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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: 

Edward Andrews 

 

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 fact is that in Glasgow there are two deeply sectarian organisations, Rangers Football Club, and Celtic 
Football Club. With them lies most of the sectarian football action in Scotland. Fortunately Rangers has for 
reasons to do with their past not been playing in the top flight of Scottish Football but this year they return. 
Celtic which identifies with the"other" tradition has a group who make a habit of singing songs about the 
Northern Ireland Conflict which are often seen as supporting the Terrorists who caused so many of the deaths 
in that unhappy conflict. The only possible reason why this MP wishes to see the law repealed is because he 
sees political advantage in seeking to gain the support of a faction of the Celtic fans. It certainly is not to bring 
any form of peace to the situation. This is the worst possible time to repeal the act. Happily Rangers have been 
out of the picture, but with the resumption of regular "Old Firm" matches where the supporters of the two ugly 
sisters of Scottish Football take their abhorrent social behaviour into the streets of Glasgow, it would not be 
surprising if there is a return to the drunkneness, sectarianism and domestic violence which are associated 
with these events. I am therefore totally opposed to the repeal of this Act 

 

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?  

There would be no advantages to anyone except a small number of Sectarian motivated football "supporters" 
who find that this act weighs heaviest with them. Most people in Scotland are not even football supporters let 
alone supporters of these two sectarian organisations. 
 
The only advantage of the repeal is that the Scottish Football Authorities might have to introduce strict liability 
on the teams and given the past behaviour of the supporters this might end up with some games played 
behind closed gates.  

 

 

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)?  

Of course there should be a strong move to cut off and sectarian behaviour especially at football matches. 
However as the two main benefactors of the curse have no real encouragement to do anything they won't. 
Fans who are demonstrated as acting in a sectarian way should receive bans from the clubs and 
imprisionment from the state.  

 

 

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 is little doubt that there is a lot of very unwholesome writing on the Internet. The Act was a convenient 
way to seek to deal with this. 

 

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)?  



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 action of the 2012 Act is a good start. The providers of services should also crack down harder on 
offensive behaviour. There is for example one tweeter who has referred to a large number of women in public 
life in Scotland by an offensive slang name for part of their anatomy. This kind of behaviour is simply not 
acceptable.  

 

 

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: 

No they encourage their fans and take their money, They also encourage the sectarian attitude or at least do 
little to stop it 

 

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)  

Keep the Bill  
 

 

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: 

It would tell Sectarian Thugs that their behaviour is all right 

 

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?  

Keep the Bill. I can just imagine the Homophobic sectarian thugs with their shuts, the male partners who 
thump women in their disgust at their team not winning. There are enough issues about supporting the 
protected groups for them not to need this rather silly action.  

 

 

Page 18: General   

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

While there are problems with the Act, ti should be retained. It should also be reinforced by strict liability.  
 

 

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

No I don't go to football matches and I stay out of Glasgow on "Old Firm Days"  
 

 


