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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?  

Politician (MSP/MP/MEP/Councillor)  

 

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) 

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 



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: 

As Tom Devine said, existing legislation already dealt with crowd disorder and sectarian demonstrations. It was 
part of an SG agenda to grandstand and attract favourable media comment for legislation that was both 
unnecessary and cheap. The whole thing was choreographed: first we had the game where a number of 
Rangers players - but not supporters - behaved badly; next, Police Federation man, Gray, apparently 
intimidated by 'Old Firm' fans in, wait for it, York; then we had the Salmond 'summit'; next - the Amendment to 
make sure that Celtic fans didn't get away with singing political songs; finally, the Act - a disgraceful piece of 
legislation. Even the SNP's most blinkered supporter are hard put to it to defend this shabby legislation. The 
Man responsible for implementing the Act and ensuring that supporters face the full rigour of the law if they fell 
foul of the Act - step forward Mr McAskill found himself at a Rangers v. Celtic Cup Final. This match is now 
notorious for the hymns of hate bayed out by a half the crowd for the full 120 minutes of the game. Did Mr 
McAskill demand that exemplary sentences be imposed on the bigots. No. He commended them on the 
'wonderful atmosphere' they and their toxic chants had created. This SG now has a lot of fiscal powers. It has 
the capacity to attack poverty and inequality. There is no way that it will ever translate its rhetoric into action. 
That would be too costly and too divisive. It sticks to an easier path - when in doubt pass another law. It may 
be unnecessary. Who cares as long as it can be marketed as 'progressive'. 

 

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?  

No Response  

 

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)?  

No Response  

 

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)?  

t times  
 

 

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  

 

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)  

No Response  

 

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.  

Broadly cost-neutral  

 

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?  

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?  



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?  

No Response  

 


