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Are you responding as an individual or on behalf of an organisation?  

Individual  

 

Which of the following best describes you?  

Professional with experience 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.  
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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: 

These sections were a knee jerk reaction to a football match which received a lot of press attention due to the 
bad behaviour of players. The fans were no better or worse in this game than they were at any other point. The 
act was introduced se the government was seen to be doing something about a problem that goes far deeper 
than one football match. The act itself is completely unnecessary as there are laws already in existence which 
make sectarianism illegal. There is no need for additional legislation, even though it is not properly enforced, 
as I regularly stil hear sectarian singing at football matches. There seems to be an opinion, in both the media 
and among the general public, that this is an "anti-sectarian" law. The offensive behaviour act goes far beyond 
combatting sectarianism, and is an assault on free speech. If a group of people, football fans or not, were 
parading down the streets causing a disturbance and shouting offensive or sectarian slurs, I would expect 
them to be arrested regardless of whether or not they were going to or returning from a football game. 
Resources should be better used in arresting those actually guilty of sectarianism using existing laws, rather 
than casting the net wider to those who have potentially caused offence to a person who may or may not even 
exist. The next point, is that the law depends completely on the subjectivity of the law enforcer/s which happen 
to be there at the time. This gives too much power to individuals which I believe is dangerous. What one officer 
may deem to be "offensive" and "illegal" may in fact not be found to be in court. This is a huge waste of time 
and resources within our judicial system that could be put to better use elsewhere. It is ruining the atmosphere 
at football games as fans are filmed and often barricaded by police. The oppressive police presence makes 
football fans feel guilty for supporting their team. While I do not agree with a lot of the offensive language used 
at football, I certainly do not believe it should be illegal. 

 

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?  

Advantages: 
 
a) Police would have more time to tackle the more dangerous issues at football matches, such as public 
disorder. They could also make arrests on actual sectarian signing/ chanting, which is a far bigger problem 
than swearing. It would save the judicial system money as they would not have to process cases that are 
unnecessary.  
b) Football clubs could focus on the more important offences that their fans are guilty of, such as 
sectarianism.  
c) Football supporters would not be demonised in the eyes of other members of the public, who, through no 
fault of their own, are ignorant of the true nature of the law. 
 
Disadvantages 
 
None  

 

 

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)?  

Football grounds need to be more strict about who is allowed into the football grounds. Those under the 
influence of drugs or excessive alcohol, for example, should be denied entry to the stadium.  
We need to educate young people from an early age to be tolerant of other's opinions, politics, and the team 
they support. Rivalry is healthy, but hatred is not.  
As a society I think we need to be more honest about the problems we face. Sectarianism seems to only be 
addressed as an issue in the context of football, but it goes far wider than that. If sectarianism was honestly 
tackled outside the context of football, it would be less prevalent within football.  
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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  

 

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)?  

Freedom of expression is one thing, it is ok to argue and disagree with people. While I have been personally 
insulted online, I have never felt threatened or in any danger. I could believe those that threaten strangers 
online are not violent people, but the anonymity of the internet has made threatening behaviour easier. 
Perhaps those that are found guilty of threatening behaviour online should be educated, forced to take a 
course on online behaviour rather than prosecuted.  
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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: 

Clubs cannot be responsible for their fans behaviour. If fans are only singing songs or chanting etc, I believe 
the court of public opinion is the most damming. I would worry that any legislation of this nature would again be 
too subjective and there would be a "balancing out" if one club was found repeatedly guilty and another was 
not. 
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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)  

No Response  
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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  
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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?  

Positive  

 

Q10. In what ways could any negative impact of the Bill on any of these protected groups be minimised or 
avoided?  

No Response  
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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  

 


