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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)  

 

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 

Comments: 

The Act criminalises freedom of expressions that are legal anywhere outside football stadiums. Citizens' rights 
to freedom of expression should be universal, unconditional, and shouldn't have to be forfeited at the turnstile 
of a football stadium. Football doesn't exist in a vacuum from the rest of society. The Act fails to make any 



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.  

distinction between legitimate expressions of culture, politics or national identity, and behaviour which was 
illegal prior to the legislation, such as racism, sectarianism etc. 

 

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?  

I believe there would be no disadvantage to any of the above parties.  
 
The police and justice system would benefit from improved relations with citizens it currently criminalises for 
legitimate expressions of free speech. The police and justice system would also benefit by ceasing to waste 
vast resources on enforcing the Act. 
 
Football clubs would benefit as their customers would no longer have their civil liberties infringed on entry to 
their stadiums, resulting in more positive supporter engagement, better customer experience, 
 
Football supporters would benefit because they would enjoy the same civil liberties inside football stadiums as 
they do outside of them. They would be able to attend matches without being criminalised for non-
discriminatory expressions of national, cultural and political identity.  

 

 

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)?  

A clear distinction should be made between non-discriminatory expressions of political, cultural and national 
identity(criminalised by the Act), and discriminatory behaviour such as racism, sectarianism etc. Police should 
simply enforce laws which were already in place prior to the 2012 Act to tackle discriminatory behaviour such 
as racism, sectarianism. 
 
Outside behaviour which is discriminatory such as racism and sectarianism, I believe that governments, 
police and the judiciary have no business in deciding what is offensive. Offence is a subjective reaction which 
is experienced in different ways from individual to individual. The notion that anyone is entitled not to be 
offended is absurd, whether this is in a football stadium or anywhere else.  

 

 

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.  

Partially supportive 

Comments: 

I have reserved support for this part of the legislation. While I would support attempts to tackle genuinely 
threatening communication, I am also concerned about the legislation being used to attack free speech. I'm 
also concerned about proportionality in the 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)?  



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)?  

I think it would be helpful to make reasonable attempts to make distinguish between robust, colourful 
expressions and that which is genuinely threatening.  

 

 

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?  

Unsure 

Comments: 

I believe football clubs should be expected to be able to demonstrate that they have made reasonable efforts 
to discourage discriminatory behaviour, but I don't think it is reasonable to expect clubs to be accountable for 
the behaviour of crowds which may be tens of thousands in number. I believe the whole subject of "offensive 
behaviour" at football matches in Scotland has been sensationalised and blown out of proportion. Football 
matches in Scotland are basically very sanitised, safe, family-friendly events with very few exceptions. The 
whole idea of it being necessary to legislate in this area seemed to be a knee jerk-reaction to a dramatic match 
between Celtic and the now defunct Rangers Football Club in 2011. 

 

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)  

I believe the bill should be repealed with immediate effect.  
 

 

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 reduction in cost 

Comments: 

The 2012 Act currently abuses taxpayers money to criminalise legitimate expressions of free speech. 
Repealing the Act will mean the police and judiciary can divert resources to pursuing genuine crime. 

 

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?  

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?  

The protected groups are safeguarded by the use of legislation which pre-dates the 2012 Act. These groups 
will continue to be protected by this legislation.  

 

 

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.  
 

 

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

No.  
 

 


