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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 would like my response to be anonymous (the response may be published, but no 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 

Comments: 

The Act was only passed into law in 2012 and is still "bedding in". That said, statistics covering the past year or 
so indicate that the number of successful convictions are increasing so it is likely that the Act is starting to 
make a positive impact in tackling the specific types of offences that it was intended to address. But even if the 



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.  

number of cases arising under the provisions of the Act should reduce in future, it could be argued that the 
very existence of the Act itself proves to be an effective deterrence. It seems to me that it is only a small vocal 
minority of people within the wider supporters bases of two, perhaps three, Scottish Premier League football 
clubs which is agitating for the repeal of the Act. The people concerned have opposed the introduction of the 
Act from day one - without ever setting out a cogent, coherent or convincing rationale for their opposition - and 
appear determined to maintain that opposition irrespective of whether or not circumstances eventually prove 
that th provisions of the Act are having the desired effect. 

 

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 see NO advantages stemming from repeal of the Act. The first major disadvantage would be the perceived 
"victory" by the few malcontents that they had "got their way". The next - and potentially more serious - 
disadvantage would be the likely belief among those responsible for committing offensive behaviour in the 
past, or having a propensity to do so in future, that they would have carte blanche to return to bad old habits.  

 

 

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)?  

The football authorities - SFA and/or SPFL- should impose significant sanctions and penalties on football 
clubs whose supporters consistently engage in behaviour that is offensive. These sanctions and penalties 
could include deduction of points, playing games behind closed doors and - in extreme cases - automatic 
relegation at the end of the season. 
 
While exercising discretion where deemed appropriate, the police should exercise all powers available to 
them to apprehend those individuals clearly engaging in offensive behaviour. 
 
Where possible - and safe to contemplate, responsible fans should seek to help "self-police" the conduct of 
the errant minority around them but, that failing, should be prepared to assist club stewards and officials and 
the police to identify those supporters who are causing offence.  
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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 opposed 

Comments: 

I don't think any reasonable or responsible person could quibble with the provisions of, and intentions and 
purposes of, any of these sections of the Act. So, again, no demonstrable case for their repeal. 

 

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)?  

Of course use of other (presumably existing?) appropriate legislation should be invoked - and, where 



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)?  

identified, the need for any additional relevant legislation should be enacted. "Voluntary" measures are 
unlikely to succeed.  
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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?  

Yes 

Comments: 

Please see response at Question 3 above. 
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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)  

The 2012 Act should not be repealed so the question is irrelevant.  
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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.  

Significant increase in cost 

Comments: 

Repeal of the 2012 Act is not required so any use of Parliamentary time and resources spent on it is clearly a 
waste of money. With respect, so is this Consultation process! 

 

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 proceeding with its introduction!  
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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?  

My overall impression is that this whole exercise is no more than an attempted "political point-scoring" device 
driven by a blinkered opponent of the current Scottish Government seeking to curry the favour of a small 
minority constituency of like-minded pedants. The man has obviously little better to do to occupy his time and 
earn his salary.  

 

 

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

Not directly as such, but a few years ago I was in attendance at a football match in a certain stadium in 
Glasgow and also at a certain football stadium in Edinburgh where on both occasions a then member of the 
playing staff of Hamilton Academical Football Club was the subject of intense racial, religious and sectarian 
abuse from sections of the home supports. His "crime"?: he had opted to play international football for the 
Republic of Ireland! The provisions of the 2012 Act would/should have been applied vigorously to those vile 
people involved.  

 

 


