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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: 

Francis Buchanan 

 

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 



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 is working. I am a Hibernian supporter and I support the police Scotland action to fully follow-up and 
charge all Hibernian and Rangers supporters who committed offences (including but not solely any committed 
under the Football Act) . Leave the act alone. If we do not challenge sectarianism and racism and homophobia, 
etc in football during this present generation then Scotland will be doomed to perpetuate the disgraceful 
national embarrassment that this problem is to us for another generation. 

 

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?  

No advantages of any kind except to provide a hypocritical public screen for bigots of all kinds to hide behind 
while they claim their "civil liberty" to offend against and stimulate attacks upon those of a different religion, 
colour, race, gender or sexual orientation - and I see that as no "advantage" at all. 
 
Disadvantages are to provide excuses and public screen of cover/endorsement for football fans to indulge in 
hateful and bigoted singing, chants and comments at public events. 
 
No decent principled and honest politician, with the best interests of Scottish society at large in mind, should 
associate themselves with such a proposal to repeal the existing act no matter what excuse they present for 
"civil liberties".  

 

 

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)?  

Take as much publicly announced (and hopefully media reported) action as possible to highlight arrests and 
punishments. We do not need intrusive, provocative, mass police action at matches just the occasional well-
publicised arrest and punishment. In particular arrests should be focused on repeat and vociferous offenders 
to directly influence the law and consequences of breaches on those who witness the arrest and later 
punishment. All football clubs should be required to publicise and support and endorse the application of the 
act - through their own stewards if necessary. Please note that no reasonable person would expect stewards 
to venture into a large crowd of potentially drunk and violent football fans to make an arrest BUT the offenders 
can be identified later and more discretely arrested - even at a future match where video and audio evidence 
can be presented to confirm identity and offense.  

 

 

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 opposed  

 

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)?  

This act is intended to hammer home the offenses that occur at football matches - the main public source of 
bigotry and hate. The other acts exist to deal with similar offenses in other circumstances. To deny football 



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)?  

matches are a primary source of public endorsement of hate and bigotry is to act like an Ostrich with its head 
in the sand.  

 

 

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?  

Yes 

Comments: 

BUT it would not be reasonable to expect clubs to ban (or have arrested) every fan on every occasion and 
especially not when the offenses are committed by large numbers acting in unison. We wish the law to be 
enforced in order to improve Scottish society. We do NOT wish the police (or stewards) to be placed in severe 
danger nor to be seen to provoke riots or pitched battles. The way the present act is enforced seems to me to 
be the perfect balance by the police service to see the law obeyed but not to be so intrusive as to provoke 
riots. The act is succeeding - keep it as it is and rely on the police (under normal political and media 
monitoring) to do their job well as they have done so far on this issue. 

 

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 - do not proceed with the repeal. Have some dignity and political and social integrity instead.  
 

 

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.  

Unsure 

Comments: 

No financial cost - BUT huge social costs due to a seeming political endorsement of obscene, hateful and 
bigoted chanting, singing and comments at football matches. 

 

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?  

Do not repeal the act.  
 

 

Page 18: General   

Q11. Have you any other comments to make on the proposed Bill or on the matters raised in the consultation 
document?  

I have said quite enough already thanks.  
 

 

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

The way police acted after the last Scottish Cup Final was a perfect example of how to proceed under the act 
slowly and carefully without provoking riots by over-reacting at the time. Via videos and photos people were 
identified who uttered sectarian abuse and the later arrests were well publicised and the clubs also acted in 
concert with the police to ensure offenders were banned from grounds.  

 

 


