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Our Father, who has set a restlessness in our hearts 
and made us all seekers after that which we can never fully find,
forbid us to be satisfied with what we make of life. Draw us from base content
and set our eyes on far-off goals. Keep us at tasks too hard for us that we may be driven to Thee 
for strength. . . . Open our eyes to simple beauty all around us
and our hearts to the loveliness men hide from us because
we do not try to understand them. Save us
from ourselves and show us a vision
of a world made new.

-- From Eleanor Roosevelt’s Nightly Prayer[footnoteRef:4] [4:   MARY ANN GLENDON, A WORLD MADE NEW: ELEANOR ROOSEVELT AND THE UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS  (Random House, 2001).] 


I.	INTRODUCTION
It has been a little more than sixty years since late in the cold evening of December 10, 1948 in Paris the United Nations General Assembly unanimously adopted the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The philosophers, politicians, statesmen and women who forged agreement on its terms were not starry eyed idealists or naïve romantics. They were in large measure the world leaders who had endured the horrors of the holocaust and two world wars that left tens of millions dead. They sought not to articulate unattainable ideals, but minimum standards of conduct that no self-respecting state could publicly disavow. Under the chairmanship and steady leadership of Eleanor Roosevelt, “the moral terrain of international relations was forever altered.”[footnoteRef:5] [5:   Glendon, supra, at xv.] 

American high schools do a remarkably poor job of teaching about human rights in general and in particular about the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the foundational modern human rights document. What is more, American high school students are taught almost nothing about the key role that Eleanor Roosevelt as the chair of the Human Rights Commission, the group that drafted the UDHR and steered it to adoption. 

We propose that high school curriculum should be modified to include information about human rights, the role of Eleanor Roosevelt in the promulgation of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and the importance of fundamental human rights including religious freedom. Freedom of conscience and religion is one of the most basic and important human rights included in the UDHR. Teaching religion in public schools is highly problematic due to the constitutional constraints of the Establishment Clause, but schools could do a real service in promoting the concept of freedom of religion within the human rights framework.


II.	THE UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS

A.	HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

The UN’s founding conferences, wherein the UN Charter would be drafted, began in April 1945. The great powers––the United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union―showed little interest in the attempts of smaller, less powerful nations to press human rights issues such as the end of colonialism and racial discrimination, and made it clear that the major powers would be in charge of decision-making. But the Allied powers, in their wartime rhetoric, had described the war as a fight for freedom and democracy, and those who longed most for such freedom were not now willing to forget the images of a future world they had seen in Allied speeches. Carlos Romulo of the Philippines was among those UN delegates who were not deterred by the “inferior” status they seemed to have been handed, and continued to press hard on issues of human dignity. He described his persistence as becoming “a nuisance, a gadfly, a pest. I prowled corridors, buttonholed delegates, cornered unwilling victims in hotel lobbies and men’s rooms.”[footnoteRef:6] The inclusion of an objective to promote “the self-determination of peoples” in the UN Charter’s Preamble and the fact that human rights were declared in the UN Charter to belong to all people “without distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion” is due in large part to such determination on the part of Romulo and others like him. [6:  Mary Ann Glendon, A World Made New 12 (New York: Random House 2001).] 


In May 1945, representatives of American NGOs met with Secretary of State Edward Stettinius, hoping to gain greater recognition of human rights within the UN. Prior to this time, the United States had opposed proposals by Latin American delegates that the Charter provide for special commissions on education, culture, and human rights on the grounds that such provision by the Charter was unnecessary. However, following the entreaties made by the NGO representatives, the secretary agreed to a Human Rights Commission—the United States’ single exception to its opposition to special commissions in the UN Charter. This new support for human rights from the U.S. State Department, together with strong support from dozens of other participating nations, grew as the first appalling photographs from Nazi concentration camps began to surface.

The task of appointing an American delegation to the UN fell to President Roosevelt’s successor in office, President Harry Truman. In what proved to be a brilliant and important decision, President Truman designated none other than Eleanor Roosevelt, the still-mourning widow of President Franklin Delano Roosevelt, as a member of the delegation. Some opposed her nomination because of her inexperience with international relations or her liberal and out-spoken nature. Even Mrs. Roosevelt doubted her capability to help organize the UN with such little international experience. But, having accepted, Mrs. Roosevelt threw herself into her new role, relying on hard work and preparation to compensate for what she lacked in ready knowledge and experience. To the relief and perhaps surprise of those who had opposed her nomination, Eleanor proved to be a powerful and valuable asset to the United States delegation and to the UN proceedings in far-reaching ways.
In retrospect, the window of opportunity for reaching any sort of consensus about human rights was frightfully small. The U.N. Commission on Human Rights was charged with drafting the Declaration and began its work in early 1947. By the time the Declaration was adopted by the U.N. in December 1948, the iron curtain had definitively descended around Eastern Europe. “The growing hostility between the United States and the USSR was only one of many daunting obstacles confronted by the Declaration’s drafters. They had to surmount linguistic, cultural, and political differences and overcome personal animosities as they strove to articulate a clear set of principles with worldwide applicability.”[footnoteRef:7]  [7:   Glendon, supra, at xix.] 

As the Human Rights Commission began its work in January 1947, as its first order of business Mrs. Roosevelt was unanimously elected as chair. As its first undertaking, the Commission set forth to draft a Declaration outlining fundamental human rights, expecting this to eventually be incorporated into an International Bill of Human Rights with legally binding force. 

The process of drafting a document setting the standard for universal human rights was, unsurprisingly, beset with enormous political and social obstacles. The first session was only able to accomplish the appointment of a committee consisting of Eleanor Roosevelt, P.C. Chang of China, and Charles Malik of Lebanon.[footnoteRef:8] This small committee did not draft any articles, partly because Chang and Malik, considered by some as two of the most brilliant men ever to sit on the Human Rights Commission, rarely agreed on anything. Instead, the committee designated a well-known Canadian international lawyer and member of the UN bureaucracy, John Humphrey, to prepare a preliminary draft, with a polite reminder from Dr. Chang that the draft should reflect more than only Western ideas.   [8:  John P. Humphrey, The Universal Declaration of Human Rights: Its History, Impact and Juridical Character, in Human Rights: Thirty Years after the Universal Declaration 21-28 (B.G. Ramcharan ed., 1979).] 

The process of drafting the Declaration was not high theory, but an exercise in identifying the practices and norms in existence in most nations, and an effort to build on common understanding. In fact, a group of philosophers involved in the preparatory work for the Declaration “began its work by sending a questionnaire to statesmen and scholars around the world . . .” to establish a survey of the behavior of those nations.[footnoteRef:9] John Humphrey directed his staff to study every existing constitution and rights instrument in the world to discover the principles most widely shared among nations. Drafters structured the language of the UDHR to be a composite reflection of the existing norms, rather than resting on a single, unifying theory. “After canvassing sources from North and South, East and West, [the drafters] believed they had found a core of principles so basic that no nation would wish openly to disavow them. They wove those principles into a unified document that quickly displaced all antecedents as the principal model for the rights instruments in force in the world today.”[footnoteRef:10] [9:   Glendon, supra note 2, at 51.  ]  [10:  Glendon, supra, at xviii.] 

Focusing on practices and actions, rather than theory and motivations, allowed drafters to achieve consensus despite the complicated issues addressed in the Declaration. This process led Jacques Maritain, a philosopher closely involved in the Universal Declaration, to comment, “Yes, we agree about the rights, but on condition no one asks us why.”[footnoteRef:11]  [11:   Id. at 77.] 


This agreement did not come without much debate and discussion, however. In the fall of 1948 as the draft approached its final steps toward approval in the Third Committee (Committee on Social, Humanitarian, and Cultural Affairs), Mrs. Roosevelt remarked in dismay that every member of the group seemed intent on debating “every single word of that draft declaration over and over again.”[footnoteRef:12]Malik, as chairman of the debates, seemed to understand that every member state must have a sense of investment, participation, and ownership in the Declaration. Feeling that the debates were essential to identify and resolve any misunderstandings among the delegates concerning the Declaration, he was not discouraged but rather buoyed by the debates, as well as by the fact that not a single country had rejected the Declaration outright, though many had proposed amendments.  [12:  Id. at 143.] 


One of the most difficult issues to arise was that of religious freedom.  The draft’s provision on religious freedom had undergone much revision during the drafting process.  The original draft, created by John Humphrey, provided simply that “there shall be freedom of conscience and belief and of private and public religious worship.”[footnoteRef:13] The Human Rights Commission draft of June 1947 had modified the provision to state that “individual freedom of thought and conscience, to hold or change beliefs, is an absolute and sacred right. The practice of a private or public worship, religious observances, and manifestations of differing convictions can be subject only to such limitations as are necessary to protect public order, morals and the rights and freedoms of others.”[footnoteRef:14]  An alternative text, submitted by the United Kingdom, added that “every person of full age and sound mind shall be free to give and receive any form of religious teaching and to endeavour to persuade other persons of full age and sound mind of the truth of his beliefs. . . .”  This alternative text was not adopted in the Third Committee Draft, which read, “Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion; this right includes freedom to change his religion or belief, and freedom either alone or in community with others and in public or private, to manifest his religion or belief in teaching, practice, worship and observance.”[footnoteRef:15]  The final draft (and the Declaration in its final form as we know it today) adopted verbatim in Article 18 the provision as it read in the Third Committee Draft.   [13:  Mary Ann Glendon, The ‘Humphrey’ Draft in A World Made New 271-272 (Random House 2001). ]  [14:  Mary Ann Glendon, The June 1947 Human Rights Commission Draft in A World Made New 281, 285 (Random House 2001).]  [15:  Mary Ann Glendon, The Third Committee Draft in A World Made New 300, 305 (Random House 2001).] 


Jamil Baroody of Saudi Arabia argued that the draft’s provisions for religious freedom were Western in concept. Dr. Chang, having no doubt already given this issue much thought during the drafting process, pleaded with the delegates to try and see things from a broader perspective, reminding them that the Declaration was to be “meant for all men everywhere,”[footnoteRef:16] which would require some openness in each culture’s contributions.   [16:  Glendon, supra note 2, at 142.] 


On December 7, the Third Committee approved the draft for submission to the General Assembly.  In an eloquent, heart-felt speech on the night of December 9, Charles Malik introduced the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. He described the Declaration as something new in the world, a synthesis of all existing rights and traditions, a document with “negative roots” in the horrors of WWII and “positive roots” in common hopes and aspirations summed up by Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s four freedoms.[footnoteRef:17] Other delegates then rose one by one to express their last views before the final poll. Of this experience Hernán Santa Cruz of Chile, a key member of the Human Rights Commission, wrote: [17:  FDR, in his State of the Union address on January 6, 1941, also known as the “Four Freedoms Speech,” discussed four freedoms that men and women “everywhere in the world” should enjoy:  freedom of speech and expression, freedom of religion, freedom from want, and freedom from fear.] 


“I perceived clearly that I was participating in a truly significant historic event in which a consensus had been reached as to the supreme value of the human person, a value that did not originate in the decision of a worldly power, but rather in the fact of existing—which gave rise to the inalienable right to live free from want and oppression and to fully develop one’s personality.  In the Great Hall…there was an atmosphere of genuine solidarity and brotherhood among men and women from all latitudes, the like of which I have not seen again in any international setting.”[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Glendon, supra note 2 at 169.] 


When, just before midnight, the General Assembly finally conducted its poll on the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the member states’ final votes revealed 48 in favor of the Declaration, 8 abstentions, including the Soviet bloc, South Africa, and Saudi Arabia, and none opposed. The fledgling world organization had issued for the first time in history a declaration of human rights and fundamental freedoms with universal claim.

Harvard law professor Mary Ann Glendon described the impact of the UDHR as follows:

In the years that followed [the passage of the Declaration], to the astonishment of many, human rights would become a political factor that not even the most hard-shelled realist could ignore. The Universal Declaration would become an instrument, as well as the most prominent symbol, of changes that would amplify the voices of the weak in the corridors of power. It challenged the long-standing view that a sovereign state’s treatment of its own citizens was that nation’s business and no one else’s. It gave expression to diffuse, deep-seated longings and lent wings to movements that would soon bring down colonial empires. Its 30 concise articles inspired or influenced scores of postwar and postcolonial constitutions and treaties, including the new constitutions of Germany, Japan, and Italy. It became the polestar of an army of international human rights activists, who pressure governments to live up to their pledges and train the searchlight of publicity on abuses that would have remained hidden in former times. Confirming the worst fears held in 1948 by the Soviet Union and South Africa, the Declaration provided a rallying point for the freedom movements that spurred the collapse of totalitarian regimes in Eastern Europe and the demise of apartheid. It is the parent document, the primary inspiration, for most rights instruments in the world today. . . . Today, the Declaration is the single most important reference point for cross-national discussions of how to order our future together on our increasingly conflict-ridden and interdependent planet.[footnoteRef:19] [19:  Id. at xvi.] 

B.	PROVISIONS OF THE UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS
The Universal Declaration of Human Rights underwent at least seven major drafts. The final result, acknowledged by participants as being imperfect, was thirty concise articles declaring the basic universal rights of all human beings. 

For the most part, the Declaration speaks in bold sweeping generalizations. The bedrock concepts upon which the UDHR is built are found in the first sentence of the preamble, a “recognition of the inherent dignity and of the equal and inalienable rights of all members of the human family is the foundation of freedom, justice and peace in the world.”

The Declaration is described in its preamble “as a common standard of achievement for all peoples and all nations, to the end that every individual and every organ of society, keeping this Declaration constantly in mind, shall strive by teaching and education to promote respect for these rights and freedoms and by progressive measures, national and international, to secure their universal and effective recognition and observance, both among the peoples of Member States themselves and among the peoples of territories under their jurisdiction.”  (emphasis added)

Article one boldly declares, “All human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights. They are endowed with reason and conscience and should act towards one another in a spirit of brotherhood.”
Article 2 states, “Everyone is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set forth in this Declaration, without distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status. Furthermore, no distinction shall be made on the basis of the political, jurisdictional or international status of the country or territory to which a person belongs, whether it be independent, trust, non-self-governing or under any other limitation of sovereignty. . . .”
The remaining articles address such topics as the right to life, liberty and security; a prohibition on slavery; prescriptions on torture and cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment; equality before the law and protection against discrimination; the right to effective remedies for violations of fundamental rights; a prohibition on arbitrary arrest, detention or exile; the right to freedom of movement and residence; the right to seek asylum from persecution; the right to nationality; the right to marry and have a family without limitation due to race, nationality or religion; the right to own property; the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion; the right to freedom of opinion and expression; the right to freedom of peaceful assembly and association; the right to take part in the government of his country; the right to social security; the right to work; the right to rest and leisure; the right to education; the right to participate in the cultural life of the community; and a social and international order in which these rights and freedoms are realized. The Declaration also stipulates that everyone has duties to the community in which he resides, and that limitations to these rights may only be made to protect the rights and freedoms of others and for meeting the just requirements of morality, public order and the general welfare in a democratic society.

III. 	THE CHALLENGE
We might reasonably ask ourselves as the last remnants of the generation with a living memory of the adoption of the Declaration of Human Rights pass from the earth, how well we are doing in ensuring that, in the words of the preamble, “every individual and every organ of society, keeping this Declaration constantly in mind, shall strive by teaching and education to promote respect for these rights and freedoms.”
Our sense is that as educators we are falling short. For example, we note the following:
•  The Universal Declaration of Human Rights is mentioned only once in the 1992 National Standards for World History. 
• World History Standard 2(c) states the objective that “the student understands how liberal democracy, market economies, and human rights movements have reshaped political and social life.
• The first of nine Elaborated Standards directs that the student should be able to “assess the progress of human and civil rights around the world since the 1948 Universal Declaration of Universal Rights.”
• The Virginia Standards of Learning are completely silent on the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and Eleanor Roosevelt.
It is our observation that high school curriculum, in particular, contains surprisingly little emphasis on human rights in general, or the Universal Declaration of Human Rights in particular.

IV. 	OUR PROPOSAL
Our presentation will be a challenge and call to action, that those responsible for high school curriculum to consider a significant infusion of teaching about human rights and the UDHR. In particular, we urge educators to teach the following:
• International human rights and in particular the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.
• The role of Eleanor Roosevelt in steering drafting and acceptance of the UDHR. Her vision, leadership and energy in this endeavor is one of the great unstudied and largely unrecognized acts of moral, political, and practical leadership in the history of our country. 
• Impact of the UDHR on subsequent Treaties, Constitutions, and Human Rights documents.
A.	TEACHING ABOUT THE “FIRST FREEDOM”
In particular, we propose that high school students should be taught about the fundamental right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion or belief that is articulated in Article 18 of the UDHR. Thomas Jefferson and James Madison were the first to articulate a Constitutional protection for freedom of religion.   In 1786, the collaborated to pass the Virginia Statute for Religious Freedom, ad then, in 1789 when the First Amendemnt was ratified., this right was recognized as a part of our nation’s Consitution 

Today, due to the increasing religious pluralism in the United States, and in particular since the terrorist attacks of 9/11, religion and religious identity has become a matter of heightened importance in U.S. society. Religious freedom is often described as our “first freedom,” and as the “grandparent” of all human rights. More recently it has been described as the “neglected stepchild” of human rights.

B.	ARTICLE 18 OF THE UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS

Article 18 of the UDHR declares, 

“Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion; this right includes freedom to change his religion or belief, and freedom, either alone or in community with others and in public or private, to manifest his religion or belief in teaching, practice, worship and observance.”

In teaching about the significance of Article 18, several key terms are particularly noteworthy. 

“Everyone:” All human beings have this right, and it is not limited in its availability to citizens or even permanent residents. Nonresident aliens and stateless persons have the right to freedom of religion or belief. So do foreign religious leaders, religious personnel, and missionaries. Human beings do not lose their rights by taking on religious roles. A recurring problem around the world is laws that compromise the scope of religious freedom rights by limiting them to citizens or permanent residents. States may have grounds for keeping certain classes of persons from entering their country (e.g., persons who are likely to be dangerous), but these classifications should not be structured in a way that discriminates on the basis of religion alone.

“Has:” Religious freedom is not something bestowed by the state or its statutory regimes, but is something that individuals and religious groups have simply by virtue of their human nature and as a component of the universal dignity of all human beings. The point of identifying freedom of religion or belief as a human right is that the right does not depend for its normative legitimacy on how it is factually structured by a state.

“Religion:” If only favored religious groups are included within the definition of “religion,” then this may result in discrimination by definitional fiat. Religion and a variety of other terms that may become relevant in applying norms governing freedom of religion or belief (e.g., conscience, belief, sect, clergy, confession, and countless others) are notoriously difficulty to define. While these definitional problems may be ultimately insolvable at the level of theory, in the overwhelming majority of cases they are relatively easy to resolve in fact. The approach promulgated by the UN Human Rights Committee in its General Comment No. 22 in 1993 provides practical guidance. Paragraph 2 of that document provides, “Article 18 protects theistic, non-theistic and atheistic beliefs, as well as the right not to profess any religion or belief. The terms belief and religion are to be broadly construed. Article 18 is not limited in its application to traditional religions or to religions and beliefs with institutional characteristics or practices analogous to those of traditional religions. The Committee therefore views with concern any tendency to discriminate against any religion or belief for any reasons, including the fact that they are newly established, or represent religious minorities that may be the subject of hostility by a predominant religious community.” Many countries are too specific in their legal definitions of religion. In China, for example, even many traditional religions are excluded from the definition of religion. 

“In Community With Others:” A particularly important aspect of freedom of religion or belief is that it protects activities that have a social or communal dimension. While it may be possible to imagine freedom of religious or belief that is limited to the individual, real religious life almost invariably involves interactive conduct in community with others. Thus, religious association laws create legal frameworks that are vital for a host of practical reasons to unimpaired practice and observance of one’s religion.

“Manifestation:” Freedom of religion or belief includes the freedom to manifest one’s religion in “teaching, practice, worship and observance.” These terms appears to describe in an expansive way general types of conduct embraced within the general category of religious activity. They should be viewed as being representative, and not necessarily exhaustive. As noted by Professor Carolyn Evans, “The United Nations material . . . indicates that the words were used to try to cover a wide range of manifestations of religions and beliefs and were not intended to be read in a limited manner. . . . [I]t may be safely assumed that the intention was to embrace all possible manifestations of religion or belief with the terms ‘teaching, practice, worship and observance.’”[footnoteRef:20] The terms emphasize that freedom of religion or belief goes beyond holding an “internal” belief to engaging in “external” conduct.  [20: ] 


C.	TEACHING ABOUT RELIGIOUS FREEDOM AS A WAY OF TALKING ABOUT RELIGION 

The 1981 UN Declaration on the Elimination of All Forms of Intolerance and Discrimination Based on Religion or Belief provides, in Art. 5.3, that “The child…shall be brought up in a spirit of understanding, tolerance, friendship among peoples, peace and universal brotherhood, respect for freedom of religion or belief of others, and in full consciousness that his energy and talents should be devoted to the service of his fellow men.”  

These broad values ought to be taught.  To this end, efforts should be made to develop a short list of core values to be taught high school students.[footnoteRef:21]  Among the key notions would be the following: [21:   The material in this section draws heavily upon W. Cole Durham, Jr., Essay on Education Issues, in Religious Freedom, Tolerance and Non-Discrimination in Education 65, 66-67 (Rosa M. Martinez de Codes & Jaime Rossell, coordinators, 2001).] 

	
	•  The right to believe and/or worship in accordance with the dictates of conscience.

	•  The right and obligation to respect the views of others.
	
	•  The fact that human dignity includes the right to follow a religion of one’s choice.

	•  The inappropriateness of religious discrimination.

	•  The right to share religious beliefs in respectful ways with others.

	•  Respect for the rights of others through accommodating distinctive beliefs.

	•  Avoiding religious persecution (and understanding the reality that it has occurred).

	•  Freedom to engage in religious observance and practice in accordance with conscience.

	•  Conscientious objection to military service.

	•  Teachings in major religious traditions regarding tolerance and respect for others.

Efforts should also be made to identify grade-relevant narratives that help pupils to grasp in a concrete way why the values are so important. These narratives could be drawn from literature, history, current events, Rote memorization of principles is not likely to lead to their internalization in the same way that discussion of concrete cases will.

1. 	RELIGIOUS DAYS OF REST AND HOLIDAYS

Schools should also be encouraged to teach about and when feasible make provisions to accommodate pupils’ observance of religious days of rest and holidays of their particular faith. UN 1981 Declaration Art. 6, states that “the right to freedom of though, conscience, religion or belief shall include, inter alia, the following freedoms:…(e) To teach a religion or belief in places suitable for these purposes;…(h) to observe the days of rest and to celebrate holidays and ceremonies in accordance with the precepts of one’s religion or belief;…”.  Similarly, UNHRC General Comment No. 22(48) §4 notes: The freedom to manifest religion or belief may be exercised “either individually or in community with others and in public or in private.” The freedom to manifest religion or belief in worship, observance, practice and teaching encompasses a broad range of acts.  The concept of worship extends to ritual and ceremonial acts giving direct expression to belief, as well as various practices integral to such acts, including the building of places of worship, the use of ritual formulae and objects, the display of symbols, and the observance of holidays and days of rest.  

2. 	RELIGIOUS SYMBOLS

Disallowing pupils to wear distinguishing symbols, particularly where these are encouraged or even mandated by the religion, would be a source of state discrimination.  The core statement of religious freedom articulated in UDHR, Art. 18 contains no caveat for public educational settings: “Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion; this right includes freedom to change his religion or belief, and freedom either alone or in community with others and in public or private, to manifest his religion or belief in teachings, practice, worship, and observance.”  Unless wearing of such symbols would lead to violence or serious breaches of school decorum, both school officials and other students should learn to respect these marks of difference.  Similarly, ICCPR Art. 27 provides, “In those States in which ethnic, religious or linguistic minorities exist, persons belonging to such minorities shall not be denied the right, in community with other members of their group, to enjoy their own culture, to profess and practice their own religion, or to use their own language.”

3. 	TEACHING RESPECT FOR FREEDOM OF THOUGHT, RELIGION, AND BELIEF

Education needs to prepare students for that pluralism which is “indissociable from a democratic society.” See Kokkinakis v. Greece, (European Court of Human Rights, 1993).  Students need to learn about the major sources of pluralism in the society around them. An attempt to totally shield students from knowledge of other religions is not likely to be effective, and is more likely to lead to their acquiring through the media and other sources prejudiced and stereotyped views of other religious groups. Discussion of the religious beliefs of others in a respectful way in an educational context can do much to promote understanding and mutual respect.


V. 	CONCLUSION

At a time when the universality of human rights is questioned by many, especially leaders of countries with poor human rights records, it is important that the rising generation learn to value and carry forward the remarkable inheritance of human rights that emerged in the aftermath of World War II. 


APPENDIX: SELECTED PROVISIONS OF THE UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS

PREAMBLE

Whereas recognition of the inherent dignity and of the equal and inalienable rights of all members of the human family is the foundation of freedom, justice and peace in the world,

Whereas disregard and contempt for human rights have resulted in barbarous acts which have outraged the conscience of mankind, and the advent of a world in which human beings shall enjoy freedom of speech and belief and freedom from fear and want has been proclaimed as the highest aspiration of the common people, 

Whereas it is essential, if man is not to be compelled to have recourse, as a last resort, to rebellion against tyranny and oppression, that human rights should be protected by the rule of law, 

Whereas it is essential to promote the development of friendly relations between nations, 

Whereas the peoples of the United Nations have in the Charter reaffirmed their faith in fundamental human rights, in the dignity and worth of the human person and in the equal rights of men and women and have determined to promote social progress and better standards of life in larger freedom, 

Whereas Member States have pledged themselves to achieve, in co-operation with the United Nations, the promotion of universal respect for and observance of human rights and fundamental freedoms, 

Whereas a common understanding of these rights and freedoms is of the greatest importance for the full realization of this pledge,

Now, Therefore THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY proclaims THIS UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS as a common standard of achievement for all peoples and all nations, to the end that every individual and every organ of society, keeping this Declaration constantly in mind, shall strive by teaching and education to promote respect for these rights and freedoms and by progressive measures, national and international, to secure their universal and effective recognition and observance, both among the peoples of Member States themselves and among the peoples of territories under their jurisdiction.

Article 1.
All human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights. They are endowed with reason and conscience and should act towards one another in a spirit of brotherhood.

Article 2.
Everyone is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set forth in this Declaration, without distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status. Furthermore, no distinction shall be made on the basis of the political, jurisdictional or international status of the country or territory to which a person belongs, whether it be independent, trust, non-self-governing or under any other limitation of sovereignty. . . .

Article 7.
All are equal before the law and are entitled without any discrimination to equal protection of the law. All are entitled to equal protection against any discrimination in violation of this Declaration and against any incitement to such discrimination.

Article 8.
Everyone has the right to an effective remedy by the competent national tribunals for acts violating the fundamental rights granted him by the constitution or by law. . . .

Article 18.
Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion; this right includes freedom to change his religion or belief, and freedom, either alone or in community with others and in public or private, to manifest his religion or belief in teaching, practice, worship and observance.

Article 29.
(1) Everyone has duties to the community in which alone the free and full development of his personality is possible.
(2) In the exercise of his rights and freedoms, everyone shall be subject only to such limitations as are determined by law solely for the purpose of securing due recognition and respect for the rights and freedoms of others and of meeting the just requirements of morality, public order and the general welfare in a democratic society.
(3) These rights and freedoms may in no case be exercised contrary to the purposes and principles of the United Nations.

Article 30.
Nothing in this Declaration may be interpreted as implying for any State, group or person any right to engage in any activity or to perform any act aimed at the destruction of any of the rights and freedoms set forth herein.
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