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Dear Select Committee Members 

 

Submission on Marriage (Definition of Marriage) Amendment Bill 

 

I oppose the enactment of this Bill on the following grounds: 

 

1. The fundamental premise of the Bill is false. Defining marriage as between a man and a 

woman is not discriminatory. Marriage is simply a description of a particular type of 

relationship – i.e. a formal relationship involving faithful lifelong commitment between a 

man and a woman. The term marriage defines this relationship. In so doing it is no more 

discriminatory than the term fatherhood. The term fatherhood defines a relationship 

between a man and his children. It would be nonsensical to suggest that this definition 

discriminates against women or other men who have no children. In the same way it does 

not follow that defining marriage as between a man and a woman discriminates against 

those in other types of relationship. Marriage does not discriminate. It defines. 

 

2. The Bill also falsely asserts that because marriage is a social institution it is therefore a 

fundamental human right. However simply because a particular type of relationship is a 

social institution, this does not give rise to a “fundamental human right” for other types of 

relationship to be defined as the same thing. Fatherhood is also a social institution, but this 

does not mean there is a fundamental human right for other types of relationship to be 

included in the definition of fatherhood or for anyone to be able to be described as a father 

regardless of their gender or the nature of their relationship. 

 

3. The Bill is not necessary to achieve the social inclusion of those in same-sex relationships. 

Since homosexual law reform in 1986, there has been a steady stream of policy and 

legislation which has normalised same-sex relationships. Popular culture has also firmly 

included such relationships in what is promoted as acceptable and normal in our society. 

Cultural normalisation of same-sex relationships and the social inclusion of those in them 

has already been well and truly established. Legal recognition has also been provided for in 

the civil unions legislation. There is simply no need to provide further “inclusion” by 

subverting the meaning of a foundational social institution – and one which many New 

Zealanders of all faiths consider sacred. 

 

 



 

 

4. The Bill is profoundly contradictory with the Judeo-Christian values and principles upon 

which many of our social institutions and culture are founded. This contradiction should not 

be dismissed lightly. Christian values have not only been important historically, they 

continue to be vital to building strong family life and social cohesion. In the Judeo-Christian 

world-view marriage has always been understood as a relationship between a husband and 

wife. In mainstream churches across New Zealand (and indeed around the world) this 

remains the position today.   

 

 

In summary, the Bill is based on false premises, is not necessary, and undermines the Judeo-

Christian moral framework which has built and continues to support social cohesion in New Zealand.  

It is a step too far. 

 

I would appreciate the opportunity to present and discuss this submission with the Committee. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Ewen McQueen 

25th October 2012 

 


