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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) 
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your organisation as you wish it to be published.  
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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 in my view a knee jerk reaction to the toxic environment around Scottish football in season 
2011/12 which was precipitated by the despicable abuse of and violent threats to the then Celtic manager, Neil 
Lennon. It was aimed at the non football supporting wider public as a public 'show of force' and is ill thought 
out, disproportionate and unnecessary. It did nothing to address the root of this problem, (anti-Irish 
xenophobia) rather it gave the appearance to the wider public of the Scottish Government 'getting tough on 
sectarianism'. It would appear the then Police chief, Stephen House was only too eager to increase his already 
worrying level of influence and with it the police budget; and he used his considerable influence on an already 
law and order obsessed tranche of SNP ministers and MSP's to guarantee carte blanch to his force to go after 
fans for the crime of supporting their team. The act essentially holds one section of society (football fans) to a 
different set of standards than the rest of the population. This is absurd. Equally absurd is the whole concept of 
'offensiveness' which is entirely subjective. The existing offence of religiously or racially aggravated breach of 
the peace was more than adequate to deal with incidences of racist/sectarian/homophobic/misogynist chanting 
and singing inside and outside of football. The scrutiny and surveillance of football fans in recent years has 
been excessive and almost laughably over the top, were it not so serious (not to mention a huge waste of 
public money). For people to face detention, dawn raids, police visits to their place of work, just because 
someone claims to be 'offended' by a song sung at a football match is draconian in the extreme. Examples of 
people being charged under the act for singing a song about their Irish heritage is absolutely ludicrous and 
frankly infuriating to a member of the Scots/Irish community, such as myself, who felt victimised in the first 
place by the disgusting targeting of the Celtic manager for being part of the same ethnic demographic. Galling 
in fact. The most disgraceful act was the apparent targeting by Police Scotland of venues such as church halls 
wishing to host functions connected with the centenary of the 1916 Easter Rising, under the auspices of the 
act. To link the Easter Rising, the event which precipitated the inception of the Irish Republic as it exists to this 
day, with 'sectarianism' is absolutely appalling. Finally, the condescending attitude of SNP MP's and MSP's 
towards those who have genuinely challenged this legislation on legitimate grounds of freedom of speech and 
protection of civil liberties betrays both their contempt for the working classes and the weakness of their 
argument. If this legislation was aimed at any other section of society, it wouldn't even get off the ground. It's 
oppressive, expensive, it goes against freedom of speech and treats people like second class citizens. The 
police presence at football grounds has been ludicrously over proportioned given the minuscule amount of 
actual incidents of violence at football in the last decades and is actually antagonistic and likely to cause 
disorder rather than prevent it. The act is an absolute sham and it should absolutely be repealed without delay. 
I fully support the move to repeal this act and for me personally it was a game changer in the Scottish 
Parliament elections in 2016. 

 

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) The police could dedicate their vast resources to serious crime and the justice system would also be able 
to prioritise more serious crime. B) Football clubs would be able to focus on creating a genuine spectacle and 
match day experience for paying customers rather than being bogged down in consultation with police over 
compliance with this ludicrous act and facilitating their surveillance of supporters. They would also 
conceivably benefit from increased attendances as fans are more likely to turn up if they're going to be treated 
like human beings spending their hard earned cash on a beloved pastime and not terror suspects. C) Fans 
could go and spend their hard earned cash following their teams without being treated like terror suspects, 
filmed, searched, questioned and demonised in the eyes of the public. They would also be free of the threat of 
being banged up for the weekend with hardened criminals, possibly resulting in a criminal record simply 
because a passer by or police officer didn't like the fields of athenry.  

 

 

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)?  

Very little. The issue has been blown out of all proportion and the existing breach of the peace laws are 
adequate as are the accompanying fines/sentences. The police should drastically reduce their presence and 
treat it like any other public event. They are there in a public safety capacity and matches should be manned 
accordingly  
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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: 

"the material or the communication of it would be likely to cause a reasonable person to suffer fear or alarm," - 
Who or what is a 'reasonable person'. I was arrested because an unreasonable person falsely accused me 
under this premise and although ultimately exonerated I had to endure 2 nights in a cell, a day in a cell with 5 
habitual and violent criminals in sheriff court, 2 stressful court appearances and narrowly avoided threat of 
being barred from living in my newly bought house with my newborn son before I was exonerated. I suffered 
from stress and was more or less incapacitated and unable to attend work for 9 weeks all because of the false 
claims of a 'reasonable person' 

 

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)?  

The existing legislation before this act was brought in was more than adequate.  
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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: 

Again I think the issue has been blown out of all proportion. 
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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)  

I cannot comment on the logistics but I support an immediate end to surveillance and a return to normality 
and proportionate policing with public safety at its core.  
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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 reduction in cost 

Comments: 

Proportionate and appropriate police staffing levels at matches alone should provide a significant cost saving. 

 

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?  

Positive  

 

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

I don't believe there will be a negative impact. I fall into more than one category and the act has not protected 
me in the slightest.  
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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?  

I believe I've said my piece.  
 

 

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

I have mentioned my direct experience in answer to a previous question.  
 

 


