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Guest Editorial

Medically Unnecessary Genital Cutting
and the Rights of the Child: Moving

Toward Consensus
The Brussels Collaboration on Bodily Integrity

What are the ethics of child genital cutting? In a recent
issue of the journal, Duivenbode and Padela (2019)
called for a renewed discussion of this question. Noting
that modern health care systems “serve individuals with
a wide array of preferences about how their bodies
should look and function,” they asked how physicians
and policymakers should respond to requests for proce-
dures “that may be rooted in cultural or religious values,
or perhaps … social preference rather than good med-
ical practice” (4). The impetus for their article was a
recent high-profile U.S. federal court case—the first to
test the 1996 American law prohibiting “female genital
mutilation” (FGM). Legally, this term refers to the inten-
tional cutting or sewing of “the whole or any part of the
labia majora or labia minora or clitoris of another person
who has not attained the age of 18 years.” No allowance
is made for what the law calls “custom or ritual.” The
sole exception is for medical necessity.1

We do not take a position on the legal merits of this
sole exception. Instead, we seek to clarify and assess the
underlying moral reasons for opposing all medically
unnecessary genital cutting2 of female minors, no matter
how severe. We find that within a Western medicolegal
framework, these reasons are compelling. However, they
do not only apply to female minors, but rather to noncon-
senting persons of any age irrespective of sex or gender.

Keeping our focus exclusively on a Western context for
the purposes of this article, we argue as follows: Under
most conditions, cutting any person’s genitals without
their informed consent is a serious violation of their right
to bodily integrity. As such, it is morally impermissible
unless the person is nonautonomous (incapable of con-
sent) and the cutting is medically necessary (Box 1).

For consensual cutting (i.e., cutting with the ethically
valid consent of the affected individual), expected medical
benefits or even nonmedical benefits may reasonably fac-
tor into a person’s decision to request a genital-altering
procedure. A consenting individual can determine
whether the downsides of the cutting are worth the
expected upsides in light of their own considered prefer-
ences and values (Aurenque and Wiesing 2015). These
preferences and values may often differ from those of the
individual’s parents and may also vary substantially from
person to person both within and across communities.

For nonconsensual cutting (i.e., cutting without the
ethically valid consent of the affected individual), the
threshold for proceeding should be higher. In other
words, the mere prospect of health-related (prophylac-
tic), sociocultural, faith-based, cosmetic, or other per-
ceived benefits cannot normally justify the nonvoluntary
infliction of an acute lesion, including tissue damage or
removal—with the associated risks and potential long-

1 18U.S. Code §116. Female genital mutilation: https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/18/116. A second exception is listed for
certain obstetric procedures carried out by a licensed medical practitioner in connection with childbirth; however, conceptually,
these fall under the same definition of medical necessity employed in Box 1. Note: We do not assume that the capacity to provide
ethically valid consent to medically unnecessary genital cutting is necessarily tied to the age of legal majority, such as 18 years as in
the federal statute. In some cases, persons under the age 18 may have sufficient maturity to make an adequately informed decision
about whether to undergo a given body modification that may not be strictly medically necessary (see Murphy 2019). We do not
enter into the philosophical debate about the precise conditions under which a legal minor can provide ethically valid consent to
various procedures. However, the developing autonomy of young people is an important factor and we affirm that their considered
preferences and values about their bodies should be taken seriously at any age (Alderson 2017; Earp 2019).
2 We follow Duivenbode and Padela (2019) in using the term “genital cutting” rather than “genital mutilation” to refer to the
diverse set of practices described in Box 2, apart from our reference to the U.S. legal term and to the World Health Organization
typology where applicable. For detailed discussions about this choice in terminology and the relevant background issues, see, e.g.,
Bell (2005), Brink and Tigchelaar (2012), Davis (2001), Johnsdotter (2018), Njambi (2004), and Onsongo (2017). For a contrary
perspective, see Burrage (2015).
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term consequences, both physical and psychological—on
the most intimate part of another person’s body
(Goldman 1999; Smith and Stein 2017).

Box 1. What makes an intervention medically necessary?
Although the term is left undefined in the federal
statute, a common understanding is that an intervention
to alter a bodily state is medically necessary when (1) the
bodily state poses a serious, time-sensitive threat to the
person’s well-being, typically due to a functional
impairment in an associated somatic process, and (2) the
intervention, as performed without delay, is the least
harmful feasible means of changing the bodily state to
one that alleviates the threat (Earp 2019). “Medically
necessary” is therefore different from “medically
beneficial,” a weaker standard, which requires only that
the expected health-related benefits outweigh the
expected health-related harms. The latter ratio is often
contested as it depends on the specific weights assigned
to the potential outcomes of the intervention, given,
among other things, (a) the subjective value to the
individual of the body parts that may be affected, (b) the
individual’s tolerance for different kinds or degrees of
risk to which those body parts may be exposed, and (c)
any preferences the individual may have for alternative
(e.g., less invasive or risky) means of pursuing the
intended health-related benefits (Darby 2015). We argue
that although the weaker, “medically beneficial”
standard may well be appropriate for certain
interventions into the body, it is not appropriate for
cutting or removing healthy tissue from the genitals of a
nonconsenting person. If someone is capable of
consenting to genital cutting but declines to do so, no
type or degree of expected benefit, health-related or
otherwise, can ethically justify the imposition of such
cutting. If, by contrast, a person is not even capable of
consenting due to a temporary lack of sufficient
autonomy (e.g., an intoxicated adult or a young child),
there are strong moral reasons in the absence of a
relevant medical emergency to wait until the person
acquires the capacity to make their own decision.

As Munzer (2018) argues, materially and symbolically
“salient” parts of the human body, such as the face,
breasts, vulva, or penis, are “socially important and val-
ued, and are often considered striking or tied to a person’s
sense of identity” (p. 18). Because of a child’s unique vul-
nerability and the close relationship of the genitals in par-
ticular to one’s embodied sexuality, “interfering with a
child’s genitals [has exceptional] salience compared to
interference in the absence of a medical indication with
many other parts of a child’s body,” and is “generally
worse” than other such forms of interference (17–18).

How do these observations apply to the recent court
case? The defendants were members of the Dawoodi
Bohra, a religious sect within the Musta’li Isma'ili Shi’a
branch of Islam, who were living in Detroit, MI, where
the alleged cutting took place. According to the available
evidence, the form of female genital cutting typically
performed among the Dawoodi Bohra is the scraping,
nicking, or partial removal of the clitoral prepuce or
hood: FGM Type IV or Ia on the World Health

Organization (WHO) typology (Bootwala 2019; see Box
2). As alluded to by Duivenbode and Padela (2019), such
partial removal or reshaping of the clitoral hood, along
with certain modifications of the labia and related proce-
dures, are commonly classified as “cosmetic” genital
alterations when requested by adults over the age of 18
years. It is thus plausible that the sheer alteration of
healthy female genital tissue is not inherently mutilating
(or a net harm) as implied by the WHO (see Box 2), inso-
far as the individual desires the alteration, is competent
to consent to it, and regards it as a bodily enhancement.

There may of course be other reasons to object to
medically unnecessary genital alterations even in con-
senting adults (e.g., the reinforcement of problematic
norms). But insofar as “mutilation” is meant to signal a
moral problem, it is plausibly the nonconsensual nature
of such alterations that is most relevant to their suspect
ethical status. That Duivenbode and Padela (2019) fail
even to mention consent in their discussion is striking.

What could explain this omission? “Botox clinics,”
Duivenbode and Padela (2019) observe, “help some peo-
ple look younger, and breast augmentation might help
others feel more attractive—such procedures are part and
parcel of some doctors’ daily practices.” Ostensibly in the
same vein, they continue, “[n]early 80% of American men
are circumcised for religiocultural reasons, despite the
health benefit remaining ambiguous” (5).

But that is not quite right. Genitally intact American
men are not typically subjected to circumcision: Without
their consent this would be criminal assault and battery.
Neither does any substantial proportion of such men pur-
sue circumcision voluntarily for health-related or other
reasons. Rather, in the United States—in contrast to most
other Western countries—a majority of male infants are
routinely circumcised for cultural or (far less often) reli-
gious reasons at the behest of their parents (for discussion,
see Earp and Shaw 2017). This uncomfortable fact cannot
be avoided by simply conflating such things as voluntary
Botox administration or breast augmentation with nonvo-
luntary genital cutting of healthy children. Consent makes
a moral difference (Alderson 2017; Archard 2007).

In the Detroit case, the alleged ritual cutting of girls
was done by a physician, with sterile equipment, in a
clinical environment—contrary to the popular stereotype
about such cutting maintained by Western media (Bader
2019). However, the fact that nonvoluntary genital cut-
ting can sometimes be made less physically, if not emo-
tionally, harmful through medicalization does not
necessarily make it any less wrongful. A person can be
wronged without being harmed, and vice versa (Archard
2007). In bypassing (or preempting; see M€oller 2017) a
person’s ability to set and maintain their own bodily or
sexual boundaries, nonconsensual genital cutting may
wrong the person regardless of the level of harm caused,
unless, as noted, the person is nonautonomous and the
cutting is medically necessary—and thus cannot reason-
ably be deferred (see Box 3 for further discussion).
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Box 2. Non-Western “FGM” as compared to Western-style “cosmetic” female genital cutting. Adapted from
Shahvisi and Earp (2019); internal references omitted.
Category “Female genital mutilation” (FGM) as

defined by the WHO: namely, all
medically unnecessary procedures
involving partial or total removal of
the external female genitalia, or other
injury to the female genital organs—
widely condemned as human rights
violations and thought to be primarily
nonconsensual

Female genital “cosmetic” surgeries
(FGCS): widely practiced in Western
countries and generally considered
acceptable if performed with the
informed consent of the individual
(cf. intersex cases, which are still
primarily nonconsensual)

ProceduresþWHO
typology

Type I: Alterations of the clitoris or
clitoral hood, within which Type Ia is
partial or total removal of the clitoral
hood, and Type Ib is partial or total
removal of the clitoral hood and the
(external portion of the)� clitoris [i.e.,
glans and sometimes part of the body]

Alterations of the clitoris, including
clitoral reshaping, clitoral
unhooding, and clitoroplasty (also
common in “normalizing”
intersex surgeries)

Type II: Alterations of the labia, within
which Type IIa is partial or total
removal of the labia minora, Type IIb
is partial or total removal of the labia
minora and/or the (external)� clitoris,
and Type IIc is the partial or total
removal of the labia minora, labia
majora, and (external)� clitoris

Alterations of the labia, including
trimming of the labia minora and/
or majora, also known as
“labiaplasty”

Type III: Alterations of the vaginal
opening (with or without cutting of
the clitoris), within which Type IIIa is
the partial or total removal and
appositioning of the labia minora, and
Type IIIb is the partial or total removal
and appositioning of the labia majora,
both as ways of narrowing the
vaginal opening��

Alterations of the vaginal opening
(with or without cutting of the
clitoris), typified by narrowing of
the vaginal opening, variously
known as “vaginal tightening,”
“vaginal rejuvenation,” or
“husband stitch”

Type IV: Miscellaneous, including
piercing, pricking, nicking, scraping,
and cauterization

Miscellaneous, including piercing,
tattooing, pubic liposuction, and
vulval fat injections.

Examples of relatively
high-prevalence
countries

Depending on procedure: Burkina Faso,
Chad, Cote d’Ivoire, Djibouti, Egypt,
Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gambia, Guinea,
Guinea Bissau, Indonesia, Iraqi
Kurdistan, Liberia, Malaysia, Mali,
Mauritania, Senegal, Sierra Leone,
Somalia, Sudan, and concomitant
diaspora communities

Depending on the procedure: Brazil,
Colombia, France, Germany, India,
Japan, Mexico, Russia, South Korea,
Spain, Turkey, the United States

Source: UNFPA Source: ISAPS
Actor Traditional practitioner, midwife, nurse

or paramedic, surgeon
Surgeon, tattoo artist, body piercer

Age at which
typically performed

Depending on the procedure/
community: typically around puberty,
but ranging from infancy to adulthood

Typically in adulthood, but
increasingly on adolescent girls or
even younger minors; intersex
surgeries (e.g., clitoroplasty) more
common in infancy, but ranging
through adolescence and adulthood

Presumed Western
legal status

Unlawful Lawful

(Continued)
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As Duivenbode and Padela (2019) emphasize, the
Dawoodi Bohra also practice ritual cutting of boys
within their community—namely, male circumcision—
and they do so for similar religious reasons, citing in
support of both practices a non-Quranic source of
Islamic jurisprudence known as the da’a’im al-Islam (see
Bootwala 2019).3 Here, circumcision refers to the partial
or total removal of the penile prepuce, a highly sensitive

sleeve of functional tissue comprising about half of the
motile skin system of the penis (Cold and Taylor 1999;
Taylor et al. 1996). Consequently, the typical form of reli-
giously motivated male genital cutting among the
Dawoodi Bohra is markedly more invasive than the typ-
ical form of such cutting of females within the same
community. As Davis (2001) argued nearly 20 years ago,
a “collision course” in Western law and policy is created
when nonconsensual, medically unnecessary genital cut-
ting of boys is tolerated for any reason, but more minor
forms of such cutting of girls are criminally forbidden
regardless of the reason in the same regimes.

The “crash,” we suggest, may have just happened in
the federal case. Rather than ruling on the merits, Judge
Bernard A. Friedman struck down the 1996 American
law as unconstitutional, citing jurisdictional constraints.
Congress, he argued, did not have the authority to pass
a nationwide ban on FGM because it is “local criminal
activity,” which is the province of the states. He thus

Box 2. discussion. Given that there is overlap (or a close anatomical parallel) between each form of WHO-
defined “mutilation” and Western-style FGCS, neither of which is medically necessary, one must ask what the
widely perceived categorical moral difference is between these two sets of procedures. Controlling for clinical
context—which varies across the two sets and is often functionally similar—the most promising candidate for
such a difference appears to be the typical age, and hence presumed or likely consent-status, of the subject.
Indeed, this perceived difference in consent-status accounts for the troubling racial double standards observed
in some Western countries, whereby women from minority communities (typically of color) will be denied
genital-altering procedures offered to women from the majority culture (typically white); the presumption
appears to be that the former, but not the latter, are incapable of consenting to the medically unnecessary
cutting of their own genitals (for discussions, see Boddy 2016; Conroy 2006; Dustin 2010; Shahvisi 2017). In any
case, it does not appear to be the degree of invasiveness (which ranges widely across both sets of practices),
specific tissues affected, or the precise medical or nonmedical benefit-to-risk profile of medically unnecessary
female genital cutting that is most central to determining the moral acceptability. Rather, it is the extent to
which the affected individual desires the genital cutting and is capable of consenting to it. The same principle,
we suggest, should apply to persons of all sexes and genders.

�We have added the qualification in parentheses. This is because the official WHO typology wrongly equates
the external, visible portion of the clitoris with the entire clitoris, thereby diminishing the anatomical and
sexual significance of the latter. Most of the clitoris, including the majority of its erectile tissues and structures
necessary for orgasm, is underneath the superficial skin layer of the body—like an iceberg—and therefore
cannot be removed without major surgery (which does not occur in any recognized form of FGM; see
Abdulcadir et al. 2016). This may help to explain why, contrary to popular belief in Western societies, women
and girls who have been subjected to WHO-defined FGM of various types usually retain the ability to
experience orgasm and can experience sexual pleasure (Ahmadu and Shweder 2009; Catania et al. 2007). This
does not, of course, mean that the sexual experience of these women and girls is no different than it would
have been without the cutting, nor that the cutting is risk-free with respect to potential sexual harms. Rather, it
is to dispel the common myth that FGM is sexually disabling per se—a myth that may itself cause harm to
women and girls who have experienced FGM and believe that they are (therefore) incapable of sexual
enjoyment (Mohamed et al. in press).

��In practice, the most severe instances of medically unnecessary narrowing of the vaginal opening regarded
as infibulation (FGM) leave a smaller introitus and often cause greater functional difficulties than analogous
procedures regarded as “vaginal rejuvenation” (FGCS). However, the WHO typology does not distinguish
between more or less constrictive outcomes in its definition of Type III FGM, and both infibulation and
“vaginal rejuvenation” fall on a spectrum. Thus, there is no anatomically definite line between them, and in
some cases they may be practically indistinguishable: e.g., partial re-infibulation versus a so-called “husband
stitch” (Edmonds 2013; Foster 2016).

3 This is a general pattern, in that virtually all groups that
practice ritual female genital cutting also practice ritual male
genital cutting—but not vice versa—often in parallel ceremonies
for similar reasons. “It has been suggested that in many
societies, female circumcision was introduced in imitation of the
male ritual. Rationales for circumcision of boys and girls vary
with local context, but the genital modifications are often
performed with similar motives irrespective of gender: to prepare
the child for a life in religious community, to accentuate gender
difference and to perfect gendered bodies, for beautification, for
cleanliness, to improve the social status of the child through
ritual, and so on” (Johnsdotter 2018, p. 22, emphasis added).
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avoided confronting the equal protection issue at the
federal level, whilst appearing to be aware of its exist-
ence: “As laudable as the prohibition of a particular type
of abuse of girls may be,” he wrote, “it does not logically
further the goal of protecting children on a nondiscrimi-
natory basis.”4

Box 3. Genital contact in a health care context:
harming versus wronging
One exception to the general prohibition on adults
touching children’s genitals pertains to necessary
parental (or equivalent) care: for example, changing
diapers or help with washing. But this exception applies
only insofar as the child requires such help; a parent or
caregiver who continued to wash a child’s genitals when
the child was capable of such washing on their own
would likely be acting inappropriately. Similarly, a
doctor or other health care professional who handled—
much less cut into or removed tissue from—a child’s
genitals beyond what was strictly necessary for diagnosis
or treatment would almost certainly be crossing an
ethical line. If the child-patient happened to be
unconscious or otherwise did not remember the
medically unnecessary genital touching (or cutting), this
would not normally render the action morally
permissible. Thus, although the level of physical or
emotional harm caused by genital cutting is one
important moral consideration, such that, all else being
equal, more harmful cutting is worse than less harmful
cutting, the threshold for wronging a nonconsenting
person in this context is “mere” medically unnecessary
genital touching. A fortiori, nonconsensual nicking,
piercing, or other genital cutting or alteration—all of
which are more intrusive and typically more painful
than “mere” touching—wrong the child irrespective of
the level of harm caused, insofar as they are not
medically required. More broadly, trust in the medical
profession may be damaged when health care providers
perform medically unnecessary procedures on the
genitals of nonconsenting persons (Barnes 2012).

Another recent legal development concerns a bill in
California, introduced but later tabled, that sought to
outlaw medically unnecessary “intersex” surgeries,
including so-called “feminizing” clitoroplasty, before an
age of consent (Gutierrez 2019). The purported goal of
most such surgeries is to make the child’s genitals
appear more stereotypically masculine or feminine,
which some have presumed, albeit without strong

evidence, to be important for their psychosocial develop-
ment. However, a growing number of individuals sub-
jected as children to such genital cutting claim to have
been seriously harmed by what was done to them when
they were incapable of understanding the risks and con-
sequences. Moreover, some express great resentment
about what they consider a violation of their human
rights (Garland and Travis 2018; Human Rights Watch
2017; Monro et al. 2017).

Similar claims are made by a growing number of
individuals subjected to medically unnecessary female
and male forms of childhood genital cutting, even in
societies where such cutting, including relatively minor
forms, is culturally normative (Earp and Darby 2017;
Hammond and Carmack 2017; Johnsdotter 2019; Moore
2015; Varagur 2016). At a recent global experts meeting
on female genital cutting in Brussels, Belgium, in which
many of the present authors participated (see Appendix
for details), it was widely agreed that the ethics of
female, male, and intersex cutting must be considered
together. What do ritual nicking or partial removal of
the clitoral hood, routine or religious excision of the pen-
ile prepuce, and cutting of the healthy clitoropenile
organ in cases of perceived ambiguity have in common?

Among other shared features, they are all (1) medic-
ally unnecessary acts of (2) genital cutting that are (3)
overwhelmingly performed on young children (4) on
behalf of norms, beliefs, or values that may not be the
child’s own and which the child may not adopt when of
age. Indeed, such norms, beliefs, or values are often con-
troversial in the wider society and hence prone to reeval-
uation upon later reflection or exposure to other points of
view (e.g., the belief that a child’s body must conform to
a strict gender binary; that surgery is an appropriate
means of pursuing hygiene; that one’s genitals must be
symbolically purified before one can be fully accepted;
and so on). In this, they constitute painful intrusions into
the “private parts” of the most vulnerable members of
society, despite being of highly contested value overall
(Chambers 2018; Sarajlic 2014). This is in contrast to med-
ically necessary interventions (Box 1), which are almost
universally valued—that is, valued irrespective of local
epistemologies, individual bodily preferences, religious
commitments, or cultural background—which explains
why such interventions are usually permissible even in
temporarily nonautonomous persons (Earp 2019).

Duivenbode and Padela (2019) are right to note that
“procedures performed within the confines of a health
care system are not always directly related to health out-
come benefits.” As they go on to state, “Our individual
preferences, cultural and religious values, and societal
norms necessarily inform some of what doctors do” (5).
But it matters who “we” are when considering “our”
preferences and values. If the imagined individual is a
baby or young child, we do not yet know what their
preferences or values will be when they grow up. This is
especially true in present-day multicultural societies in

4 The “local criminal activity” he had in mind appears to be
physical assault. See United States v. Jumana Nagarwala et al.,
No. l7-cr-20274 (E.D. Mich. Nov. 20, 2018) https://www.scribd.
com/document/393706333/Judge-dismisses-several-charges-in-
FGM-case#download (the quotation from Friedman is also from
this ruling). For a recent argument that medically unnecessary
female and male genital cutting are already unlawful, as
physical assault, if performed without the person’s own
consent—that is, without the need for a special statute
“banning” either one—see Svoboda, Adler, and Van Howe
(2016, 2019). For a discussion of competing religious claims in
law, e.g., with respect to Judaism or Islam, see Merkel and
Putzke (2013). See also Aurenque and Wiesing (2015).
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the age of the Internet. People encounter many different
ways of life. Many reconsider or even reject the cultural
traditions or religious beliefs with which they were
raised (Johnsdotter 2019; Pew Research 2018). When it
comes to such personal, subjective, and often strongly
emotional matters as the state of one’s own sexual or
reproductive organs, the grounds for predictive certainty
are even less secure (Earp and Darby 2017).

A child’s right to bodily integrity may not be absolute
(Mazor 2019). But in most cases, medically unnecessary,
nonconsensual genital cutting will not pass a threshold of
being clearly in the child’s long-term best interests (which
includes their weighty interest in being able to decide
about such high-stakes bodily interventions for them-
selves) so as to make it morally permissible (Fox and
Thomson 2017; Sch€uklenk 2012). Certainly, this is the case
in Western countries with a strong tradition of individual
rights, such as the United States. In these countries, chil-
dren are taught from a young age that their genitals are
not even to be touched by others, apart from required
medical examinations or other limited exceptions (Box 3),
before they can exercise their sexual autonomy (Earp and
Steinfeld 2018; Townsend 2019).

Accordingly, social change efforts in such countries
should aim to protect all nonconsenting persons, regard-
less of sex or gender, from medically unnecessary genital
cutting. We do not suggest that criminal sanctions are
necessarily an appropriate mechanism for pursuing such
efforts, especially insofar as such sanctions tend to be
selectively applied to members of already-marginalized
groups (Ben-Yami 2013; Berer 2015; Creighton et al. 2019;
Johnson 2013). Rather, clear ethical statements from pro-
fessional medical bodies; social campaigns geared toward
education and consciousness-raising; respectful debate
and dialogue among interested parties; moral and mater-
ial support for dissenters from within practicing commun-
ities; and non-hypocritical cross-cultural engagement will
be important for making sustainable progress. Meanwhile,
as Davis (2001) noted all those years ago, “as long as the
U.S. continues to countenance” routine and religious cir-
cumcision of infant males, or as we explore in Box 2, sup-
posedly “cosmetic” genital operations on non-consenting
female or intersex minors, “the criminalization of even
the ‘ritual nick’ cannot fail to dilute the persuasiveness of
the official stance against [non-Western forms of female
genital cutting], while carrying the unmistakable taint of
intolerance and double standards” (567).

REFERENCES

Abdulcadir, J., D. M. Botsikas, A. Bolmont, et al. 2016. Sexual
anatomy and function in women with and without genital
mutilation: A cross-sectional study. The Journal of Sexual
Medicine 13(2): 226–237. doi: 10.1016/j.jsxm.2015.12.023.

Abdulcadir, J., F. S. Ahmadu, L. Catania, B. Ess�en, E.
Gruenbaum, S. Johnsdotter,… and M. McKinley. 2012. Seven

things to know about female genital surgeries in Africa.
Hastings Center Report 42(6): 19–27. doi: 10.1002/hast.81.

Ahmadu, F. S., and R. Shweder. 2009. Disputing the myth of
the sexual dysfunction of circumcised women. Anthropology
Today 25(6): 14–17. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8322.2009.00699.x.

Alderson, P. 2017. Children’s consent and the zone of parental
discretion. Clinical Ethics 12(2): 55–62. doi: 10.1177/
1477750917691887.

Archard, D. 2007. The wrong of rape. The Philosophical Quarterly
57(228): 374–393. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9213.2007.492.x.

Aurenque, D., and U. Wiesing. 2015. German law on
circumcision and its debate: How an ethical and legal issue
turned political. Bioethics 29(3): 203–210. doi: 10.1111/bioe.12077.

Bader, D. 2019. Picturing female circumcision and female
genital cosmetic surgery: A visual framing analysis of Swiss
newspapers, 1983–2015. Feminist Media Studies, online ahead of
print. doi: 10.1080/14680777.2018.1560348.

Barnes, S. S. 2012. Practicing pelvic examinations by medical
students on women under anesthesia: Why not ask first?
Obstetrics & Gynecology 120(4): 941–943. doi: 10.1097/AOG.
0b013e3182677a28.

Bell, K. 2005. Genital cutting and Western discourses on
sexuality. Medical Anthropology Quarterly 19(2): 125–148. doi: 10.
1525/maq.2005.19.2.125.

Ben-Yami, H. 2013. Circumcision: What should be done? Journal
of Medical Ethics 39(7): 459–462. doi: 10.1136/medethics-2012-
101274.

Berer, M. 2015. The history and role of the criminal law in anti-
FGM campaigns: Is the criminal law what is needed, at least in
countries like Great Britain? Reproductive Health Matters 23(46):
145–157. doi: 10.1016/j.rhm.2015.10.001.

Boddy, J. 2016. The normal and the aberrant in female genital
cutting: Shifting paradigms. HAU: Journal of Ethnographic Theory
6(2): 41–69. doi: 10.14318/hau6.2.008.

Bootwala, Y. 2019. A review of female genital cutting (FGC) in
the Dawoodi Bohra community–parts 1, 2, and 3. Current Sexual
Health Reports 11(3): 2012–235. doi: 10.1007/s11930-019-00212-z.

Burrage, H. 2015. Eradicating female genital mutilation: A UK
perspective. Abingdon, UK: Routledge.

Catania, L., O. Abdulcadir, V. Puppo, J. B. Verde, J. Abdulcadir,
and D. Abdulcadir. 2007. Pleasure and orgasm in women with
female genital mutilation/cutting (FGM/C). The Journal of Sexual
Medicine 4(6): 1666–1678. doi: 10.1111/j.1743-6109.2007.00620.x.

Chambers, C. 2018. Reasonable disagreement and the neutralist
dilemma: Abortion and circumcision in Matthew Kramer's
'Liberalism with Excellence'. The American Journal of
Jurisprudence 63(1): 9–32. doi: 10.1093/ajj/auy006.

Cold, C. J., and J. R. Taylor. 1999. The prepuce. BJU International
83(S1): 34–44. doi: 10.1046/j.1464-410x.1999.0830s1034.x.

Conroy, R. 2006. Female genital mutilation: Whose problem,
whose solution? BMJ 333: 106–107. doi: 10.1136/bmj.333.7559.
106.

The American Journal of Bioethics

22 ajob October, Volume 19, Number 10, 2019

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsxm.2015.12.023
https://doi.org/10.1002/hast.81
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8322.2009.00699.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1477750917691887
https://doi.org/10.1177/1477750917691887
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9213.2007.492.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/bioe.12077
https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2018.1560348
https://doi.org/10.1097/AOG.0b013e3182677a28
https://doi.org/10.1097/AOG.0b013e3182677a28
https://doi.org/10.1525/maq.2005.19.2.125
https://doi.org/10.1525/maq.2005.19.2.125
https://doi.org/10.1136/medethics-2012-101274
https://doi.org/10.1136/medethics-2012-101274
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rhm.2015.10.001
https://doi.org/10.14318/hau6.2.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11930-019-00212-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1743-6109.2007.00620.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/ajj/auy006
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1464-410x.1999.0830s1034.x
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.333.7559.106
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.333.7559.106


Creighton, S. M., Z. Samuel, N. Otoo-Oyortey, and D. Hodes.
2019. Tackling female genital mutilation in the UK. BMJ 364:
l15. doi: 10.1136/bmj.l15.

Darby, R., and J. S. Svoboda. 2007. A rose by any other name?
Rethinking the similarities and differences between male and
female genital cutting. Medical Anthropology Quarterly 21(3):
301–323. doi: 10.1525/maq.2007.21.3.301.

Darby, R. 2015. Risks, benefits, complications and harms:
Neglected factors in the current debate on non-therapeutic
circumcision. Kennedy Institute of Ethics Journal 25(1): 1–34. doi:
10.1353/ken.2015.0004.

Davis, D. S. 2001. Male and female genital alteration: A collision
course with the law. Health Matrix 11(1): 487–570.

DeLaet, D. L. 2009. Framing male circumcision as a human
rights issue? Contributions to the debate over the universality
of human rights. Journal of Human Rights 8(4): 405–426. doi: 10.
1080/14754830903324795.

Duivenbode, R., and A. I. Padela. 2019. Female genital cutting
(FGC) and the cultural boundaries of medical practice. The
American Journal of Bioethics 19(3): 3–6. doi: 10.1080/15265161.
2018.1554412.

Dustin, M. 2010. Female genital mutilation/cutting in the UK:
Challenging the inconsistencies. European Journal of Women’s
Studies 17(1): 7–23. doi: 10.1177/1350506809350857.

Earp, B. D. 2015. Female genital mutilation and male
circumcision: Toward an autonomy-based ethical framework.
Medicolegal and Bioethics 5(1): 89–104. doi: 10.2147/MB.S63709.

Earp, B. D. 2019. The child’s right to bodily integrity. In Ethics
and the contemporary world. edited by D. Edmonds, 217–235.
Abingdon and New York: Routledge. https://www.academia.
edu/37138614/The_childs_right_to_bodily_integrity.

Earp, B. D., and D. M. Shaw. 2017. Cultural bias in American
medicine: The case of infant male circumcision. Journal of
Pediatric Ethics 1(1): 8–26.

Earp, B. D., and R. Steinfeld. 2018. Genital autonomy and sexual
well-being. Current Sexual Health Reports 10(1): 7–17. doi: 10.
1007/s11930-018-0141-x.

Earp, B. D., and R. Darby. 2017. Circumcision, sexual
experience, and harm. University of Pennsylvania Journal of
International Law 37(2-online): 1–57.

Earp, B. D., J. Hendry, and M. Thomson. 2017. Reason and
paradox in medical and family law: Shaping children's bodies.
Medical Law Review 25(4): 604–627. doi: 10.1093/medlaw/
fwx027.

Edmonds, A. 2013. Can medicine be aesthetic? Disentangling
beauty and health in elective surgeries. Medical Anthropology
Quarterly 27(2): 233–252. doi: 10.1111/maq.12025.

Ehrenreich, N., and M. Barr. 2005. Intersex surgery, female
genital cutting, and the selective condemnation of cultural
practices. Harvard Civil Rights-Civil Liberties Law Review 40(1):
71–140.

Foster, E. A. 2016. Female circumcision vs. designer vaginas:
Surgical genital practices and the discursive reproduction of
state boundaries. In Body/state, edited by J. Dickinson. London:
Routledge.

Fox, M., and M. Thomson. 2017. Bodily integrity, embodiment,
and the regulation of parental choice. Journal of Law and Society
44(4): 501–531. doi: 10.1111/jols.12056.

Garland, F., and M. Travis. 2018. Legislating intersex equality:
Building the resilience of intersex people through law. Legal
Studies 38(4): 587–606. doi: 10.1017/lst.2018.17.

Goldman, R. 1999. The psychological impact of circumcision.
BJU International 83(S1): 93–102. doi: 10.1046/j.1464-410x.1999.
0830s1093.x.

Gutierrez, M. 2019. Bill to ban cosmetic genital surgeries on
intersex infants delayed. Doctors opposed it. Los Angeles Times,
April 8, 2019.

Hammond, T., and A. Carmack. 2017. Long-term adverse
outcomes from neonatal circumcision reported in a survey of
1,008 men: An overview of health and human rights
implications. The International Journal of Human Rights 21(2):
189–218. doi: 10.1080/13642987.2016.1260007.

Human Rights Watch. 2017. “I want to be like nature made me.”
Medically unnecessary surgeries on intersex children in the US.
Human Rights Watch. 2017. https://www.hrw.org/report/2017/
07/25/i-want-be-nature-made-me/medically-unnecessary-sur-
geries-intersex-children-us.

Johnsdotter, S. 2018. Girls and boys as victims: Asymmetries
and dynamics in European public discourses on genital
modifications in children. In FGM/C: From medicine to critical
anthropology, edited by M. Fusaschi and G. Cavatorta, 31–50.
Turin: Meti Edizioni.

Johnsdotter, S. 2019. Meaning well while doing harm:
Compulsory genital examinations in Swedish African girls.
Sexual and Reproductive Health Matters 27(2): 1586817. doi: 10.
1080/26410397.2019.1586817.

Johnson, M. T. 2010. Male genital mutilation: Beyond the
tolerable? Ethnicities 10(2): 181–207. doi: 10.1177/
1468796810361654.

Johnson, M. T. 2013. Religious circumcision, invasive rites,
neutrality and equality: Bearing the burdens and consequences
of belief. Journal of Medical Ethics 39(7): 450–455. doi: 10.1136/
medethics-2012-101217.

Mazor, J. 2019. On the strength of children’s right to bodily
integrity: The case of circumcision. Journal of Applied Philosophy
36(1): 1–16. doi: 10.1111/japp.12275.

Merkel, R., and H. Putzke. 2013. After Cologne: Male
circumcision and the law. Parental right, religious liberty or
criminal assault? Journal of Medical Ethics 39(7): 444–449. doi: 10.
1136/medethics-2012-101284.

Merli, C. 2010. Male and female genital cutting among Southern
Thailand’s Muslims: Rituals, biomedical practice and local
discourses. Culture, Health & Sexuality 12(7): 725–738. doi: 10.
1080/13691051003683109.

Medically Unnecessary Genital Cutting and the Rights of the Child

October, Volume 19, Number 10, 2019 ajob 23

https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.l15
https://doi.org/10.1525/maq.2007.21.3.301
https://doi.org/10.1353/ken.2015.0004
https://doi.org/10.1080/14754830903324795
https://doi.org/10.1080/14754830903324795
https://doi.org/10.1080/15265161.2018.1554412
https://doi.org/10.1080/15265161.2018.1554412
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350506809350857
https://doi.org/10.2147/MB.S63709
https://www.academia.edu/37138614/The_childs_right_to_bodily_integrity
https://www.academia.edu/37138614/The_childs_right_to_bodily_integrity
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11930-018-0141-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11930-018-0141-x
https://doi.org/10.1093/medlaw/fwx027
https://doi.org/10.1093/medlaw/fwx027
https://doi.org/10.1111/maq.12025
https://doi.org/10.1111/jols.12056
https://doi.org/10.1017/lst.2018.17
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1464-410x.1999.0830s1093.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1464-410x.1999.0830s1093.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/13642987.2016.1260007
https://www.hrw.org/report/2017/07/25/i-want-be-nature-made-me/medically-unnecessary-surgeries-intersex-children-us
https://www.hrw.org/report/2017/07/25/i-want-be-nature-made-me/medically-unnecessary-surgeries-intersex-children-us
https://www.hrw.org/report/2017/07/25/i-want-be-nature-made-me/medically-unnecessary-surgeries-intersex-children-us
https://doi.org/10.1080/26410397.2019.1586817
https://doi.org/10.1080/26410397.2019.1586817
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468796810361654
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468796810361654
https://doi.org/10.1136/medethics-2012-101217
https://doi.org/10.1136/medethics-2012-101217
https://doi.org/10.1111/japp.12275
https://doi.org/10.1136/medethics-2012-101284
https://doi.org/10.1136/medethics-2012-101284
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691051003683109
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691051003683109


Mohamed, F. S., V. Wild, B. D. Earp, C. Johnson-Agbakwu, and
J. Abdulcadir. In press. Clitoral reconstruction after FGM/C.
Medical synthesis and ethical debate. Journal of Sexual Medicine
in press.

M€oller, K. 2017. Ritual male circumcision and parental authority.
Jurisprudence 8(3): 461–479. doi: 10.1080/20403313.2017.1339535.

Monro, S., D. Crocetti, T. Yeadon-Lee, F. Garland, and M.
Travis. 2017. Intersex, variations of sex characteristics and DSD:
The need for change. University of Huddersfield. http://
eprints.hud.ac.uk/id/eprint/33535/1.

Moore, P. 2015. “Young Americans Less Supportive of
Circumcision at Birth.” YouGov. February 3, 2015. https://
today.yougov.com/topics/lifestyle/articles-reports/2015/02/03/
younger-americans-circumcision.

Munzer, S. R. 2018. Examining nontherapeutic circumcision.
Health Matrix 28(1): 1–77.

Murphy, T. F. 2019. Adolescents and body modification for
gender identity expression. Medical Law Review, online ahead of
print. doi: 10.1093/medlaw/fwz006.

Njambi, W. N. 2004. Dualisms and female bodies in
representations of African female circumcision: A feminist critique.
Feminist Theory 5(3): 281–303. doi: 10.1177/1464700104040811.

Obiora, L. A. 1996. Bridges and barricades: Rethinking polemics
and intransigence in the campaign against female circumcision.
Case Western Reserve Law Review 47: 275–378.

Onsongo, N. 2017. Female genital cutting (FGC): Who defines
whose culture as unethical? International Journal of Feminist
Approaches to Bioethics 10(2): 105–123. doi: 10.3138/ijfab.10.2.105.

Pew Research. 2018. Young adults around the world are less
religious. Washington, DC: Pew Research Center. https://www.
pewforum.org/2018/06/13/young-adults-around-the-world-are-
less-religious-by-several-measures/.

Sarajlic, E. 2014. Can culture justify infant circumcision? Res
Publica 20(4): 327–343. doi: 10.1007/s11158-014-9254-x.

Sch€uklenk, U. 2012. Europe debates circumcision … and what
about the child’s best interest? Bioethics 26(8): ii–iii. doi: 10.
1111/j.1467-8519.2012.02010.x.

Shahvisi, A., and B. D. Earp. 2019. The law and ethics of female
genital cutting. In Female genital cosmetic surgery: Solution to what
problem? edited by S. Creighton and L.-M. Liao, 58–71.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Shahvisi, A. 2017. Why UK doctors should be troubled by
female genital mutilation legislation. Clinical Ethics 12(2):
102–108. doi: 10.1177/1477750916682671.

Smith, H., and K. Stein. 2017. Psychological and counselling
interventions for female genital mutilation. International Journal
of Gynecology & Obstetrics 136: 60–64. doi: 10.1002/ijgo.12051.

Svoboda, J. S., P. W. Adler, and R. S. Van Howe. 2019. Is
circumcision unethical and unlawful? A response to Morris
et al. The Journal of Medical Law and Ethics 7(1): 72–92. doi: 10.
7590/221354019X155385183386162213-5405.

Svoboda, J. S., P. W. Adler, and R. S. Van Howe. 2016.
Circumcision is unethical and unlawful. The Journal of Law,
Medicine & Ethics 44(2): 263–282. doi: 10.1177/1073110516654120.

Svoboda, J. S. 2013. Promoting genital autonomy by exploring
commonalities between male, female, intersex, and cosmetic
genital cutting. Global Discourse 3(2): 237–255. doi: 10.1080/
23269995.2013.804757.

Tangwa, G. B. 1999. Circumcision: An African point of view. In
Male and female circumcision, edited by G. C. Denniston, F. M.
Hodges, and M. F. Milos, 183–193. Boston, MA: Springer. doi:
10.1007/978-0-585-39937-9_12.

Taylor, J. R., A. P. Lockwood, and A. J. Taylor. 1996. The
prepuce: Specialized mucosa of the penis and its loss to
circumcision. British Journal of Urology 77(2): 291–295. doi: 10.
1046/j.1464-410X.1996.85023.x.

Townsend, K. G. 2019. The child’s right to genital integrity.
Philosophy & Social Criticism, online ahead of print. doi: 10.1177/
0191453719854212.

Varagur, K. 2016. “Indian Women Launch Campaign to End
Female Genital Mutilation.” HuffPost UK. January 19, 2016.
https://www.huffpost.com/entry/indian-women-ban-fgm_n_
56993990e4b0b4eb759e3efd.

van den Brink, M., and J. Tigchelaar. 2012. Shaping genitals,
shaping perceptions: A frame analysis of male and female
circumcision. Netherlands Quarterly of Human Rights 30(4):
417–445. doi: 10.1177/016934411203000404.

APPENDIX. ABOUT THE AUTHORS

This work grew out of informal discussions among
participants in the G3 International Experts Meeting on
FGM/C in Brussels, Belgium, May 20–22, 2019, along
with other scholarly collaborators. We are physicians,
ethicists, nurse-midwives, public health professionals,
legal scholars, political scientists, anthropologists,
psychologists, sociologists, philosophers, and feminists
from Africa, Asia, Australasia, Europe, the Middle East,
and the Americas with interdisciplinary expertise in
child genital cutting practices across a wide range of
cultural contexts. Although we do not necessarily share
a single policy perspective with respect to such practices,
nor a uniform moral assessment of every feature of
them, we are united in a concern about widespread
inaccuracies, inconsistencies, double standards, and
Western cultural bias in the prevailing discourses on
genital cutting of children. Some of us have evolved in
our thinking over the years in response to scholarship
illuminating such problems (e.g., Abdulcadir et al. 2012;
van den Brink and Tigchelaar 2012; Bell 2005; Darby and
Svoboda 2007; Davis 2001; DeLaet 2009; Earp 2015; Earp
et al. 2017; Ehrenreich and Barr 2005; Johnson 2010;
Merli 2010; Njambi 2004; Obiora 1996; Onsongo 2017;
Svoboda 2013; Tangwa 1999). Together, we argue for a
more coherent, sex- and gender-inclusive approach that
recognizes (1) the special vulnerability of young

The American Journal of Bioethics

24 ajob October, Volume 19, Number 10, 2019

https://doi.org/10.1080/20403313.2017.1339535
http://eprints.hud.ac.uk/id/eprint/33535/1
http://eprints.hud.ac.uk/id/eprint/33535/1
https://today.yougov.com/topics/lifestyle/articles-reports/2015/02/03/younger-americans-circumcision
https://today.yougov.com/topics/lifestyle/articles-reports/2015/02/03/younger-americans-circumcision
https://today.yougov.com/topics/lifestyle/articles-reports/2015/02/03/younger-americans-circumcision
https://doi.org/10.1093/medlaw/fwz006
https://doi.org/10.1177/1464700104040811
https://doi.org/10.3138/ijfab.10.2.105
https://www.pewforum.org/2018/06/13/young-adults-around-the-world-are-less-religious-by-several-measures/
https://www.pewforum.org/2018/06/13/young-adults-around-the-world-are-less-religious-by-several-measures/
https://www.pewforum.org/2018/06/13/young-adults-around-the-world-are-less-religious-by-several-measures/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11158-014-9254-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8519.2012.02010.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8519.2012.02010.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1477750916682671
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijgo.12051
https://doi.org/10.7590/221354019X155385183386162213-5405
https://doi.org/10.7590/221354019X155385183386162213-5405
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073110516654120
https://doi.org/10.1080/23269995.2013.804757
https://doi.org/10.1080/23269995.2013.804757
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-585-39937-9_12
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1464-410X.1996.85023.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1464-410X.1996.85023.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0191453719854212
https://doi.org/10.1177/0191453719854212
https://www.huffpost.com/entry/indian-women-ban-fgm_n_56993990e4b0b4eb759e3efd
https://www.huffpost.com/entry/indian-women-ban-fgm_n_56993990e4b0b4eb759e3efd
https://doi.org/10.1177/016934411203000404


people—regardless of the ethnicity, religion, or
immigration status of their parents—to medically
unnecessary genital cutting and (2) the moral importance
of bodily integrity, respect for bodily/sexual boundaries,
and consent. The authors are listed alphabetically.

The Brussels Collaboration on Bodily Integrity
Jasmine Abdulcadir
Chief, Ob-Gyn Emergency Unit
Director, FGM/C Outpatient Clinic
Geneva University Hospitals
University of Geneva
Switzerland

Peter W. Adler
Adjunct Professor of International Law
University of Massachusetts
USA

Priscilla Alderson
Professor Emerita of Childhood Studies
University College London
United Kingdom

Sophie Alexander
University Professor
School of Public Health
Universit�e Libre de Bruxelles
Belgium

Diana Aurenque
Research Fellow (Privatdozent)
Institut f€ur Ethik und Geschichte der Medizin
Universit€at T€ubingen
Germany, and
Professor of Philosophy
Universidad de Santiago
Chile

Dina Bader
Research Fellow
Swiss Forum for Migration and Population Studies
University of Neuchâtel
Switzerland

Hanoch Ben-Yami
Professor of Philosophy
Central European University
Austria and Hungary

Susan Bewley
Emeritus Professor of Obstetric & Women's Health
King’s College London
United Kingdom

Janice Boddy
Professor and Chair of Anthropology
University of Toronto
Canada

Marjolein van den Brink
Lecturer in Law
Utrecht University
The Netherlands

Guy Bronselaer,
Ph.D. Medical Sciences
Department of Urology
Ghent University Hospital
Belgium

Hilary Burrage
Author, Eradicating Female Genital Mutilation
Adjunct Professor
Northwestern University
USA

Wim Ceelen
Professor of Surgery
Ghent University
Belgium

Clare Chambers
Reader in Political Philosophy
University of Cambridge
United Kingdom

James Chegwidden
Barrister
Old Square Chambers, London
United Kingdom

Gily Coene
Associate Professor of Philosophy and Ethics
Director of the Research Center on
Gender, Diversity and Intersectionality (RHEA)
Vrije Universiteit Brussel
Belgium

Ron�an Conroy
Professor of Public Health and Epidemiology
Royal College of Surgeons in Ireland
Ireland

Hossein Dabbagh
Assistant Professor of Philosophy
Doha Institute for Graduate Studies
Qatar, and
Adjunct Lecture in Cognitive Linguistics
Institute of Cognitive Science Studies
Iran

Dena S. Davis
Presidential Endowed Chair in Health
Professor, Bioethics
Lehigh University
USA

Angela Dawson
Professor of Public Health
Australian Center for Public and Population Health Research
University of Technology Sydney
Australia

Johan Decruyenaere
Professor of Internal Medicine and Pediatrics
Ghent University
Belgium

Medically Unnecessary Genital Cutting and the Rights of the Child

October, Volume 19, Number 10, 2019 ajob 25



Wim Dekkers
Associate Professor of Philosophy of Medicine
Radboud University Medical Center–Nijmegen
The Netherlands

Debra DeLaet
Professor of Political Science
Drake University
USA

Petra De Sutter
Professor of Gynecology
Department of Reproductive Medicine
Ghent University Hospital
Belgium

Gert van Dijk
Department of Medical Ethics &
Philosophy of Medicine
Erasmus Medical Center, Rotterdam
The Netherlands

Elise Dubuc
Department of Obstetrics and Gynecology
CHU Sainte-Justine
Universit�e de Montr�eal
Canada

Gerald Dworkin
Distinguished Professor of Philosophy Emeritus
University of California, Davis
USA

Brian D. Earp
Associate Director, Program in Ethics and Health Policy
Yale University & The Hastings Center
USA

Mohamed A. Baky Fahmy
Professor of Pediatric Surgery
Al Azher University
Egypt

Nuno Ferreira
Professor of Law
University of Sussex
United Kingdom

St�ephanie Florquin
Network Coordinator
GAMS Belgium
Belgium

Morten Frisch
Adjunct Professor of Sexual Health Epidemiology
Department of Clinical Medicine
Center for Sexology Research
Aalborg University
Denmark

Fae Garland
Lecturer in Law
University of Manchester
United Kingdom

Ronald Goldman
Executive Director, Circumcision Resource Center
USA

Ellen Gruenbaum
Professor of Anthropology
Purdue University
USA

Gretchen Heinrichs
Director of Maternal Health Initiatives
University of Colorado
USA

Debby Herbenick
Professor of Public Health
Indiana University
USA

Yuko Higashi
Professor in Humanities and Social Sciences
Graduate School of Humanities and
Sustainable System Sciences
Osaka Prefecture University
Japan

Calvin W. L. Ho
Editor-in-Chief, Asian Bioethics Review
Assistant Professor, Center for Biomedical Ethics
Yong Loo Lin School of Medicine
National University of Singapore
Singapore

Piet Hoebeke
Professor of Pediatric Urology and
Dean, Faculty of Medicine and Health Sciences
Ghent University
Belgium

Matthew Johnson
Senior Lecturer in Politics
Lancaster University
United Kingdom

Crista Johnson-Agbakwu
Director, Refugee Women’s Health Clinic
Maricopa Integrated Health System
Director, Office of Refugee Health,
Southwest Interdisciplinary Research Center
Arizona State University
USA

Saffron Karlsen
Senior Lecturer in Social Research
University of Bristol
United Kingdom

DaiSik Kim
Distinguished Professor
Ulsan National Institute of Science and Technology
South Korea

The American Journal of Bioethics

26 ajob October, Volume 19, Number 10, 2019



Sharon Kling
Associate Professor in Pediatrics and Child Health
Stellenbosch University
South Africa
Everlyne Komba
Egerton University–Njoro
Kenya
Cynthia Kraus
Senior Lecturer
Universit�e de Lausanne
Switzerland
Rebecca Kukla
Professor of Philosophy
Senior Research Scholar,
Kennedy Institute of Ethics
Georgetown University
USA
Antony Lempert
Chair of the Secular Medical Forum
National Secular Society (UK)
United Kingdom
Tobe Levin von Gleichen
Associate of the Hutchins Center
Harvard University
USA
Noni MacDonald
Professor of Pediatrics, Former Dean of Medicine
Dalhousie University
Canada

Claudia Merli
Associate Professor of Cultural Anthropology
Uppsala University
Sweden

Ranit Mishori
Professor of Family Medicine
Georgetown University School of Medicine
USA

Kai M€oller
Associate Professor of Law
London School of Economics & Political Science
United Kingdom

Surya Monro
Professor of Sociology and Social Policy
University of Huddersfield
United Kingdom

Keymanthri Moodley
Professor, Department of Medicine
Director, Center for Medical Ethics and Law
Faculty of Medicine and Health Sciences
Stellenbosch University
South Africa

Eric Mortier
Professor of Anesthesiology and
Chief Executive Officer, Ghent University Hospital
Belgium

Stephen R. Munzer
Distinguished Research Professor of Law
UCLA School of Law
USA

Timothy F. Murphy
Professor of Philosophy of Biomedical Sciences
University of Illinois at Chicago
USA

Jamie Lindemann Nelson
Professor of Philosophy
Michigan State University
USA

Daniel J. Ncayiyana
Emeritus Editor, SAMJ
Emeritus Professor, Obstetrics & Gynecology
University of Cape Town
South Africa

Anton A. van Niekerk
Distinguished Professor of Philosophy
Director, Center for Applied Ethics
Stellenbosch University
South Africa

Sarah O’Neill
Lecturer in Social Anthropology
Universit�e Libre de Bruxelles
Belgium

Daisuke Onuki
Professor of International Studies
Tokai University
Japan

C�esar Palacios-Gonz�alez
Career Development Fellow in Practical Ethics
University of Oxford
United Kingdom

Myung-Geol Pang
Professor and Director, BET Research Institute
Chung-Ang University
Korea

Charlotte R. Proudman
Human Rights Barrister, Goldsmith Chambers
Fellow, Queen’s College
University of Cambridge
United Kingdom

Fabienne Richard
Executive Director, GAMS Belgium
School of Public Health
Universit�e Libre de Bruxelles
Belgium

Janet Radcliffe Richards
Professor of Practical Philosophy
University of Oxford
United Kingdom

Medically Unnecessary Genital Cutting and the Rights of the Child

October, Volume 19, Number 10, 2019 ajob 27



Elizabeth Reis
Professor of Gender and Bioethics
City University of New York
USA
Alexandre T. Rotta
Professor of Pediatrics
Chief, Division of Pediatric Critical Care Medicine
Duke University Medical Center
Duke University
USA
Robert Rubens
Emeritus Professor of Endocrinology
Former IRB Chair
Ghent University Hospital
Belgium
Eldar Sarajlic
Assistant Professor of Philosophy
City University of New York
USA
Lauren Sardi
Associate Professor of Sociology
Quinnipiac University
USA

Udo Sch€uklenk
Ontario Research Chair, Bioethics
Queen’s University
Canada
Arianne Shahvisi
Lecturer in Ethics and Medical Humanities
Brighton and Sussex Medical School
United Kingdom
David Shaw
Assistant Professor of Health Ethics and Law
Care and Public Health Research Institute
Maastricht University
The Netherlands, and
Senior Researcher, Institute for Biomedical Ethics
University of Basel
Switzerland
Daniel Sidler
Associate Professor
Division of Pediatric Surgery
Stellenbosch University
South Africa

Rebecca Steinfeld
Visiting Research Fellow
Center of the Body
Goldsmiths, University of London
United Kingdom
Sigrid Sterckx
Professor of Ethics and Social Philosophy
Ghent University
Belgium

J. Steven Svoboda
Executive Director
Attorneys for the Rights of the Child
USA
Godfrey B. Tangwa
Professor of Philosophy
University of Yaounde 1
and Cameroon Bioethics Initiative
Cameroon

Michael Thomson
Professor of Law
University of Leeds
United Kingdom, and
University of Technology Sydney
Australia

Jet Tigchelaar
Lecturer in Law
Utrecht University
The Netherlands

Wim Van Biesen
Professor of Nephrology and
Head of the Nephrology Department
Ghent University Hospital
Belgium
Koenraad Vandewoude
Professor of Internal Medicine
Ghent University
Belgium
Robert S. Van Howe
Clinical Professor of Pediatrics
Michigan State University
USA

Alla Vash-Margita
Chief, Pediatric and Adolescent Gynecology
Yale University School of Medicine
USA

Bilkis Vissandj�ee
Professor of Nursing
Researcher in Public Health, Migration, and Diversity
Universit�e de Montr�eal
Canada

Anna Wahlberg
Postdoctoral Researcher in Reproductive Health
Karolinska Institutet
Sweden

Nicole Warren
Assistant Professor
School of Nursing
Johns Hopkins University
USA

The American Journal of Bioethics

28 ajob October, Volume 19, Number 10, 2019


	Medically Unnecessary Genital Cutting and the Rights of the Child: Moving Toward Consensus
	REFERENCES


