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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 is illiberal - it makes it a crime to say things. This is an outrageous and indefensible state of affairs. The 
notion of "offence" is utterly subjective and therefore the law is vague. "Offence" is not an injury. I demand the 
right to offend whoever I like, wherever I like. The act is itself sectarian - it seeks to draw a moral equivalence 



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.  

between support for Irish republicanism with anti-Irish racism and anti-Catholic hatred. It seeks to maintain the 
"both sides are as bad as each other" fiction, which seeks to deny the uncontested historical record. The 
attempt to criminalize the expression of Irish republican politics is a naked attack on a minority Scottish 
community, which is entirely arbitrary and prejudicial. The circumstances which brought this act into being were 
a classic "moral panic". Football has been chosen as the venue to tackle the supposed sectarianism issue, 
which is entirely arbitrary. By European standards Scotland has very high football attendance rates and very 
low rates of football violence. Scotland is arguably the safest place on the European continent to watch a live 
football match. The illiberal laws which directly attack football supporters in Scotland concerning the sale of 
alcohol before, during, after and even en route to a football match are without parallel in the free world. It is 
utterly nonsensical that behaviour in a football stadium may constitute a crime, and be perfectly legal in a street 
procession. The police force is not trusted to enforce this act impartially. The police force is perceived by many 
Scots of Irish descent to be a sectarian institution, riddled with anti-Catholicism and Freemasonry. It is a matter 
of historical fact that police have perjured themselves against Celtic supporters in order to secure convictions 
under 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?  

A) Community relations may slowly start to improve. 
B) Football clubs shouldn't be expected to help enforce laws their customers despise. 
C) Football supporters should have the same rights to free expression as everyone else.  

 

 

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)?  

I don't think it's anyone else's business what people sing at football matches. If you don't like it, don't go. If the 
the owners of the football clubs want to ban people, that's up to them.  

 

 

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 supportive 

Comments: 

See earlier comments 

 

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 don't think it is reasonable to imagine that the internet can, or should be policed at all.  
 

 

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?  

No 

Comments: 

Collective punishment is unjust - all the time. It invites a potential problem - what is there to prevent me 
attending a rival club's match and deliberately cause trouble in order to have that club punished? 

 

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)  

None - it should be scrapped in its entirety.  
 

 

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.  

Some reduction in cost 

Comments: 

It seems obvious that to eliminate a part of the sectarianism industry would be by definition cash positive. 

 

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?  

Negative  

 

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

The law is itself sectarian (see earlier comments). That defect cannot be amended away.  
 

 

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.  
 

 


