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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: 

George Murray 

 

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 



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 Act was a poorly designed and rushed piece of legislation as a a reaction to incidents at a football 
match in which the main protagonists were not actually the fans but the players and management staff of 
the clubs concerned - notably those of the club which lost the match. The alleged purpose of the bill - to 
tackle sectarianism - was already covered in Scots Law by existing legislation. The consultation process 
was seriously flawed with contributors such as Pat Nevin and Mark Dingwall given a serious hearing when 
they had no greater insight into the problem than any ordinary football fan or member of the public. Indeed 
in the latter case Mr Dingwall is the Editor and main contributor to a web-site and fans Forum which is the 
model for sectarian attitudes on the web. The Convenor - Ms C. Graham also made her partial viewpoint 
quite clear when she objected to factual information concerning offences carried out under existing 
legislation which showed that the majority of sectarian offenses were carried out against Roman Catholics. 
A consequence of this was to attempt to widen the remit to include political songs and attitudes which were 
likely to cause offence to someone, somewhere so long as there was some connection to football. This led 
to thew ludicrous situation of fans being arrested for wearing pro- Palestine tee shirts and indeed 
suggestions from certain politicians that 'Yes' badges be deemed offensive during the referendum on 
Scottish independence. It has also led to a huge waste of police time and money with fans being 'ketteled' 
for daring to protest against the Bill and heavy handed and intrusive policing. 

 

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?  

As far as the police and justice system is concerned a repeal of the act would allow the Police to 
concentrate their effort in dealing with real sectarian attitudes rather than having to monitor crowds in the 
event that someone might be offended under the spurious legislation which is covered by the Act. Many 
leading lawyers have already indicated that the current legislation is seriously flawed and indeed the 
number of convictions arising from it are far outweighed by the number of people charged. Convictions 
are notoriously hard to achieve and a colossal amount of police and court time - and accordingly public 
money - is being wasted as a result. Football fans are no worse behaved than any other group of citizens. 
Indeed the range and number of offences - including murder - which occur at Pop festivals such as T in 
the Park - far outweigh those of football crowds. The tolerance of organisations and events such as the 
Orange Order and Orange Walks clearly indicates that there is no serious intention by the government to 
tackle the problem of sectarianism in Scottish Society so why should football fans be targeted.  

 

 

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)?  

In most cases the football clubs attempt to work with their communities to reduce the amount of offensive 
behaviour by their fans. There are some exceptions to this including the 2 big Glasgow clubs in that 
tickets still seem to find their way to intransigents within their supporter groups. I believe that given that 
matches are now almost all ticketed that clubs could do more to identify and exclude fans whose 
behaviour and attitudes bring shame on the game and on the clubs themselves. The only good thing that 
politicians could do is to repeal this act and then let the police get on with their job using existing 
legislation without fear or favour, although some way of monitoring police behaviour must be put in place 
because the very attitudes which pollute society in Scotland exist within the police service as well.  
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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 

Comments: 

It is far too easy to be abusive on the internet to threaten and offend and I support any legislation which 
will pursue and punish those cretins whose default response to an opinion or an individual that they do not 
like is to abuse. 

 

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 find it difficult to think of an example where simply expressing and opinion in a reasoned and civil 
manner should be deemed offensive. The manner of how people communicate and the tone of the 
argument or debate surely determines whether a communication is threatening. We have now reached a 
position where people are being accused of 'hate speech' when all they are doing is expressing a 
viewpoint which is contrary to the culture of the day. Clearly there will always be a degree of subjectivity 
in these matters but some measure of common decency must come into play when making judgments 
rather than arbitrary ruling based on the values of one group versus another.  
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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?  

Unsure 

Comments: 

Only if it is obvious and can be proved beyond doubt that the club is negligent in terms of its policies and 
the provisions it makes should strict liability be applied. No club can legislate totally for how people behave 
- especially when the crowd is large and policing it is more complex. Should Hibs have been held 
responsible for what happened at the Cup Final? I think not. Anyone with any insight into the game could 
have predicted the reaction of their fans given the circumstances of their winning the Scottish Cup after so 
many years and in such dramatic circumstances. The SFA and Police Scotland were responsible for 
policing that event - not Hibernian F.C. 
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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 further prosecutions be capable of being brought, across the board, after the date of repeal?  
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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.  

Some reduction in cost 

Comments: 

It is clear that amount of police and court time which has been wasted on fruitless prosecutions cannot 
lead to anything other than a reduction in cost to the public purse. Added to that the ludicrous groups of 
police who monitor fan behaviour with cameras - notably at Celtic Park in the hope of finding something 
offensive to someone could be better deployed elsewhere in the ground. e.g some monitoring of the toilets 
during the recent Glasgow Derby would have been a good use of police resources given that this has 
happened on more than one occasion previously. The same would apply when Celtic visit Ibrox. 
Prevention is surely a police Scotland task as well. 
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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?  

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?  

No Response  

 

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 Response  

 

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

I have had experience of Sectarian abuse several time sin my life - not at the football but almost always 
related to football in Scotland. It pervades our society and the very same attitudes which were common in 
Scotland towards people of the Roman Catholic faith are now in evidence towards folk of the Muslim faith 
as well. There remains in Scotland a hard core of loyalist, unionist people who fear and loath those 
outwith their own narrow community. This was evident during the 2 recent referenda on Independence for 
Scotland and whether or not Britain should remain as part of the E.U. There is a rump of visible bigots 
who demonstrate these attitudes through their allegiance to a particular football club, but behind them 
there remains a silent but very real element within the Scottish body politic who have still to accept that 
Scotland is a much changed nation.  

 

 


