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Ireland was the 19th country, and the capital aftireland, Dublin, was the 24th city
reached by the torch bearer in the afternoon obkt17th, 2007. This was not a
false start of the Olympic flame. Rather, this koix part of the "THuman Rights Torch
Relay” and was lit in Athens last summer, a yedoteethe beginning of the Summer
Olympics. This relay was initiated by the Coalitimninvestigate the Persecution of
Falun Gong (CIPFG). Its message is as unambigudtiseadeclaration of the human
rights itself: As long as the repression and perisec of people are part of the
Chinese agenda, the Olympic Games should not lokeiméhis nation.

While this Human Rights Torch Relay was not broughte attention of the general
public, the Olympic fire has been rushing from engbarrassing situation to the next
in the past weeks and months. Thousands of policemeee needed to make it
possible for the Olympic fire to be carried arotineé world. In Great Britain, the
torch was nearly torn out of a runner’s hand. lanf€e, it was necessary on several
occasions to extinguish the fire and transpory ibbs.

The Olympic flame was lit in Athens on March 24tthe Olympic fire symbolises the
spirit of friendship, of fairness and mutual redpéte team spirit of the Olympic
movement. This spirit is defined in an official papf the International Olympic
Committee (I0C) as follows: "The Olympic Games insfhumanity to overcome
political, economic, gender, racial or religiouffeliences and to forge friendships in
spite of those differences.” (The Olympic Museu®)?). The fire was carried onto
the highest mountain of the world, the Mount Eveneime days ago. The Olympic
spirit is above all, on the roof top of the worlthis idea seems extraordinarily
cynical as one remembers that the Mount Evergsridy situated on Tibetan
territory.

Falun Gong and Tibet — both have become symbdisimian rights jeopardized by
the People’s Republic of China. There can be ndtthat the complaints about
massive human rights violations in this growingremic nation are true.



Dramatic changes in the actions and attitudespefraon are frequently the result of
existential crises; quite possibly, this is alaeetof states. While in Burma because of
the cyclone a fortnight ago, basically a firm adimee to the old policy of isolation
towards the international community can be obser@iha after the immense
earthquake with its epicentre in the region of 8ahshows signs of a new opening
up. Of course, the media coverage is restrictextefully selected sites and therefore
the news report only special heroic acts of resbueall the same, news in such
detail are something new and activates a wavelnfasiy. It is also something
entirely new, that helpers from abroad are peruhifteact on the scene of the
catastrophe; the Chinese government has receivedrfaffers to this effect from
South Korea, Russia, even Japan. one gets theseipne that what is beneficiary to
human beings has for the time being a higher pyithan the self-promotion of

China as a nation independent of the internatioaaimunity. It is to be hoped that in
these aspects of this heart-rending catastropbadatie of a new China begins to
emerge — all people in this great and remarkahlatry could only benefit.

In its latest international report from 2007, therfan rights organisation Amnesty
International (ai) complains about "unfair trials&dministrative detention without
charge or trial”; "torture and ill-treatment” ordltontinuing use of the death penalty
in China. In conclusion, Amnesty International esathat violations of human rights
are part of everyday life in the Republic of Chimle politics of economic reform
have achieved significant changes and also moeeldra for the individual since the
end of the seventies, but there has been no funtah@ogress on certain questions
of human rights. Any form of opposition is stillmaressed. Especially members of
ethnic and religious minorities have suffered repi@n by the government. Although
the Chinese government has shown itself more apénoran rights issues, they have
hardly taken any measures to put an end to conginaiiman rights violations and to
effectively protect their citizens against abudeeyrare also unwilling to allow for
foreign investigation into the situation in thedaVictims of human rights abuses in
the People’s Republic of China come from everyaatratum. On account of the
arbitrary nature of the Chinese legal system, aeayaino deliberately or unwittingly
comes into conflict with Chinese authorities magdiae a victim of human rights
violations (ai report, November 2007).

Religious groups have also experienced that thewg @enied human rights. Religious
communities in China do not have the right to datee their own affairs. As the
party and the state interfere with and controlititernal affairs of religious
communities, they routinely violate their humarhti¢p religious freedom. Muslims
are affected in specific regions in the same wa@lasstians, as well as Buddhists all
over the country, especially the Tibetan peopléaéautonomous region of Tibet and
in the bordering provinces.

China’s example shows that the topic of human sidflats a continuing and sad
relevance. Although the idea of human rights hagnbeen granted more attention
than today since the media’s abilities have beereasing constantly, although
human rights have never before met with such géapmaoval, they are still
endangered and jeopardised in many ways.

Only if we get to the point, as the great Germaitopbpher Immanuel Kant said, that
the violation of human rights committed in one pl@an be felt in every place, only



then will the idea of a cosmopolitan right ceasbdamo more than an unrealistic idea
of right, but become a category embedded in pesglensciousness. In other words:
The media’s ability to communicate facts even agreat distances is a prerequisite
for us to speak of universal human rights. Todag have come closer to this point
than ever before in the history of humanity.

And yet, we still need constant, decisive actianhieman rights. The international
community cannot and should not gloss over viokegiof human rights occurring in
China or any other state in the world, for reasafsowardice or in sacrifice to
economy, politics or sport.

In the current situation, it is dishonest to letve decisions to the athletes. They are
the weakest link in the chain. | admire the courafggportsmen and women who
consider staying away from the opening ceremorth@Olympic Games. They
should be supported by the IOC, who awarded th&a@crto Beijing seven years ago.
Let us assume this was done with the best of ilmtestt A huge international event
like the Olympic Games was expected to communigatessage of fairness, equality
and freedom. More than 20,000 journalists fromoaér the world will be examining
and reporting on the human rights situation. Lastirternational contacts will be
established and developed. But if the IOC remailasatsin all of this, it will not serve
the human rights well. Whether or not a natioreisais about human rights will
become particularly visible in their political dsicins: Any nation can make a
symbolic statement by boycotting the opening cergmo

A peaceful torch relay for human rights is an eémgiidea. The human rights shall go
round the world. They shall shine their light indfaay places and provide a shared
point of orientation for all people and nationseytshall ignite people’s hearts like
fire.

In 2008, Northern Ireland is celebrating a sigmificanniversary of the human rights’
development. A few weeks ago, on April 10th, we oeemorated the tenth
anniversary of the Belfast/Good Friday Agreemeiiteralmost 30 years of violence,
in which about 3,600 people died and at least 4Dp@dple were injured, during
which innumerable human rights violations occuraed terror and fear were part of
everyday life in Northern Ireland, all the confiigd parties involved signed a peace
agreement on April 10th, 1998. The parties promisededicate themselves to "the
achievement of reconciliation, tolerance and mutiuest, and to the protection and
vindication of the human rights of all”. This inded a range of plans to promote
human rights in Northern Ireland — especially tegalopment of a Bill of Rights for
Northern Ireland, the establishment of a Human Riglommission and reforms of
police and criminal justice system.

And yet, in the last ten years human rights grdwpge often complained that
progress has not been made fast enough and thilitbé Rights has been a long
time in coming. Although the Northern Ireland Hunf@ights Commission was
already founded in 1999, the human rights viola&gioommitted during the time of the
"troubles” have still not been dealt with sufficign- also, the lack of progress seems
to be in the way of police reforms. Human rightgasrisations claim that more than



170 people were killed even after the Armisticeggmnent in 1994. And yet there is
progress - in 2007, a forum made up of membersltigal parties as well as
representatives of civil society was formed to drgwa draft Bill of Rights. This draft
has now been before the House since 31st Marcim theeigh the debate about the
contents of the catalogue is in full swing and diec opinion on some issues seems
difficult to achieve, this draft is an importanegttowards the fulfilment of the
commitments made in the peace agreement. It mightbe completed in the course
of this year.

This year, besides the 10th anniversary of theaB#lEood Friday Agreement in
April, we also celebrate the 60th anniversary eflthniversal Declaration of Human
Rights on December 10th. So there are even moré gg&sons to speak about the
genesis of the human rights, their justificatidwit topical relevance and finally,
their significance for our ecumenical ministry iarficular.

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights givesnughe initial statement of its
preamble the following reason for these rights:eTécognition of the inherent
dignity and of the equal and inalienable rightsibimnembers of the human family is
the foundation of freedom, justice and peace inntbdd”. Article one states the
principle that "all human beings are born free aqdal in dignity and rights. They
are endowed with reason and conscience und shoutdweards one another in a
spirit of brotherhood.” In the Universal Declaratiof Human Rights, it is the dignity
and worth of the human person that constitute$aiedation of these rights. No
other justification is given. As the authors of tleclaration had to bridge national,
religious or cultural differences and ensure theiversal validity, they developed a
concept of human dignity and thus of the humantsig¥hich can be justified with
reference to a broad range of argumentative frameswv@he Human Rights are
inviolable and universal. Everyone is entitledhierh by virtue of their humanity and
irrespective of their colour or nationality, theilitical or religious conviction, social
position, gender or age. These rights are not aaublg the state but have a pre-state
nature. They are inviolable and inalienable: ntestaay refuse or withdraw them, nor
can an individual relinquish them of his or her dinee will or be forced to give them
up. But their openness for a range of justificagishould not be confused with a lack
of certainty. Therefore it seems necessary fos#ie of the clarity and stringency of
the human rights concept, to give a definitionh&f toncept of human dignity as put
forward in the declaration.

Biblical tradition and Christian theology contribuhe idea that the human person is
constituted by its relationship with God. This tjbtiexpresses the inalienability of
human dignity by the relationship with God mostsistently. It would be downright
disastrous to dispense with a theological recoostm of human dignity, because the
equal and inviolable dignity of every human persannot be upheld by secular
reason alone. Rather, secular reason is so likelpivngrade human dignity, because
empirical research finds countless evidence ofdbgradation in the past and present.
Considering people as equal in the diversity oirtivays of life and chances in life is
only possible if one adapts a position which wdt imit itself to secular reason, but
include faith in God and thus see these differenteslative terms. This position is
grounded in the human person’s relationship witkd.Go



| will explain three consequences of this.

Firstly: Human dignity is a gift of God. It is ingicably bound up with God. It has
been pointed out time and again that Christianltiggohas been using the concept of
human dignity since the times of the Church Faghegustine in the 5th century AD
at the latest, and thus takes up the Biblical ustdeding that the human person was
made in God’s image. As this idea that every hupgmson was made in the image of
God (imago Dei) is part of the idea of creatioripitows that the dignity inherent in
every human being was not acquired or earned blguh®n person, but granted --
granted by an authority beyond our control. Thigley the dignity of every human
person is inalienable. On the basis of the thebgvolution or humanism alone, this
inalienability cannot be explained. Christian tlogpl also derives human dignity
from the love of God in Christ. Just as this lovaditions that no power on earth can
move between God and human (cf. Romans 8, 38ffeirsame way, no power on
earth can take a person’s dignity. Even if thisadigis vulnerable, it is yet
indestructible.

Secondly: Human dignity reveals itself in a spewiay in suffering. Human dignity is
recognised most clearly in the instance when sopésslignity is injured or
disregarded. Therefore, a discussion of the digrfiy human person needs the
perspective of the cross of Christ. This is the@laf the scandal, the scandal that
God reveals himself in his "precise opposite” (EBlaed Jingel), in the form of a
human being suffering and dying helplessly. In vighe cross, one may also say
that human dignity shows itself in its "precise ogife”, wherever people are
suffering and not respected in their dignity. Thecdssion about human dignity starts
off from a situation where it is most jeopardis€tis is why it seeks to generate new
opportunities for the endangered and injured hulif@nAnd at the same time, it
emphasises that all forms of life have their digniven the life which is not yet
focussed on its chances, or the life which carongér recognise such chances,
which is human life at the time of its genesis &4l @s close to its invariable end.

Thirdly: Human dignity is of an appellative natubeour universal human dignity is
only valid as long as it is not denied any humandyethen everyone has the
responsibility to stand up against any injuriebuman dignity. Wherever one person
disregards the dignity of the other, they disreghediove of his or her creator at the
same time. This is sinful. Sin does not abolishféoe that we have been made in the
image of God, an image which was renewed and afirm Christ who was the
image of God. Sin does not have that much strelythit reverses the basic aspects
of human life. Christ’s death and resurrection Votar a different outcome, so that
this reversal of values will not prevail. The ckalje of the Gospel is a challenge to
turn to a life marked by faith, hope and love.

V.

Although this reconstruction of a theological coptoen of human dignity seems
quite consistent as the basis for an understarafitite universality and sanctity of
the human rights, the Christian churches were madys aware or even in favour of
the concept of equality and universal human digmityts genesis and development,
the modern concept of human rights was connecttdtie history of the Christian
churches and the contents of the Christian faithamifold ways. It actualised



intentions which can already be found in the cohoéfaw emphasised in the Old
Testament, focussing on the situation of the pmegk and those in need of
protection. But often this orientation had to bslped through against the opposition
of academic theology and established churches.

After Columbus had discovered America, at the b&igop of the modern age, the
guestion appeared whether the people who live@ twere actually human in the full
sense of the word. Bartolomé de Las Casas answ@seguestion in the affirmative:
Yes, they are humans. Those who appeared diffeveait the people he had known
so far, are human, although they spoke incompréblerianguages, exhibited
behaviour unknown to him and he was not sure whetteze was a chance to convert
them to the Christian faith etc etc.

A new situation arose in Europe in the same centlngn Martin Luther tried to
remind the existing Church of its origin. As he wes successful in every place,
unfortunately the Church split. Europeans had aon¢hat even those who belong to
a different denomination are human and that thisrnon humanity is even more
important than the confessional split caused byctrgessional civil war. In spite of
the battle for the truth, it became clear thatsteay of laws was needed to ensure
peace.

Saying this in Ireland, | am aware of the painfistdry of this country. And yet,
today we can reply immediately that this year wlelmate the tenth anniversary of
the decisive step in overcoming the violence witiairied the name of the Christian
denominations. On Good Friday, April 10th 1998, mndti-party talks involving the
British and Irish governments as well as eightipafrom Northern Ireland reached a
successful conclusion with the acceptance of tHEa®eAgreement. In May 1998, so
exactly 10 years ago, the citizens of all Irelaethdnstrated their support for this
agreement in a referendum. The Evangelical Churc¢bermany had been praying
persistently together with their Roman Catholitess and brothers that violence
would be overcome and steps towards reconciliatiade, and we are thankful to
God and all those involved that this Agreement @if&st was reached. Our common
Christian witness in Europe has thereby become wredible.

In Reformation times, it was also the Renaissanoceement that renewed the
concept of human dignity. While in the ancient widhe term dignity (dignitas)
described the different ranks of people, Renaissahdosophy developed the idea
that all people possess the same dignity, irreseof their confession, the colour of
their skin or gender, whether they are rich or p&wer since that time, the self-
conception of the human person has become reflelkivarder to understand one’s
own way of being human, a person relates to othersative Americans, to members
of a different denomination, to human beings inegah This process can be called
relativism in a positive sense of the word, foatiel means relationship. We therefore
find that in the transition period to the modere a@ step towards relativism was
made which was necessary for the conception oasedrhuman dignity. An
individual cannot lay claim to a certain dignitytout acknowledging it in another.
One individual must relate to the other.

In North America, the Human Rights found generakeptance — as they had in
England - during a time of revolutionary changeeaby since 1632, religious



freedom had been codified in some American colorBes it was only in the struggle
for independence from the English Crown that a nemalb pre-state rights were
officially declared. The American colonies’ allegee to the English constitution was
broken in the name of the "natural rights” (ThorRasne). With the American
Declaration of Independence in 1787, the moderotyi®f the human rights began.
The same year also saw the French "DeclarationeoRights of Man and Citizen”.
This declaration came from a secularised agendaee@led an anticlerical spirit.
The anti-Christian character of the French Revoiutind the terror it led to, had the
effect that the concept of human rights was regebtethe main churches in Europe
during the whole 19th century. Only the experieocthe massive human rights
violations in the 20th century led to a reoriemtatand a remarkable ecumenical
learning process. It was in the course of this ggedhat an image of humanity
gradually emerged in Reformation theology which bagised the dignity and
freedom of the individual human person.

Neither a bashful concealing of the Christian rewsan unqualified claiming of the
human rights as the result of the Christian traditvill be helpful. Similarly, it would
be counterproductive to "subject human dignityeligion’s taboo-making powers”
(U. Barth). Rather, the Evangelical Church today ¢y@od reason to make an original
and constructive contribution to this debate bylidgawith its own history in a self-
critical manner.

V.

This contribution of the churches is of decisivgpartance for the present moral
debate around the beginning and end of life. Egflgdhe respect for the dignity of a
person at its beginning has been prominent in Gerpaditics in recent weeks. The
German Parliament had to decide whether a revididime policies regarding research
with embryonic stem cells was necessary. The vifigult question had to be
considered, how the above mentioned great respetid dignity of human life from
its very beginning can be upheld while taking iotmsideration other legitimate and
high goods which could be advanced through thalfreeof scientific research and
the promotion of high-ranking research for medmatposes.

The background of this discussion is the EuropeainrJs decision in 2006 to
support consumptive research with human embryaséially. Since then, even the
European Union member states with much more réstitegislation, Germany
being one of them, have been participating in ii@nfcing of research projects
banned in their own countries through the 7th Reseleramework Programme of the
European Union. This is part of the dilemma indiseussion on research with
embryonic stem cells.

The debate in Germany focussed on the questiorhwhetgulations agreed in
Germany in 2002 could be continued in view of résaientific developments. The
compromise achieved by the stem cell law on Jutie 2802, allows for research

with embryonic stem cells only if firstly, the reseh purpose has been acknowledged
as highly significant, and secondly, if stem celés are used that were produced
before the 1st of January 2002. These regulati@re wieant to ensure that human
embryos were not produced and killed for researofepts undertaken in Germany.



Since November 2006, there have increasingly beks for the abrogation of the key
date regulation ("Stichtagsregelung”) that wasoircé in Germany. The reason was
that new stem cell lines had been developed afi@? 2vhich were no longer
contaminated and much better suited to the purpafgesre research. This situation
caused some to demand that the key date regukitmund be repealed altogether for
the benefit of such research, to allow for paradipn in future scientific progress.
Others, me amongst them, would only go so far astheede, if absolutely necessary
for the sake of pure research, that the key dagitne altered just once, and to a date
again in the past. This proposal would meet thairements of high-ranking research
to improve chances of recovery from sickness, btheasame time ensure that human
embryos will not be produced and used for futuseagch purposes, as this is not
compatible with the respect for the dignity of gvetuman being in each stage of its
life.

According to Christian faith, human dignity need$e unconditional because it is
not derived from certain human attributes or actmeents. It is a dignity God
bestows upon a human being. It is universally vahds also for a person who
derives its justification and explanation from fiaworks other than the sources of
faith. It follows from this dignity that a humanibg may never, in none of the phases
of his or her life, be regarded solely from thewpeint of their usefulness or usability.
But he or she is, as Immanuel Kant puts it, alwayse considered "an end in itself”.
Although of course the human embryo has to go tit@ome development before it
is born, it is utterly impossible to clearly defiaeertain stage in its development
which could denote such a quality leap in this dgwment, so that it is only from this
moment on that the embryo can be considered a nreshblee human race. This is
also why we jointly confirmed in the churches tbat protection of the human
embryo must go as far as our influence on this gmban go in general.

VI,

| would like to mention another example in whicle thurches’ contribution is
required in a special way — namely religious fraedBor this seems to be a
particularly jeopardised human right.

Religious freedom includes the right to change smeligion or belief. The Universal
Declaration of the Human Rights of 1948 recognibésiright in Article 18 as
unambiguously as the European Convention on Hunigim&in 1950. The clear vote
of the United Nation’s General Assembly in 1948smiSaudi Arabia at the time to
refuse its consent to the Universal Declaratiorlamian Rights. There is a particular
reason to recall this event.

When the United Nations tried to endow the HumaghRi with legal validity in the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Riglii 1966, the right to change one’s
religion had suddenly disappeared from the cataoghe pact mentions in its Article
18 only the right "to have or to adopt a religiarbelief of [one’s] own choice”. The
right to renounce or change one’s religion had veknquished in favour of the
approval of states under Islamic influence. Inctdéy, the sacrifice made here was
as great as the concession made to the USA andsiéttes in the pact of 1966 by
accepting the death penalty and merely restrigtsgnposition to the "most serious
crimes in accordance with the law in force at threetof the commission of the crime”.



In both cases, we are faced with serious restnist@ human rights. Whenever we
speak about religious freedom, we have to put redesmphasis on every person’s
individual right to have a religion or none, to nga one’s religion or to publicly
declare one’s convictions.

Our standing up for religious freedom as a humgintris motivated by the Christian
certainty of faith, through which a fellow humarirgpis respected as a neighbour
also in his or her divergent faith. The Christiaiitf is based on — especially but not
exclusively in the interpretation of the Reformatiothe acceptance of human persons
by God, irrespective of their deeds and thereftge i@respective of their convictions.
Thus it follows from what is at the core of Chrstifaith that we recognise the human
dignity, the human rights and therefore also thigicais freedom of people of one’s
own or of a different faith. This is why Christighurches respect the other religions’
right to exist, including their right to have inflnce in society. This has not always
been the case. The churches were in no way heshfuisitical freedom, and certainly
not in favour of individual religious freedom. Whithe acceptance of religious
freedom as a human right seems so self-eviderd today, it is the result of a long
historical and theological, and partly very pairgabcess of development and
learning.

Through this process, the realisation of religireedom as a human right in today’s
world has of course become an indispensable dewrnathd matter of concern of the
two large churches in Germany. The EvangelicaltaedCatholic Church in Germany
affirm the individual as well as the collectiveethegative as well as the positive
freedom of religion as the result of a procesh@history of ideas, which would have
been unthinkable without the Reformation. HumarhRigire now a main focus in
Christian ethics. Today, religious communities m@e than ever expected to
actively participate in the construction of bagitistures to ensure the principles of
civil society in countries where Human Rights hawé been implemented. The
churches hope to share in this task with othegialis communities like Judaism and
Islam. And they expect that members of other retigiwill commit themselves as
much to supporting the freedom of Christian chusdioepractice their religion against
any state restrictions in those countries in wi@thistians are a minority, as these
members of other religions take advantage of thgioas freedom granted in the
states of the European Union.

VII.

Particularly the work of the World Council of Chhes has proven itself a very
significant instrument for human rights issues.

In conclusion, | would like to briefly point outre ways of active engagement for
human rights.

The Church’s proclamation of the Gospel is directiynected with the issue of
human rights. Whenever the promise of God’s king@®proclaimed, a person’s
justification before God or their creation in Godisage is mentioned, then the
theological basis for a Christian attitude towandsan rights has been declared.
Bearing witness to the ultimate, which directly cems every human being, must
have immediate consequences for the penultimate.



Thus, the educational work of the Church provedfite be part of the work for
human rights. For theological reasons, the Chuashthe responsibility to contribute
to the development of a public awareness for hurggs.

The Church’s diacon ministry in its diverse forrmgledicated to support individuals
and groups, and to improve their life chances. Aentation towards human rights
gives this field of work particular relevance wheeelife chances and participation
chances are endangered by sickness, disastegial @od political conditions.
Globalisation processes should not be taken aslyrezenomic developments. In the
time of globalisation, it is our historical charteeaccomplish the torch relay of
Human Rights all around the world.

As the churches fight for the realisation of humights, they make themselves
advocates of the humanity of human beings. Theyudii#ing a task they are set for
by God’s philanthropy.
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