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Introduction
ADF International welcomes the opportunity to provide information on the implementation by the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland (UK) of its obligations under Articles 18, 19 and 21 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR).
In particular, this submission raises concerns over violations of the human rights to freedom of thought, conscience and religion, freedom of expression, and peaceful assembly resulting from the imposition of so-called “safe access zones” around abortion facilities, including the risk of de facto prohibition of consensual conversations and even silent prayer. It also addresses the negative human rights implications arising from recent legislative changes removing or significantly restricting the right of parents and legal guardians to opt out their children from normative sex education programs in schools. 
Freedom of Thought, Conscience and Religion, Expression, and Peaceful Assembly in “Safe Access Zones” around Abortion Facilities
[bookmark: _Hlk141193725]Background
In its national report, the UK government contends that it “does not restrict anyone’s freedom of speech so long as they do not break the law in doing so,” referring to this position as a “core value” for the state. The UK government further underscores the need for any restrictions to be “necessary in a democratic society” and in accordance with the other criteria outlined in applicable regional and international human rights law instruments.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Human Rights Committee ‘Eighth periodic report submitted by the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland under article 40 of the Covenant pursuant to the optional reporting procedure, due in 2021’ (11 November 2021) UN Docs CCPR/C/GBR/8, 82.] 

Since the submission of its eighth periodic report in 2021, there have been concerning developments regarding the UK’s implementation of its Covenant obligations relating to freedom of expression, as well as freedom of thought, conscience and religion, and freedom of peaceful assembly. To inform the upcoming review by the Human Rights Committee (hereinafter, the “Committee”) at its 140th session, the following section provides information on such developments, accompanied by relevant legal analysis.
National Legal Framework
Local Authorities (LAs) in England and Wales have delegated powers from the UK government to establish so-called Public Space Protection Orders (PSPOs), aimed at restricting the public from engaging in particular activities, including speech, in certain designated areas.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014, sec. 59.] 

In order to impose a PSPO, LAs need to be satisfied, on reasonable grounds, that two conditions are met, namely: 
a) the activities have, or are likely to have, a “detrimental effect” on the quality of life of those in the locality; and 
b) the effect of the activities is, or is likely to be, of a continuing nature, unreasonable, and justifies the restrictions.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Id., sec. 59.] 

Once imposed, PSPOs confer criminal offences to members of the public who breach them. Applicable sentences include a monetary fine to the individual.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Id., sec. 67.] 

PSPOs are limited to a maximum duration of three years, unless they are extended by the LA “if satisfied on reasonable grounds that doing so is necessary to prevent, (a) occurrence or recurrence after that time of the activities identified in the order, or (b) an increase in the frequency or seriousness of those activities after that time.”[footnoteRef:6] This aligns with the original purpose of this authority, which was intended as a temporary measure to prevent or eliminate local nuisances or instances of anti-social behaviour in public spaces. [6:  Id., sec. 60.] 

The March 2023 statutory guidance for the exercise of these powers reinforced this understanding. By stating that “there is value in working in partnership to resolve ongoing problems and find long term solutions,” it implied that the imposition of the PSPO is not itself intended as a long-term solution.[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  UK Home Office ‘Anti-social behaviour powers: statutory guidance for frontline professionals’ (27 March 2023) https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/anti-social-behaviour-crime-and-policing-bill-anti-social-behaviour/anti-social-behaviour-powers-statutory-guidance-for-frontline-professionals-accessible.] 

Beginning in April 2018, several PSPO have been established around abortion facilities across the UK. Several of these Orders were challenged in court due to their disproportionately wide scope, albeit unsuccessfully.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  See e.g. 
Dulgheriu & Anor v LB Ealing, (21 August 2019) [2018] EWHC 1667 (Admin), https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Final-Judgment-Dulgheriu-v-LB-Ealing.pdf.
Livia Tossici-Bolt and other v Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole Council (15 December 2023) [2023] EWHC 3229 & 3230 (Admin), https://www.judiciary.uk/judgments/livia-tossici-bolt-and-other-v-bournemouth-christchurch-and-poole-council/.] 

On 24 March 2022, the devolved Northern Ireland Assembly voted in favour of the Abortion Services Bill.[footnoteRef:9] The Act, which came into power in February 2023, empowers the Department of Health to establish “safe access zones” around abortion facilities nationwide and to criminalise any act undertaken “with the intent of, or reckless as to whether it has the effect of⁠, (a) influencing a protected person, whether directly or indirectly, (b) preventing or impeding access by a protected person, or (c) causing harassment, alarm or distress to a protected person.”[footnoteRef:10] [9:  Right to Life News ‘Northern Ireland makes it illegal to offer help to women outside abortion clinics’ (25 March 2022) https://righttolife.org.uk/news/northern-ireland-makes-it-illegal-to-offer-help-to-women-outside-abortion-clinics.]  [10:  Abortion Services (Safe Access Zones) Act (6 February 2023) https://www.legislation.gov.uk/nia/2023/1, art. 5(2).] 

Similarly, in May 2023, the UK adopted the Public Order Act, which extended a blanket “safe access zone” to all abortion facilities in England and Wales. This zone, which encompasses an area of up to 150 meters from a clinic, makes it an offense for any person to, 
“do an act with the intent of, or reckless as to whether it has the effect of: 
(a) influencing any person’s decision to access, provide or facilitate the provision of abortion services at an abortion clinic, 
(b) obstructing or impeding any person accessing, providing, or facilitating the provision of abortion services at an abortion clinic, or 
(c) causing harassment, alarm or distress to any person in connection with a decision to access, provide, or facilitate the provision of abortion services at an abortion clinic,”[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Public Order Act 2023 (May 2023), art. 9.] 

An amendment seeking to clarify the scope of this provision as excluding acts of silent prayer or consensual conversation was rejected by vote in the House of Commons.[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  ADF UK ‘Parliament introduces first “thought-crime” into UK law’ (7 March 2023) https://adf.uk/parliament-introduces-thought-crime/.] 

In December 2023, in anticipation of the new Act’s entry into force in 2024, the government launched a public consultation on the implementation of “Safe Access Zones” around abortion clinics. As of early February 2024, the government is reviewing the responses received.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  UK Home Office ‘Government consults on Safe Access Zones around abortion clinics’ (11 December 2023) https://www.gov.uk/government/news/government-consults-on-safe-access-zones-around-abortion-clinics. ] 

These laws, along with the relevant PSPOs, open the door to excessive and unjustified restrictions on the rights to freedom of expression, assembly and thought, conscience or religion. Citing a number of recent cases as an example, the following section elaborates on this concern.
Cases
On 7 September 2022, a three-year PSPO was established around an abortion center in Birmingham, England. The Order prohibits, within the “safe zone,” inter alia, “protesting, namely engaging in an act of approval/disapproval or attempted act of approval/disapproval, with respect to issues related to abortion services, by any means. This includes but is not limited to graphic, verbal or written means, prayer or counselling.”[footnoteRef:14] [14:  Birmingham City Council ‘Birmingham City Council (Station Road B30) Public Space Protection Order’ (7 September 2022) https://www.birmingham.gov.uk/downloads/file/24121/robert_clinic_station_road_b30.] 

In December 2022, Isabel Vaughan-Spruce, a volunteer charity worker, was stopped by police officers inside the “safe zone” and questioned. She was subsequently searched and arrested after stating that she “might be” praying inside her head. [footnoteRef:15]Vaughan-Spruce was charged with “protesting and engaging in an act that is intimidating to service users,” despite the fact that she had not been carrying a sign nor had interacted with anyone in the area, and clearly stated that she was not there to protest. The abortion facility was closed at the time she was present.  [15:  A. Del Turco ‘UK woman arrested for praying silently outside abortion facility’ (7 January 2023) The Christian Post, https://www.christianpost.com/voices/uk-woman-arrested-for-praying-silently-outside-abortion-facility.html.] 

In February 2023, the Birmingham Magistrates’ Court acquitted her of all charges due to a lack of evidence of wrongdoing. However, only three weeks later in March 2023, she was again arrested outside the abortion center on identical charges along with strict bail conditions barring her from entering the area in question. These were dropped by the police after being challenged as blatantly disproportionate.[footnoteRef:16] After a six-month investigation, the police dropped the case without charges. The police offered a public apology for the prolonged process.[footnoteRef:17] In spite of this, in October 2023, Vaughan-Spruce was again threatened with a fine for silently praying within the same buffer zone.[footnoteRef:18] [16:  ADF International ‘Challenging “thought-crimes”- Charity volunteer arrested for silent prayer’ (March 2023) https://adfinternational.org/cases/isabel.]  [17:  ADF International ‘Vindication for woman arrested for silent prayer as police drop six month investigation without charge’ (22 September 2023) https://adfinternational.org/news/vindication-for-woman-arrested-for-silent-prayer-as-police-drop-six-month-investigation-without-charge.]  [18:  The Catholic Herald ‘Video: ‘Are you praying for unborn children?’ police ask Catholic woman’ (27 October 2023) https://catholicherald.co.uk/west-midlands-policewoman-demands-to-know-if-catholic-laywoman-is-praying-for-the-unborn-in-third-thoughtcrime-probe/.] 

Also in February 2023, Father Sean Gough, a Catholic priest, was questioned by police for standing silently in the same zone in Birmingham with a sign reading “praying for free speech.” The police also noted a small sign on his parked car reading “unborn lives matter.” He was charged with two counts of “intimidating service users” of the abortion facility despite the fact that the center was closed at the time he was praying. He was ultimately acquitted of all charges.[footnoteRef:19] [19:  ADF UK ‘BREAKING: “Not guilty!” verdict for silent prayer thoughtcrime’ (16 February 2023) https://adf.uk/not-guilty/.] 

On 13 October 2022 in Bournemouth, an identical PSPO was established around a different abortion facility. It likewise defined “protesting” as any “act or attempted act of approval/disapproval,” including prayer.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  BCP Council ‘Ophir Road and surrounding area Public Spaces Protection Order (PSPO)’ (13 October 2022) https://www.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/communities/pspos/ophir-road-and-surrounding-area-public-spaces-protection-order.] 

In November 2022, Adam Smith-Connor, an Army veteran, was charged with violating the Order and was fined after telling the police that he had been silently “praying for [his] son, who is deceased,” after been explicitly questioned about the “nature” of his silent prayer. It is worth noting that he had intentionally stood facing away from the clinic to avoid any impression of engaging in protest.[footnoteRef:21] Smith-Connor has challenged his fine and his court hearing remains pending after repeated postponement.[footnoteRef:22] [21:  ADF UK ‘Army Veteran Fined For Silent Prayer: Penalty for “praying for my son, who is deceased”’ (19 January 2023) https://adf.uk/army-vet-fined-for-praying/.]  [22:  ADF UK ‘Trial postponed again for silently praying army vet; council battling bankruptcy spend over £25k on prosecution’ (17 January 2024) https://adf.uk/trial-postponed/.] 

In December 2023, retired scientist and charity worker Livia Tossici-Bolt was peacefully praying and holding a sign offering help to pregnant women when she was accused by police officers of violating the PSPO and forced to move elsewhere. However, video evidence demonstrates that she had been standing outside of the zone mandated by the Order, as well as out of view of the abortion facility itself. She subsequently filed a formal complaint against the officers in question.[footnoteRef:23] [23:  ADF UK ‘WATCH: Officers confront, “move on” retiree for offering help to pregnant women on public street’ (18 December 2023) https://adfinternational.org/en-gb/news/officers-confronts-retiree.] 

In response to cases such as those outlined here, in September 2023, the UK’s Home Secretary published an open letter to the police reminding them, inter alia, that “silent prayer, in itself, is not unlawful.”[footnoteRef:24]  [24:  UK Home Secretary ‘Open Letter to Chief Constables in England and Wales’ (1 September 2023) https://twitter.com/SuellaBraverman/status/1697905696145092684.] 

In December 2023, in conjunction with the aforementioned public consultations on the implementation of section 9 of the Public Order Act, the government released a draft, non-binding guidance for law enforcement officials. Although this draft has not resolved concerns over the Act’s ambiguity, it offered some clarifications in response to the cases highlighted above, including the following:
a) Consensual conversations or sharing of information related to pregnancy or abortion do not necessarily amount to “influence” in the sense employed in the relevant legal provisions.[footnoteRef:25] Likewise, incidental activities do not justify police action. The example of a pro-life car sticker is explicitly raised, alluding to the case of Father Sean Gough.[footnoteRef:26] [25:  UK Government, ‘Non-statutory guidance on abortion clinic safe access zones’ (11 December 2023), https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/abortion-clinic-safe-access-zones-non-statutory-guidance/non-statutory-guidance-on-abortion-clinic-safe-access-zones-accessible, 2.5.]  [26:  Id., 2.6.] 

b) Prayer within a “safe access zone” should not automatically be seen as unlawful. Silent prayer is protected as an absolute right and “should not, on its own, be considered an offence under any circumstances.”[footnoteRef:27] [27:  Id., 2.7.] 

c) It is not in the public interest for police to take action unless there is a direct link to obstruction or otherwise impacting an individual’s decisions to access abortion services. Notably, police should not pursue criminal proceedings “where there is no evidence that anyone was in fact influenced, obstructed, harassed, alarmed or distressed.”[footnoteRef:28]  [28:  Id., 2.8.] 

Incompatibility with ICCPR Obligations
The cases illustrated above demonstrate that the extent of the restrictions imposed as a result of the implementation of so-called “safe access zones” around abortion clinics is inconsistent with the UK’s obligations under the ICCPR, specifically with regard to Articles 18, 19, and 21.
Article 18 guarantees the human right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion or belief. Limitations on the exercise of this human right are only permitted, within narrow criteria, with regard to the external manifestation of one’s religion or beliefs.[footnoteRef:29] As clarified in the Committee’s General Comment 22, Article 18 “does not permit any limitations whatsoever on the freedom of thought and conscience,” which are “protected unconditionally.”[footnoteRef:30] Silent prayer, being an activity taking place entirely within a person’s mind and thus unintelligible externally, clearly falls within this category. Therefore, any limitations imposed on this and related acts inherently violate Article 18. [29:  International Convention on Civil and Political Rights (adopted 16 December 1966, entered into force 23 March 1976) 999 UNTS 171 (ICCPR), art. 18.]  [30:  UN Human Rights Committee, General Comment No. 22 (1993), CCPR/C/GC/22, 3.] 

Article 19 of the ICCPR guarantees the right to freedom of opinion and expression, with limitations on the latter being permitted only insofar as they are prescribed by law and are necessary for the respect of the rights or reputations of others or for the protection of national security, public order, public health or morals.[footnoteRef:31] In its General Comment 34, the Committee further clarified that limitations must adhere to the principle of proportionality, both in law and in implementation, including that they be appropriate to the achievement of their protective function, that they be the least intrusive means to achieve this, and that they be proportionate to the interest to be protected.[footnoteRef:32] The PSPOs imposed in the areas surrounding abortion centres, as well as the broader Abortion Services Act in Northern Ireland and the Public Order Act in England and Wales, fail to meet these criteria on a number of counts. [31:  ICCPR, Art. 19.]  [32:  UN Human Rights Committee, General Comment No. 34 (2011), CCPR/C/GC/34, 25.] 

First, the government has failed to demonstrate the necessity of the restrictions. Claims that the activities covered by these laws, including prayer, consensual conversations or peacefully holding signs, are harmful to women or staff to the point of requiring state prohibition are unwarranted, given that they neither obstruct their access to the facilities nor constitute an inherent threat to their safety. Insofar as there are legitimate cases of harassment or obstruction, there are alternative legal means available that are less intrusive and can be applied on a case-by-case basis, rather than implementing a sweeping blanket ban.[footnoteRef:33] These include, inter alia, imposing conditions on locations or people,[footnoteRef:34] imposing injunctions,[footnoteRef:35] and criminal behaviour orders.[footnoteRef:36]  [33:  Assault is covered by Criminal Justice Act 1988, sec. 39. Harassment is covered under Public Order Act 1986, sec. 4A, 5. Moreover, the Protection from Harassment Act 1997 gives the police wide powers to prevent any behaviour that is threatening, abusive and insulting and which causes (s4A) or is likely to cause (s5) harassment, alarm and distress.]  [34:  Public Order Act 1986, sec. 14, as well as Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014, sec. 34,35, allow police to place conditions on the location, duration or numbers attending a public assembly, or to remove or reduce the likelihood of members of the public being harassed, alarmed or distressed, or to prevent local crime or disorder.]  [35:  Injunctions can be made under Local Government Act, sec. 222, where “it is expedient for the promotion of the interests of the inhabitants of the local area” or Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014, sec. 1, where the behaviour of individuals has been identified as causing, or likely to cause, harassment, alarm, or distress.]  [36:  Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014, sec. 22. This order can be made on conviction for any criminal offence and is intended to help prevent the offender from engaging in further behaviour which causes, or is likely to cause, harassment, alarm, or distress to any person. The courts may impose a broad range of requirements on the offender which, if breached, is an offence carrying a maximum sentence of 5 years and/ or an unlimited fine.] 

In 2018, prior to the adoption of the Public Order Act, the then Home Secretary conducted a review of activities taking place outside abortion clinics to ascertain whether a national-level prohibition was justified. While the review identified isolated incidents of harassment, it surmised that “these activities are not the norm, and predominantly, anti-abortion activities are more passive in nature,” while also being less overall prevalent than was often claimed. The Home Secretary concluded that “introducing national buffer zones would not be a proportionate response” in light of the evidence, as well as the adequacy of existing laws prohibiting harassment and harmful protest activities more generally.[footnoteRef:37]  [37:  S. Javid, ‘Outcome of the Abortion Clinic Protest Review’ (13 September 2018) https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-statements/detail/2018-09-13/HLWS927.] 

Subsequent to the 2018 review, the UK government has not conducted any follow-up reviews, nor presented any additional data which would justify the imposition of a national restriction, raising serious concern regarding the absence of a solid evidential foundation for section 9 of the Act.
Secondly, the scope of the measures in question is blatantly disproportionate. The PSPOs mentioned above have all been imposed for the maximum possible duration of three years. They cover activities ranging from intimidation and harassment to “protesting,” defined as any “act or attempted act of approval/disapproval,” including mere silent prayer and consensual conversations, over areas of several hundred meters.[footnoteRef:38] Both the Abortion Services Act as well as Public Order Act establish nationwide, permanent “safe access zones” spanning up to 150 meters around abortion-providing facilities and related buildings. Both laws prohibit, within these zones, any activity that is deemed to be directly or indirectly “influencing” the decisions of those within the area.[footnoteRef:39] It appears manifestly disproportionate to categorize “protesting” or any form of “influencing” as expressions that can be at all times restricted in accordance with the strict criteria set by the Covenant. [38:  See paras. 16 & 20 above.]  [39:  See paras. 12 & 13 above. ] 

It should also be noted that Article 21 requires that restrictions on the right to peaceful assembly must also meet the criterion of being “necessary in a democratic society.”[footnoteRef:40] In its General Comment 37, the Committee has stated that restrictions must “be necessary and proportionate in the context of a society based on democracy, the rule of law, political pluralism and human rights, as opposed to being merely reasonable or expedient.”[footnoteRef:41]  [40:  ICCPR, Art. 21.]  [41:  UN Human Rights Committee, General Comment No. 37 (2020), CCPR/C/GC/37, 40.] 

The measures addressed above not only impact the enjoyment of freedom of thought, conscience and religion, as well as freedom of expression, but can also infringe upon the human right to freedom of peaceful assembly. This is evident in the questioning and arrest of individuals merely quietly standing within the “safe access zone.”[footnoteRef:42] Far from safeguarding democracy and political pluralism, these restrictions threaten to undermine the foundation of a healthy society by stifling public discourse and the freedom of individuals to gather peacefully in a public space and express their willingness to offer support to those who freely seek it.
 [42:  While the cases presented above only concern individuals, it stands to reason that the same criteria would be used against groups. In this regard, it is noteworthy that the PSPOs explicitly prohibit ‘vigils’.] 

Parental Rights in Education
National Legal Framework
British education law has regard to the general principle that pupils are to be educated in accordance with the wishes of their parents.[footnoteRef:43] This principle extends to the legal requirement upon governing bodies to have regard to the wishes of parents in relation to pupils in maintained schools.[footnoteRef:44] [43:  Education Act 1996, sec. 9.]  [44:  Education and Inspections Act 2006, sec. 38(1)(5).] 

In England, pursuant to the Relationships and Sex Education (RSE) statutory guidance issued by the Department for Education for implementation in September 2020, all schools – state-funded and independent – are required to teach a comprehensive sexuality and relationships education curriculum.[footnoteRef:45] According to the guidance, while taught content should align with the age and religious background of the child, the final decision about age-appropriateness rests with the school decision-making authority. The fact that schools are entitled to choose which resources to use has raised concerns among parents about the types of materials used in some schools, deemed age-inappropriate and overtly “sexualizing.” [45:  The Relationships Education, Relationships and Sex Education and Health Education (England) Regulations 2019.] 

The UK has historically permitted parents to wholly or partially excuse their children from receiving sexuality education in school, except for in National Curriculum lessons relating to biology and reproduction.[footnoteRef:46] This right to “opt-out” was formerly unqualified in primary or secondary schools, meaning parents did not need to provide the reasons for their decision.  [46:  Education Act 1996, sec. 405 provides,“[i]f the parent of any pupil in attendance at a maintained school requests that he may be wholly or partly excused from receiving sex education at the school, the pupil shall, except so far as such education is comprised in the National Curriculum, be so excused”.] 

With the introduction of RSE, however, this right has now been significantly weakened in practice. In order to opt a child out of sexuality education classes in secondary schools, parents in England are now required to submit a request for the head teacher’s approval. Each school is responsible for setting out the steps required to this end in their relevant policy, which parents must adhere to.[footnoteRef:47] [47:  Education Act 1996, sec. 405(2).] 

In Wales, where education law and policy is delegated, sexuality education became compulsory for all pupils from September 2022 onwards.[footnoteRef:48] The Welsh government has overridden the prior statutory right of parents to withdraw their child from sex education lessons by distancing its law from the previous legal obligations created by the British Parliament.[footnoteRef:49] While the Welsh Government ran a public consultation prior to the finalization of the legislation, it omitted a question on whether an opt-out ought to be permitted in the new law, with the effect that the public were not properly consulted about the changes. [48:  Curriculum and Assessment (Wales) Act 2021.]  [49:  Curriculum and Assessment (Wales) Act 2021, sched. 2, sec. 20, which reads “In section 405 (exemption from sex education)— (a) in the heading, after “sex education” insert “in England”; (b) in subsection (1), after “maintained school” insert “in England”.] 

Incompatibility with ICCPR Obligations
Article 18(4) obligates States Parties to “have respect for the liberty of parents and, when applicable, legal guardians to ensure the religious and moral education of their children in conformity with their own convictions.”[footnoteRef:50] The full or partial restriction of the right of parents and legal guardians to opt a child out of normative sex education classes contravenes the UK’s obligations under the Covenant insofar as it interferes with the right of parents and legal guardians to ensure their children’s moral and religious education. [50:  ICCPR Art. 18(4).] 

Recommendations
In the light of the aforementioned, ADF International wishes to offer the following recommendations for inclusion by the Human Rights Committee in its Concluding Observations on the on the eighth periodic report of United Kingdom:
d) Repeal all laws restricting freedom of thought, conscience and religion in a manner incompatible with Article 18, including particularly those criminalizing silent prayer in public spaces;
e) Amend Chapter 2 of the Anti-Social Behaviour Act 2014 to ensure full respect for freedom of expression and freedom of peaceful assembly in the establishment and maintenance of Public Spaces Protection Orders;
f) Repeal or review all public spaces protection orders incompatible with the United Kingdom’s obligations under Articles 18, 19, and 21;
g) Repeal or review Section 9 of the Public Order Act 2023 in England and Wales;
h) Urge the repeal or review of Article 5(2) of the Abortion Services Act in Northern Ireland;
i) Amend legislation and statutory guidance related to the provision of normative school-based sexuality education to ensure parents have the right to opt their children out of education programmes that violate their religious or moral convictions.
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