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Colloquī is a Deacon’s Corner 

weekly journal. Its mission and 

purpose: to encourage serious 

discussion, to promote reasoned 

debate, and to provide serious 

content for those who hope to 

find their own pathway to God.  

Each week Colloquī will contain 

articles on theology, philoso-

phy, faith, religion, Catholicism, 

and much more.  

Be forewarned! Articles may 

and often will contain fuel for 

controversy, but always with 

the express intent to seek the 

Truth, the whole truth, and 

nothing but the truth, so help us 

God. 

The KISS Principle  
The efficacy of simplicity 

S 
ometimes the best answer is the 

simplest; not necessarily the 

most complete nor the most 

satisfactory, just the most ap-

propriate 

and thus the best re-

sponse.  

Not that long 

ago, I picked up a 

book, written by Fa-

ther Robert J. Spitzer, 

of whom I have both 

met and have sincere 

admiration. Having 

read numerous books 

on the existence of 

God, I was very eager to read Father 

Spitzer’s book, New Proofs for the Exist-

ence of God: Contributions of Contemporary 

Physics and Philosophy.  

Sadly, I have yet to finish reading the 

book, although I have managed to di-

gest, with serious difficulty, perhaps a 

third of it. It is heavy, heavy, heavy stuff, 

indeed.  

Case in point, there is a postscript to 

Part One with the quite unimposing title 

of: Inflationary Cosmology and the String 

Multiverse by Bruce L. Gordon, Ph.D. The 

second sentence really says it all: “We 

begin by noting that the Borde-Vilenkin past-

incompleteness theorem for inflationary uni-

verses has been 

strengthened, and will 

discuss the significance 

of this fact for various 

pre-big-bang inflation-

ary scenarios in string 

cosmology, including 

landscape and cyclic 

ekpyrotic models.”1 

And no, I have not a 

clue what the learned 

doctor was attempt-

ing to say.  

N 
ow admittedly, I should note 

that Father Spitzer is intellec-

tually far beyond the genius 

of most, having taught graduate courses 

on faith and reason, metaphysics, philos-

ophy of God, and philosophy of science 

at Georgetown, Gonzaga, Seattle, and St. 

Louis universities. He was president of 

Gonzaga University for eleven years and 

now serves as the president of the Magis  
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Center of Reason and Faith and the 

Spitzer Center. He has produced two 

television series for EWTN and re-

ceived a Templeton Grant for teaching 

physics and metaphysics.  

S 
o one must concede that Father 

Spitzer has more than a few 

brain cells swirling around 

within that space between his ears. But 

that does not guarantee easy reading, 

In fact, I would suggest much the op-

posite. Which is unfortunate for we 

mere mortals, that is all the rest of us, 

for what he writes is of great im-

portance to all believers, not just to the 

academic elite. 

Yet, my intent here is neither to 

promote nor denigrate Father Spitzer 

or his book, but rather to consider the 

benefits of the KISS principle, specifi-

cally as it relates to faith and God. For 

those who might be unfamiliar with 

the KISS principle, let me explain. 

KISS, in this particular instance is an 

acronym which stands for “Keep It 

Simple Stupid”, a rather obvious, 

mildly pejorative phrase, with an 

equally obvious meaning,  

While I must confess to having 

been the recipient of just such an ad-

monition on countless occasions, to 

which I must, in all candor, hopelessly 

plead GUILTY, albeit with mitigating 

factors. What those mitigating factors 

are specifically will have to be set 

aside for a later time. Here, I wish to 

focus on the “efficacy of simplicity” 

when dealing with matters of faith. 

Once upon a time, a very long 

time ago, I attended a small Catholic 

parochial school, taught by holy Do-

minican Sisters (encased from head to 

toe in habits of black and white) 

watched over by an elderly (in my 

youthful mind, ancient) Irish Mon-

signor. Religion was seriously taught, 

primarily from the Baltimore Cate-

chism, and woe to the one who could 

not respond with inerrant accuracy, 

word for precise word, from its pages.  

The Baltimore Catechism was 

then, to most American Catholics, as 

much or more the Bible as the Bible 

itself. It was what Catholics were 

taught and what they believed. And it 

was simple to read and to understand. 

Was it comprehensive? No. Did it an-

swer all the questions concerning 

God? No. Was it appropriate for all 

ages? Arguably so, in as much as eve-

ryone could read and understand it. 

Was it outdated? Again, one could 

argue that was the case as it was first 

published in 1885 upon orders of the 

Third Plenary Council of Baltimore 

and approved by John Cardinal 

McCloskey, Archbishop of New York.  

T 
he original intent was to pro-

vide a uniform textbook of 

Christian doctrine for all 

Catholics. The first edition was largely 

the work of a single priest, Father Jan-

uarius De Concilio, written over a peri-

od of ten days. It was significantly re-

vised in the latter part of the twentieth 

century into four volumes, each target-

ing a specific age group. This revision 

involved hundreds of theologians, 

scholars and teachers and took years 

to review and edit.  

Did it contain doctrinal or dogmat-

ic errors? No. While there were some 

initial criticism, reviews were over-

whelmingly positive and it quickly 

became the Catechism adopted and 

taught in virtually every Catholic pa-

rochial school in the U.S.  

S 
o why do we no longer teach 

from the Baltimore Catechism? 

Simply put, because it has been 

completely updated and replaced by 

the Catechism of the Catholic Church, a 

monumental and beautifully com-

posed work first proposed by the Ex-

traordinary Assembly of the Synod of 

Bishops convened by Pope John Paul 

II in 1985. In 1986, Pope John Paul II 

then composed a commission of 12 

bishops and cardinals, under the direc-

tion of Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger to 

begin this enormous project which 

labored over the next decade to pro-

duce a Catechism with over 900 pages 

(English edition.)  

Is it better? Arguably, and in many 

respects, yes. It is certainly more com-

prehensive, making  extensive use of 

material from ancient sources, early 

church writers, as well as papal encyc-

licals, council documents, and other 

church papers. Is it simple to read and 

to understand? No. Its intentional au-

diences are clergy, scholars, and theo-

logians, not adult laity or children.  

For those less acquainted or pre-

pared for the profound theological 

treatises from the likes of Augustine 

and Aquinas, there are other 

“simplified” editions: the Youcat for 

youth as well as the United States Catho-

lic Catechism for Adults, although re-

grettably, even with their simplifica-

tion they fall short in their approach to 

simple catechesis, lacking anything 

approaching the simplicity and direct-

ness of the Baltimore Catechism.  
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W 
hile the Baltimore Cate-

chism has largely fallen 

into disuse, it remains an 

excellent resource for young children. 

After all, if it was good enough for 

your grandparents, it ought to be good 

enough for your children. Currently, 

there are two versions available: The 

official version written by the U.S. 

bishops at the Third Plenary Council 

of Baltimore and the St. Joseph version 

adapted for smaller children. 

The Baltimore Catechism is divided 

into individual lessons with a defini-

tion of terms at the start of each. Each 

section is then divided into a brief 

question and answer format which 

makes for quick reading and quick 

apprehension. Included in the back are 

standard Catholic prayers and hymns 

that children should learn. The Balti-

more Catechism is divided into No. 1, 

2, 3, and 4 which are available individ-

ually or in a complete set. The num-

bers are intended for grade-level ap-

propriateness for elementary, middle, 

and high school, respectively, with the 

last one ideal for educators. 

The second version is The New 

Saint Joseph Baltimore Catechism. It’s 

based on the Baltimore Catechism but 

revised with the addition of lots of pic-

tures, large print, and easy-to-

understand language and presentation 

that’s more attractive to children. It 

also includes discussion questions,  

T/F, fill-in-the blanks, bible reading 

passages, projects, and prayers after 

each section. In the back are the Holy 

Rosary, Stations of the Cross, Catholic 

Prayers including the Mass, and a dic-

tionary of terms. This is divided into 

No. 1 and 2, for elementary and mid-

dle school respectively, which are 

available individually. 

For those of us who grew up 

learning our faith from the Baltimore 

Catechism, the question and answer 

format still rings in our heads, even 

though a half-century or more sepa-

rates now from then: 

1. Q. Who made the world? A. 

God made the world. 

2. Q.  Who is God? A. God is the 

Creator of heaven and earth, 

and of all things. 

3. Q.  What is man? A. Man is a 

creature composed of body 

and soul, and made to the im-

age and likeness of God. 

4. Q.  Why did God make you? 

A. God made me to know 

Him, to love Him, and to serve 

Him in this world, and to be 

happy with Him forever in the 

next. 

5. Q.  What must we do to save 

our souls? A. To save our 

souls, we must worship God 

by faith, hope, and charity; 

that is, we must believe in 

Him, hope in Him, and love 

Him with all our heart. 

S 
imple? Yes. Understandable? 

Yes. Theologically sound? Yes. 

Memorable? Absolutely! If you 

have any doubts, just ask anyone who 

was catechized in a Catholic parochial 

school prior to the 60s or 70s. No 

doubt, most, when asked “Why did 

God make you?” will, with little or no 

difficulty, respond with the correct 

answer.  

Too often, these days, we look for 

and expect too much, too deep, too 

complex, too profound, too complete, 

too big an answer to the questions that 

arise. In some ways, I suppose, this is 

the direct result of the availability of 

unlimited,—or so it would appear—

easy access to information delivered 

through the Internet.  

H 
ave a question? Just ask 

Google or Bing or Alexa or 

Siri. We no longer have to 

exert much effort to obtain answers to 

our questions. Unfortunately, the qual-

ity, accuracy, even the truth of the an-

swers are too often questionable. 

Of course, to further compound 

the problem, the majority of our chil-

dren today are educated in public 

schools, completely devoid of even a 

mention of religion, faith, or heaven-

forbid, God.  

This has not always been the case, 

although many would and do claim 

this to be so. Fifty years ago, God had 

yet to be denied mention within the 

hallowed halls of public education; 

every child stood with hand upon the 

heart to recite the pledge of allegiance 

with “one nation, under God” in every 

classroom, every morning; priests and 

nuns were allowed, even encouraged 

to teach religion in the public schools, 

although generally after regular school 

hours, as were other denominations or 

faiths. Students were taught history 

without the necessity for some anony-

mous panel to first excise any and all 

mention of God, faith, or religious 

events, lest anyone be offended, stig-

matized, or traumatized by the mere 

mention of the name of God.   

CONTINUED ON PAGE 6 
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Attaining Perfection 
How long must I be perfect?  

J 
esus calls us, toward the end of 

today’s Gospel, to be perfect, to 

seek and to attain perfection; not 

just human perfection but divine 

perfection. What other conclusion can 

we possibly derive from his admoni-

tion, “So be perfect, just as your heavenly 

Father is perfect.”  

And our immediate response is to 

feel a bit uncomfortable and to laugh 

at the very thought of ever pos-

sibly  achieving such perfection. 

After all, we are a flawed peo-

ple, broken in our sinfulness, 

prone to making mistakes. Why 

on earth would Jesus tell us to 

be perfect as God, the Father, is 

perfect? It makes no sense at all. 

Isn’t Jesus telling us to reach for 

the impossible?     

Jesus tells us that the old law of 

retribution for an offense, that is an 

“eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth” 

will not resolve conflict, that the better 

way is to “offer no resistance to one who 

is evil. When someone strikes you on your 

right cheek, turn the other one as well.” 

His approach to aggression implicitly 

involves forgiving the offender.  

Whenever we are wronged or in-

jured by another our first response is a 

strong desire for revenge, to right the 

wrong or to inflict harm upon the one 

who has injured you. Seldom do we 

consider responding as Jesus advo-

cates.  

Perhaps, if we chose to pause and 

not immediately react, if we took a 

moment or some time to pray and re-

flect upon what has occurred, we 

might find it within our hearts to for-

give and to go the extra mile, to gift 

something to the offender.  

Yet, too often we refuse to focus 

on forgiveness and instead focus on 

the injury and the perpetrator, brood-

ing on what has been done to us, al-

lowing our emotions, filled with anger 

and resentment, to direct us toward a 

proportional response. And that, will 

most definitely not lead us to divine 

perfection.  

F 
urthermore, we too often place 

being perfect with being a 

“goody goody” or “holier than 

thou” person, more annoying for the 

implied snobbery which we perceive. 

We find it all too easy to associate 

goodness and holiness with a reality that 

seems annoyingly out of touch. We 

think to ourselves that we would like 

to do more, but being holy is just too 

difficult. Holiness is for priests and 

monks and nuns. We tell ourselves 

that “Only saints can be perfect and I’m 

no saint!” 

But maybe we should dig a little 

deeper into the lives of some of the 

saints before we so quickly give up on 

our own. Many of us hold the opinion 

that sainthood is beyond our reach, 

that such perfection, such holiness can-

not be attained in our current life situ-

ation. As I read somewhere, “The saints 

are all pious and holy looking on their holy 

cards,” completely out of touch with 

worldly realities and the abundance of 

sin and temptation that surrounds us.  

W 
e think of Pope Saint 

John Paul II, Saint Francis 

of Assisi, Saint Berna-

dette, or Saint Maria Goretti; saints 

whose lives were ever filled with pie-

ty, innocence and purity. And yet our 

thoughts seldom rest upon other 

saints, those whose lives weren’t al-

ways the epitome of the virtu-

ous and holy lives we are want 

to believe theirs must have 

been. 

We forget Saint Dismas. Who, 

you may ask? Dismas was the 

thief, crucified with Christ, who 

asked “Jesus, remember me when 

you come into your kingly power” and to 

whom Jesus said in reply, “Truly, I say 

to you, today you will be with me in Para-

dise.”1  

Or perhaps, we should consider 

Saint Augustine, Church Father and 

Doctor of the Church. In his youth, he 

lived a life of wantonness, had a mis-

tress, fathered a son out of wedlock, 

and would later admit in his Confes-

sions, “By contrast with them I felt myself 

loathsome, remembering how many of my 

years—twelve, perhaps—had gone to 

waste, and I with them, … I had been ex-

tremely miserable in adolescence, misera-

ble from its outset, and as I prayed to you 

for the gift of chastity I had even pleaded, 

’Grant me chastity and self-control, but 

please not yet.’ I was afraid that you might 

hear me immediately and heal me forth-  

CONTINUED ON PAGE 3  
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with of the morbid lust which I was more 

anxious to satisfy than to snuff out. So I 

had wandered off into the crooked paths of 

a sacrilegious superstition, not because I 

had any certainty about it but because I 

preferred it to other beliefs—not that I was 

investigating these in any spirit of rever-

ence: rather was I opposing them with 

malicious intent.”2 

I 
n Holland in the summer of 1572, 

the Protestant Reformation was 

fully underway. Doctrinal debates 

and disagreements between Calvinists 

and Catholics were frequent, and 

matters had degenerated into violence 

in some areas. At one point that sum-

mer, a group of anti-Catholic Dutch 

pirates known as the “Sea Beggars”, 

attacked the towns of Dordrecht and 

Gorkum. During the assault of Gor-

kum, the Sea Beggars took hostage a 

group of clerics and religious. (ASIDE: 

Many in the group were very pious 

and holy. They were trying to lead 

lives so as to be perfect, even as your 

heavenly Father is perfect.) The group 

consisted of Franciscan and Dominican 

Friars, Nobertine canons as well as 

diocesan priests.    

St. Andrew happened to be one of 

the diocesan priests who was captured 

that day. He was renowned, through-

out his parish and in the broader coun-

tryside, for his violations of chastity. 

When the other men were taken hos-

tage, St. Andrew was not one the Sea 

Beggars intended to take hostage. He 

actually volunteered to go along with 

them, not because of any pious desire 

to become a great martyr, but as a sign 

of solidarity with his brother priests.  

During their imprisonment, the 

captives were given the opportunity to 

renounce their Catholic faith. In partic-

ular, they were instructed to deny the 

reality of God’s presence in the Eucha-

rist, Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity. If 

they did so, they would immediately 

be given their freedom. None of the 

men would deny the Church’s teach-

ings on the Eucharist.  

 Keep in mind, the pirates knew 

what St. Andrew was: a letch and 

womanizer. They tried to entice him 

with freedom. All he had to do was 

deny the Church’s teaching on the Eu-

charist. To the surprise of his captors, 

and in a moment of fidelity, he did not 

do it. They threw his infamous and 

sinful past in his face, and he surprised 

them by his response: “A fornicator I 

ever was, a heretic I never was.” Though 

he had been morally weak all his life, 

he responded to God’s grace in this 

moment when his was challenged 

about Church teaching, and he stood 

firm.  

A 
 few days later, the captives 

were asked to deny that the 

Pope is the head of the 

Church on earth. All of these priests 

and religious held fast to the Church’s 

teaching regarding the pope’s role as 

head of the Church on earth. Shortly 

thereafter, the entire group of 19 men 

were hanged by the neck until 

dead. The bad priest and womanizer, 

St. Andrew Wouters, was also mar-

tyred that day.  

These examples show us that not 

every saint has led a saintly life. Some-

times, as was the case with Dismas, 

Augustine, and Andrew, grave sinners 

wake up before it is too late and slip in 

through the gates of heaven on a wing 

and a prayer. But it does us no good to 

hope to do the same, for those are the 

exceptions and not the norm. We have 

to strive always for perfection, today 

and every day of our lives.  

T 
he mandate to “be perfect, just 

as your heavenly Father is per-

fect,” feels so overwhelmingly 

impossible to achieve. How can any of 

us hope to attain such divine perfec-

tion? Yet, Jesus is not speaking of some 

kind of impossible flawlessness. Look 

at the words that come before, words 

that speak of God’s great love dis-

played by his gifts of sunshine and 

rain. It is God’s love which we are 

called to imitate, a daunting challenge 

to be certain, but one not impossible to 

achieve.  

Perhaps we might be more open to 

accepting Jesus’ challenge to be perfect 

if we consider the Lukan version 

which some scholars believe is the 

more original: “But love your enemies, 

and do good, and lend, expecting nothing 

in return; and your reward will be great, 

and you will be sons of the Most High; for 

he is kind to the ungrateful and the selfish. 

Be merciful, even as your Father is merci-

ful.”  

We should remind ourselves that 

as Saint Paul writes “the temple of God 

is holy, and you are that temple,” so also 

are the criminal and our enemies, de-

spite the empty wisdom of the worldly 

wise. Amen.  

Homily  for the 
The Seventh Sunday in Ordinary Time (A) 

Leviticus 19:1-2, 17-18 
1 Corinthians 3:16-23  

Matthew 5:38-48 
    

1. Lk 23:42-43. 
2. Saint Augustine, The Confessions, VIII, 17. 
3. Lk 6:35-36. 
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W 
hat elevates this princi-

ple—the efficacy of sim-

plicity or KISS—to more 

than a passing thought is, in part I 

suppose, the direct result of my ongo-

ing graduate studies in Biblical Theol-

ogy. What has become abundantly 

clear to this poor student is that while 

there is much to learn of our faith, of 

the church, of who we are and who 

made us, theologians in large measure 

suffer with great difficulty to see the 

forest for the trees. Even that is often 

much too granular, for they are often 

so engrossed in the minutiae that they 

cannot see the leaf for the stem. Simply 

put, they spend far too much time 

studying a single snowflake that they 

lose sight of the gathering storm 

threatening to bury them.  

Case in point: Saint Thomas Aqui-

nas, an Italian Dominican priest and 

Doctor of the Church is considered to 

be one of the Catholic Church’s great-

est philosophers and theologians. His 

best known work, the Summa Theologi-

ae, is a brief but unfinished 3,500 page 

instructional guide (i.e. Catechism) for 

beginners. Aquinas conceived the 

Summa as a work suited to beginning 

students: “Because the Master of Catholic 

Truth ought not only to teach the profi-

cient, but also to instruct beginners 

(according to the Apostle: As unto little 

ones in Christ, I gave you milk to drink, 

not meat—1 Cor. 3:1, 2), we purpose in 

this book to treat of whatever belongs to 

the Christian Religion, in such a way as 

may tend to the instruction of beginners.”2 

As learned and esteemed as Aqui-

nas most assuredly was, I would hum-

bly suggest that this beloved saint 

missed the mark for producing an in-

struction guide for beginners.  

 To highlight the wide disparity in 

writing styles between the Summa and 

the Baltimore Catechism, here Aquinas 

responds to the question as to whether 

in Holy Scripture a word may have 

several senses: “I answer that, The au-

thor of Holy Writ is God, in whose power 

it is to signify His meaning, not by words 

only (as man also can do), but also by 

things themselves. So, whereas in every 

other science things are signified by words, 

this science has the property, that the 

things signified by the words have them-

selves also a signification. Therefore that 

first signification whereby words signify 

things belongs to the first sense, the histor-

ical or literal. That signification whereby 

things signified by words have themselves 

also a signification is called the spiritual 

sense, which is based on the literal, and 

presupposes it. Now this spiritual sense 

has a threefold division. For as the Apostle 

says (Heb. 10:1) the Old Law is a figure of 

the New Law, and Dionysius says (Cœl. 

Hier. i) the New Law itself is a figure of 

future glory. Again, in the New Law, 

whatever our Head has done is a type of 

what we ought to do. Therefore, so far as 

the things of the Old Law signify the 

things of the New Law, there is the allegor-

ical sense; so far as the things done in 

Christ, or so far as the things which signi-

fy Christ, are types of what we ought to do, 

there is the moral sense. But so far as they 

signify what relates to eternal glory, there 

is the anagogical sense. Since the literal 

sense is that which the author intends, and 

since the author of Holy Writ is God, Who 

by one act comprehends all things by His 

intellect, it is not unfitting, as Augustine 

says (Confess. xii), if, even according to 

the literal sense, one word in Holy Writ 

should have several senses.”3 

Now perhaps his response is in 

some measure less difficult to under-

stand than one might find reading Fa-

ther Spitzer’s book, yet it still belies the 

simplicity necessary for instructing 

beginners.   

A 
s well-intentioned as our 

catechists and religious edu-

cators may be in inculcating 

our children with the knowledge of 

the Catholic faith, far too many are 

growing up knowing little if anything 

about their faith. The fault however 

does not rest with our catechists and 

religious educators but must be placed 

squarely upon the shoulders of par-

ents of latchkey children who have 

little or no time in their busy lives nor, 

all too often, the inclination to instruct 

or communicate the tenets of the faith 

to their children.  

Historically, the current genera-

tion of parents were raised in much 

the same environment, with an ab-

sence of catechesis often accompanied 

by poor church attendance, thus re-

sulting in a repeating pattern of reli-

gious illiteracy. Simply put, “What 

we’ve got here is failure to communicate”4 

the essentials of our faith, either by 

word or deed, in language sufficiently 

simple and clear enough for our young 

to grasp.  

The efficacy of simplicity is evi-

dent, but it must be taught, early and 

often, with sincerity and faith. 

    

1. Robert J. Spitzer, SJ, New Proofs for the Existence 
of God: Contributions of Contemporary Physics and 
Philosophy, (Eerdmans, June 29, 2010, 319 pages), 
75. 

2. St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, I Pro-
logue. 

3. St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, I q.1 a.10 
resp. 

4. A quotation from the 1967 film Cool Hand Luke. 
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A Shell Of Christianity 
Those willing to die for their faith 

W 
e who live in afflu-

ent Western cultures 

find little in com-

mon with the less 

sophisticated, less educated, less ad-

vantaged peoples of the world. Collec-

tively, we pay little attention to those 

in whom we consider to be our cultur-

al inferiors. Clearly not what Christ 

demands of us all. Our self-absorption 

and cultural secularism skews our 

worldview, ultimately resulting in a 

superficial and callous view of our 

own Christianity.   

 In an opinion piece written for 

the February 2017 Columbia maga-

zine, Supreme Knight Carl A. An-

derson wrote of Martin Scorsese’s 

recent film, Silence, about two Jesuit 

missionaries who travel to Japan 

during the terrible 17th-century per-

secution of Christians there. It is an 

article worth reading for it pointed-

ly raises several disturbing ques-

tions, questions which we who are 

fortunate enough to live in a time 

and place relatively free of harsh 

and deadly persecution and martyr-

dom should take seriously and dig 

deep within our own consciences to 

discern and understand. 

The film, based upon the 1966 nov-

el of the same name written by the late 

Japanese Catholic author Shusaku En-

do, “raises profound questions regarding 

the challenge to Christian faith in the 

midst of suffering and a hostile culture. 

The most obvious is suggested in the film’s 

title: How are we to understand the silence 

of God amid great suffering and evil?”1 

 In a lengthy (1:07.46) roundtable 

forum filmed at John Paul the Great 

Catholic University in Escondido, Cali-

fornia, four professors discuss the 

book and the movie and offer their 

unique and insightful observations on 

what the author Endo and film direc-

tor Scorsese have portrayed. As Doctor 

Tom Harmon observes, the central 

theme for both is that of Apostasy, that 

the Japanese authorities have discov-

ered that martyrdom doesn’t actually 

do much to stamp out the Christian 

community.  

O 
ne of the ways the authori-

ties undermine the Christian 

faith is the public renuncia-

tion of the faith by the Japanese peas-

ants and the missionary priests by 

stepping on an image of Jesus Christ 

or one of the Saints, especially the Vir-

gin Mary. The central figure, Father 

Rodriguez is told to step on the image 

of Christ or one or more of the peas-

ants will suffer crucifixion.2 

Further on in his article, Carl An-

derson writes: “During one of the film’s 

highpoints there is an exchange between 

two Jesuits missionaries. The younger Jes-

uit asserts that Christianity is universally 

true — if it is not true in every culture, 

then it cannot be true for any. But the old-

er one replies that Christianity cannot take 

root in Japan. 

T 
he reality is, however, that thou-

sands of Japanese had become 

Christians and endured horrible 

torture and death rather than renounce 

their faith. But to this fact, the older Jesuit 

claims that these Japanese martyrs do not 

really understand the faith; they embrace a 

mere shell of Christianity.  

There is something deeply troubling 

about this scene, where the sophisticat-

ed, highly educated Westerner rational-

izes his abandonment of Christianity, 

while ‘wretched’ Japanese peasants 

willingly give their lives for their faith. 

In many places in the West today, the 

light of Christian faith is diminishing, 

while throughout must of the rest of the 

world Christianity is growing stronger. 

This is especially true in Asia, Africa 

and the Middle East, where many 

Christians are being persecuted and 

killed because of their faith.” 

With so many of our poorer, less-

privileged, less sophisticated brothers 

and sister enduring persecution and 

martyrdom for their faith, shouldn’t 

we be asking ourselves whether we 

have the strength of faith to endure the 

same? Let us pray for so great a faith.  

    

1. Carl A. Anderson, The Future of the Faith, Colum-
bia magazine, February 2017, p. 3. . 

2. John Paul the Great Catholic University Faculty 
Roundtable Discussion: Silence, February 3, 2017, 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iJUoefcUWVc 
moderated by Michael Barber, Ph.D., Chair of the 
Department of Theology, joined by Father Andrew 
Younan, a Chaldean Priest from Iraq and Professor 
of Philosophy, Christopher Riley, Ph.D, Professor of 
Film and Screenwriting, and Thomas Harmon, 
Ph.D. Professor of Theology & Culture. 
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Et Quod Hoc ... 
This and that ... 

O 
ne will never find a 

pearl atop a shell for that 

would be a sin against 

its nature. So too the 

diamond basking in the sunlight, far 

above the pressured womb which bore 

it. In reading a recent article (Peter Hitch-

es, The Fantasy Of Addiction, First Things, February 

2017, pp. 37-41) I came upon prose which 

seemed uncomfortably sandwiched 

among crowded words. Hitchens 

wrote: 

“Words are congealed thought—in 

some cases, very congealed indeed. Some 

words are congealed lack of thought. Why 

we use words badly, it is because we are 

too lazy, or too hurried, to think about 

what they mean. This is most of the time, 

which is George Orwell’s greatest point in 

his matchless essay on ‘Politics and the 

English Language.’ If the words that come 

out of your mouth or your keyboard do not 

make a picture in your mind, then they 

will certainly be dull and will probably be 

wrong. 

But if we pause to let words unfold 

and grow, then we understand and use 

them better—or abandon them, as we 

abandon clichés and exploded theories.” 

A bit further on he writes that “The 

English language belongs to no state or 

government. It is not ruled by academics 

or even defined by dictionaries, however 

good. It operates on a sort of linguistic 

version of common law, by usage and prec-

edent.” 

He concludes his essay with two 

revealing and insightful points: 

“It was the triumph of the Christian 

religion that for many centuries it man-

aged to become the unreasoning assump-

tion of almost all, built into every spoken 

and written word, every song, and every 

building. It was the disaster of the Chris-

tian religion that it assumed this triumph 

would last forever and outlast everything, 

and so it was ill equipped to resist the chal-

lenge of a rival when it came, in this, the 

century of the self. The Christian religion 

had no idea that a new power, which I call 

selfism, would arise. And having arisen, 

selfism has easily shouldered its rival 

aside. In free competition, how can a faith 

based upon self-restraint and patience 

compete with one that pardons, uncondi-

tionally and in advance, all the self-

indulgences you can think of, and some 

you cannot?” 

And finally he closes with this 

gem of truth: “For we all prefer the easy, 

comforting falsehood to the awkward 

truth. But at the same time, we all know 

exactly what we are doing, and seek with 

ever greater zeal to conceal it from our-

selves. Has it not been so since the begin-

ning? And has not the greatest danger 

always been that those charged with the 

duty of preaching the steep and rugged 

pathway persuade themselves that weak-

ness is compassion, and that sin can be 

cured at a clinic, or soothed with a pill? 

And so falsehood flourishes in great power, 

like the green bay tree.”   

Do Catholic hospitals discrimi-

nate? That is the 64,000 dollar question 

which eventually may well come be-

fore the U.S. Supreme Court. As Mary 

Rice Hasson reports in the February 12

-18 edition of Our Sunday Visitor, a wom-

an who identifies as a transgender 

man filed a lawsuit accusing St. Jo-

seph’s Regional Medical Center in 

New Jersey of “unlawful discrimina-

tion on the basis of sex,” a violation of 

New Jersey law and the ACA. So what 

was the discrimination? The hospital 

refused to let a surgeon schedule a 

hysterectomy to complete her gender 

reassignment, female to male. As a 

Catholic hospital, hysterectomies for 

purposes of gender reassignment are 

neither permitted nor condoned.  

“Direct sterilization of either men or 

women, whether permanent or temporary, 

is not permitted in a Catholic health care 

institution. Procedures that induce sterili-

ty are permitted when their direct effect is 

the cure or alleviation of a present and 

serious pathology and a simpler treatment 

is not available.” (Ethical and Religious Directives 

for Catholic Health Care Services, U.S. Conference of 

Catholic Bishops, No. 53) 

Hasson writes “The complaint em-

ploys ‘doublespeak’ to justify the demand. 

It asserts that Conforti’s male ‘gender 

identity’ is the patient’s ‘true sex,’ and 

conversely, that ‘sex’ is determined mainly 

by subjective experience of gender identity. 

In unilaterally redefining essential terms, 

progressives obscure the truth, confuse 

good people, and render dialogue nearly 

impossible. So Catholic institutions must 

tread carefully.  

Besides redefining terms, transgender 

activists have generally controlled how 

gender issues are framed. It’s easier to win 

the public’s sympathy, for example, by 

fighting for a vulnerable person than by 

defending an abstract idea (‘religious liber-

ty’) or a ‘biased’ institution (the church). 

They put the vulnerable people at the  

CONTINUED ON PAGE 9  
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center of their narrative, assert their 

‘rights’ to trans-specific services and then 

interpret the religious believer’s unwill-

ingness to provide those services as an 

expression of bias or hatred toward the 

person. … 

The hospital’s unwillingness to be a 

venue for gender reassignment has noth-

ing to do with who Conforti is, and every-

thing to do with what the surgery entails 

(removing a healthy uterus) and why it 

was requested (to reassign gender and 

reduce feelings of gender dysphoria).” 

As Hassan concludes: “...the narra-

tives of the gender revolution are not going 

somewhere else anytime soon.” The in-

sanity continues. 

A 
s reported in the New York 

Times (Jeremy W. Peters, The John-

son Amendment, Which Trump Vows to 

’Destroy,’ Explained, February 2, 2017) President 

Trump “declared his intention to sign a 

bill that would fundamentally alter a ma-

jor aspect of the church-state divide  that 

has been a constant in American politics 

for generations. It is one of the brightest 

lines in the legal separation between reli-

gion and politics.” Speak of media bias.  

Friends have asked as to what pre-

cisely is the Johnson Amendment and 

what would be the fundamental prob-

lem with removing it from the law? In 

brief, the Johnson Amendment, enact-

ed in 1954, amended the tax code to 

prevent tax-exempt entities like 

churches and charitable organizations 

from either directly or indirectly par-

ticipating in any political campaign on 

behalf of, or in opposition to, any can-

didate. Specifically, clergy are restrict-

ed from endorsing or opposing candi-

dates from the pulpit. The penalty for 

doing so is risking their tax-exempt 

status—which no church or charitable 

organization has been so penalized 

since it inception, sixty-three years 

ago.  

Why is it called the Johnson 

Amendment? In 1954, when Lyndon B. 

Johnson was a senator from Texas, he 

introduced the measure in order to 

bludgeon a political opponent who 

had the backing of nonprofit groups 

that had been campaigning against 

him by suggesting he was a com-

munist. 

During the National Prayer Break-

fast in Washington on February 2, 

President Trump made his intentions 

clear:  

“Freedom of religion is a sacred right, 

but it is also a right under threat all 

around us. That is why I will get rid of 

and totally destroy the Johnson Amend-

ment and allow our representatives of faith 

to speak freely and without fear of retribu-

tion.” 

The IRS tax code reads as follows: 

“All section 501(c)(3) organizations are 

absolutely prohibited from directly or indi-

rectly participating in or intervening in 

any political campaign on behalf of or in 

opposition to any candidate for elective 

public office. Contributions to political 

campaign funds or public statements of 

position (verbal or written) made on behalf 

of the organization in favor of or in opposi-

tion to any candidate for public office 

clearly violate the prohibition against po-

litical campaign activity.” 

The impact on churches and non-

profits is a question which only time 

will remedy.  

Deacon’s Diner 
Food for a restless mind 

F 
or those restless minds 

that hunger and thirst for 

more. Each week  this 

space will offer a menu of 

interesting and provocative titles, 

written by Catholic authors, in 

addition to those referenced in the 

articles, for you to feed your restless 

mind.  

BOOKS 

Faith Comes From What Is Heard 

Lawrence Feingold 

Emmaus Academic 

July 8, 2016, 756 pages. 

Called To Communion 

Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger 

Ignatius Press 

1996, 165 pages. 

Orthodoxy 

G. K. Chesterton 

Digireads. com  

March 30, 2004, 121 pages. 

Originally published 1908.  

PERIODICALS 

First Things  
Institute on Religion and Public Life 

Editor: R. R. Reno 

Ten Issues per year. 

www.firstthings.com 

Touchstone  
A Journal of Mere Christianity 

Editor: James M. Kushiner 

Bi-Monthly. 

www.touchstonemag.com 

Catholic Answers Magazine 

Share the Faith, Defend the Faith 

Editor: Tim Ryland 

Bi-Monthly. 

www.catholic.com 
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