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Colloquī is a Deacon’s Cor-

ner weekly journal. Its mission 

and purpose: to encourage seri-

ous discussion, to promote rea-

soned 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, 

philosophy, faith, religion, Ca-

tholicism, 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. 

Absent Light 
Our descent into darkness 

W 
hether one is willing 

to acknowledge it—or 

not—everyone is a 

philosopher; it is to 

our nature as fully as thought and rea-

son, for  everyone owns a philosophy 

unique unto one’s self. In a sense, philos-

ophy defines our na-

ture, delineates our hu-

manity, and proves the 

measure of our soul.  

Every voluntary 

human action is predi-

cated upon a set of 

guiding principles, a 

philosophy developed 

through personal expe-

rience, shaped and tem-

pered by social mores 

and the cultural milieu;  

yet it is the religious, 

moral and ethical tutelage—or lack 

thereof—received during one’s forma-

tive years which often impact the foun-

dations of one’s philosophy more than 

any other.  

Few are those who are willing or 

able to consciously articulate the philoso-

phy which guides their actions; fewer 

still  are willing to admit to its inescapa-

ble and absolute necessity.    

In and of itself, a philosophy can be 

either good or bad, just or unjust, objec-

tive or subjective, rational or irrational, 

for a philosophy is but a set of beliefs, 

principles which lead one to act in a par-

ticular way. One can 

embrace a philosophy  

which holds to no ob-

jective reality, no con-

stituent morality, or 

ethical constraints; des-

pots and tyrants, geno-

cidal maniacs, radicals, 

terrorists, even the dev-

il himself holds to a 

philosophy, as evil and 

devoid of all humanity 

as they are. There is a 

commonality among 

such distorted philosophies, a descent 

into darkness which pervades the soul, 

absent light.  

It is a false equivalence to equate 

darkness with light; light exists, dark- 
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A Share of Gratitude 
It is in giving that we receive 

H 
aving just observed 

our annual day of 

Thanksgiving, it seems 

appropriate to pause 

and reflect on all the gifts we have re-

ceived from Almighty God and the 

blessings he has so graciously extend-

ed upon us.   

We, who have been so blessed to 

live in this bountiful place, too seldom 

express gratitude for what we have 

and for what we have received. We 

have become a nation of bitter, 

unhappy ingrates, consumed 

with the ideology of entitlement 

and victimhood.  

Without gratitude you can 

be neither happy nor good. 

Whatever is good flows from an 

attitude of gratitude; whatever 

is not good flows from an atti-

tude of ingratitude. Ingratitude 

guarantees unhappiness: there 

has never been a happy ungrate-

ful person nor has there been an 

ungrateful good person and here 

is why:     

Ingratitude always leads to or 

comes from a belief in victimization. 

Victims are, by definition and disposi-

tion, an ungrateful lot. Unhappy with 

their situation, those who perceive 

themselves victims tend to believe it is 

permissible—even their right—to lash 

out in anger at others. Ingratitude en-

genders anger and ungrateful people 

suffer their victimization in anger at 

the perceived fortunes of other people.  

If ingratitude makes one unhappy 

and mean-spirited, it must then follow 

that an attitude of gratitude will make 

one happy and kind. Gratitude is al-

ways accompanied by feelings of hap-

piness and kindness toward others. 

Grateful people aren’t angry people 

and they never see themselves as vic-

tims.  

Tragically, we are increasingly 

becoming less grateful. Why this is so 

can be educed from our growing sense 

of entitlement; we are constantly being 

told that we are entitled to things 

which we have not earned—otherwise 

identified as “benefits” or 

“entitlements.”  

L 
et’s face it, the more we be-

lieve we are entitled, the less 

grateful we are for what we 

receive, and the greater our anger and 

unhappiness when we don’t receive 

that to which we believe we are enti-

tled. Likewise, the inverse is equally 

true: The less we believe we are enti-

tled, the greater the gratitude for what 

we receive and the greater the happi-

ness we will realize. 

Another source of our unhappi-

ness, accompanied by a meaner de-

meanor, comes from cultivating a cul-

ture of victimization: we are constantly 

told that we are victims of prejudice, 

discrimination, inequality, social sta-

tus, and so forth and so on.  

T 
he more we believe we are 

victims, the unhappier, mean-

er and angrier we become. 

Victimization is inherently divisive, 

alienating one group from another, 

further increasing the dystopian ostra-

cism experienced by the victimized.    

Thus, in order to be happy, good, 

and kind we must foster an attitude of 

gratitude. But, we ask, how do we in-

crease our gratitude? What must we 

do to show our gratitude? Sure-

ly, it demands more than mere 

words. Or is “thank you” suffi-

cient?   

In a word, no. Gratitude must 

be experienced; gratitude must 

be lived; gratitude must be 

shared; gratitude must be an 

attitude as natural as breathing. 

It is in sharing what we have 

with others that best expresses 

our gratitude. It is our gratitude 

which will place us among the 

sheep, rather than the goats.  

Saint Martin of Tours, a bishop in 

the fourth century was born to a senior 

officer in the Roman army and at the 

age of fifteen, was required to join the 

army. One day, as he approached the 

gates of the city of Amiens he met a 

barely clothed man begging for alms 

in the freezing cold. He immediately 

stopped and impulsively cut his mili-

tary cloak in half and shared it with 

the beggar.    

CONTINUED ON PAGE 3  
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T 
hat night Martin dreamed of 

Jesus wearing the half-cloak 

he had given away and he 

heard Jesus say to the angels: "Here is 

Martin, the Roman soldier who is not bap-

tized; he gave it me." Martin’s disciple 

and biographer Sulpicius Severus 

states that as a consequence of this vi-

sion Martin “flew to be baptized.”  

A common and familiar theme 

presented by Jesus throughout his 

public ministry was that we must love 

our neighbor as ourselves and care for 

the marginalized.  One of the best ex-

amples of this is the parable of the rich 

man and Lazarus, found in the Gospel 

of Luke. Jesus tells us of a rich man 

who lived sumptuously while ignor-

ing a poor man, called Lazarus, who 

was starving to death at his door. Laz-

arus died and went to heaven; the rich 

man was consigned to the netherworld 

where he was tormented by flames 

and suffered greatly from thirst. When 

the rich man pleaded for Lazarus to 

dip his finger in water and cool his 

thirst he was told “My child, remember 

that you received what was good during 

your lifetime while Lazarus likewise re-

ceived what was bad; but now he is com-

forted here, whereas you are tormented.” 

Jesus constantly admonishes us to 

feed the hungry, clothe the naked, care 

for the poor, welcome the stranger, 

care for the sick, and visit those who 

are in prison. The importance that Je-

sus places on caring for the poor and 

marginalized can be measured by the 

fact that every tenth line in the New 

Testament is a direct challenge to care 

for the poor.  

It should be abundantly clear that 

Jesus considers acts of mercy and com-

passion as important, perhaps more 

so, than any creed, dogma, or doctrine. 

Yet, who are those for whom we 

show mercy and compassion? Who are 

the poor, the hungry, the thirsty, the 

naked, the sick, the imprisoned, the 

stranger? We think we know … but do 

we really? Sometimes, appearances 

can be deceiving. Sometimes, we miss 

the obvious because we are looking in 

the wrong direction.  

Who are the poor? Jesus said that  

the poor in spirit were blessed, not just 

those in physical need. There are those 

who have all the physical comforts yet 

suffer spiritual poverty, lacking in 

faith, despairing in hope, and above all 

else, lost without love. Are they not in 

need of our mercy and compassion as 

much as those who suffer from hun-

ger, lack shelter or clothing?  

Who are the hungry, the thirsty, 

and the naked? Do we ignore those 

who hunger and thirst for righteous-

ness, offering food and drink only to 

those who are unable to provide for 

themselves? What of those who hun-

ger for nothing more than an attentive 

ear.  What of those who thirst for a sip 

of kindness. What of those who simply 

need to be warmed by a caring heart?  

W 
ho are the imprisoned? 

Are there not those who 

are prisoners of addic-

tion, bound by chains of fear and 

loathing, caged by their own feelings 

of guilt or inadequacy? Are these not 

worthy of our love and kindness as 

much as those who have been physi-

cally incarcerated?    

The truth is: we are all broken, we 

are all sinners, we are all, at different 

points in our lives, among the poor in 

spirit, the hungry, thirsty, naked, 

stranger, and imprisoned. The truth is 

we do not have to go far to find some-

one in need. There are times when all 

you have to do is look in the mirror.  

H 
ere then is something to 

consider: On this feast of 

Christ the King, let us re-

member that our king associated with 

tax collectors, the sick, and those on 

the margins of society. Let us recall 

that our king came to conquer all sin, 

suffering and death by dying as a com-

mon criminal. Let us remind ourselves 

that our king taught us of the necessity 

to care for the poor, the homeless, the 

hungry and thirsty, the naked and the 

estranged. Let us consider why he calls 

us to share in our gratitude for what 

we have received with those who are 

in need.  

Each of us has, at some point in 

our life, felt lost, abandoned, alone, 

emotionally hungry or spiritually 

thirsty. At those times when we find 

ourselves impoverished and feeling 

marginalized, let us take comfort in 

knowing that Jesus is there suffering 

with us.  It is our king who lives in 

each of us, in our hearts and in our 

souls. It is our king who lives in the 

poor and the marginalized. It is Jesus 

who begs for mercy, who seeks food, 

drink, clothing, shelter, and friendship. 

Whenever one of the least is in need, it 

is Jesus who asks to share in our grati-

tude.  Amen. 

Homily  for the 
Solemnity of Christ the King (A) 

Ezekiel 34:11-12, 15-17   
1 Corinthians 15:20-26, 28 

Matthew 25:31-46 



4 

 

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1 

ness is but its absence. Light is energy, 

it is measurable, it exists; it knows no 

existential antipode1, no antithesis2. 

Light is or it is not. 

A 
ll that exists owes its exist-

ence to a cause; that is to 

say, no thing can be the 

cause of its own existence. Existence, 

just as light, is measurable; it knows no 

antipode, no antithesis. A thing exists 

or it does not.   

Once upon a time there was no 

time, no light, no matter, no space, no 

existence, nothing but an Uncaused 

Cause which can be inadequately but 

arguably best described using the ter-

nion of “being,” “consciousness,” and 

“bliss,” what most would identify as 

God.3   

Logic and reason can explain why 

there must be an Uncaused Cause. As 

Thomas Aquinas observed, things 

move, something must cause a thing to 

move, and whatever caused it to move 

must be caused by something else, and 

so forth and so on ... but not forever.  

This causal chain must have a be-

ginning, there must be an Unmoved 

Mover, an Uncaused Cause to cause 

the first domino to fall. Another way 

of explaining this is to consider that 

everything that has a beginning must 

logically have a cause. Simply put, 

“Nothing can come from nothing. So if 

there is no first cause, there can’t be  sec-

ond causes. Or anything at all. In other 

words, if there’s no creator, there can’t be a 

universe.”4 

As Peter Kreeft writes, “The conclu-

sion that God exists doesn’t require faith. 

Atheism requires faith. It takes faith to 

believe in everything coming from noth-

ing. It takes only reason to believe in eve-

rything coming from God.” 

The existence of God is of utmost 

importance when it comes to forming 

one’s philosophy; especially when 

moral precepts are considered. How 

can one “know” what is good or bad? 

Science can offer measurable data, 

“scientific facts” to prove observable 

phenomena (e.g. the earth is round,) 

but what facts are there to prove moral 

behavior? Without God, there can be 

no moral facts; in a secular society, 

sans God, there can be only opinion, 

either personal or societal opinion, but 

still, merely opinion. Even the most 

ardent atheist philosophers have 

acknowledged that without God, there 

can be no objective morality. To put 

this into perspective, only if there is a 

God to tell us “Thou shalt not kill” is 

murder a moral wrong, a moral fact; 

without God, all morality is but an 

opinion.  

Whether one is a good person or 

the devil incarnate has nothing to do 

with whether one believes in God. 

There are and have been plenty of 

good atheists, just as there are and 

have been plenty of people who be-

lieved in God who committed evil acts.  

A 
s Dennis Prager observes: 

“The existence of God doesn’t 

ensure people will be good. ... 

The existence of God only ensures that 

good and evil objectively exist and are not 

merely opinions. 

Without God, we therefore end up 

with what is known as moral relativism—

meaning that morality is not absolute, but 

only relative to the individual or to the 

society. Without God, the words ‘good’ 

and ‘evil’ are just another way of saying ‘I 

like’ and ‘I don’t like.’ If there is no God, 

the statement ‘Murder is evil’ is the same 

as the statement ‘I don’t like murder.’ 

Today, the rejection of Judeo-

Christian values and moral absolutes has 

led to a world of moral confusion.”5  

A 
s one professor of philoso-

phy inquired in an article 

for the New York Times: 

”What would you say if you found out 

that our public schools were teaching chil-

dren that it is not true that it’s wrong to 

kill people for fun? Would you be sur-

prised? I was.” He then added: “The 

overwhelming majority of college freshmen 

view moral claims as mere opinions.” 

Here then is a fact: “Without a God 

who is the source of morality, morality is 

just a matter of opinion.” And anyone 

who would choose to base their princi-

ple beliefs, their philosophy of life, on 

mere opinion is “like a foolish man who 

built his house on sand” (Matthew 7:26).  

Thus, “if God does exist, morality is a 

real objective feature of the world. If there 

is no God, morality is just the rules we 

make up for this little game of life we play. 

If God exists, love is the nature of an 

eternal reality. If there is no God, love is 

just a fleeting feeling, no more than a 

bunch of chemical and neurological reac-

tions. 

If God exists, you are of infinite value. 

He knows you as a parent knows his child. 

He’s accessible to you. If there is no God, 

each of us is as insignificant as a rock on 

an unknown planet. 

CONTINUED ON PAGE 5  
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If God exists, death is conquered be-

cause if there is a God there is a reality 

outside of space and time. If there is no 

God, there is nothing immortal, and all the 

good things in life are destroyed forever. 

You, and everyone you love, and every-

thing you think matters are all consigned 

to oblivion. If there is no God, life is point-

less. Everything we’ve done and lived for 

will ultimately be in vain.”6 

T 
here are those who would ar-

gue that man is inherently 

good by nature, that is, we are 

born predisposed toward the good. 

Those who believe this are likely to 

ascribe some outside force as the root 

cause of evil, that is to say, they will 

impute poverty or bigotry or some 

other external influence for the evil 

that men do. This must be true, they 

argue, because man is by birth basical-

ly good; therefore some outside force 

must have driven them to commit evil. 

Thus the criminal, the evildoer is ex-

culpated of any blame; something out-

side is the cause of the evil act: alcohol, 

not the drunk driver; drugs, not the 

pusher; guns, not the killer; etc., etc.  

The truth is human nature is nei-

ther inherently good nor bad. We are 

all born with the potential to do good, 

but we are not inherently good. To 

understand this, consider babies. Alt-

hough babies are cute, lovable, and 

innocent, they are not born good. Ba-

bies are inherently self-centered, de-

manding to be fed, held, cleaned, 

clothed, and comforted—all on their 

schedule and with immediate affect.  

“That is not goodness; that’s narcis-

sism. We are born narcissists, preoccupied 

with ‘number one:’ ourselves.”7 

History bears stark evidence to 

man’s inhumanity toward man; a 

quick review of the last century and 

the current one offers sufficient proof 

of man’s disposition toward evil. If 

man is inherently good, how can one 

explain such atrocities? If man is basi-

cally good, why so many laws to con-

trol human behavior? 

Prager asks and answers: “Why do 

people commit evil? Because it’s easy to. 

Because it’s tempting to. And yes, because 

it often accords with human nature.” I 

would further suggest that those who 

admit no reverence for God, whose 

core principles are founded on self-

conceit, whose moral precepts are but 

houses built on sand will be all too 

easily tempted to dwell in darkness, 

uncomfortable with the light.   

As with philosophies, each of us 

owns an ideology, a comprehensive 

set of beliefs built upon conscious and 

unconscious ideas. Yet, there are those 

who would argue otherwise, claiming 

ideologues—those who have an ideolo-

gy—are necessarily extremists, dog-

matists, bigots, and lunatics. Transla-

tion: those who disagree have been 

infected with a mind-warping ideolo-

gy.  

P 
ioneered by Napoleon Bona-

parte to demonize his critics 

as besotted ideologues, Karl 

Marx would later employ the same 

technique to silence those who disa-

greed with him.  

“The desirability and inevitability of 

socialism was to them a scientific fact, and 

therefore anyone who disagrees with scien-

tific fact must be, in effect, brainwashed. 

In the 20th Century, the American 

Progressives offered their own version of 

the same idea. They created a whole philo-

sophical school—Pragmatism—which as a 

matter of principle rejected philosophical 

principles. William James, the most im-

portant founder of Pragmatism argued 

that we should measure ideas not by 

whether they are right or wrong, but by 

whether they ‘work.’ Ideas are right if they 

have ‘cash value’ according to James. 

Herbert Croly, the founder of the New 

Republic, … said it well: ‘If there are any 

abstract liberal principles, we do not know 

how to formulate them. Nor if they are 

formulated by others do we recognize their 

authority. Liberalism, as we understand it, 

is an activity.’ 

Contemporary American liberalism 

has inherited this pose ... and they deni-

grate opposing viewpoints not as compet-

ing ideas or positions but as the products 

of a warped, ‘ideological’ worldview.”8 

There is nothing wrong with ideo-

logical principles for they are no differ-

ent from principles in general. Just as 

with philosophies, there are good ide-

ologies and bad ideologies, good ideas 

and bad ideas. Absent light, darkness 

descends. May the divine light shine 

upon us and show us the way home.  

    

1. Antipode: the direct opposite of something. 

2. Antithesis: a contrast or opposition between two 

things. 

3. David Bentley Hart, The Experience of God: Being, 

Consicousness, Bliss, (New Haven and London: Yale 

University Press, 2013), 44. 

4. Peter Kreeft, God vs. Atheism: Which is more ration-

al?, Professor of Philosophy at Boston College for 

Prager University. 

5. Dennis Prager, If There Is No God, Murder Isn’t Wrong, 

Prager University. 
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7. Dennis Prager, Are People Born Good?, Prager Univer-
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