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One	of	Us	

I	would	begin	with	the	well-known	quote	by	St.	Paul:		

“There	 is	neither	 Jew	nor	GenKle,	neither	 slave	nor	 free,	nor	 is	
there	male	and	female”	 (GalaKans	3:28).	 It	 represents	 the	most	
complex	of	 the	 formulas	confirmed	 in	 the	Paulinian	corpus. 	St.	1

Paul	iniKates	implicitly	the	Morning	Prayer	in	which	the	merciful	
Jew	thanks	God	for	not	making	him	pagan,	slave,	nor	female. 	He	2

relaKvises	 the	 three	 differences	 in	 the	 same	 order.	 These	
differences	 are	 not	 completely	 denied.	 St.	 Paul	 is	 not	 a	
revoluKonary,	a	“leveller”	(liWer),	as	it	was	called	later	in	the	17th	
Century	 in	 England.	 Simply,	 these	 differences	 are	 claimed	 not	
relevant.		

From	the	point	of	view	of	history,	 this	expression,	 set	aside	 the	
differences,	will	have	specific	implicaKons.	In	this	way,	slavery,	an	
insKtuKon	 that	 has	 lasted	 for	 centuries,	 will	 be	 subject	 to	
criKcism	 by	 people	 such	 as	 St.	 Gregory	 of	 Nyssa,	 Father	 of	 the	
Greek	Church	in	the	4th	Century,	or	later	the	German	jurist	of	the	
13th	 Century,	 Eike	 von	 Repgow,	 author	 of	 the	 most	 ancient	
German	code	of	law,	the	Sachsenspiegel. 	3

St.	Paul’s	quote	conKnues	as	follows:	“for	you	are	all	one	in	Christ	
Jesus.”	Women,	 slaves,	 and	 pagans	 are	 as	 worthy	 for	 Christ	 as	
males,	free	men,	and	the	children	of	Israel.	This	difference	is	not	
decisive.	The	Son	of	Man	does	not	take	advantage	of	what	a	man	
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should	be.	However,	He	becomes	the	perfect	image	of	a	God	full	
of	 pure	 love,	 who	 is	 only	 capable	 of	 giving,	 even	 when	 He	 is	
hanging	 on	 the	 cross.	 He	 himself	 suffers	 the	 same	 torment	 as	
slaves,	 apparently	 “true	 and	 not	more	man”	 (Psalm,	 22:7)	 and	
represents	 the	most	 sublime	 example	 of	 humanity	 in	 the	most	
remarkably	humility.	

Other	 differences	 were	 to	 be	 implicitly	 denied	 at	 that	 Kme	 or	
later.	Among	those	differences	were	the	stages	of	life	and,	above	
all,	 a	 new-born	 being	 recognised	 by	 his/her	 father.	 The	
abandonment	 of	 unwanted	 or	 invalid	 children	 was	 a	 common	
pracKce	 in	 the	 Ancient	 World.	 Philosophers	 such	 as	 Plato	 or	
Aristotle	 would	 have	 nothing	 to	 reproach.	 On	 the	 contrary,	
Judaism	forbade	it	and	ChrisKans	rejected	the	pracKce.	

The	most	clear	difference	between	a	child	in	the	mother’s	womb	
and	 one	 that	 has	 come	 into	 the	 world	 is	 obvious,	 albeit	 not	
relevant.	That	is	why	both	Jews	and	ChrisKans	reject	aborKon.	To	
put	it	in	one	word:	everything	that	is	able	to,	will	be	able	to,	and	
would	have	been	able	to	come	into	the	plenitude	of	Humanity	is	
part	 of	 it.	 Slaves,	 women,	 pagans,	 but	 also	 embryos,	 foetuses,	
mere	child,	and	elder	are	human	beings	with	full	rights.	

We	are	able	 to	discern	the	human	side	of	 the	things	where	the	
others	cannot.	We	select	more	extensively	than	others.	We	see	in	
the	man	a	person,	not	a	consumer,	nor	a	taxpayer	or	a	voter.	It	is	
obvious	that	we	are	all	beings	of	necessity	who	have	the	duty	of	
shouldering	the	burden	of	community	on	account	for	 its	money	
and	 votes,	 and	 eventually,	 risking	 our	 lives.	However,	where	 an	
economist	will	only	be	able	to	see	a	voter	to	convince	or	where	a	
military	 will	 only	 see	 a	 soldier	 to	 recruit,	 we	 will	 be	 able	 to	
discern	something	more	difficult	and	valuable:	a	free	person.	



The	Chris.an	Paradox	

This	may	be	the	correct	Kme	and	place	to	draw	the	ahenKon	to	a	
ChrisKan	 paradox.	 I	 remember	 perfectly	 St.	 Paul’s	 claim	 that	
there	 is	no	disKncKon	between	a	Jew	and	a	pagan	from	Christ’s	
point	 of	 view.	 ChrisKanism	 states	 that,	 up	 to	 a	 point,	 the	
disKncKon	 between	 ChrisKans	 and	 non-ChrisKans	 loses	 its	
relevance.	 This	 is	 the	 level	 of	 common	 humanity,	 to	 which	 all	
human	beings	belong	in	spite	of	their	divisions.		

It	 is	 a	 fact	 that	 those	 who	 parKcipate	 in	 this	 meeKng	 are	
ChrisKans	 to	 a	 large	 extent.	 However,	 we	 have	 organised	
ourselves	 to	 promote	 a	 cause	 which	 has	 value	 to	 humanity	 in	
general	instead	of	focusing	on	our	own	benefits.	

At	 the	 Kme	 of	 the	 protests	 of	 2013	 in	 France	 against	 the	
“homosexual	marriage,”	people	opposed	the	ChrisKans	who	took	
part	of	it	and	claimed	as	follows:	“Why	do	they	confuse	this	issue	
with	the	ChrisKan	concepKon	of	marriage,	the	religious	marriage	
as	 a	 sacrament?	 Is	 it	 not	 a	 commitment	 too?”	 This	 apparently	
dull	 claim,	 of	 which	 its	 content	 is	 quite	 concise,	 is	 actually	
wretched.			

Supposing	 that	 the	 only	 right	 and	 duty	 of	 people	 is	 to	 commit	
themselves	in	favour	of	their	own	interests,	trade	unions	are	the	
ones	 in	 charge	 of	 this	 task.	 Nevertheless,	 when	 it	 comes	 to	
handling	 the	 issues	 that	 worry	 us,	 it	 is	 vital	 to	 guarantee	 the	
rights	corresponding	to	this	category.	

What	 is	 our	 aim?	 To	 ensure	 the	 child’s	 right	 of	 growing	 among	
relaKves	 of	 a	 different	 sex,	 in	 a	 couple	 that	 reproduces	 the	
condiKon	of	mankind	at	small	scale,	a	humanity	to	which	a	child	
is	called	to	become	a	full	member.	It	consists	of	making	the	case	



for	 a	 fundamental	 anthropological	 issue	 that	 has	 nothing	 to	 do	
with	religion.	

The	Right	of	the	Weakest	

It	is	oWen	spoken	of	“the	right	of	the	strongest”	or,	according	to	
Fontaine’s	 fable	 The	 Wolf	 and	 the	 Lamb,	 “the	 reason	 of	 the	
strongest,”	 considered	 “the	 best	 one	 always”.	 His	 expressions	
have	 acquired	 the	 right	 to	 quote	 in	 the	 French	 language,	
although	they	tend	to	be	absurd.		

Rousseau	 also	 proved	 in	 the	 classical	 text	 The	 Social	 Contract 	4
that	 the	 strongest	 has	 no	 need	 for	 rights	 as	 long	 as	 he	 is	 the	
strongest	one.	If	he	has	the	need	for	rights	is	due	to	the	fact	that	
he	 desires	 to	 make	 the	 advantages	 that	 led	 him	 to	 the	 power	
permanent.	In	that	case,	they	will	be	weakened	intermihently	or	
permanently	by	the	 illness,	sleep,	or	age	factor.	Thus,	 the	rights	
do	not	belong	to	the	strongest	unKl	he	becomes	weak.	

This	 is	because	 the	weakest	has	 the	need	 for	aid	by	 the	public,	
which	takes	sides	to	defend	him	against	the	strongest.	“The	right	
of	 the	 strongest”	 is	 therefore	 a	 contradicKon	 and	 “the	 right	 of	
the	weakest”	 is	 a	 tautology.	 Consequently,	 the	 true	 right	 is	 the	
right	of	the	weakest.	Otherwise,	it	 is	nothing.	Having	said	that,	I	
wonder	in	fear	whether	our	socieKes	are	sKll	law	socieKes.	They	
boast	about	it.	However,	laws	nurture	jurists.	What	is	more,	it	has	
been	observed	that	for	a	long	Kme,	people	have	tended	to	trust	
on	laws	from	ancient	socieKes,	which	relied	on	customs,	and	we	
are	now	aiming	at	suppressing	from	courts	what	ancient	socieKes	
did	through	censorship.	
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But	do	our	socieKes	truly	worry	about	the	right	of	the	weakest?		I	
am	 afraid	 I	 have	 doubts.	 The	 starKng	 line	 is	 the	 dominance	 of	
legislaKon	on	 the	maher	 of	 aborKon	 since	 the	well-known	 trial	
Roes	 vs	Wade	 of	 the	 U.S.	 Supreme	 Court	 in	 1973,	 followed	 by	
similar	laws	in	other	countries,	such	as	the	French	law	of	1975.	

This	 exemplary	 case	 shows	 us	 a	 total	weakness.	 A	 comparaGve	
weakness	would	be	 the	one	of	 the	 young	woman	who	became	
pregnant	aWer	a	charming	gentleman	raped	her	or	simply	leW	her	
aWer	 she	 became	 pregnant	 because	 he	 did	 not	 want	 to	 have	
anything	 to	 do	 with	 the	 pregnancy.	 In	 that	 case,	 it	 is	 fair	 to	
defend	her.	Perhaps,	that	is	the	goal	that	the	Veil	law	wanted	to	
achieve	by	quesKonable	means.	

However,	 the	 superlaGve	 weakness	 is	 the	 one	 of	 the	 foetus,	
unable	 to	 defend	 itself	 or	 be	 understood	 in	 spite	 of	 having	
everything	that	it	needs	to	develop	itself	as	a	human	being.	The	
first	laws	to	decriminalise	aborKon	used	to	take	this	into	account.	
However,	the	current	pracKce	tends	to	simply	forget	it.	

The	vocabulary	proves	 this	evoluKon.	Each	Kme,	what	 is	meant	
by	 “right”	 is	 less	 just	 and	more	 legal.	 As	 a	 result,	 the	 decision	
which	 sehles	 the	maher	 of	 the	 parKes	 in	 the	 dispute,	who	 are	
not	able	to	assert	their	own	interests,	are	the	judges.		

A	 similar	 case	 can	 be	 concluded	 from	 the	 use	 of	 the	 adjecKve	
“medical.”	Since	Hippocrates	up	to	a	certain	date,	the	word	was	
associated	with	the	person	who	was	able	to	take	care	of	people	
and	to	cure	diseases.	Nevertheless,	nowadays	 it	 is	meant	as	the	
gesture	carried	out	by	qualified	people,	who	wear	a	white	gown	
in	an	asepKc	environment,	in	favour	of	people	who	are	willing	to	
pay	them.	

In	any	event,	 I	wonder	fearfully	whether	what	 is	now	called	the	
“rule	of	 law”	 is	not	ulKmately	 the	peaceful	management	of	 the	
correlaKon	of	 forces	among	pressure	groups.	Consequently,	 it	 is	
my	 firm	 belief	 that	 the	 “new	 rights”	 (in	 plural)	 of	 those	 in	 a	



posiKon	of	strength,	since	they	have	considerable	powers	such	as	
the	control	of	the	media,	will	end	up	causing	serious	implicaKons	
on	those	who	oppose	them.	

The	Values	

The	Ktle	given	to	my	conference	menKons	“the	ChrisKan	values.”	
I	agreed	to	this	Ktle	without	fear,	although	I	believe	that	I	should	
point	 out	 a	 few	 minor	 changes.	 The	 expression	 implies	 two	
objecKonable	 facts.	 To	 start	 with,	 the	 Ktle	 makes	 reference	 to	
“values,”	 which	 tend	 to	 be	 idenKfied	 with	 the	 ChrisKan	 ones.	
Therefore,	 there	will	 be	 ChrisKan	 values,	 even	 though	 you	may	
noKce	the	presence	of	Buddhist	and	secular	values	too.	

I	 support	 the	 idea	 of	 “values,”	 no	 maher	 its	 corrupKon	 by	
Nietzsche,	a	philosopher	who	portrayed	himself	as	the	AnKcrist.	
The	term	is	sKll	acceptable	and,	taking	it	in	its	immediate	sense,	
it	 suggests	 that	 its	 value	 lies	 in	 the	 respect	 of	 the	 subject.	 The	
value	 of	 a	 reality	 depends	 on	 the	 price	 that	 the	 person	 who	
wants	to	buy	it	is	willing	to	pay.	At	the	same	Kme,	that	depends	
on	 the	 yearning	 of	 that	 person	 to	 possess	 it.	 What	 we	 call,	
wrongly	from	my	point	of	view,	the	“values”	are,	on	the	contrary,	
things	 that	 have	 a	 cost	 independently	 from	 the	 decisions	 of	
individuals	and	groups.	

Regarding	the	“ChrisKan	values,”	the	aforemenKoned	expression	
is	 even	 more	 hazardous,	 since	 it	 encourages	 the	 idea	 of	 the	
existence	 of	 realiKes	 that	 are	 not	 suitable	 for	 ChrisKans	 and	
which	may	end	up	prevailing	over	others.	However,	 I	would	 like	
to	clarify	that	these	realiKes	are	respectable	and	may	be	good	for	
other	people.	

A	temptaKon	results	from	pumng	on	the	same	place	virtues	and	
moral	goods	and,	on	the	other	part,	customs	and	pracKces,	even	



those	characterisKc	of	the	species.	In	a	scene	of	the	famous	film	
ManhaIan	 (1979)	 by	 Woody	 Allen,	 the	 characters	 become	
entangled	in	an	unfathomable	contradicKon	regarding	their	own	
behaviour	and	it	is	stated	as	follows:	“I	think	people	should	mate	
for	 life-like	 pigeons,	 or	 Catholics.”	 Although	 it	 aims	 at	 making	
people	laugh,	many	of	our	contemporaries	see	it	as	if	there	were	
weird	people	who	do	strange	things.	Therefore,	in	the	same	way	
as	some	male	Scots	wear	skirts	or	a	few	French	people	eat	snails	
and	 frogs,	 some	 Catholic	 women	 reject	 aborKon.	 It	 seems	 as	
though	 morale	 was	 a	 sort	 of	 folklore,	 remarkably	 riveKng	 for	
ethnologists,	but	incompaKble	with	our	beliefs.	

What	We	Are	Not:	Three	Unexpected	Points	

1. Please,	 allow	me	 to	 draw	 the	 ahenKon	 to	 an	 unexpected	
genealogy.	Our	 efforts	 stand	 in	 conKnuity	with	 an	 ancient	
tradiKon.	Among	others,	we	are	the	intellectual	heirs	of	the	
best	part	of	the	Labour	Movement	of	the	19th	Century,	even	
more	than	“socialists”	pretend	to	be.	The	union	movement,	
which	 in	 its	origins	advocated	for	 the	 interests	of	workers,	
during	 a	 certain	 Kme	 began	 defending	 exclusively	 the	
interests	 of	 the	 workers	 members	 of	 the	 trade	 union.	 In	
fact,	 even	 nowadays	 it	 is	 someKmes	 perceived	 that	 they	
only	defend	the	interests	of	the	members	of	the	union.	

The	first	socialists	advocated	for	the	dignity	of	the	workers	
of	 factories	 or	 the	 farmers	 against	 those	 who	 exploited	
them	and	imposed	inhuman	working	condiKons	on	them.		

In	the	same	way,	we	defend	the	dignity	of	human	beings,	in	
parKcular,	any	human	being,	with	a	bias	towards	those	who	
have	 a	 dire	 need	 of	 being	 taken	 care	 of,	 especially	 those	
who	are	not	able	to	fight	for	their	themselves.	



2. In	addiKon,	we	advocate	for	dignity	in	the	middle	of	purely	
raKonal	 arguments	 with	 regards	 to	 the	 taken	 into	
consideraKon	 of	 fundamental	 anthropological	 data	 that	
consKtute	human	nature.	What	is	more,	we	do	not	give	up	
the	 idea	 of	 resorKng	 to	 a	 religious	 authority	 or	 invoking	
sacred	texts	to	elevate	learnedly	our	beliefs.	

That	said,	it	is	interesKng	to	see	that	there	are	two	opposed	
sides	to	this.	In	fact,	our	adversaries	appeal	to	more	shallow	
ideas,	albeit	surrounded	by	a	sort	of	aura	which	provides	it	
with	a	sacred	dimension,	increasing	its	ahracKve.	

In	 this	 way,	 it	 seems	 as	 though	 ChrisKans	 are	 among	 the	
laher	representaKves	of	reason.	They	must	blissfully	defend	
it	 from	 those	 with	 a	 low	 level	 of	 affecKvity	 which	 masks	
sordid	 economic	 interests.	 Perhaps,	 although	 we	 are	
accused	of	believing	in	and	acKng	out	of	irraKonal	moKves,	
we	are	the	last	compartment	of	raKonalism.	

Herewith	 I	 cannot	 resist	 the	 temptaKon	 of	 quoKng	 a	 text	
that	I	have	repeatedly	had	the	chance	to	use.	It	is	an	extract	
from	the	conclusion	of	a	crime	novel	by	G.K.	Chesterton.	In	
it,	Father	Brown	masks	a	fraudster	when	he	himself	dresses	
up	 as	 a	 priest,	 speaking	 against	 reason,	 which	 is	 a	 “bad	
theology.”	He	states	as	follows:	“I	know	that	people	charge	
the	Church	with	lowering	reason,	but	is	just	the	other	way.	
Alone	 on	 earth,	 the	 Church	 affirms	 that	 Good	 Himself	 is	
bound	by	reason”. 	5
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(c)	 Inasmuch	 as	 we	 worry	 about	 human	 beings,	 we	 are	
humanists.	Admihedly,	not	in	the	sense	that	this	word	adopted	in	
England	 in	 the	19th	Century.	At	 that	Kme,	 it	meant	 the	same	as	
“agnosKcism”	 or	 “secularism”,	 that	 is,	 an	 educated	 manner	 of	
designaKng	atheism,	which	was	not	considered	necessary	during	
the	 reign	of	Queen	Victoria.	Our	humanism	does	not	 consist	of	
considering	that	the	man	is	a	supreme	being,	above	whom	there	
is	 neither	 nothing	nor	 nobody.	 The	 ahempts	 in	 this	 sense	have	
contributed	to	the	destrucKon	of	the	“human	material”	without	
precedent	in	history.	

Our	worry	 lies	on	 taking	back	 the	humanist	project,	 focused	on	
the	 real	 concern	 about	 human	 beings,	 no	 maher	 who.	
Recovering	 the	 ancient	 sense	 of	 the	 humaniora	 in	 the	 line	 of	
Cicero,	 we	 should	 highlight	 our	 commitment	 to	 the	 European	
culture,	 for	 instance,	 by	 encouraging	 the	 renovaKon	of	 classical	
studies.	 By	 means	 of	 “humaniKes,”	 it	 is	 expected	 that	 human	
beings	 become	 more	 human,	 standing	 up	 for	 the	 dignity	 and	
humility	 of	 men.	 This	 banal	 man,	 the	Mensch,wie	 er	 geht	 und	
steht	of	whom	Marx	stated	that	he	did	not	want	to	deal	with. 	6

We	may	 get	 back	 a	 deep	 thought	 by	 one	 of	 the	 Fathers	 of	 the	
Church,	 Gregory	 of	 Nyssa, 	 who	 highly	 criKsed	 slavery.	 In	 his	7

treaKse	about	human	creaKon,	he	reflects	on	a	capital	sentence	
from	the	Bible,	the	one	in	which	the	author	of	the	first	narraKve	
of	the	creaKon,	at	the	beginning	of	the	Genesis,	writes	that	the	
man	was	 created	 in	 the	 image	 and	 likeness	 of	 God	 (1:26).	 This	
man,	 created	 in	 the	 image	 of	 God,	 is	 as	 unknown	 as	 Him.	
Therefore,	 if	 God	 is	 mysterious,	 men	 should	 be	 too.	 For	 that	
reason,	it	cannot	sKck	to	a	definiKon.	
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In	 effect,	 the	 theoreKcal	 ahempt	 searches	 for	 a	 pracKcal	
applicaKon:	 it	 begins	 by	 defining,	 as	 the	 etymology	 of	 the	
verb	 definire-	 suggests,	 it	 consist	 of	 delimiKng	 in	 order	 to	
establish	a	limit	around	which	the	right	of	deserving	to	be	human	
beings	would	exist.	Anything	that	surpasses	it	would	be	excluded	
for	pracKcal	measures.	For	its	part,	any	ahempt	to	define	what	is	
human	is	inclined	to	a	specific	form	of	selecKon.	

Eventually,	it	would	be	desirable	to	exclude	anything	which	does	
not	 saKsfy	 the	model	 of	 an	 “expanded”	 humanity.	 In	 a	 sort	 of	
scienKfic	utopia	which	dates	back	to	the	end	of	the	1920s,	a	wise	
BriKsh	man	wondered	what	would	happen	when	two	varieKes	of	
the	 human	 species	 had	 to	 subsist	 on	 Earth.	 He	 wrote	 with	 a	
sense	of	marvellous	BriKsh	understatement	that:	“There	may	not	
be	 room	 for	 both	 types	 in	 the	 same	 world	 and	 the	 old	
mechanism	 of	 exKncKon	 will	 come	 into	 play.	 The	 beher	
organized	 beings	 will	 be	 obliged	 in	 self-defense	 to	 reduce	 the	
numbers	 of	 the	 others,	 unKl	 they	 are	 no	 longer	 seriously	
inconvenienced	by	them>. 	8

Conclusions		

We	 are	 gathered	 here	 as	 heirs	 of	 three	 noble	 tradiKons	
consKtuKve	 of	 Europe:	 socialism,	 raKonalism,	 and	 humanism.	
Present	 since	 the	ancient	and	medieval	origins	of	 the	European	
project,	they	have	been	formulated	successively	and	respecKvely	
as	 programmes	 during	 the	 Industrial	 RevoluKon,	 the	
Enlightenment,	 and	 the	 Renaissance.	 It	 is	 the	 responsibility	 of	
intellectuals	 to	 encourage	 these	 three	 beauKful	 realiKes	 under	
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the	principles	that	they	have	crystallised	in	our	days	and	face	the	
hazards	that	threaten	them	nowadays.			


