosity along with it. The culture of 
Scottish football has changed over the years but it still needs work to get us away from the point where 
someone can experience abuse purely because of what team they support.  

 

 

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: 

Again, repealing legislation of this nature without a replacement that does a similar job simply tells the average 
person that this type of behaviour is acceptable. 

 

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)?  

Freedom of speech and expression come with both limitations and responsibility. One cannot insult another 
person with guaranteed impunity and the courts recognise an assault can be provoked. In a face to face 
setting people behave differently to those who think they are anonymous. One way to tackle this would be to 
remove anonymity or at the very least have a requirement for a person's true identity to be held by platform 
owners in order that any complainer can be given the appropriate details to pursue recourse.  

 

 



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: 

To an extent, but I don't agree with strict liability as it absolves individuals of their own responsibilities. If a club 
takes no action and by that inaction makes a statement that such behaviour is acceptable to them then by all 
means they should have penalties applied. Those should be sporting penalties such as dropped points or 
games played indoors. This would lead to better "in crowd policing" by other fans. 

 

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 don't think the act should be repealed so this is not relevant.  
 

 

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.  

Significant increase in cost 

Comments: 

There would be an immediate uptick in offensive behaviour. The cost to the NHS alone should be enough to 
avoid making such a calamitous decision, btu clubs would likely incur charges too and I see no reason why 
scrapping the act would save money at all. 

 

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?  



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 act which currently protects them.  
 

 

Page 18: General   

Q11. Have you any other comments to make on the proposed Bill or on the matters raised in the consultation 
document?  

There are more important things for the Scottish parliament to be doing than this. This is a political move by 
Labour to try to appear "on the side" of football supporters, when it seems they are only on the side of those 
who want to sing offensive songs.  

 

 

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

No Response  

 


