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EQUALITIES AND HUMAN RIGHTS COMMITTEE 

CIVIL PARTNERSHIP (SCOTLAND) BILL 

SUBMISSION FROM JACLYN KAYE  

1. What is your view of the Bill’s approach to achieving equality by making civil 
partnerships available to different sex couples, rather than closing future 
civil partnerships to all couples?  

 
Now that civil marriage and civil partnership both exist as legal tools, it would be unjust 
to remove either option from any gender combination of partners. Great Britain made 
the unfortunate choice early on to discriminate against same-sex couples by barring 
them access to a basic legal tool. In response, it created a separate tool that has now 
built up its own history and connotations. Civil partnerships may have been born out 
of oppression and discrimination, but in this way they share a history with the term 
‘queer’, whch has been reclaimed by many LGBT people as a positive and affirming 
term. In the same way, civil partnerships now have the opportunity to be reclaimed by 
those of us--LGBT and otherwise--who philosophically oppose marriage but require 
its legal protections. To eradicate it now is to remove a small option towards self-
identification of our own relationships. 
 
 
 
2. What will the impact of the Bill and its provisions be on you, your community 

or your organisation? Give consideration as to whether there is any impact 
on human rights or equality issues for any particular groups of people. 

 
I am an immigrant--and now a British citizen--as well as a non-Christian, queer person. 
I have always objected to marriage as a civic institution: it has a long and terrible 
history of being used as a tool of oppression and discrimination, whether against 
women, trans people, same-sex couples, committed partnerships of more than two 
people, or partnerships between people of different faiths or races. 
 
Ideally, I would like to see all civil marriages and civil partnerships eradicated and 
replaced with a modular system that allowed consenting adults to bestowed upon each 
other and/or share rights having to do with taxation, immigration, home ownership, 
parental responsibility, next-of-kin, etc. As I see it, government should never be 
involved with determining whether anyone’s love is ‘real’ or ‘correct’ enough to be 
deserving of civic rights. Government should be there to help us uphold legal 
agreements, not emotional ties. 
 
Barring this upending of tradition as an option, civil partnerships are the next best 
necessary evil. I am currently in a mixed-sex relationship with a non-British person 
who lives outside the UK. We would like to live together in the UK, but I feel very 
strongly that I do not want to be a wife. Its heteronormative connotations make me 
deeply uncomfortable and I hate the idea of a government getting to strong-arm me 
into such a title due to the genders of me and my partner. I’d rather we exist outwith 
any marriage-like institution at all, especially given its religious and anti-LGBT history. 
But if we must opt into one so that we may live together, I’d rather choose the one with 
a history in queerness and without a religious origin. 
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It is important that those in power understand that, for now-British immigrants like me 
and would-be immigrants like my partner, we cannot just choose not to get married 
and live a happy life outside the institution. If we want to enjoy the same family life as 
two or more British people--if we want something as simple as to live in the same city-
-we have no option but to enter into a contract with the government. As such, I would 
like to emphasise that the right to a family life and the right to freedom from religion 
require access to mixed-sex civil partnerships. 
 
No response to questions 3, 4, or 5. 


