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

Name: 

Stewart Connell 

 

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: 

There are a variety of reasons for my support. Firstly, there is a glaring lack of clarity in the act. Who decides 
when something is offensive and when something isn't? What might seem offensive in one police officers eyes 
may not be offensive to anyone else in the vicinity. Secondly, the act has been brought in to target football fans 
and football fans only. For example, a song can be sung in the street on a Friday night or within the confines of 
a bar, and the act does not provide a legal basis for action to be taken. Yet, do the same on a Saturday 
afternoon in a football stadium and you will be arrested and charged. We, as football fans, are being used as 
the scapegoat for one of Scotland's societal problems. The legislation also seeks to brand political expression 
within a football stadia as offensive. It is a human right of every individual to express their political views where 
ever they so choose. Most importantly however, the legislation that this act replaced was more than adequate 
in dealing with sectarianism at football matches. It was not open to the interpretation of an individual police 
officer, it was clear cut. Sectarian behaviour will get you arrested. The SNP rushed the act through parliament 
in the wake of one single football match. A football match where the figures for arrests were lower than in the 
previous games that season. They felt they had to be seen to be doing something and therefore rushed 
through an unworkable piece of legislation. In no way does the act address the root causes for sectarian 
behaviour with communities throughout Scotland - how can it when it only focuses on football fans? The game 
in this country is struggling as it is without throwing in a draconian piece of legislation that results in cameras 
being pointed at you by police officers and searches/intimidation when entering a football stadium. If this act is 
not repealed, the relationship between football fans and the police will only continue to deteriorate. 

 

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) Policing football matches would be a much easier task for Police Scotland. They would not be met with the 
scorn and suspicion they currently are when seen at a football match. However, the justice system would be 
the bigger beneficiary. Public money is being wasted chasing the conviction of football fans whose behaviour 
was deemed offensive by one police officer, and the case being laughed out of court. We have had numerous 
cases of judges and lawyers slating the act. Courts are being clogged up unnecessarily for a very low 
conviction rate.  
B) Attendance may increase as a result of the repeal. See previous page on why football fans may be staying 
away from games as a result of the act.  
C) Again, see previous page. Football fans are not all criminals despite the act attempting to brand us as 
such. The end to the harassment and surveillance of fans would make attending football matches a much 
better experience. Also, an improved relationship with the police would be welcoming for 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)?  

Tackling 'offensive' behaviour at football matches is an impossible task. Who decides what is offensive and 
what isn't? What might be deemed offensive by one person is not deemed offensive by 5000 others in 
attendance. The question that should be asked is how can sectarian behaviour be tackled at football matches. 
As I have mentioned, the previous piece on legislation went some way to tackling, although not far enough. 
Where it failed - and the one area the new act is successful - is in dealing with sectarian behaviour online. 
Also more needs to be done out with the football stadium. For example, we are in the 21st century and yet we 
still allow openly sectarian marches through the streets of our towns and cities without any consultation with 
the population. 
 
FWIW, sectarianism is becoming less and less of a problem in Scotland. Where the battle lines were once 
drawn on religious lines, they are now drawn on political and cultural ones. In an increasingly secular 
Scotland, sectarianism itself is having less of an affect.  
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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: 

See first part of survey. Believe previous legislation should reintroduced and a proper public consultation 
carried out to determine the best way forward. 

 

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)?  

Most importantly, a clear definition is required. If a communication is designed to incite hatred or violence, it 
should be dealt with by the full force of the law. Much in the way racial abuse online is dealt with by Police 
Scotland. There really should be much of a grey area between what is a political expression and what is 
threatening behaviour.  
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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?  

No 

Comments: 

It would be grossly unfair to punish a football club for the actions of a few fans. The UEFA imposed strict 
liability is grossly unfair on smaller clubs and there is no evidence to show it actually works, the same offences 
are repeated by fans despite sanctions against their clubs. With the current financial state of football clubs in 
Scotland, imposing massive fines or closing parts of stadiums etc. could do irreparable damage to Scottish 
football. 
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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)  

Haven't read the consultation paper yet, so it would be unfair to comment.  
 

 

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.  



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: 

By repealing an act which clogs up Scottish courts unnecessarily and wastes public funds, I would assume 
there will be a reduction in cost. It would also provide a relief to the costs of policing. 
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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?  

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, I have voiced my concerns  
 

 

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

I have been subjected to intimidation and harassment by Police Scotland in the name of this Act on a regular 
basis. The constant searches because I choose to dress in a particular way are becoming at best tiresome 
and at worst distressing. I am not a criminal, have never committed a crime, therefore I shouldn't be treated 
as one in the name of a badly thought out piece of legislation.  

 

 


