
MARRIAGE AND CIVIL PARTNERSHIP (SCOTLAND) BILL 

ANONYMOUS SUBMISSION 

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

In support 

I strongly support this bill. I think it is important that every person is treated equally 
regardless of their lifestyle. It remains respectful of those with strong religious beliefs 
but allows a basic inequality to be addressed. 

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

In support 

This is so important for Scotland to achieve! Discrimination through the law should 
be a thing of the past, the law is meant to protect people from discrimination. If two 
people are in love and want to legally commit to each other through marriage, then 
they should be allowed to do so regardless of their gender. While civil partnership is 
all well and good, it is not the same thing as a marriage. This should not be denied to 
the LGBT community through the prejudice of some of the population. 

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

In support 

It is important that Scotland is able to recognise also that there are a wide variety of 
belief systems in place within our country. Traditional religious avenues are not 
appropriate for everyone, so clarifying this through the bill is a good thing. Humanism 
as a main example is becoming ever more popular and this should be recognised as 
every bit as valid as any traditional religious group. 

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 support 

I think the bill strikes a good balance between equality and respect for religious 
freedom. Those in support can embrace these changes and those opposed are free 
to ignore them. The opt in system is a good way to go about this. 

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

In support 



Strongly support. A same sex marriage in no way affects anyone else, it does not 
invalidate mixed sex marriages, so why not? If you are against same sex marriage, 
then don't marry someone of the same sex as you! All relationships should be taken 
equally seriously when two people have legally committed themselves to each other 
regardless of gender and regardless of the opinions of others.    It is important that 
for those who wish to make this change, it is easy to do so. By allowing either a 
marriage ceremony or a simple administrative based change this should be 
achieved. However there should be more done for those whose partnership was 
registered outside of Scotland, as this could make it very difficult for those who did it 
abroad, or those who have since moved here. 

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 

This is one of the main draws of a Humanist ceremony for a lot of people and I 
support it. It allows all couples of any gender to make their wedding day a more 
personal experience. As long as all the paperwork is submitted correctly then I don't 
think it matters where the ceremony takes place. 

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

In support 

This allows greater flexibility for everyone. Couples of same and mixed gender and 
also celebrants from different belief backgrounds. Excellent idea. 

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 

In theory I am in support, however some changes would be beneficial. Requiring 
spousal approval to gain Gender Recognition is not appropriate as this provides the 
transgender person with their basic human rights in line with the gender they have 
been living in for at least 2 years and is a personal matter. However spousal 
approval should be required to re-register the marriage. If they do not want to be in a 
same sex marriage then divorce is an option, therefore the non-trans spouse still has 
their freedom of choice without discriminating against the transgendered person.    
The bill is also currently missing a provision that was added to the corresponding 
English legislation, allowing a person to obtain gender recognition with simpler 
evidence requirements if they have been transitioned for at least six years. When a 
person has been transitioned for a long time, it can be very difficult indeed to obtain 
all the medical evidence that is required from people who have only been 
transitioned two years. The doctors involved may have retired or even died. I 
therefore believe that a provision for simpler medical evidence for long-term 
transitioned people should be added to the bill â€“ this would assist the Gender 



Recognition Panel as well as applicants.    I would also like to see the minimum age 
for applying for gender recognition brought into line with the minimum age for 
marrying in Scotland, that is, 16. As if a person is old enough to marry, they are old 
enough to know what gender they wish to live as. 

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

I think that the bill strikes the right balance, and provides good protections for people 
with concerns about same-sex marriage. No religious organisation will be required to 
conduct same-sex marriages unless the organisation agrees to. Even where an 
organisation does agree, individual marriage celebrants within that organisation will 
be free to opt-out of same-sex marriages, as will any person who plays a part in the 
religious marriage ceremonies of that organisation (eg the church organist). These 
are strong protections.    It has been proposed by some people that the bill should 
give civil registrars a statutory right to opt out of conducting same-sex marriages. I 
would strongly oppose that. Unlike religious celebrants, civil registrars are carrying 
out a civil function on behalf of the state, and therefore an opt-out on grounds of their 
personal religious belief is not appropriate. It would set a dangerous precedent that 
public service providers (in local government, NHS, etc) should have a legal right to 
pick and choose who they serve. This is no more acceptable on grounds of sexual 
orientation and gender identity than it would be on other grounds such as race.    
The registrarsâ€™ organisation, the Association of Registrars of Scotland, is not 
calling for an opt-out. The registering of civil partnerships in Scotland by civil 
registrars has worked well without any such legal opt-out, and we expect the 
registering of same-sex marriages to work equally well in a similar way.    It has also 
been proposed by some people that teachers should have the right to opt out of 
mentioning same-sex marriage if a pupil asks about it or it comes up in class, and 
that parents should be able to remove their children from any class where same-sex 
marriage might be mentioned. I would strongly oppose this. Teachers are there to 
teach the facts, not their personal views, and should answer questions factually. No 
teacher will be required to say that they personally agree with same-sex marriage, 
but all teachers must treat all pupils with respect, whatever their family 
arrangements, including pupils with same-sex married parents. It would be 
unworkable to allow opt-outs from lessons where same-sex marriage is mentioned. 
Opt-outs are not available from lessons where divorce is mentioned, which is equally 
controversial for some people. 

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

The bill will have no negative effect on freedom of speech, as section 14 of the bill 
confirms. People will remain free to disagree with same-sex marriage and to express 
that disagreement publicly. The Lord Advocateâ€™s guidance published with the bill 
makes clear that it is not a crime to disagree publicly with same-sex marriage.     
While I personally think it's rude and represents a homophobic attitude, similar to 
other forms of unacceptable prejudice, freedom of speech allows me to think that 
and therefore it's important that those of the opposite view are afforded the same 
freedom. 

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



The bill is a huge step forward for equality, but it does not introduce full equal 
marriage. The main thing missing from the bill is the introduction of mixed-sex civil 
partnerships. I believe that the same choices â€“ marriage or civil partnership - 
should be open to all couples regardless of their gender.    I therefore welcome the 
Scottish Governmentâ€™s public commitment on 27th June 2013 to conduct a 
review of civil partnership law, â€•driven by the need to consider the position on 
opposite sex civil partnershipâ€•. I believe that review should start without delay, 
and, once it is complete, there should be prompt legislation to open up civil 
partnership in Scotland to couples regardless of their gender. This will also make it 
possible for a person in a civil partnership to get gender recognition without the need 
to change their civil partnership to a marriage.    Finally, I note that the regulation of 
private sector pension schemes is reserved to Westminster, and that under the 
current rules, private sector pension schemes will be allowed to pay much smaller 
survivorâ€™s pensions to people in same-sex marriages than to those in mixed-sex 
marriages. This is clear discrimination, and the UK Government has agreed to set up 
a review of the situation, to report by July 2014. The UK Government have the power 
to change the rules on this by statutory instrument, and I strongly believe that they 
should do that once the review is complete. 

Are you responding as... 

a private individual 
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