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Summary
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In the present report, the Special Rapporteur firstides a typological description
of various forms of violence carried out in the maaf religion. He subsequently explores
root causes and relevant factors that underlie simlence. The main message is that
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stakeholders, including States, religious commaesijtiinterreligious dialogue initiatives,
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Introduction

1. The mandate of the Special Rapporteur on freedoreligfion or belief was created
by the Commission on Human Rights pursuant teegslution 1986/20 and renewed by the
Human Rights Council in its resolutions 6/37, 14/l 22/20.

2. In its resolution 25/12, the Human Rights Coundaindemned “all forms of
violence, intolerance and discrimination based nindhe name of religion or belief, and
violations of the freedom of thought, conscienedigion or belief, as well as any advocacy
of religious hatred that constitutes incitementdigcrimination, hostility or violence,
whether it involves the use of print, audiovisualetectronic media or any other means”.
Against that background, the present report, isétgion Il, focuses on preventing violence
committed in the name of religion and, in its sewetill, includes specific recommendations
addressed to all relevant stakeholders.

Preventing violence committed in the name ofeligion

A complex phenomenon

3. Violence committed “in the name of religion”, thaf on the basis of or arrogated to
religious tenets of the perpetrafds, a complex phenomenon in different parts ofvtioeld.
The brutality displayed in manifestations of sucloleance often renders observers
speechless. While in some countries violence inndu@e of religion remains a local or
regional phenomenon, acts of terrorism carriediat@ntionally to send global messages
have been increasingly prominent in recent yearthdt context, prima facie “archaic” acts
of cruelty seem to be cynically “staged” in orderdater to modern media voyeurism,
which adds yet another dimension of humiliationthe suffering of victims and their
families.

4, Violence in the name of religion can be in the farhtargeted attacks on individuals
or communities, communal violence, suicide attacksirorism, State repression,
discriminative policies or legislation and othepdg of violent behaviour. It can also be
embedded and perpetuated in the status quo inugafimms of structural violence justified
in the name of religion. Perpetrators compriseedéht types of non-State actors, but also
State agencies or — quite often — a combinatiobatfi. In some countries, armed groups
invoke religion to justify atrocities such as tage mass Kkillings, extrajudicial and
summary executions, enforced disappearances, g¢orgexual violence, indiscriminate
attacks against civilians, mass expulsions, ensiawne or systematic destruction of certain
communities. In other countries, vigilante groupsass religious minorities by vandalizing
cemeteries and places of worship, grabbing landsgroperties and threatening their
security.

5. The main problem in a number of countries stemsnfithe State’s failure in
combating terrorism or violence of non-State actadsile certain State agencies in other
countries support such violence directly or indisecfor example, by promoting hatred
against religious minorities or by turning a bliege to violence, hence indulging a culture

-

For an overview of the activities of the Speciapfarteur between 1 August 2013 and 31 July 2014,
see A/69/261, paras. 4-22.

By contrast, violence “on the grounds of religmmbelief” is based on the religious affiliation thie
victim (see A/HRC/13/40, para. 33).
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of impunity. Human rights violations can even anafie directly from the State apparatus
itself, for example, when a Government resortsidbent repression in order to “defend” a
State religion or existing religious hegemonies irgfaperceived threats by religious
competitors or internal dissidents. The State’soimement with violence in the name of

religion thus shows a broad variety of patternsgiiag from lack of capacity to indirect or

direct forms of complicity or deliberate policie$ eligious discrimination, sometimes

even culminating in formal endorsement or systetr@ithestration of such violence by the
State.

6. Violence in the name of religion disproportionateéfrgets religious dissidents,
members of religious minorities or convettBeople suspected of undermining national
cohesion are also frequent targets of intoleraokenice. Attacks will also likely increase
where there is a recognized “official” or Stateigi®in or when a religion is used as a
medium to define national identity. Moreover, vagite groups, sometimes with the support
of law enforcement agencies, attack people, iniqaar women, whose ways of life are
deemed “immoral” from the standpoint of certain roaly defined religious codes of
conduct.

7. However, violence in the name of religion also eiffefollowers of the very same
religion, possibly also from a majority religiom whose name such acts are perpetrated.
Voices of moderation or critics who actively oppdke abuse of their religion for the
justification of violence bear an increased risk loding accused of “betrayal” or
“blasphemy” and having retaliatory penalties irtlid upon themselves.

8. The relevance of the issue with respect to freedbmeligion or belief is obvious
since violence in the name of religion is a sowtmany of the most extreme violations of
this human right, usually in conjunction with otheuman rights violations as well.
Freedom of religion or belief, due to its natureaaBuman right, protects human beings
rather than religions. The starting point for asgessment of religious or belief pluralism
must therefore be the self-understandings of hulbeamgs in this area, which may be quite
diverse.

9. Victims of violence come from all religious or beflibackgrounds. They comprise
adherents to large “traditional” communities andiofgers of small or new religious
movements, which are often stigmatized as “sedtsifthermore, atheists and agnostics
suffer in many countries from a climate of intimida, repression or violence. Another
frequently neglected group of people are the aditete different indigenous beliefs, who
are also targets of violence carried out by Stgémeies and/or non-State actors.

10. Countless examples demonstrate that violence inndmae of religion usually
displays a pronounced gender dimensidfany women and girls are victims of “honour”
killings, acid attacks, amputations or floggingsmetimes pursuant to penal codes that are
based on religious laws. Women and girls also disprtionately suffer from sexual
violence, such as rape, abduction, sexual enslavierfemale genital mutilation, forced
marriage, often in conjunction with forced conversior other cruelties.

See A/67/303, para. 15.

See, for example,
www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspwa|D=10522&LangID=E,
www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspwa|D=14125&L angID=E,
www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspwa|D=14618&LangID=E,
www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspwa|D=14936&LangID=E and
www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspwa|D=15094&LangID=E.
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11. Furthermore, homophobic and transphobic violencainsg lesbian, gay, bisexual
and transgender (LGBT) persons may also be petpdtia the name of religion. Those
perceived as LGBT may be targets of organized aboskiding by religious extremists.
Violence against LGBT persons includes brutal geaqmes, so-called “curative” rapes and
family violence owing to their sexual orientationdagender identit§.There is a strong
connection between discrimination in law and pragtiand incitement to violence in the
name of religion and violence itself. Violence aggaiwomen and against LGBT persons is
often justified and given legitimacy by discrimioat laws based on religious laws or
supported by religious authorities, such as lavimioalizing adultery, homosexuality or
cross-dressing. The Human Rights Committee hasdneith concern hate speech and
manifestations of intolerance and prejudice bygielis leaders against individuals on the
basis of their sexual orientation, in a broadenexinof acts of violence, including killings
of LGBT persong. There have also been reports of direct violeneaised by religious
authorities against LGBT persons, although manythein are religiously interested in
practising.

Overcoming simplistic interpretations

Inadequacy of isolating “religion” as a factorin conflict descriptions

12. The experience that religion is invoked in civilwacommunal violence, terrorist
acts or other violent conflicts causes some obsgiteeuse the label “religion” broadly and
loosely when analysing those phenomena. Multidineeras violent conflicts are often

described along religious lines. Although such dptions may capture some relevant
elements of the phenomena, they fail to understl@domplexity of the issues. Headlines
such as “religious violence”, “religious civil wadr “sectarian conflicts” tend to obfuscate
the significance of non-religious factors, in peutar political factors, for an adequate

understanding of the core problems.

13. Non-religious factors that deserve to be takerossty may include intricate historic

legacies of a country, a climate of political auttawianism, military interventions, extreme
poverty, social, cultural, economic and politicalisalimination, exclusion and

marginalization, inequalities, caste hierarchigbnie fragmentation, rapid demographic
changes, patriarchal values and a “macho” cultomigration processes, a widening gulf
between urban and rural areas, the breakdown ohimgfal public discourse, lack of

intergroup communication, endemic corruption andlitipal cronyism, widespread

disenchantment with politics, general loss of tinsiveak or inexistent public institutions,
and a culture of impunity and denial for past sssiwiolations of international human
rights and humanitarian law. Any specific incideftviolence in the name of religion

warrants a careful, contextualized analysis ofrelevant factors, including the broader
political environment. It will thereby become clghat religion is almost never an isolated
root cause of violent conflicts or attacks.

14. An isolated focus on religion in descriptions oblence, conflicts and civil wars
often creates the risk of nourishing fatalisticitattes. The impression that seemingly
“perpetual” religious or denominational differendes at the root of respective problems
can exacerbate feelings of helplessness and leadatbion. However, if it is wrongly
assumed that certain violent conflicts have thetislve root causes in religious strife that
allegedly started centuries or even millennia dlys, will likely distract attention from the

5 See A/HRC/19/41, para. 21.
5 See A/HRC/14/22/Add.2, paras. 38 and 89.
" See CCPR/C/RUS/CO/6, para. 27.
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responsibilities that Governments, community leaderedia representatives, civil society
organizations and international agencies have today

15. Moreover, it is important to avoid “essentialistews that falsely ascribe violence
to the essence of certain religions or to religiogeneral. The formulation “violence in the
name of religion” in the present report is delilekachosen to emphasize the fact that the
perpetrators of violent crimes are always humandsinot religions as such. It is human
beings — individuals, groups, community leadersté&Strepresentatives, non-State actors
and others — who invoke religion or specific redigs tenets for the purposes of
legitimizing, stoking, spreading or escalating gimdte. In other words, the relationship
between religion and violence can never be an inmtedcne; it always presupposes
human agency, that is, individuals or groups whevely bring about that connection — or
who challenge that connection.

Inadequacy of the instrumentalization thesis

16. Whereas an isolated focus on religion ignores #tevance of political and other
non-religious factors, the “instrumentalization st8, by contrast, from the outset denies
that religious motives can play a genuine rolengidents of violence. Instead, it is assumed
that perpetrators of such violence merely “instratalize” religion for political, economic
or other mundane purposes. The term ‘“instrumentiddiz” conveys the impression that
religious persuasions themselves have little, iftling, to do with the acts of violence
perpetrated in their name.

17. However, downplaying the significance of religiaustives, fears and obsessions in
this context would be factually wrong and conceliyuanappropriate in many cases. It
would furthermore mean that religious communitiesl dheir leaderships are from the
outset excluded from taking any genuine resporitibidr violence in the name of religion
and, by implication, cannot contribute meaningftatiyards tackling the problem.

18. It remains true that acts of violence cannot bebatted to religions per se or to any
particular religion, as these acts are always @draut by human beings pursuing certain
aims in particular social, economic, political amdtorical contexts. Yet it is equally true
that human agency comprises a broad range of nsptineluding religious ones. While in
some cases violent attacks may be orchestrateddmhisvellian strategists who whip up
religious sentiments, there are obviously religidaisatics who seem to believe that, by
torturing or killing fellow human beings, they aatly perform a service to God. Moreover,
it is a disturbing reality that religious fanatiozay find some admirers and supporters
within their broader communities who mistakenlyortgo violence as a manifestation of
strong religious commitment. Religious communitiemd their leaders, including
theologians of various denominations, have a resipiity to tackle this problem on the
basis of a clear analysis of its various root causeluding narrow-minded and polarizing
interpretations of religious messages.

A broad range of factors and actors

19. The two above-mentioned simplistic interpretatiafteen appear in discussions
about violence in the name of religion. What batteipretations have in common is that,
albeit in different ways, they ignore relevant €ast and actors. The isolated focus on
religion neglects the significance of human agemcyeneral, political and other non-

religious factors in particular, thus possibly leadto fatalism in the face of seemingly
perpetual sectarian strife. By contrast, the imatrmtalization thesis trivializes the role that
religious motives may play in committing and supppay acts of violence, leading to

inadequate responses from religious communitieslagidleaders.
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20. The Special Rapporteur is convinced that policiesed at overcoming violence in
the name of religion must be based on a comprelensiderstanding of all underlying
factors and responsible actors. This is the sina gan for mobilizing all relevant
stakeholders to do their utmost to eliminate suolexce.

Root causes, factors and political circumstanese

21. Violence committed in the name of religion is a @bex reality. Given the word
limits of the present report, the Special Rapportaill restrict himself to a few non-
exhaustive typological observatichs.

Narrow-minded interpretations of religions

22. For many people, religion is a very emotional issleeply connected to feelings of
identity, devotion and group attachment. Religicosivictions can drive people to push
their boundaries and perform acts of solidarityinpassion and charity. However, this
enormous potential can also turn into a destrudiivee, feeding collective polarization,
narrow-mindedness and violent fanaticism.

23. Religious fanaticism is a danger that exists infedént religions and beliefs.
Attempts to derive a propensity for violence dilgdtom specific theological features of
particular religions are highly problematic. Notlypdo they fail to do justice to the wide
range of violent manifestations connected to mdftrént religions and beliefs, including
secular worldviews; they also neglect the decisaaor of human agency as pointed out
before.

24.  Although most religions claim a transcendent — emnthis sense “trans-human” —

origin, religious sources and normative codes afdomt always accommodate different
readings that are actively undertaken by humangseifhus, human agency is inevitably
involved in interpreting religious traditions, dogm laws or identities. Open-minded

interpretations that encourage tolerance, empatity solidarity across boundaries may
exist alongside narrow-minded interpretations ef same religion, which lead to polarized
worldviews and a militant rejection of people halgliother persuasions. Whatever the
ultimate origins of a religious belief are thougbtbe, human beings bear in any case
responsibility for the practical consequences thay draw from the interpretation of their

faith. This particularly applies to religious teach, preachers and community leaders,
whose influence should always be connected witbrdranced sense of responsibility.

25.  Whenever violence is justified by the invocatiorreligion or arrogated to religious

tenets, the specific interpretations, for exampldigious ideas, concepts, images or
anxieties, should be taken seriously. Although tebguld not be seen in isolation from
broader political and other factors, it would be teasy simply to dismiss polarizing

religious interpretations as mere excuses for attaggression. At the same time, the
pitfalls of essentialism can be avoided by beaningind that it is always human beings, in
their various roles and positions, who remain sponsible agents for any justifications
and commission of violence.

Loss of trust in public institutions

26. The seeds of religious fanaticism fortunately dda atways find fertile ground.
Whereas in many societies those promoting religimarsow-mindedness, violence or even
terrorism do not succeed in mobilizing many follosje in other countries their

8 See also A/HRC/25/58, paras. 16-70.
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opportunities may be higher. There are societieghith the voices of fanaticism resonate
strongly and in some countries they have even nah&ginfiltrate important parts of the
State apparatus or to lead the Government.

27. One main factor, which typically makes larger greupf people receptive to
messages of religious extremism, is a generaldbssist in public institutions. What often
starts with endemic corruption and political cramgimay end up in a total disenchantment
with State politics by large parts of the populatiBlowever, if people have lost any trust in
the fair functioning of public institutions, theyilixtry to manage their lives by resorting to
their own support networks. Frequently, such nekware defined along ethnic or religious
lines.

28. When overarching public institutions lose their dibdity, groupings defined by
ethnic and/or religious loyalties at the same tgaan more importance. Such fragmentation
processes typically produce inward-looking merigditcollective anxieties and attitudes of
general suspicion against everything happeningidmitsf the boundaries of one’s own
group. Where the willingness to trust people isdgedly shrinking to an internal circle,
collective narrow-mindedness will be a likely coggence. In this situation, polarizing
apocalyptic religious messages may become “atueictince they actually seem to match
the mind-set of people who feel that they live undiege in a hostile and dangerous
political environment. Everyday anxieties and railit religious messages may thus blend
into each other.

29. In such a precarious constellation, a sudden csisih as an incident or even mere
rumours can easily ignite mass-scale violence,udtinf atrocious acts of barbarism
justified in the name of religion. Owing to the kaof trustworthy overarching public
institutions, political hysteria may set in and thar poison the relationship between
competing communities. The end result of this visia@ycle can be a climate of political
paranoia in which militarized groups fight each esttby using all available means,
including religious condemnation and demonizatibfilitarized group identities defined
along religious lines and dichotomized religiougldaiews can thus reinforce each other.

30. The absence of trustworthy public institutions ofgpoes together with a decline of
public communication. If negative rumours remaichgcked by any counter-evidence that
could be presented and discussed in public disesuthey may harden into fully-fledged
conspiracy projections. In such situations, apqatadyimages and violent messages, which
can be found within different religious traditionsay provide interpretative patterns for
assessing contemporary anxieties, thereby becoraimgadditional factor of violent
escalation.

Policies of exclusion

31. While many of the most extreme acts of violenceéhim name of religion currently
occur in the context of failing or failed Statesat® agencies can also be directly involved
in violent sectarian polarization. This is ofter ttase where the State understands itself as
the guardian of one particular religion. If thisdasmpounded with an “official” or State
religion, the negative impact on people belongimgeligious minorities tends to be even
worse. Whereas the followers of the protected i@li) usually receive a privileged
treatment, adherents to other religions or beliefy suffer serious discrimination, such as
underrepresentation in public employment, exclusfoom higher education or even
deprivation of citizenship. The experience of systc exclusion almost inevitably leads
to divisiveness within the society.

32. Policies of exclusion in the field of religion ekignder different auspices. On the
one hand, there are a number of Governments tlsat theeir legitimacy on their role as
guardians of certain religious truth claims. Thpseple who do not adhere to the protected
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religion or those who follow interpretations deemiddviant” may be publicly attacked as

“infidels”, “apostates” or “heretics”; some Stateayneven exercise pressure in order to
forcibly convert them to the official religion dfi¢ country.

33. On the other hand, there is an even broader gréuptaies, including formally
secular States, which promote a particular religiberitage as an inherent part of their
national identity, without resorting to specifiautin claims. Such national heritage can
either consist of one religion, which has largdtamed the national history, or comprise a
number of different religions or beliefs, which arfficially recognized as constituting the
“traditional religious mosaic” of the nation. Inctathe fault lines resulting from harnessing
religion for the promotion of national identity eft run between “traditional” and “non-
traditional” religions, including religions or befs of immigrants. Individuals or groups
perceived as not fitting into the traditional seifderstanding of the nation may be
suspected of undermining national cohesion or exaimg as fifth columns in the interest
of “foreign powers” or “foreign donors”.

34. Policies of exclusion are often manifested in Hespiublic statements made by

populist politicians, usually in conjunction withcitement to religious hatred in the media.
Sometimes, even very small minorities are demonaedillegedly posing a dangerous
threat to the long-term survival of the nation,tbey are accused of being involved in
clandestine conspiracies. The Special Rapporteasrdfin noted a pronounced gender
dimension in hate speech, for example, the stolead bf far-reaching demographic

changes allegedly in a strategic attempt of mirewito get the upper hand in the long run,
and as a result of a hyperbolic sexual drive asdritb members of religious minorities,

who thereby are depicted as “primitive”. LGBT pemplave also been falsely portrayed in
religious discourse as “threatening” the surviviehaation or being part of a “conspiracy”

to control population growth.

35. Policies of exclusion may also manifest themseime®rmal acts of administration
or legislation. For instance, unwelcome religiougarities may confront insuperable
obstacles when trying to obtain a legal personadiigtus without which they cannot
develop an infrastructure needed for running tlmmmunity affairs in a sustainable
manner. Sometimes the very existence of such coitiesiin a country is deemed
“illegal”. As a result, people belonging to suctsaiminated minorities typically suffer
systematic harassment and intimidation. A factat flurther increases the likelihood of
harassment is anti-blasphemy laws or anti-prosetytiaws, which may threaten criminal
punishments for vaguely circumscribed “offencesbuftless examples demonstrate that
such laws disproportionately affect minorities. Me#ile, they may encourage self-
appointed vigilante groups to commit acts of violaggression, frequently with direct or
indirect support by law enforcement agencies.

Impunity, trivialization and the culture of silence

36. A major problem underneath violence in the namereadigion is a culture of
impunity that exists in quite a number of countri@ten, victims and their families report
that the authorities do not provide efficient pmi@n, that police reach the scene of
violence late or become bystanders watching theeglaf worship being torched or people
attacked by an aggressive mob. It is not alwayaralhether impunity results from a lack
of capacity or even reflects a certain degree ofgixity by parts of the State apparatus.

37. An additional factor that further aggravates theation is the tendency of certain
Governments to ignore or downplay the systemic maatses of violence in the name of
religion. When addressing the issue, they maydiize it as “sporadic incidents” allegedly
caused by a few irresponsible individuals, withacknowledging the broader structural or
political dimension of the issue. Official stattstidisplaying the frequency and patterns of
violence, including disaggregated data on the Uyither motives, often do not exist.
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38. In a climate of fear and intimidation in some coig® — either caused by

aggressive non-State actors or by repressive Goants — the population may largely
refrain from even talking about violence commitiedhe name of religion. This constitutes
yet another layer of the problem. The growing a@ltof silence, often exacerbated by
restrictive laws, prevents responsible stakeholffers tackling the problem publicly and

strategically. Overcoming the culture of silence aismajor precondition for holding

Governments accountable for relevant politicalardiand omissions, including situations
of impunity.

The human rights framework

39. The scourge of violence in the name of religiodscldr concerted action of States,
religious and belief communities, interreligiougtiatives, civil society and the media to
contain and eventually overcome this phenomenomaiturights provide the normative
framework in which any policies tackling the prableand its root causes must be
developed. Their potential in this regard is madifo

(@ Human rights represent a broad moral consermudorsed by the
international community and are binding under iméional law, thus combining moral
persuasiveness with legal force;

(b)  Human rights are connected with the establistiro€infrastructure-relevant
institutions at the global, regional, national asdbnational levels. This complex
infrastructure facilitates strategic cooperationtwsen different stakeholders in the
implementation and monitoring of human rights;

(c)  The infrastructure of human rights institutiomsd mechanisms at different
levels — from global to local — can furthermore héb build or restore trust among
people, particularly in situations in which publigstitutions in a society have largely
ceased to function adequately;

(d)  Although human rights as legal norms do notmtbelves constitute an
overarching belief-system, the underlying principle- such as the respect for human
dignity, the equality of all human beings and tlspiaation to universal justice — have
substantive overlaps with many religious, culturel ghilosophical traditions. Human
rights may therefore provide incentives for stréeging the awareness of the charitable
messages contained in different religions or beliaf order to build resilience against
messages of hatred and violence;

(e) Freedom of religion or belief, in conjunctionitiw other human rights,
provides the normative basis for the coexistenat @operation of people belonging to
most different religions or beliefs and obliges Btate to provide an inclusive framework.
Furthermore, freedom of religion or belief assutbat different communities and
subcommunities will receive protection.

40. This non-exhaustive list shows the potential of hanrights to bring together
various stakeholders who, in concerted actionsylshdo their utmost to combat violence
in the name of religion. Below, the Special Rappartdiscusses specific roles of some
relevant stakeholders in this area.
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(b)

Obligations and responsibilities under internaional law

Overarching obligations of the State

41. The State is not just another stakeholder alongsiaéous other actors and
institutions. As the formal guarantor of human tgghnder international law, the State has
an overarching obligation that can be divided cphealy into three levels, that is, the
obligations to respect, to protect and to promat@dn rights.

Obligations to respect

42.  For the context of the present discussion, thegatibns to respect chiefly require
that the State abandon all sorts of — formal oorimial — policies of exclusion by which
persons belonging to certain groups suffer discraton?® This has manifold
consequences. In particular, Government represegsamust clearly refrain from any
statements that may be perceived as condoninger emcouraging acts of violence that
target religious dissenters, religious minoritiesother groups of people. Legislation that
renders the existence of certain religious comnmamias such “illegal” in the country or
prevents them from developing a sustainable infuaire is incompatible with the
universal right to freedom of religion or beliefdashould be revoked. Such legislation
furthermore fuels resentments and may encourage didhtimidation, including by law
enforcement agencies. Moreover, the State shoupeéateanti-blasphemy laws, anti-
conversion laws and criminal laws that discriminagginst certain people according to
their religious affiliations or beliefs or crimina¢ their “dissident” practices. Apart from
further increasing the vulnerability of marginatizgroups or individuals, these laws may
give a pretext to vigilante groups and other pegtets of hatred for intimidating people
and committing acts of violence. Textbooks usedsfdrool education should not contain
stereotypes and prejudices that may stoke hostilensents against the followers of certain
religions or beliefs and groups that suffer syst@rdiscrimination, including women and
LGBT persons.

43. In order to operate as a credible guarantor ofdee of religion or belief for
everyone, the State should not identify itself aesolely with one particular religion or
belief (or one particular type of religions) at #xpense of equal treatment of the followers
of other faiths® As ample experience demonstrates, the use ofiaelig the context of
national identity politics always harbours aggradatrisks of discrimination against
minorities, for instance, against members of imuamigrreligious communities or new
religious movements, thus creating divisivenessiwithe society. Any exclusivist settings
should therefore be critically addressed and finadiplaced by an inclusive institutional
framework in which religious diversity can unfoldthout discrimination and without fear.

Obligations to protect

44. Violations of human rights do not only originaterfr the State; they are quite often
carried out by non-State actors. Nonetheless, tae $ears a responsibility for such acts
inasmuch as they may reflect inadequate humansrigiatection.

45.  Afirst step towards providing protection againstience in the name of religion is a
quick and unequivocal condemnation of any such, agtenever they occur, by high
representatives of the State. State representahasld indeed take the lead in rejecting
violence, expressing sympathy for victims and pidng public support for targeted

9 See Human Rights Committee general comment no. 2PROT21/Rev.1/Add.4, paras. 9 and 10.
10 See A/HRC/19/60, paras. 65 and 66.
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individuals or groups. Violent attacks targetingmhers of groups that face systematic
discrimination in the name of religion should belarstood as attacks on the entire society.
Public messages to that effect, however, can amlgredible if they openly address the root
causes, including systemic political conditions,ickhmay become enabling factors of
violence. Unfortunately, some Governments displatersdency to resort to policies of
trivializing violence by ascribing the incidents jost a few irresponsible individuals
without acknowledging the broader political dimems of the issue. Overcoming such
trivialization is the sine qua non for designinfeefive preventative and coping strategies.

46. A major issue in the context of protection agawistence in the name of religion is
the fight against impunity, wherever it exists. $aovho commit, or are complicit in, acts
of violence must always be brought to justice. Tieiguires training for law enforcement
agencies and the establishment of an efficientiadépendent judiciary. Moreover, anti-
discrimination legislation plays an indispensaldéerin protecting the equality of all in
their enjoyment of human rights, across religious denominational divides, thus
preventing or overcoming divisiveness within sogiet

47. While the States’ obligation to protect human righgquires them to take effective
measures to combat terrorism, the Special Rapgovteuld like to reiterate that States
must ensure that any measure taken to combat irrofully complies with their
obligations under international law, particularlynman rights, refugee and humanitarian
law. In this context, the targeting of specific gps, including members of particular
religious communities through so-called religiousfiling, is of concerrt!

Obligations to promote

48. Beyond respecting and protecting human rights,eStahould also take a broad
range of positive measures aimed at facilitatingirtteffective implementation. This
includes providing an appropriate framework in whiother stakeholders, including
religious communities, interreligious initiativesiyil society organizations, human rights
defenders and media professionals, can unfold speicific potential.

49. Moreover, the State itself should use all availalbleans — including formal and
informal education and community outreach — in orttepromote a culture of respect,
non-discrimination and appreciation of diversitythim society. In close consultation with
all relevant stakeholders, the State should deve#tipnal action plans against violence in
the name of religion. A useful document in this teo is the Rabat Plan of Action on the
prohibition of advocacy of national, racial or gilius hatred that constitutes incitement to
discrimination, hostility or violenc¥. The Rabat Plan of Action, elaborated with broad
participation by experts, Member States and civilisty organizations under the auspices
of the Office of the United Nations High Commissorfor Human Rights, can provide
guidance on how to build resilience in society againcitement to religious hatred and
concomitant acts of violence. Building resilienaxjuires a broad range of activities,
including educational efforts, early warning capiasi and policies on crisis preparedness,
by establishing channels of communication that Enatelevant actors to respond
strategically and swiftly.

50. National human rights institutions are particulastjted for the promotion of human
rights. Some of them have an explicit mandate o pgromoting intergroup relationships.
The Special Rapporteur would like to encourage thémluding their International

1 See A/HRC/4/21, paras. 40-42.
12 see A/HRC/22/17/Add.4, annex.
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Coordinating Committee, to take an active ownersffighe Rabat Plan of Action and
develop strategies to eliminate the root causesoténce in the name of religion.

51. Furthermore, States should safeguard the memoajl giopulation groups, and of
religious communities in particular, including byewloping and protecting national
archives, memorial museums and monuments.

Responsibility to protect populations from genoide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing
and crimes against humanity

52. At the 2005 World Summit, Heads of State and Gowemt committed to the
responsibility to protect their populations fronrmgeide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and
crimes against humanity.This entails the responsibility of States to pcottheir own
populations from atrocity crimes; the responsipitid help other States do so through the
provision of international assistance; and the gasjbility to take collective action when a
State manifestly fails to protect its populatiom.particular, the word “populations” refers
to all people living within a State’s territory, wether citizens or not, and including
religious groups. The principle builds on existioigligations under international law and
embodies a political determination to prevent a@spond to atrocity crimes, but does not
itself have an independent legal character.

53. In his 2009 report on implementing the respongibito protect (A/63/677), the
Secretary-General established a framework for impling the responsibility to protect
principle on the basis of three equal, mutuallyfaicing and non-sequential pillars. The
first pillar encompasses the responsibility of emtividual State to protect its populations
from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing anehesi against humanity. The second pillar
focuses on the provision of international assistamt the basis of paragraphs 138 and 139
of the 2005 World Summit Outcome, which asserts tha international community
should, as appropriate, encourage and help Statestcise this responsibility, and that the
international community should also support thetéthiNations in establishing an early
warning capability and assist those which are ustheiss before crises and conflicts break
out. The third pillar outlines options for takingliective action, in a timely and decisive
manner and in accordance with the Charter of theedrNations, should peaceful means
be inadequate and where national authorities areifestly failing to protect their
populations:*

Obligations of non-State armed groups

International human rights law

54.  While international human rights law traditionalbcused only on the obligations of
States? an evolving approach recognizes the importanceiapact of certain non-State
actors, arguing that some human rights obligatades apply to them, including non-State
armed groups with (or arguably even without) effextcontrol over a territory. In that
regard, the Committee on the Elimination of Disénation against Women stressed in its
general recommendation No. 30 (2013) on women iiilico prevention, conflict and post-
conflict situations, that “under certain circumstas, in particular where an armed group
with an identifiable political structure exercissggnificant control over territory and
population, non-State actors are obliged to respé&amational human rights®.

See General Assembly resolution 60/1, paras. ©88.a@9.

See also www.un.org/en/preventgenocide/advis@dresbility.shtml; and A/69/266, paras. 78-85.
See CCPR/C/21/Rev.1/Add.13, para. 8.

See CEDAW/C/GC/30, para. 16.
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55. Special procedures and commissions of Inquiry helse addressed human rights
violations committed in the name of religion by aangroups with effective control over
territory!” “Effective control” means that the non-State arngedup has consolidated its
control and authority over a territory to such ameat that it can exclude the State from
governing the territory on a more than temporargisd Furthermore, armed groups
without effective control over territory have bebeld to have committed human rights
violations®® In May 2014, a report by the United Nations Missio the Republic of South
Sudar® stressed that the most basic human rights oldiggitin particular those emanating
from peremptory international law (jus cogens),dbboth the State and armed opposition
groups in times of peace and during armed conflict.

International humanitarian law

56. In the event that a non-State armed group is gargn armed conflict, international
humanitarian law can also be invoked. Article 3 own to the four Geneva Conventions
of 1949 defines certain minimum guarantees thapatlies involved in a non-international
armed conflict should observe, including to tremaall circumstances persons who take no
active part in the hostilities humanely, withouyatdverse distinction founded on religion
or faith. Furthermore, a number of norms contaiinettie Geneva Conventions of 1949 and
the Additional Protocols | and Il of 1977 have iteeat the status of customary international
law and, as such, are binding on all parties tcatineed conflicé’

57. Most notably, international humanitarian law regsithat both the State and non-
State armed groups take all measures to minimigeirtipact of violence on civilians,
respect the principles of distinction and propaordiity when carrying out military
operations and ensure the safety and protecti@ivitiins by enabling them to leave areas
affected by violence in safety and dignity as veslito access basic humanitarian assistance
at all times?

International criminal law

58. Certain conduct of members of non-State armed groogy also trigger individual
responsibility under international criminal law. &fRome Statute of the International
Criminal Court provides definitions of “genocide’h iarticle 6, of “crimes against
humanity” in article 7 and of “war crimes” in atéc8. These provisions also include
several references to the terms “religious” orifjieh”, for example, in article 6 (“acts
committed with intent to destroy, in whole or inrfpa [...] religious group, as such”),
article 7, paragraph 1 (h), (“persecution against mlentifiable group or collectivity on
[...] religious [...] grounds”) as well as article 8, agagraphs 2 (b)(ix) and (e)(iv),
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See, for example, A/56/253, paras. 27 and 30,aroiny the Taliban; A/HRC/2/7, para. 19,
concerning Hezbollah; A/HRC/18/48, para. 31, concgyil-Shabaab; and
www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/HRCouncil/ColSyria/HRRP_ISIS _14Nov2014.pdf,
concerning Islamic State in Iraq and the Levant.

See article 42 of the Regulations respecting tivesland Customs of War on Land;
CCPR/C/21/Rev.1/Add.13, para. 10; and CAT/C/GC/2, para. 16.

See www2.ohchr.org/SPdocs/Countries/LRAReport_Deeed@®9 E.pdf and
www2.ohchr.org/SPdocs/Countries/LRAReport_SudanbBwer2009.doc, concerning the Lord’s
Resistance Army.

See www.unmiss.unmissions.org/Portals/unmiss/Hd628Rights%20Reports/
UNMISS%20Conflict%20in%20South%20Sudan%20-%20A%20E0%20Rights%20Report.pdf.
See Jean-Marie Henckaerts and Louise Doswald-E&ekomary International Humanitarian Law,
Volume |: Rules, International Committee of the Red Cross (Cambridiganbridge University Press,
2005), with rules 3, 27, 30, 38, 40, 88, 104 and 4i2=cifically referring to “religious” issues.

See www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNspg?NewsID=14884&LangID=E.
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(“[iIntentionally directing attacks against buildjs dedicated to religion, [...] provided they
are not military objectives”).

59. Individual criminal responsibility is essential émsuring accountability for gross or
serious violations of international human rightsl &umanitarian law. However, according
to article 25, paragraph 3 (f), of the Rome Statlageperson who abandons the effort to
commit the crime or otherwise prevents the comptetf the crime shall not be liable for
punishment under this Statute for the attempt torod that crime if that person
completely and voluntarily gave up the criminal pase”. Hence, this provision in
combination with the threat of possible internasibprosecution may hopefully influence
individual members of non-State armed groups tondba their efforts to commit
international crimes.

Roles of other stakeholders

Religious communities and their leaderships

60. Perpetrators of violence typically represent corapeely small segments of the
various religious communities to which they belongpile the large majority of believers
are usually appalled to see violence perpetratetidmame of their religion. It is all the
more important for the majorities and their leadevho do not endorse the violence, to
speak out against it. In some countries, religiotdmmunities organize broad
demonstrations and use all available media to plybtiondemn religious justifications of
violent atrocities. However, there are also situaiin which the silence of the majority
and their leaders is quite “deafening”, thus fallyjueaving the public stage to small
aggressive grougs.Speaking out in these situations often requirasage, determination
and the ability to seize opportunities to intervahnehe right moment when violence arises
and can still be contained and curbed.

61. Overcoming a culture of silence, wherever it exigighe face of violent attacks is
of paramount importance. Often, perpetrators ofevice pretend to act on behalf of a
“silent majority”. Religious fanatics furthermonéé to portray themselves as “heroes” and
a religious avant-garde that ultimately promotes ititerests of their community. As long
as the majorities and broader communities remagelg silent, extremists can easily play
this game. They may feel that they have carte blario perform acts of violence and to
sell these atrocities as manifestations of religidevotion.

62. Overcoming the culture of silence is not an eask tad, depending on the specific
situation, such attempts can be quite risky. Omblpm is that extremist religious groups
typically receive or seek to use broad media caeravhereas voices of peace and
reconciliation often remain at the margins of palaitention. Although this can be a highly
frustrating experience, it should never serve asxamse for remaining silent. The cynical
belief that bad news makes for good sales mustpretent other members of religious
communities from bringing forward their views aeliy. Moreover, in a climate of
intimidation, many believers, for fear of reprisatsay refrain from speaking out publicly.
In such situations, fellow believers living in saflitical environments should lend their
voices and clearly condemn violence committed érthme of their religion.

63. The Special Rapporteur has seen impressive arn@nde statements issued by
representatives of religious communities, thasiaiements which are clear, theologically
profound and passionateHowever, he has also come across public rejectbr®lence

3 gee, for example, A/HRC/19/60/Add.2, para. 65 (RepuiiiMoldova).
% gee, for example, A/HRC/25/58/Add.1, para. 35 (Siegone) and A/HRC/25/58/Add.2, para. 16
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which remain disappointingly abstract, because tleg based on the problematic
assumption that violence results from a mere ‘umgntalization” of religion and,
accordingly, has little, if anything, to do withliggous motives. Yet, such rejections based
on a trivialization of religious motives will themises remain trivial. As discussed earlier,
the instrumentalization thesis one-sidedly attelsuthe problem to external, non-religious
factors while too quickly discarding the potentielevance also of religious obsessions and
theological views.

64. Religious communities and especially their represteres and intellectual leaders
should not succumb to the temptation to reducésthee of violence in the name of religion
to mere “misunderstandings” and external abuseis Whuld amount to an irresponsible
trivialization of the problem. Instead, when deglimith the issue of such violence,
theologians and religious leaders should actualfyose themselves to the disturbing fact
that perpetrators of violence — or at least somin@fn — may be convinced to perform an
act of service to God when killing fellow humansaking seriously these ideas, however
bizarre and distorted they may seem, is the pratondor giving sufficiently profound
responses. Only by confronting the perverse “ditragess” of violent religious extremism
for some people, including people living in preoas and volatile political circumstances,
will it be possible to tackle the various root casisof violence, including polarizing
religious interpretations and incitement to religgchatred.

65. Beyond a clear condemnation of violence committedtie name of religion,
communities and their leaders should positively nmte empathy, tolerance and an
appreciation of diversity. They should challenge tfeligious extremists’ authenticity
claims by exposing the ignorance of their viewshaf charitable core messages contained
in religious traditions. Religious communities aswholars may also play an important role
in rehabilitation and reintegration programs foolent extremist offenders and foreign
fighters who returned to their country of origins@a with a view to neutralize possible
future radicalization effort&.

2. Interreligious initiatives

66. The potential of interreligious communication fareocoming violence in the name
of religion is enormou® Many examples demonstrate that violence frequestburs in
the absence of any trustful communication acrokgioas or denominational boundaries,
and the related vacuum of ideological power. Thasoes for the lack or decline of
intergroup communication can be manifold, rangingnt broader processes of societal
fragmentation and policies of exclusion to the deimation of others in polarizing
religious interpretations. Whatever the reasona articular situation may be, initiatives
aimed at improving the relationship between diffieraeligious communities can
substantially contribute to preventing violent datian. In-depth research into a number of
cases of communal violence has led to the conclutat acts of violence could be
contained to a certain degree in localities whenarounities had developed a sustainable
culture of cross-boundary communication. Apart fridsrpreventative potential, intergroup
communication therefore also helps to alleviateasibns in which mass-scale violence
actually occurs.

(Jordan).

See, for example, www.thegctf.org/documents/103%230/Rome+Memorandum-English. and
www.thegctf.org/documents/10162/140201/14Sept19+Hague-
Marrakech+FTF+Memorandum.pdf.

% gee A/HRC/22/51/Add.1, para. 90 (Cyprus), A/HRC/25(&8a. 44 and A/66/156, paras. 21-69.
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67. For interreligious communication to be productipartners should meet on an equal
footing and there should always be room for a nmegfnl exchange beyond mere ritualistic
encounters. A broad representation, including gebdkince and participation of different
generations, can ensure that larger populationsat@nactive ownership of such initiatives,
thus enhancing their sustainability. There is maphce for improvements in this regard,
since women, including feminist theologians, ar@idglly very underrepresented in
interreligious dialogue initiatives. Their voice®aadly absent in many projects. The roles
of women human rights defenders should also be @exinas they can contribute to a less
patriarchal interpretation of religions that digpoationately affect the rights of women,
girls and LGBT persons.

68. Projects that involve interreligious cooperatiom ¢eve far-reaching impacts. One
very positive recent development is the enhanceatrigligious cooperation in providing
aid for refugees and internally displaced pergérispart from supporting people who are
living under dire conditions, such cooperation asads a much-needed message of hope
to these communities and to the international conitpuand constitutes good practices
that may inspire others.

69. Some initiatives have led to the formal establishiraf interreligious councils in
which people of different religious and denominatibbackgrounds meet regularly. This
can be useful to ensure a sustainable cooperatirkeep the forces of violent extremism
at bay. At the same time, there are also manytiitiens of informal grass-root initiatives
with the purpose of cherishing trustful relationQuite surprisingly, everyday
communication across religious divides may evemstexi the local level in countries that
are torn by religious extremism and violent condlicFiguratively speaking, even in a
desert of violent political paranoia, people cominating across boundaries can uphold
certain oases of common sense that certainly deseve acknowledged, strengthened and
supported politically.

70. Interreligious communication and intergroup coofierahave a key function in all
agendas to overcome violence in the name of ralighithough people who meet regularly
across boundaries will not necessarily agree oisslies, they will realize that followers of
other religions and denominations are not “aliemsth totally different mentalities or
feelings. This is an important experience and acqudition for overcoming hostile
stereotypes. Discovering common concerns, wornesisterests may also be the first step
for developing joint action plans for tackling ttaot causes of violence more strategically.

Civil society

71. Civil society organizations differ from religiousommunities in that they
predominantly locate themselves in the “civil” spheéWhat brings people together in civil
society organizations is not, or not primarily, @mmnon religious belief or practice, but
rather joint commitments to address issues of comouncerns, including human rights.
This does not preclude the possibility that quiteuanber of civil society organizations at
the same time understand themselves as beingtfaséd.

72. The expertise gained by civil society organizatiammdispensable for assessing the
human rights situation, including freedom of redigiior belief. For victims of human rights
violations and people living under conditions ohstant intimidation, it is reassuring to
know that civil society organizations monitor theituations and alert relevant authorities
and the public when necessary. They provide infionaadvice, guidance, assistance and
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For example, cooperation between the organizatiotfseran World Federation and Islamic Relief
Worldwide; see www.lutheranworld.org/news/Iwf-arstaimic-relief-sign-memorandum-
understanding.
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sometimes protection, including by following up iodividual cases. The findings of civil
society organizations can also assume an early imgarfunction, notably in volatile
situations.

73. Moreover, in the face of violent aggression, cisiiciety plays a major role in
overcoming a culture of silence wherever this exi#t is important for individuals and
groups targeted by incitement to religious hatned @olent attacks to experience solidarity
support and that others speak out on their beGaifrcoming silence is likewise needed to
challenge the claims of perpetrators of hatreddbbim the name of a “silent majority”.
Speaking out against such violence, and the bropdétical or religious dimensions
involved with these problems, can be dangerous. reftwe, local civil society
organizations may need international networks fermt&them in situations where they are
threatened?®

74. Different faith-based and secular civil societyamigations work together and have
created common platforms. Beyond the pragmatic rtdges of joining forces, such
cooperation also demonstrates that a commitmemtitean rights can create and strengthen
solidarity across all religious, cultural and pbkidghical divides. This is an important
message in itself. The Special Rapporteur has cacness impressive examples in this
regard, for example, initiatives taken by Christ@wvil society organizations in support of
atheists or Buddhists under threat and public statdés made by Baha'i representatives
against the persecution of Shia Muslims. Such attsolidarity have a highly symbolic
value.

Contributions by the media

75. While the media, including the Internet, are fragye used to stoke intergroup
hostilities by spreading false, biased or partis#ormation and hateful messages that
incite violence, they can also be harnessed tefostoss-boundary communication and
promote policies of tolerance, reconciliation andmeration. In short, the media are a part
of the problem, but they must certainly be parthef solution.

76. Hostile media campaigns can have disastrous effectseople’s mindset and in the
long run can undermine people’s common sense, iggeat climate of confusion and
collective hysteria. The most important antidote hiostile media campaigns targeting
religious minorities or other groups is the diligessearch of facts.

77. Fact-finding may also include a public analysiscoflective historical traumas.
Meaningful communication across boundaries requhlegossibility that people can agree
— or at least partially agree — on important famiscerning intricate historic legacies. It
is no coincidence that reconciliation commissiossally also have the aspiration of “truth”
in their titles (typically being called “truth arrdconciliation commissions”), because only
on the basis of agreeing on at least some elenyehistoric facts can communities tackle
traumatic historic legacies that otherwise wouldehtne potential of tearing societies apart.
The “ghosts of the past” can only be put to restpoyplic debates based on a careful
research of facts. Here again, public discoursiitited by a rich landscape of independent
and critical media has an important function.

78. The media play an indispensable role in bringinguala culture of public discourse.
Where such a culture remains underdeveloped or m@arexistent, prejudiced messages
against groups that face systematic discriminatisoally find fertile ground, because
hostile rumours remain unchecked by factual evideaad fearful narratives can hardly be
exposed to public scrutiny or counter-narrativessifvely speaking, a developed culture of
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open and frank public communication across bouedais a prerequisite necessary for
preventing resentments from escalating to fullglfjed conspiracy projections.

79. The media are moreover needed for overcoming thareuof silence, wherever it
exists, in the face of violence in the name ofgiel. In conjunction with civil society
organizations, representatives of the media shopkhly address incidents of violence,
their root causes and political circumstances. &mculture of impunity and a culture of
silence often go hand in hand, putting an end &hssilence may also be a first step
towards tackling the problem of impunity. Journ@liand other media workers who operate
in dangerous environments require networks to defeem against violent threats.

80. Moreover, impressive media projects bear witnegsh@éaenormous positive potential
of the media in facilitating cross-boundary undamgings. This may also include the
production of fiction aimed at overcoming sociatalides. Particularly after experiences of
traumatic collective violence, positive media @itves can help restore the faculty of
empathy by making people aware that the membecathefr religions or beliefs, far from
being “aliens”, in fact have quite similar feargples and feelings. Generally, the potential
impact of media work across religious or otherdida can hardly be overemphasized.

81. Freedom of religion or belief cannot flourish withdreedom of expression, and the
human rights enshrined in close neighbourhood titles 18 and 19 of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights and the Internationaléhant on Civil and Political Rights
mutually reinforce each other. Like most other homights, freedom of expression is not
without possible limits, and there can be situaion which the State has to impose
restrictions, for instance, in order to protectgéded minorities against advocacy of
religious hatred that constitutes incitement tocuisination, hostility or violence.
However, bearing in mind the high value of free ocwmication and the indispensable
functions of the media to facilitate public disdoss, any limitations imposed on freedom
of expression must be enacted with a high degreengdirical and normative diligence.
Limitations must meet all the criteria enshrined article 19, paragraph 3, of the
International Covenant, which are further spelletitoy the Human Right Committee in its
general comment no. 33Moreover, the Rabat Plan of Action also sets & tigeshold for
any restrictions on freedom of expression, inclgdfior the application of article 20,
paragraph 2, of the International Covenént.

82. Indeed, the best antidote to hate speech is “neech”, in the sense of nuanced
and precise media reporting, self-regulating bodie$a fair representation of religious and
other minorities within the media, careful facteing in order to dispel myths and check
negative gossiping, public statements by civil etci organizations, sustainable
interreligious communication and clear anti-violenanessages sent by religious
communities, as elaborated above.

[1l. Conclusions and recommendations

83. Violence in the name of religion does not “erupt” m analogy to natural
catastrophes and it should not be misconstrued a$ié inevitable result of sectarian
hostilities that supposedly originated centuries omillennia ago, thus seemingly lying
outside of the scope of the responsibility that diérent actors have today. It is

29 See CCPRI/CIGC/34, paras. 21-52; see also principlasdl12 of the Camden Principles on
Freedom of Expression and Equality, available fuaww.article19.org/data/files/pdfs/standards/the-
camden-principles-on-freedom-of-expression-and-kguzdf.

30 see A/HRC/22/17/Add.4, appendix, para. 29.
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important to overcome fatalistic attitudes that ofen stem from simplistic descriptions
of the phenomena. Rather than being rooted in seenuly “perpetual” religious
antagonisms, violence in the name of religion is pycally caused by contemporary
factors and actors, including political circumstanes, which provide the fertile ground
for the seeds of hatred.

84. While it would be wrong to focus on religion in istation when analysing the
problem, it would be equally simplistic to reduce eligious motives to mere “excuses
for violent crimes perpetrated in their name. What is needed is a holistic
understanding of the various factors involved in vdlence committed in the name of
religion. Typical factors are the lack of trust inthe rule of law and fair functioning of

public institutions; narrow-minded and polarizing interpretations of religious

traditions that may bring about societal fragmentaton processes with far-reaching
negative repercussions on social relations; and poies of deliberate exclusion, often in
conjunction with narrowly defined national identity politics and other factors; denial

and impunity for serious violations of internationd human rights and humanitarian

law.

85. Only a full account of the various root causes ofte problems can build an
awareness of the joint responsibility, which a brod range of actors have in fighting
violence committed in the name of religion. Againsthis background, the Special
Rapporteur formulates the recommendations below adessed to the various
stakeholders.

Recommendations to all relevant stakeholders

86. Government representatives, religious communities;ivil society organizations,
the media and other relevant stakeholders should fect and speak out promptly,
clearly and loudly against any acts of violence comitted in the name of religion as
well as related incitement to violence and discrinmation in law and practice, thus
overcoming the culture of silence that exists in $oe countries. They should act swiftly
and in concert to deter and stop such violence.

87. Public condemnations against violence committed irthe name of religion
should be made on the basis of an adequately compl@analysis of the problem,
including its underlying systemic root causes.

88. The different stakeholders should jointly contribute to the containment and
eventual elimination of violence committed in the ame of religion by making creative
use of their space and specific potential. They shlol also cooperate in neutralizing
any possible radicalization efforts that target foeign fighters who returned to their
country of origin.

Recommendations to different State institutions

89. States have the responsibility to protect its popations, whether nationals or
not, from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing ahcrimes against humanity, and
from their incitement.

90. States have the obligation to act swiftly to stopas of violence committed in the
name of religion, against individuals, groups and laces of worship. Overcoming a
culture of impunity, wherever it exists, must be gpriority. Those who commit or are
complicit in acts of violence must be brought to jstice.
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91. States should safeguard the memory of all populatiogroups, and of religious
communities in particular, including by developingand protecting national archives,
memorial museums and monuments.

92. States must respect freedom of religion or beliefral all other human rights
when undertaking actions to contain and combat agast violence in the name of
religion.

93. Legislation that renders the existence of certaingligious communities “illegal”
in the country should be revoked.

94. States should repeal anti-blasphemy laws, anti-copvsion laws and any other
discriminatory criminal law provisions, including those based on religious laws.

95. States should provide disaggregated data on acts wiblence committed in its
jurisdiction, including on possible religious motivations.

96. In order to operate as a credible guarantor of fredom of religion or belief for

everyone, the State should not identify itself exasively with one particular religion or

belief at the expense of equal treatment of the folwers of other faiths. Any exclusivist
settings should be replaced by an inclusive institional framework in which religious

diversity can unfold without discrimination and without fear.

97. Anti-discrimination legislation should protect the equality of all in their
enjoyment of human rights, across religious or derinational divides, thus
preventing or overcoming divisiveness within socigt States should in particular take
steps to assure that the rights of all will be pratcted so that all can feel safe in their
religions or beliefs.

98. In close consultation with all relevant stakeholdes, States should develop
national action plans on how to prevent violence eomitted in the name of religion,
but also other forms of religious persecution cared out by State agencies or non-
State actors.

99. Texthooks used for school education should not caaih negative stereotypes
and prejudices, which may stoke discrimination or lostile sentiments against any
groups, including the followers of certain religiors or beliefs.

100. States should use all available means, including ecation and community
outreach, in order to promote a culture of respect, non-discrimination and
appreciation of diversity within the larger society.

101. National human rights institutions are encouraged @ take an active ownership
of the Rabat Plan of Action on the prohibition of alvocacy of national, racial or
religious hatred that constitutes incitement to disrimination, hostility or violence, for
the development of strategies towards eliminating he root causes of violence
committed in the name of religion.

102. States should refrain from stoking violent religiols extremism in other
countries.

Recommendations to religious communities

103. When religious communities and their leaders addresany violence committed
in the name of their religion, they should take saously the relevance, inter alia, of
religious motives often stemming from narrow-minded polarizing and patriarchal
interpretations of religious traditions.
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104. In situations in which speaking out against violene may be dangerous, fellow
believers living in safer political environments sbuld lend their voices and clearly
condemn violence committed in the name of their raion.

105. Religious communities and their leaders should proote empathy, respect,
non-discrimination and an appreciation of diversity They should challenge the
authenticity claims of religious extremists by expsing their views as being ignorant of
the charitable core messages contained in religiousaditions. Additionally, they
should share with others their beliefs in the impatance of respecting the rights of
others, thereby contributing to a sense that the ghts of all will be respected.

106. Religious communities should feel encouraged to sta initiatives of
interreligious communication and cooperation, incluing the establishment of
interreligious councils. A broad representation, irluding gender balance and
participation of different generations, can ensurethat larger populations can take
active ownership of such initiatives.

Recommendations to civil society organizations

107. Civil society organizations should continue to cadict information about the
situation of human rights and support people livingunder conditions of intimidation
by following up on their cases.

108. The findings of civil society organizations shouldbe more systematically used in
their early warning function, notably in volatile situations.

109. Civil society should continue to play a role in oweoming a culture of silence in
the face of violence committed in the name of relign, thereby sending a signal of
solidarity to targeted individuals and groups.

110. Faith-based and secular civil society organizationshould work together,
including by creating common platforms, thereby deronstrating that a commitment
to human rights can create solidarity across all rigious, cultural and philosophical
divides.

111. Human rights defenders operating in dangerous situ#ons deserve particular
attention and support by networks designed to defahthe defenders.

Recommendations to the media

112. In close collaboration with civil society organizaibns, representatives of the
media should defend their independence, professioliem and integrity and address
incidents of violence, their various root causes anhthe political circumstances in
which they take place.

113. The media should help to bring about a culture of pblic discourse that is a
prerequisite to checking hostile rumours and fearfl narratives, which should be
exposed to public scrutiny or counter-narratives inorder to prevent them from
escalating to fully-fledged conspiracy projections.

114. Careful fact-finding is the most important antidote to negative media
campaigns that target religious minorities or othergroups. Such fact-finding may also
include a public analysis of collective historicatraumas.
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115. The media can help restore the faculty of empathyyb making people aware
that the members of groups facing systematic disarination, far from being “aliens”,
have quite similar fears, hopes and feelings.

Recommendations to the international community

116. The international community is reminded of its duty to assist and build the
capacity of States in fulfilling their commitmentsto the responsibility to protect their
populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleaing and crimes against humanity,
as concluded in the 2005 World Summit.

117. Human rights mechanisms, including the special praaures, treaty bodies and
universal periodic review, are encouraged to addrasthe issue of violence in the name
of religion and State involvement in such violence.

118. The international community should hold States anchon-State armed groups
to account and make them aware of their existing diyations under international law,
including human rights, humanitarian, criminal and refugee law.
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