
MARRIAGE AND CIVIL PARTNERSHIP (SCOTLAND) BILL 

ANONYMOUS SUBMISSION 

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

In opposition 

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

In opposition 

First of all, marriage has always been the union of one man and one woman – before 
any organised religion or government came into being.  Therefore, as no government 
invented marriage, the Scottish Government does not have any right to change the 
definition of marriage.    Moreover, if the Government redefines marriage to include 
same-sex marriage, there is nothing to stop it further redefining marriage to include 
polygamy, or to include marriage between a group of men and/or women who claim 
to love each other and wish to have such arrangements recognised.    Also, the 
institution of marriage has benefited families and communities for centuries.  It has 
been proven that children are healthier and more successful in education and in 
society when reared by their natural married parents, rather than by any other 
arrangement, in particular, by a same-sex couple.  And, of course, a man and a 
woman are required for a child to be produced.    Finally, regarding the legal rights of 
marriage, same-sex couples can have all of these by entering a civil partnership, and 
same-sex marriage will not give them any additional rights.  Therefore, there is no 
need for the Government to redefine marriage to include such couples. 

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

 

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)? 

 

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

 

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? 

 



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

 

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? 

First of all, it must be pointed out that people’s consciences should be respected, 
and that reasonable accommodation for civil registrars who conscientiously object to 
same-sex marriage should be made.  This should be allowed, given that doctors are 
allowed a conscientious objection for abortion.    Also, it must be stressed that a 
person’s freedom of religion is not simply about freedom to worship or to believe 
certain things; it is also about freedom to live out those beliefs – to practise one’s 
religion.  Moreover, a registrar may be carrying out a CIVIL duty, but the issue of 
solemnising same-sex marriages is very much a MORAL issue, and it is for this 
reason that registrars (Christian or otherwise) who object to such marriages should 
be accommodated.    Why should Christians be excluded from such a profession?  If 
they’re excluded, there will be many more cases like Lillian Ladele, the Christian 
registrar who was dismissed for refusing to conduct civil partnerships.    In addition, 
as the teaching of same-sex marriage is very much an issue of conscience to many 
teachers (as it is a MORAL issue, and not simply another part of their job), it is vital 
that teachers who believe that marriage should only be between a man and a 
woman are reasonably accommodated.  Simply providing guidance to schools will 
not do; there needs to be protection explicitly laid down in law, and so the Equality 
Act 2010 must be amended accordingly so that teachers (Christian or otherwise) 
who object to teaching same-sex marriage are protected from dismissal.    
Furthermore, parents who object to their children attending lessons that deal with 
same-sex marriage and/or other same-sex relationships because it is contrary to 
their deeply-held beliefs must be given the right to withdraw their children from such 
lessons.  Again, guidance is not sufficient; the law needs to be changed so that 
parents have the legal right of withdrawal.    Finally, the views of parents and pupils 
on the subject of marriage should be respected, and they should not be 
disadvantaged because they hold to a traditional view of marriage.  This should also 
apply to charities that believe in traditional marriage, and in that regard, charity law 
should be amended so that organisations (Christian or otherwise) will not lose their 
charitable status, or be denied the use of public buildings or facilities because they 
conscientiously disagree with same-sex marriage.  This is particularly the case with 
adoption agencies, which Alex Salmond has previously promised to protect, and the 
Scottish Government has also assured us that people who hold to the traditional 
view of marriage should not be excluded from being foster carers.  If the First 
Minister is serious about these promises, he needs to back it up with changes to 
legislation (and not just guidance), even if it means asking the Westminster 
Government to amend the Equality Act 2010 accordingly.    It is important to note 
that Article 9 of the European Convention on Human Rights has proved to be 
ineffective in providing protection in the above cases. 

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



First of all, Alex Salmond has already promised to protect freedom of speech, and so 
in order to keep that promise, he needs to go much further than what is currently 
being proposed.  One only has to look at recent cases of people being dismissed 
because they spoke out against same-sex marriage: Rev Brian Ross was dismissed 
from his post as a police chaplain in Strathclyde, and, of course, the former SNP 
leader, Gordon Wilson, was dismissed from his position on the Citizen’s Advice 
Bureau in Dundee because he believes that marriage should only be between a man 
and a woman.    It is therefore clear that such people would not be protected under 
current proposals, and so it is vital that the Equality Act 2010 is amended to the 
extent that a person’s beliefs about marriage are specifically included in the 
protected characteristic of religion or belief.  This is to ensure that it would be 
unlawful for employers to dismiss such people because of their beliefs regarding 
marriage.    Also, the current proposals are far too vague; people must be free to 
express opposing views in the workplace without fear of intimidation (which is 
already commonplace), disciplinary action or dismissal, and so equalities legislation, 
particularly the Public Sector Equality Duty, must not be used to silence legitimate 
debate on the subject of same-sex marriage, but rather, equalities legislation, 
particularly the Equality Act 2010 must be amended accordingly so that legitimate 
debate is protected. 

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

I wish to stress that it is vital that words like “husband” and “wife” are retained in the 
Scottish Government’s Bill on marriage.  I find it quite disturbing that traditional, 
heterosexual marriage is being watered down in this way by using gender-neutral 
language, just so that same-sex marriage can be accommodated.  Whatever one’s 
views are on same-sex marriage, there must be no change to opposite-sex 
marriage, for example, by using the word “spouse” in place of “husband” and “wife”, 
and nor should the words “husband” and “wife” be given new definitions, as appears 
to have happened south of the Border. 

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

 

Are you responding as... 

a private individual 
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