
MARRIAGE AND CIVIL PARTNERSHIP (SCOTLAND) BILL 

ANONYMOUS SUBMISSION 

 

How would you characterise your views on the Bill in general? 

In opposition 

We are in a time of financial difficulty with poverty, people relying on food banks, 
huge unemployment, social problems and so on. These are the problems that ought 
to be exercising Governments, not something that affects a tiny minority many of 
whom do not wish the redefinition of marriage.  Marriage is not marriage it it isn't 
between a male and a female. To give it the name 'marriage is a nonsense. Civil 
Partnerships are already available. It looks as if, other countries have done this so 
Scotland must follow suit.  a Poll conducted by ComRes in 2012 found that 55% of 
Scots believed in marriage as defined. Only 35% disagreed.  Canada, USA and 
Holland now wish to make further redefinings. That's the danger of tampering with 
the status quo. 

How would you characterise your views on the introduction of same sex 
marriage, so that same sex couples can marry each other? 

In opposition 

Marriage has changed over the years but the terms of one man joined to one woman 
for life and to the exclusion of all others has never changed. It has always been seen 
as the bedrock of society. It is obvious that 2 people of the same sex cannot 
conceive children. It flies in the face of common sense that two people of the same 
sex will have the same diverse yet complementary 'family' life with 'adopted' family. It 
seems that because individuals want something it must be so but marriage as it 
stands is unique. It cannot be redefined to suit people's longings.  The argument has 
been used in England that redefining marriage will strengthen it yet we are now told 
that where adultery as a ground for divorce will apply to marriages between people 
of the opposite sex. How can this encourage faithfulness and commitment?   This 
means that in redefining marriage, same sex 'marriages' will have a different legal 
framework. How can they then both be marriage? 

How would you characterise your views on putting belief celebrants on the 
same footing as religious celebrants? 

In opposition 

How would you characterise your views on the arrangements for authorising 
celebrants to solemnise opposite sex and same sex marriage (including the 
opt-in procedures)? 

In opposition 

In any democracy, individual conscience ought to be a basic right. 



How would you characterise your views on civil partnerships changing to 
marriages?  

In opposition 

As in my previous responses, marriage is something quite special. It's really 
attempting to call two very different things the same. They cannot be. 

How would you characterise your views on allowing civil marriage ceremonies 
to take place anywhere, other than religious premises, agreed between the 
couple and registrar? 

In support 

Again, good Democracy protects those who genuinely have conscientious objections 
and therefore the rights of people of Faith have to be protected too. 

How would you characterise your views on allowing the religious and belief 
registration of civil partnerships? 

Neither 

How would you characterise your views on allowing transgender persons to 
stay married when obtaining a full Gender Recognition Certificate, which 
provides legal recognition in the acquired gender? 

In support 

Would you like to comment on the wider issue of protections for those in 
society who may have concerns about same sex marriage? 

Good Democracy tries to ensure the protection of all its citizens yet already, people 
are not being supported.Already, in England a homosexual couple intends to sue the 
Church of England for not hosting gay weddings.   In the European Court of Human 
Rights, where there is a conflict between 2 rights, the right of conscience loses.  
Registrars, Teachers, and others with strong religious convictions will be forced out 
of work unless they go against their consciences.  People making private views 
known in conversation or debate are already losing positions and salary e.g. Rev. 
Brian Ross and Adrian Smith.This is discrimination. It does not happen to people 
airing a whole host of opinions on many issues, often extremely controversial, even 
on Radio and Television.   The Abortion Act of 1967 protects those of conscientious 
objection to Abortion. Atheist teachers are not forced to teach R.E. or take religious 
assemblies.   Parents also ought to have the right to determine whether they wish 
their children to participate in lessons where same sex marriage is to be taught. 

Would you like to comment on the wider issue of freedom of speech? 

Freedom of Speech must be protected. The Police seem to be exceeding their remit 
in arresting people for stating an opinion. No public affray has been caused. Often, 
those objecting can be loud and unpleasant but there is no objection to that by 
Police.their children to participate in lessons where same sex marriage is to be 
taught. 



Would you like to comment on any other wider issues in relation to the Bill that 
are not mentioned above? 

Even greater than the crucially disappointing determination of the Scottish 
Parliament to redefine marriage, is the redefining of Democracy.  In the UK 
Parliament, there was undue Pressure on those who disagreed; there was so little 
examination and debate 

Are you responding as... 

a private individual 
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