
MARRIAGE AND CIVIL PARTNERSHIP (SCOTLAND) BILL 

ANONYMOUS SUBMISSION 

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

In opposition 

It is unnecessary because same-sex couples already have all the rights they need 
under the civil partnerships scheme.      It is also unwanted except by a very vocal 
minority.  Until relatively recently a majority in the gay lobby did not even want 
marriage, which they considered too binding a tie. I very much doubt that this 
legislation will add any stability to most same-sex liaisons.    It is also a distraction 
from more serious Government priorities â€“ securing good local employment, 
seeing that the NHS is up-to-date and able to treat an ageing population, maintaining 
the roads and other transport networks in good order, ensuring that the assessments 
for the Curriculum for Excellence are rigorous and will stand up to outside scrutiny 
etc. 

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

In opposition 

Essentially I am dismayed.  Also, I believe that the public are being hoodwinked into 
the idea that the Bill will achieve (a) equality; and (b) a strengthening of the marriage 
bond in society.      In fact, it will undermine marriage because it has failed to 
substitute a new and satisfactory definition of marriage in place of the traditional one 
of a voluntary union between a man and a woman for life to the exclusion of all 
others.  For its part, this Bill will set up a form of marriage where adultery is 
irrelevant; where marriage has nothing to do with the procreation of children; and 
where it seems that the distinction between male and female is being trampled 
underfoot.      Moreover, under the Bill the terms of same-sex marriage will be 
different from those of opposite-sex marriage.  So, where is equality? 

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

In support 

I have no objection to this part of the Bill provided the belief celebrant comes from a 
responsible organisation.  It would further undermine the place of marriage if 
representatives from flippant groups like the Jedi Knights cult were allowed to 
conduct marriage ceremonies. 

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)? 

Neither 



I am happy with these arrangements in that they take care to respect the conscience 
of individuals on this matter.  My one difficulty (and it is a very serious one) is how far 
these arrangements will stand up under the European Convention on Human Rights 
â€“ see my answer to Q12. 

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

Neither 

I am not greatly perturbed by this aspect of the legislation â€“ but I do have concerns 
that we will end up with a very complex and confusing family legal system where in 
time there will be both civil partnerships and marriages available to the same groups 
of people.  After all, that was not the intention when civil partnerships were first 
introduced. 

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? 

Neither 

I am indifferent about this aspect of the Bill. 

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

Neither 

I have no objection to this, provided there is no possibility of coercion emanating 
from courts whether in Scotland or in Europe. 

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? 

Neither 

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

While the Bill does show genuine respect for the position of those churches and 
celebrants who are opposed to same-sex marriage, there is considerable doubt as to 
whether this will stop gay activists taking churches to court or will prevent such 
challenges ending in the European Court of Human Rights.  Already, in England a 
homosexual couple have announced their plans to go to court to force churches to 
offer wedding ceremonies for same-sex couples.    I worry about the 
pronouncements of Scottish Government spokesmen who assume the sovereignty 
of the Scottish courts on rights issues.  They rather naively ignore the possibility of 
the ECHR overturning verdicts in the Scottish courts.      While Article 9 of the 
European Convention on Human Rights does give the right to freedom of thought, 
conscience and religion, there have been some cases where these rights have been 



trumped by other sorts of rights.  This may well happen, especially as the Faculty of 
Advocates have pointed out that the Convention is a living instrument and as 
societyâ€™s mores change, the way the Convention is interpreted changes.  The 
time may come when the European Court decides that allowing churches and 
individual celebrants not to participate in same-sex weddings is discriminatory 
against homosexuals.      In the light of this, I would find the Bill more satisfactory if it 
incorporated the right of conscientious objection for at least the following groups (a) 
individual religious celebrants; (b) teachers in school who might be required to teach 
same-sex marriage; (c) civil registrars employed before this Bill becomes law.    As a 
retired teacher, I am well aware of the sort of pressures from a Senior Management 
Team or a head of department to follow a certain line in the curriculum.  The 
conscience of individual teachers can easily be ignored in the process.  The 
provisions under section 14 of the Bill are too brief and vague to be of any practical 
use.      I am worried too that parents will have little idea of the new teaching 
materials to which their children will be exposed should the Bill become law.  I am 
not sure how realistic it is for them to be fully informed of the content of every aspect 
of the curriculum, but the attempt should be made.  It was not reassuring that as part 
of their last consultation, the Government referred merely to the provision for parents 
to remove their children from R.E or from lessons on sexual health.  After all, R.E. 
and sexual health are only a small part of the curriculum and there are many other 
aspects of the curriculum where approval of same-sex marriage could be introduced, 
either overtly or implicitly.  Unless clearer guidelines are given on parental rights and 
unless parents are informed in far more detail of curriculum content than has 
traditionally been the case, I can foresee a situation in a few yearsâ€™ time when 
there will be a groundswell of protest against the whole system of primary and 
secondary education in Scotland.      I would also like to see two legal changes â€“ 
(i) charity law should be amended so that disapproval of same-sex marriage is never 
used as a justification for removing charitable status from religious and other 
charities;  (ii) The Scottish Parliament Equal Opportunities Committee should ask the 
Westminster Government to amend Equality Act 2010 to enshrine the principle that 
an employer is obliged to make reasonable accommodation for the manifestation of 
religious belief by employees.  It would be irresponsible for the Scottish Government 
to allow this Bill to become law before such an amendment is obtained. 

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

There are many people who believe that sexual orientation is quite different from 
race and gender, which cannot be altered.  They consider that sexual orientation is 
more of a lifestyle choice, and so open to apporval or diapproval.  They should be 
free to express that viewpoint.    As a former R.E. teacher, I know that while it was 
not my role to impose my beliefs, pupils were curious to know what my beliefs were.  
It would not have helped classroom dynamics to conceal these views.  This would 
apply not only to R.E. teachers but to teachers in many other subjects as well.  
Teachers should be free to express their own views in the classroom â€“ with 
restraint, of course, and with respect for the views of others.  It will not help the 
atmosphere in schools nor will it improve the quality of teaching and learning if 
teachers who disagree with same-sex marriage are constantly in fear of pupils (or 
colleagues) trying to trip them up and so reporting them for their â€˜hereticalâ€™ 
notions about same-sex marriage.  To remove the possibility of this scenario it 
should be made crystal clear in the bill that expression of disapproval of same-sex 



marriage is not reprehensible in any context.     In other areas of the public sector 
personal beliefs on this issue should not be adduced against them.  It was 
disgraceful that Adrian Smith, a housing manager in Trafford, should have been 
demoted on the ground of â€˜gross misconductâ€™ because of remarks on his 
Facebook page which had nothing to do with his day-to-day work.      Above all, if the 
Bill becomes law, it must be open to people to affirm publicly that it is a bad law with 
detrimental consequences for the whole of society.  This is quite different from open 
defiance of the law and should be regarded as such.  As a corollary, the right of 
legitimate protest against this law should be recognised.  Moreover, those 
considered about its influence on society should be given unimpeded access to 
relevant data to enable them to monitor the effects same-sex marriage will have on 
all aspects of society. 

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

I am amazed that a Bill on such an important family matter should have so little to 
say on the rights of children. 

Are you responding as... 

a private individual 
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