
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 supportive 

Comments: 

This Act is an affront to civil liberties/human rights. If football supporters are criminalised for certain actions, 
while other members of the public who carry out the exact same actions, are not regarded as criminals, this is 



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.  

fundamentally flawed legislation.  

 

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) In theory, the police and judicial system would have resources freed up, allowing them to concentrate on 
catching and convicting individuals we all agree are criminals. At present, while this Act is being policed so 
intensely, this inevitably means people who are guilty of real criminal activity, have less police and judiciary 
resources directed at them. 
 
b) Football clubs have a responsibility to ensure their fans are not breaking the law. Repeal of this appalling 
legislation, may allow clubs to concentrate on identifying individuals guilty of real crime - violence, hate-speak, 
theft, etc. 
 
c) Football supporters should be viewed as ordinary, law-abiding members of society. This legislation allows 
them to be marginalised and perceived as inferior to people who don't follow the game.  

 

 

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)?  

In my experience, there is very little offensive behaviour at football matches. There was in the 1970s and the 
1980s but not now. Whoever is responsible for this Act, clearly does not know this. 
 
I have travelled to other sporting events and even to football stadia for other reasons (eg concerts). It is my 
experience that our law officers police these events in a much more mature, pragmatic way than they police 
football matches. 
 
I think there are lots of issues here - not least over-policing. In other countries, similar sized matches go 
ahead with minimal police presence. Football fans are mature enough to attend matches and, in the main, 
behave themselves impeccably. 
 
We have a culture in this country where football means overtime for individual police officers and, at an 
organisational level, football represents a significant revenue stream for Police Scotland. At a political and 
executive level, this stream is exploited adroitly. The last thing the police would want would be a reduced 
presence at games with exponentially reduced income. Thus the temptation to buy into this narrative that 
football fans are criminals or potential criminals, is tempting. 
 
Equally, they would not benefit from a public recognition that football supports are, in the main, well behaved 
and law-abiding.  

 

 

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 

Comments: 

Again this is flawed legislation. While there is undoubtedly an issue around threats of violence or similar, no 



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.  

new legislation was required to make this a criminal offence. 

 

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)?  

The best way to tackle threatening communications, is to use the existing legal framework. 
 
We all have the right to freedom of expression but, where that becomes race, gender or religious hatred, or 
anything that could incite violence, then a crime has been committed under previous legislation.  

 

 

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: 

I agree with the principle that clubs can be responsible but my concern would be in the interpretation of what 
constitutes offensive behaviour. I have read reports of individuals being prosecuted when I have not been 
upset or offended by the words they are alleged to have expressed. Not even remotely offended.  

 

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'm not sufficiently interested to wade through proposed transitional arrangements. 
 
I think the legal framework prior to this Act being implemented, would be fine.  

 

 

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 reduction in cost 

Comments: 

Clearly, repeal of tis Act would mean that some of the frankly ludicrous cases we have see, would not be 



Q8. Taking account of both costs and potential savings, what financial impact would you expect the proposed 
Bill to have? Please provide any comments.  

contemplated in the future. 

 

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?  

Neutral (neither positive nor negative)  

 

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?  

Not really. 
 
I do see supporter groups being harassed by police officers who are clearly tasked to arrest them and charge 
them under this Act.  

 

 


