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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. 

A Right Order To Love 
God at the center  

T 
here is a right order to love. 

Likewise, there is a wrong 

order which is rather a sor-

did, all-consuming disorder 

of that which we call love.  

The more I come to having God at 

the center of my being, of my life, the 

more I am able to love others. It feels a 

bit odd how that works.  

Jesus said the greatest 

commandment was to love 

God with all your heart, 

and with all your mind, 

and with all your soul. I 

cannot help but wonder 

how many of us—and I am speaking 

mainly of myself here—hear those words 

and say we love God, but … not with 

anything close to all our hearts, minds, 

and souls. Rather, I believe we too often 

love God absentmindedly, much as an 

afterthought or only when we happen to 

need something from him. What I find 

most interesting is that the more I place 

God at the center, the less I revere my-

self. That is as it should be but so seldom 

is it perceived as so. 

Too often, the order of love which 

Jesus taught — that is: God, neighbor, 

self — is reversed, ordered to self, neigh-

bor, and only then toward God. What 

strikes me is that when we love our-

selves more than neighbor or God, we 

can never truly love at all, for true love 

demands an unselfish giving of oneself, 

while self-love is selfish, engendering 

only the desire to be loved, not to love.  

What I have come to real-

ize is that when God is the 

center of our being — 

when the order of our love 

is as it should be, that is, 

God, neighbor, self — then 

in loving God, in giving all 

of one’s self to him, his love is reflected 

through us toward our neighbors and in 

turn reflected back upon one’s self. 

W 
hen we love God above all 

else we inoculate ourselves 

against “the slings and ar-

rows of outrageous fortune” thrown our 

way; it becomes easy to turn the other 

cheek, and through his mercy, to forgive. 
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Mirror, Mirror ... 
Made in our own image only better 

W 
hat is to become of 

man? Only God 

knows the answer 

although, to be sure, 

there are those who, given sufficient 

license, would presume to know as 

much.  

Increasingly shrill voices, carried 

aloft on antinomian winds, have effec-

tively silenced any and all dissenting 

voices. The voices of the 

few or the one now carry 

the day; the many have 

been struck dumb by the 

riotous, irrational din of 

those who would be gods; 

for there are no other gods 

but they.    

The worrisome ques-

tion which, like some poor 

stuttering fool, cannot es-

cape the tongue with any 

coherent speech, dies with-

out a hearing; it matters 

not, for no one is listening.  

We have become reflections, imag-

es of our own making. Like Narcissus 

we have fallen in love with our own 

reflection. We stare into the mirror and 

ask, “Mirror, mirror on the wall, who’s 

the fairest of them all,” and never once 

dispute the answer.   

Archbishop Charles J. Chaput re-

cently wrote that “religion only works its 

influence on democracy if people really 

believe what it teaches. Nobody believes in 

God just because it’s socially useful. To 

put it in Catholic terms, Christianity is 

worthless as a leaven in society unless 

people actually believe in Jesus Christ, 

follow the Gospel, love the Church, and act 

like real disciples. If they don’t, then reli-

gion is just another form of self-

medication. And unfortunately, that’s how 

many of us live out our Baptism.”1 

 Further on, he reflects on Tocque-

ville’s fear concerning democracy 

without religious constraints—what 

Tocqueville called its power to kill 

souls and prepare citizens for servi-

tude—and suggests that “is arguably 

where we find ourselves today.”  

H 
e cites one example: “The 

political impact of new tech-

nologies has been massive. 

They shape the nature of our reasoning 

and our discourse. They’ve moved us away 

from a public square tempered by logic, 

debate, and reflection based on the printed 

word, to a visual and sensory one, emo-

tionally charged and spontaneous.…  

The credibility of a liberal democracy 

depends on its power to give people securi-

ty and freedom — with ‘freedom’ meas-

ured largely by the number of choices 

within each person’s private control. The 

goal of modern technology is to expand 

those choices by subduing the natural 

world; to put nature at the service of socie-

ty in general, and individual consumers in 

particular. As a result, modern democracy 

isn’t just ‘open’ to modern technology; it 

now depends on it. The two can’t be sepa-

rated. 

A 
s the progress of democracy 

and technology go hand in 

hand, the political influence of 

polling, focus groups, behavioral experts, 

and market research grows. The state 

gradually takes on elements of a market 

model that requires the 

growth of government as a 

service provider. The short-

term needs and wants of vot-

ers begin to displace long-term 

purpose and planning. In 

effect, democracy becomes an 

expression of consumer prefer-

ence shaped and led by a tech-

nology-competent managerial 

class. It has plenty of room for 

personal ‘values.’ But it has 

very little space for appeals to 

higher moral authority or 

shared meaning….  

Private beliefs make no public de-

mands; and if they do, those demands can 

easily be ignored or pushed to the mar-

gins.”2 

Here then, Archbishop Chaput 

states what should be obvious:  

“The irony of the present moment is 

that the same tools we use to pick apart 

and understand the natural world, we now 

use against ourselves. We’re the specimens 

of our own tinkering, the objects of our 

social and physical sciences. In the process,   

CONTINUED ON PAGE 3  
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we’ve lost two things. We’ve lost our abil-

ity to see anything sacred or unique in 

what it means to be human. And we’ve 

lost our capacity to believe in anything 

that we can’t measure with our tools.”3 

S 
ocial and cultural norms have 

been turned on their heads. No 

longer is man a creature of 

God, made in his own image and like-

ness. No longer is man bound by the 

stultifying limitations of the past or the 

strictures of a God-given natural moral 

code.  

No. Man is now of his own mak-

ing and will bow to no one but him-

self.  

Of course, what has just been said 

most assuredly will offend by its pre-

sumption of gender. Perhaps “it” 

would somehow soften the devastat-

ing assault to the heart and ameliorate 

the naked effrontery such harsh, un-

caring verbiage impinges upon those 

with such tender sensibilities. The slip-

pery slope upon which we are sliding 

denies escape or turning back; we are 

now passive, compliant residents in an 

asylum under management by those 

rightly adjudicated quite mad.    

Recent reports do indict with Or-

wellian precession the narcissistic 

affairs of the heart. Tradition is under 

assault, besieged by a secular, narcis-

sistic culture whose mindless, unrea-

soned goal is the repudiation of objec-

tive truth. While the assaults have 

come from many fronts, two forces 

dominate the societal and cultural 

landscapes: the assault on traditional 

family values and the assault on what 

it means to be human. 

“In the Christian tradition, marriage 

has historically been understood as a life-

long, conjugal covenant between a man 

and a woman, a union of love that involves 

the giving of oneself to God and to others. 

Today the institution of marriage, which 

has flourished not only among Christians 

but across many religious traditions of the 

world, is being challenged from many an-

gles and by many practices. Until quite 

recently, these were all regarded as inimi-

cal to human flourishing in society.”4  

In June 2015, the U.S. Supreme 

Court, in Obergefell v. Hodges, struck 

down the nation’s understanding of 

marriage and in doing so effectually 

changed the meaning of family, eradi-

cating the need for the natural rela-

tionships—husband and wife, mother 

and father—at the core of the institu-

tion of marriage and family. 

“With Obergefell, marriage and fami-

ly no longer precede and limit the state as 

humanity’s basic social units grounded in 

nature. Instead, they now mean what 

the state says they mean. And that 

suggests deeper problems, because in 

redefining marriage and the family, the 

state implicitly claims the authority 

to define what is and isn’t properly 

human. Buried in Obergefell is the prem-

ise that who we are, how we mate, and 

with whom we mate are purely matters of 

personal choice and social contract. Biolo-

gy is raw material. Gender is fluid. Both 

are free of any larger truth that might lim-

it our actions. And the consequences of 

that premise will impact every aspect of 

our shared political, economic, and social 

life. Why so? Benedict XVI explained it 

simply and well: ‘[The] question of the 

family is not just about a particular social 

construct, but about man himself—about 

what he is and what it takes to be authenti-

cally human … When such commitment is 

repudiated, the key figures of human exist-

ence likewise vanish: father, mother, 

child—essential elements of the experience 

of being human are lost.’ 

People who hold a classic understand-

ing of sexuality, marriage, and family have 

gone in just twenty years from pillars of 

mainstream conviction to the media equiv-

alent of racists and bigots.”5 

L 
ess than two years after Ober-

gefell, the steep slippery slope 

has become vertiginous. Noth-

ing is taboo, nothing is illicit, anything 

is permissible; such practices as same-

sex marriages, polygamy, incest, poly-

amorous relationships are “normal”; 

moral objections are hate crimes. 

In Greek mythology, Narcissus 

was a handsome young man with 

whom all the beautiful young women 

fell in love. But he spurned their affec-

tion in favor of his own attractive self. 

While walking through the forest, he 

knelt to drink at a clear pool of water 

and was so enthralled by his own 

beauty that he instantly fell in love 

with himself. He drowned grasping 

for his own reflection.  

Like Narcissus, we have become 

enthralled by our own image, by our 

self-declared godhood. We have be-

come so enamored with the self, some 

have turned to Sologamy, the marriage 

of one to one’s own self. Take Nadine 

Schweigert, a thirty-six-year-old-

woman from Fargo, North Dakota. In 

front of some forty of her closest 

friends, she said to herself, “I, Nadine, 

promise to enjoy inhabiting my own life 

and to relish a lifelong love affair with my 

CONTINUED ON PAGE 6 
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Love Remains 
The Spirit never leaves  

B 
ittersweet the memories 

when the silent stillness of 

their leaving brings an ach-

ing and a yearning for yes-

terday. How the heart weeps as shad-

ows slide across the vacant room, late 

filled with such sweet laughter.  

For every parent, childhood’s end 

inevitably arrives far too soon. We are 

never fully prepared for the separa-

tion; it is never time to say good-

bye. Primal feelings, emotions 

we dare not put to words, of fear, 

loss, anxiety, and worry rise to 

torture the heart and torment the 

soul; for we love, we love the 

child now grown too soon.  

Too fast, the years have 

flown at breakneck speed; too 

soon the nestling spreads un-

proven wings and takes to flight; 

too quick the nest abandoned for what 

lies beyond the known. Oh, but for a 

moment more!  

And yet, we forget the spirit. The 

spirit lives among the remnants of 

what has been left behind, in stains 

and scratches, dents and tears, the trail 

upon the carpet worn by the passage 

of a thousand-million happy feet; cap-

tive memories in photographs and tan-

talizing smells that linger long; re-

minders all of what once was, now but 

emptiness and fond rememberings. 

The spirit never leaves.   

The disciples must have experi-

enced  much the same. Their emotions 

on a roller-coaster  ride: from the 

shock and horror of his crucifixion; the 

grief and sorrow of his death; the fear 

of what dire fate awaited them; then 

the joy of his rising and their fond re-

union; and then the darkness of des-

pair at the thought of losing him again. 

And yet, they knew not the spirit. 

Jesus promised he would never leave. 

“I will not leave you orphans; I will come 

to you. In a little while the world will no 

longer see me, but you will see me, because 

I live and you will live. On that day you 

will realize that I am in my Father and you 

are in me and I in you.”  

A 
 parent’s love for their child 

is but a poor reflection of 

the love God has for each of 

us. Just as we parents promise to al-

ways be there for our children if and 

when they need us, so too does God 

promise each of his. Like us, God 

wants to hold us close and promise: 

“There is no darkness my light cannot 

penetrate. There is nowhere you may go 

where my spirit will not be with you. 

There is nothing you can do to drive me 

away, to stop me from loving you. No 

matter what, I will never leave you.”  

Jesus promised the Spirit, who is 

always with us, walking beside us, 

even when we lose our way. It is the 

promise that no matter what happens 

in life, no matter how desperate and 

vulnerable we might feel, we are never 

truly alone, never, ever, pinky swear.  

T 
he Spirit, so also love, resides 

within us; interior mysteries 

known only in their palpable 

expression. Neither owns a physical 

presence, they are made real in their 

external manifestations made visible 

by our responses to God’s love.    

Love unexpressed dies a thousand 

deaths, it is real only when we make it 

so, through our actions and by our 

deeds; through our words and how we 

say them, love is realized. 

“Children,” Saint John writes, “let 

us love not in word or speech but in 

deed and in truth.”1 We often 

think of love as an emotion or a 

feeling, of being in love. But 

while there are feelings associat-

ed with love, love is not a feeling. 

Jesus tells us to love one another, 

not through our feelings but by 

our actions and how we live our 

lives.  

Pope Saint John Paul II believed 

that love was expressed in seeing the 

good in others, doing good for others, 

and allowing others to love you.2 We 

cannot love another without seeing the 

good in them. And although it is diffi-

cult at times to find the good in others, 

we must remember first and foremost 

that God created us, each and every 

one. We are his children so it is always 

possible to find some good. After all, 

God does. We just have to see them as 

God sees them. 

In order for us to love others, we 

must do good for them, and to do 

good for them we must become the  

CONTINUED ON PAGE 5  
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servant and not the master. Such love 

demands vulnerability and self-

sacrifice, it requires us to place our-

selves at the mercy of others, to give 

ourselves over to God. 

L 
ove demands an openness to 

being loved. This requires 

making ourselves vulnerable 

and for many that is often difficult. 

Love is seldom easy. We cannot love 

alone; we cannot love without opening 

ourselves to God’s love.   

Love is not just for lovers, it is not 

only eros. Love is for friends as well. 

Love such as this is too seldom ex-

pressed, yet, friends should never be 

ashamed or reluctant to express their 

love for one another. Being loved is 

redemptive, it lifts the soul out of 

darkness and despair; it allows one to 

feel appreciated and wanted.  

Jesus knew that love was much 

more than mere words; by his actions 

he changed the world. He loved so 

much he died for us. His love was de-

monstrably real, expressed through his 

ultimate sacrifice on the cross.  

How superficial and unrealistic is 

our concept of love. We see love as 

soft, dreamy, and cheap, a momentary 

passion. We equate love with vulgari-

ty, with lust, with fornication, and 

little more. Jesus showed us real love: 

love that is strong, concrete, self-

sacrificial, and very, very real. Love is 

action; love is a way of living; love is 

an attitude toward others that express-

es God’s attitude toward others. 

“Whoever has my commandments and 

observes them is the one who loves me. 

And whoever loves me will be loved by my 

Father, and I will love him and reveal my-

self to him.”    

It is the Holy Spirit, consubstantial 

with the Father and the Son, who re-

sides within each of us. The Spirit lives 

within our hearts and within our 

souls, animating, vivifying, and inspir-

ing us. “Through the power of the Holy 

Spirit we take part in Christ’s Passion by 

dying to sin, and in his Resurrection by 

being born to a new life; we are members of 

his Body which is the Church, branches 

grafted onto the vine which is himself.”3   

“[God] gave himself to us through his 

Spirit. By the participation of the Spirit, 

we become communicants in the divine 

nature. … For this reason, those in whom 

the Spirit dwells are divinized.”4 

The Holy Spirit lives and breathes 

within our souls. The Holy Spirit man-

ifests himself in our actions and in the 

actions of others.   

We often hear of the Holy Spirit as 

the Paraclete, a Greek term meaning “to 

be beside one,” an apt name for the one 

who is called by God the Father to be 

our Advocate, our Counselor, and our 

Guide.  

“The Holy Spirit vivifies us and ani-

mates us, that is to say He enlivens us; He 

gives us a sharing in God’s life. He is be-

side us to defend us when we are de-

pressed. When the sacraments of the devil 

beset us the Holy Spirit is our Advocate, 

our Counsel in order that we might defend 

ourselves.   

And what are those sacraments of the 

devil? Well, they all begin with “d’s”, just 

as does the word devil. His sacraments 

(and there are seven of them) are doubt, 

disillusionment, discouragement, depres-

sion, defeat, despair and death. We need 

our Advocate, our Consoler, our Defender, 

our Paraclete, the ‘one called to be beside 

us’ when we face doubt, disillusionment, 

discouragement, depression, defeat, despair 

and death, those works of the devil.”5 

F 
irm is my belief in the power of 

the Holy Spirit, for I have too 

often been the beneficiary of 

the Spirit’s counsel, too often have I 

felt his presence beside me. One brief 

example to illustrate his presence: 

As a writer I have on more than 

one occasion experienced what is 

known as “writer’s block,” a complete 

loss for words. Invariably, when the 

mind refuses to engage, the devil’s 

sacraments of doubt, discouragement, 

and despair weigh heavy on the mind; 

all thought coated with a kind of men-

tal sludge which muddles and sloughs 

the brain. 

It is in those moments when the 

Spirit comes to my defense. While the 

devil may clog the neurons, the Holy 

Spirit moves the fingers; and in my 

befuddled state the Spirit would well 

express what the devil had precluded 

me. It matters not what others may say 

to this, I know it was the Holy Spirit.    

Amen.  

Homily  for the 
Sixth Sunday of Easter (A) 

Acts 8:5-8, 14-17 
1 Peter 3:15-18  
John 14:15-21 

    

1. 1 John 3:18. 
2. Karol Wojtyla (Pope Saint John Paul II), Love and 

Responsibility, (Ignatius Press, 1993). 
3. Catechism of the Catholic Church, § 1988. 
4. St. Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1, 24: PG 26, 585 and 

588. 
5. Father Charles Irwin, Senior Priest, Diocese of 

Lansing, Homily for the Sixth Sunday of Easter, Big 
C Catholics. 
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beautiful self.”  

“In some ways same-self marriage is 

the logical outgrowth of what cultural 

critic Christopher Lasch described in his 

1979 bestseller ‘The Culture of Narcis-

sism’. Lasch, building on Sigmund 

Freud’s classic essay ‘On Narcissism’ of 

1916, applied the term to the sense of gran-

diosity and excessive self-love that seem to 

mark not only psychologically disordered 

individuals but post-sixties American soci-

ety as a whole. 

Lasch died twenty years ago at age 

sixty-one. He was not a religious believer, 

but he understood well how the values, 

beliefs, and practices of the larger culture 

would issue in ‘the narcissism epidemic,’ 

… Narcissism is more than modern rug-

ged individualism gone to seed. At its 

heart is a spiritual disorder, what Martin 

Luther (borrowing a phrase from Augus-

tine) described as incurvatus in se, 

‘twisted back into one’s self.’”6 

I 
n Lasch’s own words, he clearly 

foresaw, back in the seventies, 

what the future portended when 

he observed: 

“The best hope of emotional maturity, 

then, appears to lie in a recognition of our 

need for and dependence on people who 

nevertheless remain separate from our-

selves and refuse to submit to our whims. 

It lies in a recognition of others not as pro-

jections of our own desires but as inde-

pendent beings with desires of their own. 

More broadly, it lies in acceptance of 

our limits. The world does not exist merely 

to satisfy our own desires; it is a world in 

which we can find pleasure and meaning, 

once we understand that others too have a 

right to those goods. Psychoanalysis con-

firms the ancient religious insight that the 

only way to achieve happiness is to accept 

limitations in the spirit of gratitude and 

contrition instead of attempting to annul 

those limitations or bitterly resenting 

them.”7 

O 
bviously, we are confused. 

We neither know who we 

are, nor what we are, nor 

why we are; on occasion we have no 

clear idea when or where we are. We 

have become mentally constipated, 

incapable of moving a single thought 

beyond self-induced delusions and 

fantasies, incapable of perceiving reali-

ty. And yet, we stand high upon the 

stage proclaiming, “Look at me, I am 

god, king of the universe!” What hubris-

tic nonsense.  

We have come to the altar of scien-

tific advancement and we bow in obei-

sance to man’s omnipotence. Aldous 

Huxley’s vision of the future of man-

kind appears terrifyingly prescient, 

albeit half-a-millennia earlier than he 

foresaw in 1932. 

Huxley’s Brave New World antici-

pated developments in reproductive 

technology, sleep-learning, psycholog-

ical manipulation, and classical condi-

tioning. Huxley’s dystopian science 

fiction novel, published during the 

heyday of eugenics, envisioned a 

world where everyone is a clone, the 

product of a process which takes a sin-

gle fertilized egg, arrests the develop-

ment, and then forces it to bud or split, 

creating up to ninety-six viable embry-

os, which in turn create ninety-six 

identical twins. Human fetuses are 

conditioned through a carefully de-

signed regime of chemical, thermal 

and other environmental stimuli in 

order to optimize the fetus’ later role 

in society. A more recent example is 

the movie The Matrix, where human 

bodies are kept in an amniotic fluid as 

living batteries to power the machines 

which now control the world.   

So much for early twentieth-

century science fiction and the far dis-

tant future. The past and the future 

have coalesced into the present, at 

least in part, but what is real today is 

both alarming and horrifying.  

NextNature.net (NNN), an organiza-

tion currently investigating the rela-

tion between technology and biologi-

cal reproduction, has published a time-

line which will ostensibly “function as 

an incubator for medical, cultural and 

technological developments in relation to 

the artificial womb.”8  

The stated goal of the NNN project 

“is to develop thought-provoking scenarios 

that facilitate a much-needed discussion 

about the way technology radically alters 

our attitude towards reproduction, gender, 

relationships and love in the 21st centu-

ry.” 

H 
enrick-Jan Grievink, writ-

ing for NNN, placidly and 

with disturbing equanimity 

observes, “Humanity is facing the dis-

connection between biological reproduc-

tion and the body, facilitated by the emerg-

ing technology of the Artificial Womb. 

Envisioned in bleak science fiction scenari-

os many times in the past, this technology 

is about to become a reality in our present. 

But how will it affect our culture—and 

how should that new culture be designed? 

If birds lay eggs, why shouldn’t humans 

do that, too?”9  

CONTINUED ON PAGE 7  
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T 
o his credit, Grievink recog-

nizes that there is a potential 

dark side to ectogenesis when 

he writes that “Ectogenesis holds the 

potential to disconnect biological reproduc-

tion from the female body.” He adds “it is 

difficult not to see a bleak side to this: an-

other precious (for some even holy) domain 

of life under the control of technology, in-

stantly marketable and leading to further 

commodification of bodies and ultimately, 

human breeding factories in totalitarian 

regimes. 

However, there might also be a liberat-

ing, emancipatory side to this technology; 

the artificial womb can easily be imagined 

for medical reasons, to help reducing in-

fant mortality rates. But simultaneously it 

might become the ultimate feminist dream 

that once and for all creates a level playing 

field for men and women, as well as gay, 

queer or transgender couples. We can only 

wait for the day three people in a poly-

amorous relationship will have their own 

baby — AND take equal responsibility for 

her/his upbringing.”   

As horrifying as this might be for 

those who still hold onto at least a 

shred of their humanity, who still be-

lieve that life is sacred and holy, that 

we are creations of God and not the 

manufacture of man, there is still more 

vomitus to digest.   

While Grievink pines for the day a 

child might be conceived in a poly-

amorous relationship, his pining is a 

dollar late and three pennies short. In a 

case of “been there, done that,” three 

men, a polyamorous “throuple” living 

in Nova Scotia, Canada, two years ago, 

with the help of one of the men’s sister 

who was used as a surrogate, con-

ceived three children together. Unfor-

tunately, there have been others thus 

conceived. 

But wait! There’s more! 

That artificial womb...is no longer 

the mere subject of futuristic science 

fiction. As far back as four years ago, 

scientists at Juntendo University in 

Tokyo developed a practice called 

EUFI, extrauterine fetal incubation. In 

EUFI, goat fetuses had catheters 

threaded through the large vessels in 

the umbilical cord which then sup-

plied the fetuses with oxygenated 

blood, while suspended in incubators 

that contained artificial amniotic fluid 

heated to body temperature. 

Within the past year, an artificial 

womb was used to bring a premature 

lamb, born at the equivalent of 23 

weeks in a human gestational period, 

to term. 

“The artificial womb, or ’biobag’ in 

this case, imitates the environment of a 

womb: dark, sterile and with controlled 

temperature. The biobag is filled with syn-

thetic amniotic fluids in which the lamb 

fetus submerges. The lamb’s umbilical cord 

is connected to sources of oxygen and nu-

trition. With the support of circulation, the 

lamb develops till the premature organs 

are ready to take the outside world. This 

method has been proven to be extremely 

effective so far. The lamb exhibited normal 

development in any aspect, compared to a 

’normal’ lamb.”10 

W 
hat’s next? Humans of 

course. Although Alan 

Flake, the doctor behind 

the artificial womb experiment has 

adamantly argued: “I don’t want this to 

be visualized as humans hanging on the 

walls in bags. This is not how this device 

will work or look,” it is impossible to 

look at the artificial womb, the plastic 

“biobag” with tubes going in and out 

and not have precisely just such a vi-

sion.  

What is lacking in all this is any 

thought of what it means to be human, 

a being made in the image and like-

ness of God. We have lost the ability to 

comprehend the inestimable value of 

human life. “As a result,” notes Arch-

bishop Chaput, “we’re haunted by the 

worry that none of our actions really has 

any larger purpose. 

The post-Christian developed world 

runs not on beliefs but on pragmatism and 

desire. In effect—for too many people—the 

appetite for comfort and security has re-

placed conviction. In the United States, 

our political institutions haven’t changed. 

Nor have the words we use to talk about 

rights, laws, and ideals. But they no longer 

have the same content. We’re a culture of 

self-absorbed consumers who use noise and 

distractions to manage our lack of shared 

meaning. What that produces in us is a 

drugged heart—a heart neither restless for 

God nor able to love and empathize with 

others.” 

In his monumental work, City of 

God, “Augustine  argues that when Adam 

sinned against God, creation fell with him. 

Nature, including human nature, is now 

crippled by evil. Sin infects all human en-

deavors. Man by his own efforts can’t be 

perfected. For Augustine, Rome is a new 

Babylon and the symbol of earthly power 

for every generation. But Rome is merely 

the material face of another, deeper reality. 

In the mind of Augustine, every inhabit-

ant of our world actually belongs to one of 

CONTINUED ON PAGE 8  
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two invisible cities that will commingle 

until the end of time—the City of Man, 

consisting of the distracted, the confused, 

the indifferent, and the wicked, and the 

City of God made up of God’s pilgrim peo-

ple on earth. In Augustine’s words, ‘The 

two cities have been formed by two loves; 

the earthly city by the love of self, even to 

the contempt of God; the heavenly by the 

love of God, even to the contempt of self. 

The former, in a word, glories in itself, the 

latter in the Lord. For the one seeks glory 

from men; but the greatest glory of the 

other is God, the witness of conscience.’”11 

C 
haput then asks whether an 

African bishop now dead for 

nearly sixteen hundred years 

has anything useful to offer to Ameri-

can Christians who live is a very 

different world and suggests that Au-

gustine might well answer this way: 

“First, he would say that we don’t in 

fact live in such a different world. Many of 

the details of daily life have changed—our 

tools, memories, and expectations; our 

frames of thought and our command of 

nature. But the human condition is the 

same. We’re born; we grow; we die. We ask 

what our lives mean. We wonder whether 

any larger purpose guides the world, and 

why the people we love age and weaken 

and then pass on. Beauty still pierces our 

hearts. Hurting the poor and the weak still 

shames us. Augustine’s two cities are still 

with us. And in their essentials, they’re 

still very much the same. 

Second, Augustine would remind us 

that as long as the City of God and the 

City of Man are commingled, ‘we 

[believers] also enjoy the peace of Babylon.’ 

In other words, the temporal peace and 

security provide by the state allow us to 

sojourn, imperfectly but more or less un-

molested, toward heaven. Therefore Chris-

tians have a duty to pray for earthly rul-

ers. And when possible, we should help to 

make the structures of this world as good 

as they can be. 

Which raises the issue of politics. Au-

gustine’s attitude toward politics was a 

mixture of deep skepticism and a sense of 

moral obligation. For Augustine, sin in-

fects even the best human motives. No 

political part is pure. No political order, no 

matter how seemingly good, can ever con-

stitute a just society….Public office can be 

an honorable Christian vocation. But any 

Christian involvement in politics needs to 

be ruled by modest expectations and a spir-

it of humility. Success will always be lim-

ited. No legal system will ever be fully 

just. 

Third and finally: If the key sin of the 

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries 

was an overweening pride in human pro-

gress, Augustine might say that the key 

sins of the twenty-first century—at least, 

in much of the developed world—are cyni-

cism and despair. Not the brand of despair 

we see in the panic or severe depression 

that drives some persons to suicide. Ra-

ther, Augustine would mean the kind of 

despair that’s really a subtle inversion of 

pride. He’d mean the icy, embittered vani-

ty that defies reality and truth, despite its 

own failures, and that comes from the 

mouth of Satan in Milton’s Paradise Lost: 

‘The mind is its own place, and in itself 

can make a heaven of hell, a hell of heaven.’ 

As Satan puts it, better to rule in hell than 

serve in heaven.”12 

Despite evidence to the contrary—

evidence so obvious even the least-

informed would be hard pressed to 

deny—that “stubborn refusal to see any-

thing beyond the horizon of this earthly 

life fills the air the developed world now 

breathes.”   

W 
e are witness to the de-

cline in the dignity of the 

human person and per-

haps ultimately, as C. S. Lewis sug-

gested, in “the abolition of man.” What 

Grievink observed, that “of life under 

the control of technology, instantly mar-

ketable and leading to further commodifi-

cation of bodies and ultimately, human 

breeding factories,” exists, in varying 

forms, today, and has been well docu-

mented and attested for nearly twenty 

years.    

Back in 2000, Chris Wallace, then 

with ABC, revealed on 20/20 that a 

“hidden camera investigation has found a 

thriving industry, in which aborted fetuses 

women donate to help medical research are 

being marketed for hundreds — even thou-

sands of dollars.”  

According to Matthew Balan, a 

news analyst at Media Research Cen-

ter, in a report originally written for 

the Media Research Center, Planned 

Parenthood has been selling body 

parts from aborted babies for at least 

fifteen years (Balan reported this two 

years ago.)  

He wrote, in August 2015, that 

“The main target of the ABC investiga-

tion, Dr. Miles Jones, ‘over lobster bisque 

and roast duck...explained the business of 

selling human fetuses’—echoing the first 

Center for Medical Progress video, where 

Planned Parenthood’s senior director of 

medical service, Dr. Deborah Nucatola, ate 

a salad and sipped on wine while discuss-

ing the sale of fetal body parts.” 

CONTINUED ON PAGE 8 
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H 
e reminds us that “back in 

2000, National Right to Life 

reported that Planned 

Parenthood actually ‘supported the har-

vesting of baby parts for research and had 

at least one clinic that helped supply abort-

ed babies to firms featured in Wallace’s 

20/20 report.”13 

The devaluation of the human per-

son, no matter the age or physical con-

dition, is prima facie evidence of a soci-

ety, a nation, and a world gone mad. 

The global trafficking in human life for 

purposes of forced labor alone now 

generates an estimated $150 billion in 

profits annually. This estimate does 

not include the profits generated by 

the exploitation of the 4.5 million vic-

tims of human sex trafficking.  

While, at least for now, human 

breeding factories remain in the do-

main of fiction, the reality is the hu-

man body is now viewed as raw mate-

rial, a marketable commodity, which, 

to paraphrase a well-known commer-

cial for Doritos-brand chips: “Take all 

you want, we can always make more.”  

  Americans in particular have 

been a consumer society for a long 

time. Our most important social and 

economic activities are centered on 

acquiring and consuming things. 

News of the latest widget, the smartest 

gadget, the fastest, sexiest, most glam-

orous, bestous, mostus, biggest, latest, 

greatest: they enthrall and entice us. 

We live to buy and buy again and 

again. We will absolutely die without 

the latest thing. What is new is instant-

ly old. What was the best—blink and it 

becomes the worst. What is in vogue 

one minute is garbage the next. So it 

should come as no surprise that much 

the same holds true for the human per-

son.  

The current demand for insurance 

to cover the “reproductive health” of 

women is a prime example of our dis-

posable consumer society. Of course, 

“reproductive heath” is the code phrase 

for either preventing new life via con-

traceptive drugs and devices or medi-

cal procedures such as tubal ligation, 

or in killing unborn life through the 

use of abortifacients or outright abor-

tion. No matter how pleasant the eu-

phemism, the truth is savage and mur-

derous; all done solely for convenience 

or inconvenience, depending on one’s 

perspective.  

The human person, outside of 

one’s own selfish interests, no longer is 

of any value. Thus we continue to see 

increasing demands for the legal 

means to terminate life, whether at the 

behest of the person (assisted suicide) or 

not (euthanasia).  

Oh, for the love of God!    
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