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DESMOND M. TUTU
Anglican Archbishop of Cape Town

rights. I will want to speak really from the perspective of the Chris-

tian faith, which is the one that I know best, and hope that my com-
ments would apply mutatis mutandis to other religious faiths as well. This
will also serve to protect me from arrogance and triumphalism as [ re-
hearse the pathological aspects of Christianity. I hope I will then be able
to speak with a salutary modesty.

There is a story, which is fairly well known, about when the mission-
aries came to Africa. They had the Bible and we, the natives, had the
land. They said “Let us pray,” and we dutifully shut our eyes. When we
opened them, why, they now had the land and we had the Bible. It
would, on the surface, appear as if we had struck a bad bargain, but the
fact of the matter is that we came out of that transaction a great deal bet-
ter off than when we started. The point is that we were given a priceless
gift in the word of God: the gospel of salvation, the good news of God’s
love for us that is given so utterly unconditionally. But even more won-
derful is the fact that we were given the most subversive, most revolu-
tionary thing around. Those who may have wanted to exploit us and to
subject us to injustice and oppression should really not have given us the
Bible, because that placed dynamite under their nefarious schemes.

The Bible makes some quite staggering assertions about human be-
ings which came to be the foundations of the culture of basic human
rights that have become so commonplace in our day and age. Both crea-
tion narratives in Genesis 1-3 assert quite categorically that human beings
are the pinnacle, the climax, of the divine creative activity; if not climac-
tic, then central or crucial to the creative activity. In the first narrative the
whole creative process moves impressively to its climax which is the
creation of human beings. The author signals that something quite out of
the ordinary is about to happen by a change in the formula relating to a
creative divine action. Up to this point God has merely had to speak “Let

I am pleased to be able to offer a preface to this volume on religious
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there be. . . .” and by divine fiat something comes into being ex nihilo. At
this climactic point God first invites his heavenly court to participate
with him, “Let us create man in our image”—something special has come
into being.

Remarkably this piece is in fact in part intended to be a jingoistic
propaganda piece designed to lift the sagging spirits of a people in exile
whose fortunes are at a low ebb, surrounded as they are by the impres-
sive monuments to Babylonian hegemony. Where one would have ex-
pected the author to claim that it was only Jews who were created in the
image of God, this passage asserts that it is all human beings who have
been created in the divine image.

That this attribute is a universal phenomenon was not necessarily self
evident. Someone as smart as Aristotle taught that human personality
was not universally possessed by all human beings, because slaves in his
view were not persons. The biblical teaching is marvelously exhilarating
in a situation of oppression and injustice, because in that situation it has
often been claimed that certain groups were inferior or superior because
of possessing or not possessing a particular attribute (physical or cul-
tural). The Bible claims for all human beings this exalted status that we
are all, each one of us, created in the divine image, that it has nothing to
do with this or that extraneous attribute which by the nature of the case,
can be possessed by only some people.

The consequences that flow from these biblical assertions are quite
staggering. First, human life (as all life) is a gift from the gracious and
ever generous Creator of all. It is therefore inviolable. We must therefore
have a deep reverence for the sanctity of human life. That is why homi-
cide is universally condemned. “Thou shalt not kill” would be an undis-
puted part of a global ethic accepted by the adherents of all faiths and of
none. For many it would include as an obvious corollary the prohibition
of capital punishment. It has seemed an oddity that we should want to
demonstrate our outrage that, for example, someone had shown scant
reverence for human life by committing murder, by ourselves then pro-
ceeding to take another life. In some ways it is an irrational obscenity.

The life of every human person is inviolable as a gift from God. And
since this person is created in the image of God and is a God carrier a
second consequence would be that we should not just respect such a per-
son but that we should have a deep reverence for that person. The New
Testament claims that the Christian person becomes a sanctuary, a tem-
ple of the Holy Spirit, someone who is indwelt by the most holy and
blessed Trinity. We would want to assert this of all human beings. We
should not just greet one another. We should strictly genuflect before
such an august and precious creature. The Buddhist is correct in bowing



PREFACE XI

profoundly before another human as the God in me acknowledges and
greets the God in you. This preciousness, this infinite worth is intrinsic to
who we all are and is inalienable as a gift from God to be acknowledged
as an inalienable right of all human persons.

The Babylonian creation narrative makes human beings have a low
destiny and purpose—as those intended to be the scavengers of the gods.
Not so the biblical Weltanschauung which declares that the human being
created in the image of God is meant to be God’s viceroy, God's repre-
sentative in having rule over the rest of creation on behalf of God. To
have dominion, not in an authoritarian and destructive manner, but to
hold sway as God would hold sway—compassionately, gently, caringly,
enabling each part of creation to come fully into its own and to realize its
potential for the good of the whole, contributing to the harmony and
unity which was God'’s intention for the whole of creation. And even
more wonderfully this human person is destined to know and so to love
God and to dwell with the divine forever and ever, enjoying unspeakable
celestial delights. Nearly all major religions envisage a post mortem exis-
tence for humankind that far surpasses anything we can conceive.

All this makes human beings unique. It imbues each one of us with
profound dignity and worth. As a result to treat such persons as if they
were less than this, to oppress them, to trample their dignity underfoot, is
not just evil as it surely must be; it is not just painful as it frequently must
be for the victims of injustice and oppression. It is positively blasphe-
mous, for it is tantamount to spitting in the face of God. That is why we
have been so passionate in our opposition to the evil of apartheid. We
have not, as some might mischievously have supposed, been driven by
political or ideological considerations. No, we have been constrained by
the imperatives of our biblical faith.

Any person of faith has no real option. In the face of injustice and op-
pression it is to disobey God not to stand up in opposition to that injus-
tice and that oppression. Any violation of the rights of God’s stand-in
cries out to be condemned and to be redressed, and all people of good
will must willy-nilly be engaged in upholding and preserving those
rights as a religious duty. Such a discussion as this one should therefore
not be merely an academic exercise in the most pejorative sense. It must
be able to galvanize participants with a zeal to be active protectors of the
rights of persons.

The Bible points to the fact that human persons are endowed with
freedom to choose. This freedom is constitutive of what it means to be a
person—one who has the freedom to choose between alternative options,
and to choose freely (apart from the influences of heredity and nurture).
To be a person is to be able to choose to love or not to love, to be able to
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reject or to accept the offer of the divine love, to be free to obey or to
disobey. That is what constitutes being a moral agent.

We cannot properly praise or blame someone who does what he or
she cannot help doing, or refrains from doing what he or she cannot help
not doing. Moral approbation and disapproval have no meaning where
there is no freedom to choose between various options on offer. That is
what enables us to have moral responsibility. An automaton cannot be a
moral agent, and therein lies our glory and our damnation. We may
choose aright and therein is bliss, or we may choose wrongly and therein
lies perdition. God may not intervene to nullify this incredible gift in or-
der to stop us from making wrong choices. [ have said on other occasions
that God, who alone has the perfect right to be a totalitarian, has such a
profound reverence for our freedom that He had much rather we went
freely to hell than compel us to go to heaven.

An unfree human being is a contradiction in terms. To be human is to
be free. God gives us space to be free and so to be human. Human beings
have an autonomy, an integrity which should not be violated, which
should not be subverted. St. Paul exults as he speaks of what he calls the
“glorious liberty of the children of God” and elsewhere declares that
Christ has set us free for freedom. It is a freedom to hold any view or
none—freedom of expression. It is freedom of association because we are
created for family, for togetherness, for community, because the solitary
human being is an aberration.

We are created to exist in a delicate network of interdependence with
fellow human beings and the rest of God’s creation. All sorts of things go
horribly wrong when we break this fundamental law of our being. Then
we are no longer appalled as we should be that vast sums are spent on
budgets of death and destruction, when a tiny fraction of those sums
would ensure that God’s children everywhere would have a clean supply
of water, adequate health care, proper housing and education, enough to
eat and to wear. A totally self sufficient human being would be subhu-
man.

Perhaps because of their own experience of slavery, the Israelites de-
picted God as the great liberator, and they seemed to be almost obsessed
with being set free. And so they had the principle of Jubilee enshrined in
the heart of the biblical tradition. It was unnatural for anyone to be en-
thralled to another and so every fifty years they celebrated Jubilee, when
those who had become slaves were set at liberty. Those who had mort-
gaged their land received it back unencumbered by the burden of debt,
reminding everyone that all they were and all they had was a gift, that
absolute ownership belonged to God, that all were really equal before
God, who was the real and true Sovereign.
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That is the basis of the egalitarianism of the Bible—that all belongs to
God and that all are of equal worth in His sight. That is heady stuff. No
political ideology could better that for radicalness. And that is what fired
our own struggle against apartheid—this incredible sense of the infinite
worth of each person created in the image of God, being God’s viceroy,
God’s representative, God’s stand-in, being a God carrier, a sanctuary, a
temple of the Holy Spirit, inviolate, possessing a dignity that was intrin-
sic with an autonomy and freedom to choose that were constitutive of
human personality.

This person was meant to be creative, to resemble God in His crea-
tivity. And so wholesome work is something humans need to be truly
human. The biblical understanding of being human includes freedom
from fear and insecurity, freedom from penury and want, freedom of as-
sociation and movement, because we would live ideally in the kind of so-
ciety that is characterized by these attributes. It would be a caring and
compassionate, a sharing and gentle society in which, like God, the
strongest would be concerned about the welfare of the weakest, repre-
sented in ancient society by the widow, the alien, and the orphan. It
would be a society in which you reflected the holiness of God not by rit-
ual purity and cultic correctness but by the fact that when you gleaned
your harvest, you left something behind for the poor, the unemployed,
the marginalized ones—all a declaration of the unique worth of persons
that does not hinge on their economic, social, or political status but sim-
ply on the fact that they are persons created in God’s image. That is what
invests them with their preciousness and from this stem all kinds of
rights.

All the above is the positive impact that religion can have as well as
the consequences that flow from these fundamental assertions. Sadly,
and often tragically, religion is not often in and of itself necessarily a
good thing. Already in the Bible there is ample evidence that religion can
be a baneful thing with horrendous consequences often for its adherents
or those who may be designated its unfortunate targets. There are fre-
quent strictures levelled at religious observance which is just a matter of
external form when the obsession is with cultic minutiae and correctness.
Such religion is considered to be an abomination, however elaborate the
ritual performed. Its worth is tested by whether it has any significant im-
pact on how its adherents treat especially the widow, the orphan and the
alien in their midst. How one deals with those who have no real clout
and who can make no claim on being given equitable and compassionate
treatment, becomes a vital clue to the quality of religiosity.

This certainly says many things, one of which is surely that God rec-
ognizes a particular worth in those who, humanly speaking, are non-



X1V DESMOND M. TUTU

entities. It is a paradox that God should show His graciousness, mercy,
and love through His concern for those whom the world considers to be
so utterly lacking in social, political, or economic significance, and it must
be that they do have a worth that does not depend on these extrinsic at-
tributes.

There have been some glorious moments inspired by the religious
faiths in which people believe. Frequently in our struggle against the evil
that was apartheid, we stood arm-in-arm as Christians with Jews, Mus-
lims, and Hindus. And what a glorious vindication happened with the
inauguration of Nelson Mandela as the first democratically elected Presi-
dent of a liberated, a new South Africa. Many acknowledge the crucial
role that religious leaders played to bring to birth the new and free South
Africa.

We must hang our heads in shame, however, when we survey the
gory and shameful history of the Church of Christ. There have been nu-
merous wars of religion instigated by those who claimed to be followers
of the One described as the Prince of Peace. The Crusades, using the
Cross as a distinctive emblem, were waged in order to commend the
Good News of this Prince of Peace amongst the infidel Muslims, seeking
to ram down people’s throats a faith that somewhere thought it prided
itself on the autonomy of the individual person freely to choose to believe
or not to believe. Religious zealots have seemed blind to the incongruity
and indeed contradiction of using constraint of whatever sort to proclaim
a religion that sets high store by individual freedom of choice. Several
bloody conflicts characterize the history of Christianity, and war is with-
out doubt the most comprehensive violation of human rights. It ignores
reverence for life in its wanton destruction of people. It subverts social
and family life and justifies the abrogation of fundamental rights.

Christians have waged wars against fellow Christians. St. Paul was
flabbergasted that Christians could bring charges against fellow Chris-
tians in a court of law. It is not difficult to imagine what he would have
felt and what he would have said at the spectacle of Christians liquidat-
ing fellow Christians as in war. Christians have been grossly intolerant of
one another as when Christians persecuted fellow Christians for holding
different views about religious dogma and practice. The Inquisition with
all associated with it is a considerable blot on our copybook. The Church
has had fewer more inglorious occasions than those when the Inquisition
was active. Christians have gone on an orgy of excommunicating one an-
other just because of disagreements about doctrine and liturgy, not to
mention the downright obscurantism displayed in the persecution of the
likes of Galileo and Copernicus for propounding intellectual views that
were anathema to the Church at the time.
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Slavery is an abominable affront to the dignity of those who would
be treated as if they were mere chattels. The trade in fellow human be-
ings should have been recognized as completely contrary to the central
tenets of Christianity about the unspeakable worth and preciousness of
each human person. And yet Christians were some of the most zealous
slave owners who opposed the efforts of emancipators such as William
Wilberforce. The Civil War in the United States of America in part hap-
pened because of differences of opinion on the vexed question of slavery.
Devout Christians saw no inconsistency between singing Christian
hymns lustily and engaging in this demeaning trade in fellow humans.
Indeed one of the leading hymn writers of the day was also an enthusi-
astic slave owner.

Christians have been foremost supporters of anti-semitism, blaming
Jews for committing deicide in crucifying Jesus Christ. A devastating
chapter in human history happened with Hitler’s final solution culmi-
nating in the Holocaust. Hitler purported to be a Christian and saw no
contradiction between his Christianity and perpetrating one of history’s
most dastardly campaigns. What is even more disturbing is that he was
supported in this massive crime against humanity by a significant group
called German Christians. Mercifully there were those like Dietrich Bon-
hoeffer and others who opposed this madness, often at great cost to
themselves as members of the confessing church. Christianity has often
been perversely used in other instances to justify the iniquity of racism.
In the United States the rabid haters of blacks, the Ku Klux Klan, have not
balked at using a flaming cross as their much feared symbol. One would
have to travel far to find a more despicable example of blasphemy.
Apartheid in South Africa was perpetrated not by pagans but by those
who regarded themselves as devout Christians. Their opponents, even
though known to be Christians, were usually vilified as Communists and
worse. Many conflicts in the world have been started and certainly been
made worse by religious and sectarian differences—so the conflict in
Northern Ireland, in the Sudan, many of the conflicts in the Indian sub-
continent and in the Middle East. Religious differences have exacerbated
the horrendous bloodletting in Bosnia euphemistically described as eth-
nic cleansing.

Religion should produce peace, reconciliation, tolerance, and respect
for human rights but it has often promoted the opposite conditions. And
yet the potential for great good in the impact and influence of religion
remains and was recognized by the Parliament of the World’s Religions
meeting last year in Chicago. The Parliament concluded that there would
be no new global order unless there was first a global ethic which would
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be “a fundamental consensus concerning binding values, irrevocable
standards and personal attitudes.”

I can testify that our own struggle for justice, peace, and equity
would have floundered badly had we not been inspired by our Christian
faith and assured of the ultimate victory of goodness and truth,
compassion and love against their ghastly counterparts. We want to
promote freedom of religion as an indispensable part of any genuinely
free society.
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and tumult—by a moral Armageddon, if not a military one. With

the memories of world wars, gulags, and the Holocaust still fresh
in our minds, we see the bloody slaughter of Rwanda and the Sudan, the
tragic genocide of the Balkans, the massive unrest of the Middle East,
Western Africa, Latin America, and the former Soviet bloc. On every
continent, we see clashes between movements of incremental political
unification and radical balkanization, gentle religious ecumenism and
radical fundamentalism, sensitive cultural integration and rabid diversi-
fication, sensible moral pluralization and shocking moral relativism.
Even in the ostensibly peaceful societies of the West, bitter culture wars
have aligned defenders of various old orders against an array of social,
legal, and cultural deconstructionists. “Cultural conflicts are increasing
and are more dangerous today than at any other time in history,” Czech
President Vaclav Havel declared in 1994. “The end of the era of rational-
ism has been catastrophic, [for now] the members of various tribal cults
are at war with one another. . . . The abyss between the rational and the
internal, the objective and the subjective, the technical and the moral, the
universal and the unique constantly grows deeper.”!

! t the close of the second millennium, the world is torn by crisis

1 vaclav Havel, “Speech on July 4, 1994 in Philadelphia, on Receipt of the Liberty
Medal,” reported and excerpted in Philadelphia Inquirer (July 5, 1994): A08; Buffalo News (July
10, 1994): F8; Newsweek (July 18, 1994): 66. See also chapters by Martin Marty, Max L. Stack-
house and Stephen B. Healey, and Charles Villa-Vicencio herein. For a sampling of the vast
literature on this theme, see Donald Horowitz, “The Challenge of Ethnic Conflict: Democracy
in Divided Societies,” Journal of Democracy 4(4) (1993): 18; Samuel P. Huntington, “The Clash
of Civilizations?” Foreign Affairs (Summer, 1993): 22; Mark Juergensmeyer, The New Cold War:
Religious Nationalism Confronts the Secular State (Berkeley, CA, 1993); Martin E. Marty and R.
Scott Appelby, eds., Fundamentalisms and the State (Chicago, 1993); id., Fundmamentalisms
Comprehended (Chicago, 1995).
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Religious beliefs and believers have suffered miserably in these
“culture wars.”2 1995, the United Nations Year of Tolerance, is becoming
just another dark year in a dark decade of religious intolerance. Religious
nationalism and fundamentalism have conspired to bring violent death
and dislocation to hundreds of religious believers around the world each
year. Political secularism and cynicism have combined to bring civil de-
nial and deprivation to religious believers of all faiths. Temples and
mosques are denied entrance to neighborhoods. Churches and charities
are denied autonomy of governance. Clerics and charities are denied li-
censes to minister. Pilgrims and missionaries are denied visas and char-
ters. Natives and refugees are denied totems and homelands. Parents and
children are denied liberties of education. Employers and employees are
denied opportunities to exercise their faiths. To be sure, the collapse of
many authoritarian regimes in the past decade has begun to open new
venues and avenues for religion to flourish. International and local laws
have begun to embrace more generous religious rights provisions. Re-
ligious communities have begun to apply their theological learning and
moral suasion to the cause of religious rights. But today, by common es-
timates, more than two billion people still enjoy only partial freedom of
thought, conscience, and belief.

It is time for us to take religious rights seriously*—to shake off our
political indifference and parochial self-interest and to address the plight
and protection of people of all faiths. It is time to “exorcise the demons of
religious intolerance”* that have beset both religious and non-religious
peoples around the world and to exercise the “golden rules” of religious
rights—doing unto other religious believers and beliefs what we would
have done to us and ours.”

Human rights norms provide no panacea to the world crisis, but they
are a critical part of any solution. Religions are not easy allies to engage,
but the struggle for human rights cannot be won without them. For hu-
man rights norms are inherently abstract ideals—universal statements of
the good life and the good society. They depend upon the visions of hu-
man communities and institutions to give them content and coherence, to
provide “the scale of values governing the[ir] exercise and concrete mani-

2 James Davidson Hunter, Culture Wars (New York, 1991).

3 Cf. Ronald Dworkin, Taking Rights Seriously (New York, 1977).

4 The phrase is from Luke Timothy Johnson's chapter herein,

5 For Christian formulations, see Matthew 7:12 (“Do unto others as you would have
them do unto you.”). For Judaic formulations, see Hillel, B. Shabbat, 31a (“what is hateful to
you do not do to your fellow”), quoted in the chapter by David Novak herein at note 66. For
Muslim formulations, see the chapter by Riffat Hassan herein and the sources and discussion
in Abdullahi Ahmed An-Na‘im, Toward an Islamic Reformation: Civil Liberties, Human Rights,
and International Law (Syracuse, NY, 1990), 162-163.
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festation.”® Religion is an ineradicable condition of human lives and
communities; religions invariably provide universal sources and “scales
of values” by which many persons and communities govern themselves.
Religions must thus be seen as indispensable allies in the modern strug-
gle for human rights. To exclude them from the struggle is impossible,
and indeed catastrophic.” To include them—to enlist their unique re-
sources and to protect their unique rights—is vital to enhancing and ad-
vancing the regime of human rights.

“[T]he only real hope of people today is probably a renewal of our
certainty that we are rooted in the Earth and, at the same time, the cos-
mos,” Havel declared last year after receiving the Liberty Medal. “This
awareness endows us with the capacity for self-transcendence. Politicians
at international forums may reiterate a thousand times that the basis of
the new world order must be universal respect for human rights, but it
will mean nothing as long as this imperative does not derive from the re-
spect of the miracle of being, the miracle of the universe, the miracle of
nature, the miracle of our own existence. Only someone who submits in
the authority of the universal order and of creation, who values the right
to be a part of it, and a participant in it, can genuinely value himself and
his neighbors, and thus honor their rights as well.”® These primordial re-
ligious ideas, together with religious doctrines and institutions in all their
denominational variety and vigor,® provide a vital resource for the reali-
zation of religious and other rights.

This volume and its companion take the measure and test the mean-
ing of religious human rights, using the methods and insights of religion
and law, theology and jurisprudence. This volume takes up the religious
sources and dimensions of religious rights; the companion volume takes
up their legal sources and dimensions. Comprehensive analysis of this
topic, of course, properly requires a score of volumes thicker than this
one. Selection, truncation, and distillation are necessary evils. We have
restricted our analysis to the three religions of the Book and the four cor-
ners of the Atlantic. In this volume, we focus our religious discussions of

6 Jacques Maritain, “Introduction,” to UNESCO, Human Rights: Comments and Interpreta-
tions (New York, 1949), 15-16, quoted and discussed in David Hollenbach, “Human Rights
and Religious Faith in the Middle East: Reflections of a Christian Theologian,” Human Rights
Quarterly 4 (1982): 94, 96. See also the chapters by Villa-Vicencio herein and by John S. Pobee
in the companion volume, Johan D. van der Vyver and John Witte, Jr., eds., Religious Human
Rights in Global Perspective: Legal Perspectives (The Hague, 1995), and John S. Pobee, “An Afri-
can Christian in Search of Democracy,” in John Witte, Jr., ed., Chrisianity and Democracy in
Global Context (Boulder/San Francisco, 1993), 267, 277ff.

7 See chapters by Marty, Huber, Novak, Hassan, Stackhouse & Healey, Michael Broyde,
and Abdullahi Ahmed An-Na’im herein.

8 Havel, “Speech on July 4.”

9 See chapters by Marty, An-Na'im, and Stackhouse & Healey herein.
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rights on Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, making only comparative
asides about other religious and cultural traditions. In the companion
volume, we focus our legal discussion on Europe, the Middle East, Af-
rica, Latin America, and North America, with opening and closing dis-
cussions of religious rights developments by the United Nations and
regional organizations. The discussion throughout both volumes is delib-
erately intercultural, interreligious, and interdisciplinary in character.
The writings of high churchmen and statesmen stand alongside those of
liberationists and freedom fighters. The perspectives of Jews, Christians,
and Muslims, jurists, theologians, and ethicists, Africans, Europeans, and
Americans all find a place.

The “rights talk”' of Christianity, Judaism, and Islam, which is the
focus of this volume, lends itself readily to comparative analysis. Each of
these religious traditions is a religion of revelation, founded on the eter-
nal command to love one God, oneself, and all neighbors. Each tradition
recognizes a canonical text as its highest authority—the Bible, the Torah,
and the Qur’an. Each tradition designates a class of officials to preserve
and propagate its faith, and embraces an expanding body of authoritative
interpretations and applications of its canon. Each tradition has a refined
legal structure—the canon law, Halakha, and Shari’a—that has translated
its enduring principles of faith into evolving precepts of works. Each tra-
dition has sought to imbue its religious, ethical, and legal norms into the
daily lives of individuals and communities. These texts and traditions,
ideas and institutions, norms and narratives of Christianity, Judaism, and
I[slam have much to offer to current discussions of human rights in gen-
eral. They are the best source and resource for a discussion of religious
human rights. For, as Martin Marty stresses, any solution to the problem
of religious human rights “requires a religious address.”"

To be sure, none of these religious traditions speaks unequivocally
about human rights, and none has amassed an exemplary human rights
record over the centuries. Their sacred texts and canons say much more
about commandments and obligations than about liberties and rights.?
Their theologians and jurists have resisted the importation of human
rights as much as they have helped in their cultivation. Their internal
policies and external advocacy have helped to perpetuate bigotry, chau-
vinism, and violence as much they have served to propagate equality,
liberty, and fraternity. “The blood of thousands”® is at the doors of

10 Mary Ann Glendon, Rights Talk: The Impoverishment of Political Discourse (New York,
1991).

11 See chapter by Marty herein.

12 gee chapters by Johnson, Novak, and An-Na'im herein.

13 Gee chapter by John T. Noonan, Jr. in the companion volume.



