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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 am content for my response to be attributed to me (as an individual) 

Name: 

Graeme Macpherson 

 

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: 

By their very nature, all religions are sectarian (I.e a central tenet of all is that theirs is the one true religion and 
all others are false). Religions are not above criticism, whether constructive or not, and it is the right of the 
individual to hold such views. Whilst some chanting etc may be offensive, surely we must protect the right to 
say offensive things? "I may not agree with your view, but I will defend your right to have it "  

 

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?  

Police and justice system - less clogged up courtrooms etc due to not having arrested young men for singing 
songs.  
 
Football clubs - less tabloid focus on what fans may or may not have said, interpretations etc.  
 
Fans - can go to matches and sing/chant without fear of being criminalised for it. Team sport is adversarial, let 
the fans have 90mins of verbal battles. No-one is actually getting hurt. No threat to careers/liberty due to 
getting caught up in the moment and shouting "f the Pope" or "f the queen". Not made to feel like criminals for 
attending a match.  
 
Disadvantages: police may find themselves unable to discern what actually is a crime, having spent the last 
few years arresting fans for being fans.  
 
Fans - some feelings might get hurt. So what? No-one has the right to not be offended.  

 

 

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)?  

Treat football fans as equal citizens. I could get on a train and have a drink from the service trolley, yet 
football fans cannot.  
 
Allow the consumption of alcohol at football - it's allowed at other sporting events!  
 
As long as security/stewards/police etc are actually enforcing public intoxication legislation then there is 
negligible problem.  
 
Fans - get over yourselves. Fan groups want to be able to chant what they like, but when another group do 
the same, they look for sanctions against the group, and the club. Freedom of expression should cover all 
viewpoints. Not just the ones you agree with.  
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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 behaviour this part of the act was designed to discourage is already legislated for within s38 of Criminal 
Justice and Licensing (Scotland) Act 2010,and s127 communications act 2003. Why do we need double 
legislation? Although the bill specifically tries to allow for freedom of expression & speech, it is unclear as to 



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.  

how it distinguishes from legitimate dislike/ridicule of religion and inciting hatred on religious grounds.  

 

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)?  

Using the existing legislation.  
 
Though when Police Scotland are tweeting about users making sure their tweets are "true, hurtful, illegal, 
necessary or kind" otherwise "you may receive a visit from us", it does not engender trust in the police to be 
actually doing their jobs. The only category the need worry about here is "illegal".  
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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: 

To flip the question - would Parliament support Penalising MSPs for the behaviour of their constituents? 
Effectively it's the same scenario. The clubs do what they can, whether it's by statements to the press, 
announcements on the tannoy, notices in big screens, as well as community outreach programmes with 
schools etc. They can ultimately only ask people to behave in a certain way. Any enhanced punishment is for 
something beyond the clubs' control. 
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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 under this act. Existing breach of peace legislation would have more success in terms 
of prosecution anyway, however football fans are not criminals and need to be treated as equal members of 
society  

 

 

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 



Q8. Taking account of both costs and potential savings, what financial impact would you expect the proposed 
Bill to have? Please provide any comments.  

Comments: 

Less people arrested for negligible offences, in long run less arrests should lower required police presence at 
grounds. Also, abolition of the team who seem intent on videoing old firm fans to find anyone singing a "bad" 
song will reduce on costs. Reduction in arrests also means reduction in court costs as a direct result of this act. 
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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?  

Without restricting freedom of speech and expression as defined by ECHR, it cannot avoid/minimise any 
negative impact.  
 
People can, and must be allowed, to have thoughts and opinions which others find distasteful.  
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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?  

The Act this bill seeks to repeal is just another attack by the SNP on people's freedoms. The act was rushed 
through after an argument between 2 managers, which Alex Salmond saw fit to call a summit after.  
 
Sportsmen and women are passionate people, as are the fans. Sometimes people disagree and have 
arguments. This is not a crime. Nor should it be treated as such.  
 
This act is seeking to assign motive behind the thoughts of the individual, which cannot be proven by anyone.  
 
Therefore I fully support the bill to repeal this act.  

 

 

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

No, not directly.  
 

 


