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SUBMISSION FROM DANIEL WILKES  

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

In support 

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

In support 

I think this provision is essential so that modern Scotland provides parity of esteem 
for same-sex couples and the Scottish State does not imply that same-sex 
relationships are somehow inferior to opposite-sex relationships by forcibly 
consigning them to a category made up simply to deny them the right to marry. It is 
not the place of Scots law to force couples to live by the tenets of a particular religion 
or to make value judgements about stable, loving relationships between two people. 
 
How would you characterise your views on putting belief celebrants on the 
same footing as religious celebrants? 

In support 

I believe that people's beliefs should be able to be freely expressed in their marriage 
ceremony, whether they are religious, humanistic or something else entirely. 

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 

Organisations should be free to decide whether to solemnise only mixed-sex 
marriages, or same-sex marriages. Religious freedom must work both ways, there 
should be freedom from and freedom to, and the bill gets the balance right.    I agree 
with the Equality Network that a small amendment is needed to section 11(2) of the 
bill, in order to give those religious and belief bodies that want to, the option of using 
the gender-free form of the marriage ceremony, in section 11(2)(g), for mixed-sex 
couples who would prefer that form. This is particularly important for mixed-sex 
couples where one or both is transgender or intersex. Religious bodies that wish to 
always use the â€œhusband and wifeâ€• gendered form of the marriage ceremony 
should be free to continue to do so. 
 

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

In support 



I think the process provided for this should be simple, and ideally free. Couples 
should have the option of having a ceremony if they wish (and pay the associated 
costs), but this should not be compulsory. 

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 

I think it is for couples and celebrants to decide where marriages should take place 
not the Government. I abhor the English system where registration is of locations not 
people, because it limits freedom of choice unnecessarily. 

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

In support 

I do not think this option will be particularly popular but it may allow some religious 
bodies a degree of doctrinal flexibility, where they cannot reconcile their faith to 
same-sex marriage but could agree to recognise civil partnership. 

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 

This is one of the key injustices that will be corrected by this legislation. I am 
however in firm agreement with the Equality Network the spousal veto should 
operate on the remarriage not on the gender recognition certificate and  that the 
evidence required from long transitioned people should be less in line with the 
English legislation. 
 
Would you like to comment on the wider issue of protections for those in 
society who may have concerns about same sex marriage? 

I believe that the law as it stands both in terms of statute and the ECHR already 
provides more than adequate protection for those people who don't believe in same 
sex marriage. The argument that dissent will be crushed by force of law (rather than 
by society, which is what has happened to racism and is actually what is happening 
to homophobia) is, I feel, a straw man erected by opponents of the bill in order to 
generate opposition to its principles. Any additional provision in the bill would be in 
the form of a "for the avoidance of doubt" clause, which would by its very nature be 
redundant and unnecessary. I feel the ambition of those who push for such clauses 
is simply to get the statute law to agree that their view is a good and valid one to 
hold, which is not an appropriate thing for the law to do. 

 

 



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

This bill will have no legal impact on freedom of speech. Any chilling effect spoken of 
by opponents is related rather to society's decreased acceptance of homophobia and 
increasing realisation that LGBT people, are just normal people and don't merit the 
stigma which has for so long been attached to them. We don't tolerate racism, why 
must we tolerate homophobia? 

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

I believe that this bill must include mixed sex civil partnerships in order to create true 
equality or at least provision for this to be reviewed like the English Act. I also hope 
that the Scottish Government will petition to Westminster government to equalise the 
pension arrangements. 

Are you responding as... 

a private individual 
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