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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?  

Academic with expertise in a relevant subject  

 

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 opposed 



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: 

The offensive songs which are sung at football matches leads to human ethnocentrism; this is the tendency to 
view the group you belong to as being important and superior to other groups. This leads to intergroup bias 
and fuels prejudice against the out-group (fans of the opposing team) and can lead to violence against this out-
group. The underpinning of this is infrahumanization where the in-group attributes more uniquely human 
emotions to their group than to the out-group. There are numerous studies which show out-group 
discrimination as a result of infrahumanisation, Vaes, Paladino, Castelli, Leyens & Giovanazzi (2003), for 
example. Infrahumanization is a strong effect and has been used to justify violence from common assault to 
genocide (Castano & Giner-Sorolla, 2006). A clear example of this can be seen in following link (4 minutes in) 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MhKfGCJB0nE&index=3&list=PL40E16F807F16D665. By abolishing the 
act it is condoning the behaviour at sporting events which leads to infrahumanization and violence. 

 

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?  

Repealing the act would lead to greater violence and discrimination away form the ground and lead to an 
increased workload for the police and the criminal justice system. The reason for this is the infrahumanization 
of different groups of people which "legitimises" violence and discrimination. It would sanction football clubs to 
abdicate responsibility of the action of fans and allow fans to create a collective consciousness of hate.  
 
There are no advantages to repealing this act.  

 

 

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)?  

Politicians should treat offensive behaviour and discrimination as a serious issue and not a political football. 
Education is key to changing views and behaviour but that does not mean that the behaviour should be 
tolerated which is what abolition of the act would do. Perhaps amending the act to have those convicted 
attend compulsory awareness courses may be a progressive step.  

 

 

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: 

There can be no rational reason to repeal an law which makes threatening communications illegal. 

 

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)?  

Specific legislation is in place with sections 6 to 9 of the 2012 Act and, therefore, the need to consider other 
legislation is redundant.  

 



 

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?  

Comments: 

You have two questions here: Would you support measures to penalise football clubs for offensive behaviour 
by their fans?, and 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? Although you have two 
questions you have only given the opportunity to answer one with your "Yes, No Unsure" selection. this means 
that when responses are collated you will not know which question is being addresses. For question 1: Would 
you support measures to penalise football clubs for offensive behaviour by their fans? I would support this but 
not as an alternative to the 2012 ACT. For question2: 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? This is much more problematic. If the 2012 Act is repealed the football club can, quite legitimately, 
say the behaviour was acceptable.  

 

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)  

The act should not be repealed so transitional arrangements are not required. If the act is repealed then 
perhaps the best transitional arrangements would be for all MSPs who voted for it to be repealed to volunteer 
with the Police, Ambulance service and Accident and Emergency departments on all match days during the 
transition period.  

 

 

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: 

This information should be available from checking records before and after the introduction of the Act. An 
evidenced based review is better than mere conjecture. As you have asked for conjecture I would suggest an 
substantial increase in costs at a financial level and at a u7man level. 

 

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?  



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?  

By not repealing the Act.  
 

 

Page 18: General   

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

Repealing it would be a retrograde step.  
 

 

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

No Response  

 


