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Slogging thru the Valley of the Uns 
The silencing of the lambs 

H 
istory plays a broken record, replete of a 

race so besotted, so wedded to an ideology 

of conceit, hearts hardened, cruel and cold, 

minds made mad, souls predisposed to 

hell; knowing themselves superior, masters, godlike crea-

tures; thus, by right, entitled to rule those judged inferior 

with contemptuous disregard. In a world of ethnic conflict 

and civilizational clash, belief in the universality of any 

culture not the master suffers three problems: it is false; it 

is immoral; and it is dangerous.1 That is, in brief, the histo-

ry of humankind, from ongle to tête. 

Max Weber once raised the 

question as to whether “A 

product of modern European 

civilization, studying any prob-

lem of universal history, is 

bound to ask himself to what 

combination of circumstances 

the fact should be attributed 

that in Western civilization, and 

in Western civilization only, 

cultural phenomena have ap-

peared which (as we like to 

think) lie in a line of develop-

ment having universal significance and value.”2 Marcello 

Pera suggests that while Weber was speaking of “the most 

fateful force in our modern life, capitalism,” the same 

question could be applied to any number of institutions 

not included on Weber’s short list. 

Modern science, for example, is a Western invention 

that has a universal value. So, too are liberalism, separa-

tion of civil society and state or church and state, the 

rule of law, the welfare state, democracy, as well as the 

“universal” conventions, declarations, and bills of 

rights. These and other institutions originate in and are 

characteristic of the West, particularly Western Europe. 

They belong to specific periods of Western history, have 

spread and imposed themselves in other parts of the 

world, and claim to have universal value. 

The explanations that have been offered for these 

unique phenomena diverge, sometimes markedly. I will 

not enter into the merits of the solutions, although I feel 

obliged to mention that no serious attempt to account 

for these great moments in history has ignored the con-

tribution of Christianity—direct or indirect, causal or 

concomitant, determinant or auxiliary, supportive or 

critical—thereby confirming that Christianity has been 

the greatest force in Western history. Instead I wish to 

focus on a new and paradoxical fact. 

While the explanations have varied widely, the basic 

validity of the question has always been upheld. Today, 

by contrast, exactly one hundred years after the publi-

cation of Weber’s essay, the question itself is the first 

thing to be questioned, criticized, and ultimately refut-

ed. The thinking that currently prevails in the West 

regarding the universal features of the West is that none 

of them has universal value. According to the propo-

nents of these ideas, the universality of Western institu-

tions is an illusion, because in reality they are only one 

particularity among many, with a dignity equal to that 

of others, and without any 

intrinsic value superior to that 

of others. Consequently to 

recommend these institutions 

as universal would be a ges-

ture of intellectual arrogance 

or an attempt at cultural he-

gemony, imposed by arms, 

politics, economics, or propa-

ganda. Moreover it only goes 

to follow that seeking to export 

these same institutions to cul-

tures or traditions that are 

different from our own would 

be an act of imperialism.3 

Pera follows this train of thought with the question of 

extensive debate concerning the issue of “exporting” de-

mocracy, specifically concerning the initiatives promoted 

by George W. Bush in relation to the second Iraq war. 

“Opponents … have argued that democracy should not be 

exported.” 

They do so not because the social, economic, legal, and 

institutional conditions of the countries affected are still 

backward, which would make the entire operation 

premature.” Not because the institutions typical of de-

mocracy—the vote, equality, laws, parliaments, courts, 

and so forth—inevitably undergo sometimes profound 

modifications when they are grafted to different cul-

tures (from England to India, for example, or from 

France to Algeria), which would make the operation 

unilateral. Instead they argue that exporting democracy 

would amount to imposing one form of life on other 

equally legitimate, worthy, respectable forms of life, 

which would make the operation violent.  
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One particularly revealing symptom shows the extent 

to which this mixture of timidity, prudence, conven-

ience, reluctance, and fear has penetrated the fiber of 

the West. I refer to the form of self-censorship and self-

repression that goes by the name of political correct-

ness. “P.C.” is the newspeak that the West uses nowa-

days to imply, allude to, or insinuate rather than to 

affirm or maintain. 

We read and hear this newspeak every day. According 

to its dictates, everything can be compared and evaluat-

ed within the confines of Western culture—be it Coca-

Cola with Chianti, Gaudi with Le Corbusier, Darwin-

ism with intelligent design—and many comparisons 

can be made between aspects of Western culture and 

their counterparts in other cultures, such as hospitality, 

social customs, individual behavior, clothing, and so 

forth. Yet should one attempt to place in a hierarchical 

order these cultures or civilizations—such as the ones 

that Max Weber described in the past and Samuel Hun-

tington describes in the present—or to simply organize 

them according to a scale of preferences, from better to 

worse, out pop self-censorship, prohibitions, and lin-

guistic restraints. Consequently, as one can easily docu-

ment in today’s newspeak, whenever a culture lacks or 

flatly rejects our institutions, we are not allowed to say 

that our own culture is better or simply preferable. The 

only thing that politeness allows us to say is that cul-

tures and civilizations are different. 

To me this form of linguistic re-education is unaccepta-

ble. I reject it on moral grounds, which are the ultimate 

reason for refuting an intellectual position. 

The notion that the judgment of cultures or civilizations 

constitutes an invalid mode of inquiry has been put 

forward, most notoriously, by the school of thought 

known as relativism. Various names have been given to 

this school today: post-enlightenment thinking, post-

modernism, “weak thought,”4 deconstructionism. The 

labels have changed, but the target is always the same: 

to proclaim that there are no grounds for our values 

and no solid proof or argument establishing that any 

one thing is better or more valid than another.5 

Pera argues persuasively that “Relativism stems from 

an irrefutable fact, the existence of a plurality of values, 

and from a hardly refutable position, that it is impossible 

for all values to coexist.” There are always incompatibili-

ties that exist, differences in individual pursuits of values, 

such as between friendship and justice. His example of 

just such a conflict explains this dichotomy clearly: “when 

a friend commits a crime before our eyes: should we vio-

late the friendship by reporting the friend to the police, or 

should we keep the friendship by denying the truth and 

becoming accomplices? From such premises, relativism 

derives erroneous and disastrous consequences, in partic-

ular, the conclusion that sets of values, such as cultures 

and civilizations, cannot be judged by comparison to one 

another.” 

Two main lines of reasoning are generally adopted in 

support of this conclusion. The first is that cultures, theo-

ries, conceptual universes, language, games, or 

worldviews—depending on the methods or terminology 

used—cannot be measured in terms of each other. The 

second is that certain concepts are intrinsically paradoxi-

cal (“aporetic,” to use the technical term), especially con-

cepts that are related to values, such as state, democracy, 

and faith. 

The best-known example of the first approach is Witt-

genstein’s Philosophical Investigations.6 His thesis is that 

the meaning of a term is contingent upon the use that is 

made of it in a language (“meaning is use”), and that 

every linguistic universe has its own rules of construc-

tion, signification, and decision. The basic argument in 

support of his thesis is that contents cannot be separat-

ed from the criteria by which they are judged. What one 

community holds to be true, beautiful, and good is only 

so according to the criteria by which that community 

defines them.7 

Let us pause for a moment and reflect upon Wittgen-

stein’s relativistic hypothesis, that “meaning is use.” Per-

haps the most glaring example in currency is the ubiqui-

tous, hyperbolic and overused word: racism, the belief that 

groups of humans possess different behavioral traits cor-

responding to physical appearance and can be divided 

based on the superiority of one race over another; it also is 

used to mean prejudice, discrimination, or antagonism 

directed against other people because they are of a differ-

ent race or ethnicity. Racism is real, there are racists now, 

just as there have been racists in the past, just as there 

have been murderers, thieves, anarchists, sodomizers, pe-

dophiles, rapists, sociopaths, psychopaths, and others 

with evil in their hearts. Without excusing or diminishing 

the evil that is racism, current overuse has accomplished 

nothing but obfuscation, trivializing the original meaning, 

relativizing it, making it the go to word whenever nothing 

else will do; it means whatever one chooses to mean by it 

and for you to take however you take it to mean. The 

power is in the slur, the truth is unimportant. As Wittgen-

stein hypothesizes, “contents cannot be separated from  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Supremacism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Race_(human_categorization)
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the criteria by which they are judged,” meaning if one is 

judged a racist, the truth cannot dispute the judgment; the 

merest claim is the proof of it. 

It may be important to note—of what importance, I 

will simply leave for the reader to decide—that Without 

Roots was “born from a personal encounter” between Pera 

and Ratzinger after their respective lectures, Marcello Pera 

at the Pontifical Lateran University on May 12, 2004 and 

Cardinal Ratzinger the following day in the Capital Room 

of the Italian Senate. As Pera notes in the Preface, “This 

juxtaposition of the two speeches was purely by chance. 

As we discovered immediately after reading each other’s 

talks and in the private meetings that followed, however, 

there was nothing casual about the often complete coinci-

dence—arrived at independently and from very different 

perspectives—that we found in our concerns about the 

spiritual, cultural, and political situation of the West, and 

particularly of Europe today, and also about the causes of 

the situation and the primarily cultural remedies that 

could improve it.” 

In the final essay, Joseph Ratzinger writes in a letter to 

Pera, “I would now like to say a few words about relativ-

ism. As I said at the outset, I am most grateful for all that 

you explained so carefully in your lecture, and I agree 

with you completely on everything.” 

In recent years I find myself noting how the more rela-

tivism becomes the generally accepted way of thinking, 

the more it tends toward intolerance, thereby becoming 

a new dogmatism. Political correctness, whose constant 

pressures you have illuminated, seeks to establish the 

domain of a single way of thinking and speaking. Its 

relativism creates the illusion that it has reached greater 

heights than the loftiest philosophical achievements of 

the past. It prescribes itself as the only way to think and 

speak—if, that is, one wishes to stay in fashion. Being 

faithful to traditional values and to the knowledge that 

upholds them is labeled intolerance, and relativism 

becomes the required norm. I think it is vital that we 

oppose this imposition of a new pseudo-enlightenment, 

which threatens freedom of thought as well as freedom 

of religion. 

That Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger held these thoughts 

nearly two decades ago speaks volumes for his foresight 

and clear understanding of the growing threat and the 

danger relativism, political correctness, and intolerance 

would bring to bear upon future generations. We are in 

the midst of the establishment of a “domain of a single 

way of thinking and speaking,” just as he foresaw in 2004 

and it is terrifying. Now, more than ever, we have come 

full face with the imposition of that new pseudo-

enlightenment, one anyone with eyes can see “threatens 

freedom of thought as well as freedom of religion.” 

I appreciate that you—unlike many other secular peo-

ple—speak of the “person from the moment of concep-

tion,” and that you underline the deep ethical difference 

between the relationship with persons and the relation-

ship of things. I can well understand your observations 

on therapeutic abortion and on homologous artificial 

insemination. 

The Church’s Magisterium deals with the question of 

how far the Church should go in pressing its demands 

on lawmakers. The Congregation for the Doctrine of the 

Faith prepared a document on the responsibilities of 

Catholic politicians that makes a clear distinction be-

tween the two levels at stake. The Catholic will not and 

should not, through the making of laws, impose a hier-

archy of values that can only be recognized and enacted 

within the faith. He or she can only reclaim that which 

belongs to the human foundations accessible to reason 

and therefore essential to the construction of a sound 

legal order. Yet at this point a spontaneous question 

arises: What is this moral minimum accessible to reason 

that all human beings share? Is it that which all human 

beings understand? Is it possible to conduct a statistical 

analysis of these rational common bases for an authen-

tic legal code? 

Here the dilemma of human life emerges fully. If we 

had to place on the same level rationality and the aver-

age conscience, very little “reason” would be left in the 

end. The Christian is convinced that his or her faith 

opens up new dimensions of understanding, and above 

all that it helps reason to be itself. There is the true her-

itage of the faith (the Trinity, the divinity of Christ, the 

sacraments, and so on), but there is also the knowledge 

for which faith provides evidence, knowledge that is 

later recognized as rational and pertaining to reason as 

such, and thus also implying a responsibility toward 

others. The person of faith, who has received help in 

reason, must work in favor of reason and of that which 

is rational: this, in the face of dormant or diseased rea-

son, is a duty he or she must perform toward the entire 

human community. 

Naturally the person of faith knows that he or she must 

respect the freedom of others and that ultimately the 

only weapon is the soundness of the arguments set 
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forth in the political arena and in the struggle to shape 

public opinion. This is why it is so crucial to develop a 

philosophical ethics that, while being in harmony with 

the ethic of faith, must however have its own space and 

its own logical vigor. The rationality of the arguments 

should close the gap between secular ethics and reli-

gious ethics and found an ethics of reason that goes 

beyond such distinctions.8 

Here I must go further by first going back to Wittgen-

stein’s “meaning is use” theorem. As Ratzinger notes a 

gap exists between secular and religious; this requires fur-

ther explication. Much is argued these days about the sep-

aration of church and state which has, whether one is will-

ing to admit to it or not, become an unspoken, undeniable 

litmus test applied for those who would serve in public 

office, especially for those who would sit on the highest 

court of the land, the U.S. Supreme Court. What is prima-

ry to any discussion of the supposed distinction between 

secular and religious and the separation of church and 

state are the meanings we conjure for secular and state. 

Interestingly, there once was a time when there was no 

state and secular meant a thing altogether different. 

According to Andrew Jones, Before Church and State, 

“Thirteenth-century France was not a world of the secular 

and the religious vying for position and power, but a 

world in which the material and the spiritual were totally 

dependent on each other and penetrated one another at 

every level.” 

This was a world not of the religious and the secular, 

but of the New Testament and the Old, of virtue and 

vice, of grace and law, of peace and violence. This 

world offered a coherent vision of the whole in which 

mankind moved through grace from the lesser to the 

greater, from the fallen to the redeemed.9, 10  

Our own vision is secular. Even when we 

acknowledge the importance of religion, we do so 

from within the assumption of the secular: that reality 

itself is ultimately free of the religious. Religions 

come and go; they are relative. The secular is perma-

nent; it is absolute and universal. To us, the secular is 

the field on which the game of history—including 

religious history—is played. Within this secular vi-

sion, religion as a sociological category is often con-

sidered inessential to the concept of society itself. In 

this view, religious societies are, in a sense, acci-

dentally religious: their religion can fade away. … To 

us moderns, the secular is fundamental. … In such an 

approach “religion is a category that functions within 

the secular.11 (emphasis added) 

According to Jeffrey L. Morrow,10 “Jones lays the fun-

damental groundwork that is necessary to understand the 

vision of medieval society he articulates—derived directly 

from the primary sources. He calls for the abandonment of 

the anachronistic categories we habitually use and read 

back into the medieval sources—like ‘secular’ and 

‘religious,’ ‘Church’ and ‘State.’ These individual terms 

were used, but not in the way we employ them today. He 

also introduces us to the main figures who will serve as 

the focus of his study: Saint Louis IX (1214-1270; ruled 

France 1226-1270) and Gui Foucois (1190-1268). Both men 

are incredibly interesting characters.” 

Saint Louis was a layman and temporal ruler. He is the 

last king to have been canonized thus far—the only 

canonized king of France—and thus provides us a 

glimpse into how a saint governs in his society. Foucois 

is particularly fascinating in that he played important 

roles in both the spiritual and temporal realms. He was 

a married layman with children and served as an im-

portant legal aid to the king, Saint Louis. After the 

death of his wife, Foucois was ordained a priest and 

then very quickly was ordained a bishop. He was 

named a cardinal and served as the papal legate to 

France. He was then elected Pope Clement IV and 

reigned from 126-1268. The ways in which Saint Louis 

and Clement IV worked together provide a great exam-

ple of what Jones is trying to describe. 

Jones explains what their medieval context was like, 

in contrast to our own: 

In the Middle Ages the “secular” was integral to a con-

ception of social reality that was thoroughly 

“supernatural” in character. … The “religious” was not 

accidental to this world, and the kings were not the 

State. It was a sacramental world in which the material 

and the spiritual were everywhere and always present 

together. The spiritual power was the power of the 

priests to dispense the grace that sustained this socie-

ty in charity and they wielded the spiritual sword of 

excommunication against the moral sinner. The tem-

poral power was the power of the laymen to organize 

the world of things and events, and they wielded the 

temporal sword against the violent.13 (emphasis added) 

In his conclusions, Jones reiterates a point difficult for 

moderns to keep in view, but essential for understanding 

medieval history. 

The State did not exist at all. The State exists only as a 

particular organization scheme of thought and 
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practice, as a particular social order at a particular time 

and place. It has no independent, transhistorical or 

transcultural existence, no universal applicability. 

(emphasis added) It may be true that the State described 

by Max Weber … had historical reality in the West dur-

ing the modern period, but that was as transitory as 

was the social order of the thirteenth century. … “The 

State” and its companion, “the secular,” have a history, 

and there was a time before they existed. … The 

“religious” has a history, and the construction of the 

concept of the Church as the realm of the religious is a 

product of that history.14 

Reading salvation history necessarily requires a focus 

on natural law and the reality of sin, a thing ignored and 

left unfocused by post-modern relativists. “Although natu-

ral law reflects God’s design for how we are to live, sin 

rendered us unable to live out these demands apart from 

grace.” Human law is by design intended to be “nothing 

other than the practical determination of the natural law, 

its application.” Saint Thomas Aquinas, moreover, argues 

that sin has so fundamentally damaged us that we do not 

reason or act in accord with the dictates of the natural law, 

and this affects our human laws. The Old Law, according 

to Aquinas, was intended by God “to begin to correct this 

condition.” 

The Ten Commandments were the most basic dictates 

of the natural law. Through them, God re-promulgated 

a law that before sin had been immediately available to 

reason. … The totality of the natural law, the entire life 

in accordance with reason and so with virtue, was con-

tained within the precepts of the Old Law. Through the 

Old Law, God’s promulgation of the natural law inter-

nally through the illumination of the human mind and 

through human reason’s contemplation of creation, 

now compromised by sin, was re-accomplished exter-

nally through the revelation of the same law.15 

It was as they operated in the realm of sin that the most 

pronounced distinctions between the temporal and 

spiritual powers emerge: they became most clearly two 

powers when they were the two swords. … Against the 

violence of sin, the temporal power was that authority 

that used force, and the spiritual power was that au-

thority that invited the sinner back to the realm of true 

peace, that preached penance and offered mercy and so 

a return to grace through the sacraments. … The spir-

itual sword sought to scare the sinner back into the 

realm of grace before he really left it. Excommunication 

was first medicinal. … If this failed, … the temporal 

sword would be deployed to frighten or force him into 

accepting a worldly peace. This exterior peace not only 

protected the society of true peace from the violent but 

also created in the sinner habits that were conducive to 

acquired virtue and conversion, and it was the space 

within which the spiritual power sought conversions 

back to, first, a sort of faith and so subjection to the di-

vine law (as had been the case under the Old Law), and 

then to Charity through grace and so freedom and true 

peace.16 

Thus, it can be understood from the spiritual perspec-

tive, that the ultimate purpose of Church law was to regu-

late “the availability of the sacraments to a fallen world.”17 

The purpose of human law from the perspective of the 

temporal power was “to build a society of virtue.” Thus, 

the spiritual and temporal powers worked together in 

their different ways for the same goal: the beatific vision.18 

In light of all this, it is a mistake to view the legal devel-

opments of the thirteenth century, and prior in the 

twelfth, as some sort of early beginnings to modern 

secularization, modern state-building, and so on, over 

and against the religious. On the contrary, as Jones has 

demonstrated quite persuasively, “it was the effort to 

convert more and more of the world from violence to 

true peace, to produce in the law the bridge from fallen 

nature to redeemed nature.”19 Jones brings his im-

portant volume to a close … wherein he explains how 

Jesus—the Second Person of the Trinity taking on hu-

man nature—is the ultimate grounding of the relations 

between temporal and spiritual. The two powers 

worked together, and both needed each other in order 

to be fully themselves: “What made the spiritual power 

a power was that it operated in the material world of 

the temporal. … What made the temporal power a 

power, rather than the violence of the pagan kings, was 

that it operated within the spiritual, that it participated 

in divine law.20”21  

By the “secular” we typically mean something like the 

world apart from God: the public space from which 

“religion” has been banished. Jones problematizes this 

dichotomy as it is too often applied to earlier times 

where such words meant something quite different. As 

he explains, “in the Middle Ages the ‘secular’ was inte-

gral to a conception of social reality that was thorough-

ly ‘supernatural’ in character.22 Or as the anthropologist 

Talal Asad states, “At one time ‘the secular’ was part of 

a theological discourse.”23 

Certain segments of the Catholic theological world have 

retained this older sense. Thus we still speak of reli-

gious life in reference to religious orders, and diocesan 

priests are understood to be secular clerics. Some offi-

cial Church documents still write of the secular as the  
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temporal realm where God is present and which is the 

ordinary operating theater of the lay faithful.24 We find 

this as well in some of the writings of the saints.25 
Changes in definition become clear as secularization 

enters English idiom in reference to the violent 

“stripping of the altars,” as detailed in Eamon Duffy’s 

book by the same title, whereby lands held by the Cath-

olic Church were violently taken over by the state in the 

English Reformation.26 

As Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger has observed, “The sec-

ular state arose for the first time in history, abandoning 

and excluding as mythological any divine guarantee or 

legitimation of the political element, and declaring that 

God is a private question that does not belong to the pub-

lic sphere or to the democratic formation of the public 

will. Public life came to be considered the domain of rea-

son alone, which had no place for a seemingly unknowa-

ble God: from this perspective, religion and faith in God 

belonged to the domain of sentiment, not of reason. God 

and His will therefore ceased to be relevant to public life.” 

As Morrow notes, “The idea that the secular required the 

demise of religion has not died, as we are likely all too 

well aware.” I would argue this ideological premise is 

very much alive, that it permeates virtually every aspect 

of our lives, public and private, socially and culturally, 

morally and legally. As Jones points out, “Our own vision 

is secular. Even when we acknowledge the importance of 

religion, we do so from within the assumption of the secu-

lar: that reality itself is ultimately free of the religious.” 

In an all but forgotten volume entitled The Lord of His-

tory28, Monsignor Eugene Kevane entitled his seventh 

chapter “Modernity as Apostasy from God” which is a 

telling description of the pervasive atheism and secular-

ism of the modern world. 

The implications are that modern atheism and secular-

ism are, in a certain sense, Christian heresies. With me-

ticulous detail, Jones documents the unified Christian 

world of thirteenth-century France. One gets the sense 

that the sacramental vision was not unique to France 

and her workings with the papacy, but obtained 

throughout Christendom. It was a theological and polit-

ical whole. What modern secularization does is keep 

the legal structure in place—at least some of it—and 

jettison the theology that rendered the law and social 

order intelligible.29 

It may well seem that I have strayed far afield and end-

ed up neck deep among the muck and weeds. I must ad-

mit to slogging far deeper than where I had expected to 

travel toward the valley of the Uns and for that I can only 

ask for your forgiveness and forbearance. I hope I have 

not lost you with the thirteenth-century history lesson or 

the twenty-first philosophy discourse for I assure you 

there is a purpose to my apparent madness.  

There is, I believe, an unsettled place, where uncom-

mon, unsavory, unfaithful, unbelieving, unfocused, unre-

membered, unhappy, unloved, unlived, unchristian, un-

forgiven and unforgivable people reside; it is a valley of 

shadows, of death and evil spirits. There is no God, no 

hope, no joy, no rejoicing; only fear, hatred, anger, lust, 

avarice, greed, resentment. It is the valley of the Uns, a 

gated community, a suburb of hell. Religion is anathema, 

so also God. As discussed above, it is a secular place, secu-

lar in the modern sense of the word, occupied by those 

who subscribe to a progressive, unreligious, anti-religious, 

anti-Christian creed. Life has no value except to the one 

who owns it; all is relative and subjective: you live and 

then you die, the rest is unknowable. God is unknowable, 

so heaven and hell, good and evil, right and wrong are 

what one chooses, but only if one finds a need to choose.  

In the Great Divorce, C.S. Lewis imagines hell as an un-

ending gray expanse, ever-expanding because those who 

reside there are desperate to separate themselves from 

everyone else. That is an apt description of the valley of 

the Uns, a place occupied with souls unsatisfied, wanting 

to unsocially distance themselves from anyone and every-

one. Everyone wears a mask to hide their perpetually un-

happy faces, to muffle the sound of their unbearable com-

plaint. Unsurprising, each believes with absolutely no 

effort on their part, that the Un elite and the Un bureau-

cratic State, if they would only do their jobs, could make 

the sun shine transforming rainbows into pots of gold, 

while changing the valley into a far better, more pleasant 

place for eunuch unicorns in uniforms. Every denizen is 

uninterested in anyone but their own uninformed, unin-

teresting selves. If the Uns are bothered in the least, it is 

from their unremitting unabashed attempts at silencing 

the lambs being led to slaughter to feed their unrequited 

appetites.  

The Uns are by-in-large trolls who feed on the innocent 

rather than forage for themselves. They see themselves as 

kings or even gods who must be obeyed or be beaten, 

tarred and feathered, burned at the stake, most certainly 

cancelled.  Their word is law, but wait a minute and they  
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will change it to fit their mood. Natural law, God’s laws 

are subject to their law. Obey their law or be crucified; be 

crucified and enjoy the ride.  

Finally, I will remind you of particular points made 

earlier throughout this essay.  

• Christianity has been the greatest force in Western his-

tory. 

• The notion that the judgment of cultures or civilizations 

constitutes an invalid mode of inquiry has been put 

forward … by the school of thought known as relativ-

ism. 

• the more relativism becomes the generally accepted 

way of thinking, the more it tends toward intolerance, 

thereby becoming a new dogmatism. 

• Political correctness … seeks to establish the domain of 

a single way of thinking and speaking. 

• Being faithful to traditional values and to the 

knowledge that upholds them is labeled intolerance 

and relativism the norm. It is vital that we oppose this 

imposition that threatens freedom of thought as well as 

freedom of religion. 

• Most importantly, we must remember and remain 

aware that our own vision is secular, even when prac-

ticing our religion, we do so from within a secular reali-

ty. 
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