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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. 

When A Tree Falls 
Victim to the wind  

W 
hy, I wonder, does 

man persist to criticize 

with such abandon? Is 

it ill-tempered conceit 

or arrogance which 

so compels to pro-

claim a single flaw, 

the slightest imper-

fection as if to deny 

the beauty of the 

beautiful, the mys-

tery of the mysteri-

ous, the sublimity of 

the sublime? Why are 

we creatures born out 

of love by Love to 

love so perverse as to 

debase the uncommon nature of our hu-

manity? Why do we despise our exist-

ence, belittle and demean our being, de-

ny the sanctity of our immortal soul 

made in the image and likeness of the 

Divine All-knowing? Why is “a little less 

than God” (Ps. 8:5) an insult, never 

enough to satisfy?  

The modern world is demeaning. It 

demeans civilization; it demeans man. 

It demeans love; it demeans woman. It 

demeans the human race; it demeans 

the child. It demeans the nation; it 

demeans the family. It even demeans, 

it has managed to demean, what is 

perhaps the most difficult thing in the 

world to demean: it demeans death.1  

W 
hat now 

comes 

of this, 

this low disregard, 

this demeaning of 

faith, of religion, of 

salvation and of God. 

Thus, no longer is 

faith the path to sal-

vation, but rather, it 

is the notion har-

bored by more than 

many that “faith is a burden that can 

hardly be borne and that was, no doubt, 

intended only for stronger natures—faith 

almost as a kind of punishment—in any 

case, an imposition not easily coped 

with.” As a then young priest beginning 

his academic teaching, Joseph Ratzinger  
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was astounded that anyone could hold 

such an uncompromising view of the 

Catholic faith.  

According to this view, faith would 

not make salvation easier but hard-

er. Being happy would mean not 

being burdened with having to be-

lieve or having to submit to the 

moral yoke of the faith of the Cath-

olic Church. The erroneous con-

science, which makes life easier and 

marks a more human course, would 

then be the real grace, the normal 

way to salvation. Untruth, keeping 

truth at bay, would be better for 

man than truth. It would not be the 

truth that would set him free, but 

rather he would have to be freed 

from the truth. Man would be more 

at home in the dark than in the 

light. Faith would not be the good 

gift of the good God but instead an 

affliction. 

If this were the state of affairs, how 

could faith give rise to joy? Who 

would have the courage to pass 

faith on to others? Would it not be 

better to spare them the truth or 

even keep them from it?2   

S 
uch a view, if expressed today, 

would likely fail to raise an eye-

brow, but coming at a time well 

before the Second Vatican Council, 

Father Ratzinger was shocked to hear a 

senior colleague, a strict Catholic ex-

press such a disquieting  and burden-

some view of faith. At its core, the ar-

gument claimed that the erroneous 

conscience, by sheltering the person 

from the burdensomeness of truth pro-

vided a subjective shell which thus 

protected man from truth and reality.  

Its propagation could only be fatal 

to the faith. The almost traumatic 

aversion many have to what they 

hold to be “preconciliar” Catholi-

cism is rooted, I am convinced, in 

the encounter with such a faith, 

seen only as an encumbrance. In 

this regard, to be sure, some very 

basic questions arise. Can such a 

faith actually be an encounter with 

truth? Is the truth about God and 

man so sad and difficult, or does 

truth not lie in the overcoming of 

such legalism? Does it not lie in 

freedom? But where does freedom 

lead? What course does it chart for 

us?3  

Free from the burden of Faith, con-

science becomes, not the road to truth, 

but the faculty whereby truth is dis-

pensed, freeing oneself from objective 

truth and reality, thus justifying sub-

jectivity, “which would not like to 

have itself called into question.”  

Similarly, it becomes the justifica-

tion for social conformity. As the 

mediating value between the differ-

ent subjectivities, social conformity 

is intended to make living together 

possible. The obligation to seek the 

truth terminates, as do any doubts 

about the general inclination of 

society and what it has become ac-

customed to. Being convinced of 

oneself, as well as conforming to 

others, is sufficient. Man is reduced 

to his superficial conviction, and the 

less depth he has, the better for 

him.4 

H 
istory has repeatedly 

shown the inherent fallacy 

in such a subjective thesis. 

One example should prove sufficient. 

If firm and complete certainty of con-

science, erroneous as it might have 

been, justified one’s action, then one 

ought well expect to see Hitler and his 

genocidal accomplices in heaven. No 

doubt, they were deeply convinced of 

their cause, their consciences were 

subjectively clear, and they could not 

have acted otherwise lest they fail to 

act in accord with their “good con-

science.” Though their horrific actions  

were objectively immoral, they acted 

morally, subjectively speaking, in fol-

lowing their erroneous consciences.  

R 
atzinger recognized, with 

complete certainty, that the 

theory justifying the power of 

the subjective conscience must be false. 

“Firm, subjective conviction and the 

lack of doubts and scruples that follow 

from it do not justify man.”  

Albert Görres would, some thirty 

years later, provide him with the in-

sight into what he had long struggled 

to understand. According to Görres, 

feelings of guilt, the capacity to recog-

nize guilt, belongs essentially to the 

spiritual make-up of man.  

This feeling of guilt disturbs the 

false calm of conscience and could 

be called conscience’s complaint 

against my self-satisfied existence. 

… Whoever is no longer capable of 

perceiving guilt is spiritually ill, “a 

living corpse, a dramatic character’s 

mask”, as Görres says. “Monsters, 

among other brutes, are the ones 

without guilt feelings. Perhaps Hit-

ler did not have any, or Himmler, 

or Stalin. Maybe Mafia bosses do 

not have any guilt feelings, either, 

or maybe their remains are just well 

hidden in the cellar. Even aborted 

guilt feelings….All men need guilt 

feelings.”5 

For several centuries now—some 

would argue for millennia, from the 

beginning—Christianity has been un-

der direct and constant assault by 

those who felt unduly confined, im-

prisoned by the dogmatic strictures 

imposed upon them by Christ and his 

Church. For many, there is a sense that 

we do not have to be redeemed by  
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Christianity but from Christianity; 

that, in truth, “Christianity hinders our 

freedom and that the land of freedom 

can appear only when the Christian 

terms and conditions have been torn 

up.” 

S 
uch feelings and motives were 

very much at work leading up 

to and surrounding the Second 

Vatican Council. There were expecta-

tions that the council would bring 

about a simpler, less dogmatic, less 

regulated Christianity. 

But immediately it became obvious 

that behind a loosening of dogma 

and behind the abandonment of 

confession, the promised land of the 

happy freedom of the redeemed 

does not appear—far from it—but, 

rather, a waterless waste that only 

becomes ghastlier the farther one 

walks.6 

Leading the modern migration 

away from Christian tradition was the 

French philosopher, Jean-Paul Sartre, 

one of the key figures in the philoso-

phies of existentialism and phenome-

nology, and an avid supporter of 

Marxism. The conflict between oppres-

sive, spiritually destructive conformity 

(mauvaise foi, literally, "bad faith") and 

an "authentic" way of "being" became 

the dominant theme of his early work, 

a theme embodied in his principal 

philosophical work Being and Nothing-

ness (L'Être et le Néant, 1943).  

In Existentialism and Humanism 

(L'existentialisme est un humanisme, 

1946) Sartre went further, expressing 

the idea that people, as humans, are 

“condemned to be free,” which relied 

on his position that there is no Creator, 

that human beings have no essence 

before their existence because there is 

no Creator, thus: “existence precedes 

essence.”  

[T]he real constraint of all man’s 

constraints is God; in casting off 

inhibiting ties, man has not done 

the decisive deed until he has rid 

himself of this fetter. God’s nonex-

istence, he says, is the prerequisite 

for human freedom, for if there 

were a God, then indeed the space 

of human existence would be pre-

determined by him and obedience 

would be the inescapable funda-

mental condition of our lives. Noth-

ing set in advance, but only if there 

is no God; then there is no idea of 

man as creation, no nature of man 

that predetermines for him who or 

what he is and ought to be. With 

that, he is then in fact completely 

free; everyone must invent for him-

self what he thinks it means to be 

human, and no standard limits him 

when he does. “Man is what he 

makes himself to be”;  so the French 

thinker formulates the quintessence 

of his philosophy of freedom. But 

this complete freedom is the oppo-

site of redemption. Man is the un-

happy being that does not know 

what it is, what it is for, what it is 

supposed to do with itself. In the 

ocean of nothingness, he must first 

plan what he wants to be, because 

the fact that there is no idea of him 

naturally implies also that there is 

no meaning. Freedom from God is 

logically freedom from meaning, 

too: meaninglessness. The freedom 

that Sartre discovers is in truth 

man’s condemnation: animals simp-

ly are what they are, and they are 

happy; man, who must make him-

self, is precisely for that reason in 

hell—he himself is hell to himself 

and to the other.7 

F 
or Sartre, then, freeing oneself 

from the constraints imposed 

upon man by faith and the 

Church was complete freedom; such 

freedom from God the precise Chris-

tian definition of hell.  

T 
here is no coincidence that 

Sartre found support for his 

ideological philosophy in the 

writings of Karl Marx. In Marx, Sartre 

found a kindred spirit, one who had, a 

century earlier, given thought to hu-

man liberation: “A being is only con-

sidered independent once it stands on 

its own feet, and it only stands on its 

own feet once it owes its existence to 

itself…. A man who lives at the mercy 

of another regards himself as a de-

pendent being. My life necessarily has 

a reason outside of itself unless it is my 

own creation.” 

Logically, one might well suppose, 

this makes sense. If redemption is de-

pendent upon someone other than 

one’s self, then one is dependent; if 

one is dependent on another, one is 

necessarily not free; if one is not free, 

one is also subject to uncertainty; if 

one is not free and is uncertain, one 

cannot be redeemed. Therefore, to be 

free one must overcome all depend-

ence. “Liberation from all depend-

ence—in essence, liberation from wait-

ing for God—must then be the heart of 

any theory of redemption.”  

Christian faith and logically con-

sistent paganism along the lines of 

Marx and Sartre thus have in com-

mon the fact that they revolve 

around the theme of redemption, 

but in exactly opposite directions. It 

immediately becomes evident that 

the real difference does not lie in 

the question of whether redemption 

is thought of as being earthly or 

heavenly, spiritual or secular, other-

worldly or this-worldly. These al-

ternatives, which usually dominate 

the field, are far too shortsighted  
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and conceal the real problem. They 

are only imprecise consequences of  

the real alternative: Does redemp-

tion occur through liberation from 

all dependence, or is its sole path 

the complete dependence of love, 

which then would also be true free-

dom? Only from this perspective is 

the true difference made clear in 

practical decisions. If redemption 

means that being under orders or 

indebted in any way must be over-

come as a demeaning lack of free-

dom, then the praxis of emancipat-

ing deeds necessarily follows from 

this immediately; then I must try to 

bring about conditions in which no 

one needs to thank anyone anymore 

but, rather, in which each one now 

stands on his own. Someone who 

refuses, however, to let the indebt-

edness of love be slandered as de-

pendency that is contrary to free-

dom, someone who sees precisely 

therein the liberating fulfillment of 

man—he must walk a different 

path. He must, first of all, increase 

man’s interior depth and open him 

up to true love; he must struggle for 

the mind and heart of man. This by 

no means makes his activity merely 

spiritual and merely otherworldly: 

it will be much more present to 

man today, much more directly 

related to his here and now than the 

other program, which does have its 

heaven on earth but in a future that 

is much farther away from the pre-

sent than the heaven of faith, which 

always stands over the earth and 

takes aim into its today. We must 

go another step farther. “A being … 

only stands on its own feet once it 

owes its existence to itself”, Karl 

Marx had said. This is logical, no 

doubt. But is it also true? Can my 

life ever be my own creation, so that 

it does not have to thank any other 

creator? Can the emancipation of 

man from God, from his Creator, 

ever lead anywhere but into un-

truth? And can untruth be free-

dom? Here we must appeal to the 

modest authority of common sense: 

it cannot go well if man tries to 

claim for himself a freedom that 

fundamentally contradicts his own 

truth and if he constructs the pro-

gram of all his activity on this deni-

al of the truth.8  

N 
o one can deny what hu-

man experience has well 

proven: that man’s power 

to destroy is far greater than his power 

to make or to heal. “The outstanding 

debt of guilt extends farther than the 

radius of forgiveness and repara-

tion…. guilt cannot be absolved by 

knowledge or removed by analysis. It 

calls for an authority of transformation 

that goes beyond human ability.” 

Absolving guilt is not in our power. 

This is why to so many people the 

only possibility seems to be to chal-

lenge all this from the bottom up 

and to tear it down, to cast aside 

God, love, guilt, and death and, 

instead, to work to create a new 

world in which all this can no long-

er occur. But this promise remains 

illusory, and it only shreds the rem-

nants of what in spite of everything 

can make life bearable.9 

What it boils down to is this: man, 

from the beginning, has had an over-

weening desire to be something great-

er than himself, to be dependent on no 

other, to be free of all encumbrances, 

to have no other gods before himself. 

This is nothing new and never old. 

From the early Church Father, Irenae-

us we hear: 

Before that they become men, they 

wish to be even now like God their 

Creator, and they who are more 

destitute of reason than dumb ani-

mals [insist] that there is no distinc-

tion between the uncreated God 

and man, a creature of today. For 

these [the dumb animals] bring no 

charge against God for not having 

made them men. … For we cast 

blame upon Him, because we have 

not been made gods from the begin-

ning, but at first merely men, then 

at length gods.... But if you are un-

grateful to Him, because you are a 

mere man, then you have cast aside 

His creative power and life itself. 

For creating is an attribute of God, 

but becoming is that of man.9 

M 
uch of the “prevailing wis-

dom” today subscribes to 

that peculiar notion that 

faith is a burden, a form of punish-

ment, and an imposition upon man’s 

freedom; that to think or to act contra-

ry to one’s own beliefs is not only 

wrong, but self-defeating. Like Marx, 

many clamor for a superficial freedom, 

a liberation of their own choosing, re-

fusing to acknowledge the absolute 

dependence on and the enormous debt 

owed to their Creator God. As Robert 

Cardinal Sarah has observed, “Some 

people would like the Church to be 

transformed after the model of mod-

ern democracies. In it the government 

would be entrusted to the majority. 

But that would amount to making the 

Church a human society and not the 

family founded by God.”10 

In a recent (Sept. 27) issue of Col-

loqui, I cited Venerable Fulton J. 

Sheen, who once said, “A religion that 

doesn’t interfere with the secular order 

will soon discover that the secular or-

der will not refrain from interfering 

with it.” One reader, and a frequent 

commenter, took issue with the word 

“interfere”, writing: 

I do not think of it as interference 

when my religious perspectives 

influence my vote—and secular 

values do not interfere with my  
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religious ones. Differing values 

simply exist as a matter of fact in   

this world. It is not a case of abso-

lutes but of perspectives. People 

should always vote their conscience 

from as well an informed perspec-

tive as possible. 

N 
otwithstanding, what may 

have simply been an inno-

cent misreading of the 

quote, I must respond in complete 

charity of clarity. What the venerable 

archbishop was addressing was far 

more than a mere philosophical quib-

ble over one’s voting preference. The 

subject was neither individual nor per-

sonal; the subject was “religion“ and to  

the right order of the relationship of 

religion and the state (secular order.) 

Here, it would be prudent to first re-

view how Jesus answered the Phari-

sees when they sought to test him. 

Then the Pharisees went and took 

counsel how to entangle him in his 

talk. And they sent their disciples to 

him, along with the Hero’di-ans, 

saying, “Teacher, we know that 

your are true, and teach the way of 

God truthfully, and care for no 

man; for you do not regard the po-

sition of men. Tell us, then, what 

you think. Is it lawful to pay taxes 

to Caesar, or not?” But Jesus, aware 

of their malice, said, “Why put me 

to the test, you hypocrites? Show 

me the money for the tax.” And 

they brought him a coin. And Jesus 

said to them, “Whose likeness and 

inscription is this?” They said, 

“Caesar’s.” Then he said to them, 

“Render therefore to Caesar the 

things that are Caesar’s, and to God 

the things that are God’s.” When 

they heard it, they marveled, and 

they left him and went away 

(Matthew 22:15-22). 

What Archbishop Sheen said is 

analogous to what Jesus said to the 

Pharisees in this way: God’s way must 

always take precedence over Caesar’s 

(the secular order or the state) and reli-

gion must necessarily interfere when-

ever the secular order infringes or in-

terferes with obedience to God’s law; 

should religion choose not to interfere, 

the secular order will inevitably inter-

fere with religion, taking its silent ac-

quiescence as tacit permission to inter-

fere ever more. Such interference is 

overtly obvious in today’s secular or-

der (e.g. abortion, anti-religious laws, 

removing God and religion from pub-

lic schools, countering religious beliefs 

by such organizations as the Little Sis-

ters of the Poor, and many more.)   

As for perspectives, the bulk of 

this essay should provide sufficient 

evidence against entrusting too much 

to personal judgment and subjective 

conscience.  

B 
efore continuing, I would be 

remiss if I failed to express my 

sincere appreciation for the 

comments and the commenter, JH, 

who together we have enjoyed many a 

friendly dialogue, a thing all too rare 

these days. We often disagree, but nev-

er disagreeably so. In speaking for my-

self, I always look forward to hearing 

from JH for what he has to say makes 

me think more deeply on what I write. 

Would that others would take a simi-

lar approach.  

JH continued with a comment on 

the reason young people were leaving 

the Catholic Church: 

You  lament the fact  that  young 

people are leaving our church in 

such large numbers but seem to 

miss an important point as to 

why. Many young people are intel-

ligent and value driven in my expe-

rience. They are well informed and 

do not suffer fools lightly. Your 

writing always seems to place more 

importance on the doctrine of the 

church more than the doctrine of 

the Gospel of Jesus Christ. When 

young people see glaring examples 

of the doctrine of the church diverg-

ing from the words, thoughts and 

ideals of Jesus. They take issue with 

it, and rightfully so.  

T 
o his point, I have no disa-

greement, only an observation 

and a demurral. That many 

young people are intelligent I have no 

dispute; that they are well-informed, I 

must sadly demur. The young are not 

alone in their informed poverty, for, in 

truth, in this time of information abun-

dance and instant access, few of any 

age can claim to be well-informed. As I 

noted in an earlier essay (Colloqui, 

Vol. 04, No. 05, September 13, 2019) 

our “arrogance assumes a false surfeit 

of knowledge, a knowing in superficial 

excess without penalty of conscious 

thought.” And as Martin Luther King, 

Jr. said (also cited in that same issue,) 

“Nothing in the world is more danger-

ous than sincere ignorance and consci-

entious stupidity.”  

That the young are “value driven” 

and “do not suffer fools lightly” I will 

agree, but not without further explica-

tion. The questions to be asked are 

“What are the values that drive 

them?” and “What do they value as 

right or wrong, good or bad, true or 

false?” Given the appalling statistics 

on the state of education, the alarming 

illiteracy among elementary and high 

school students, and the steady decline 

in basic reading, writing, and math 

skills, it is difficult, if not impossible      
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not to conclude that a vast majority of 

people, of all ages, are far more ill-

informed than well-informed. 

O 
ne final point. And, this is 

critically important for all to 

understand: the Church is 

the church Jesus Christ himself or-

dained. The Church was instituted by 

God; Christ is the bridegroom, the 

Church, his bride. Before his Ascen-

sion, Jesus told the apostles, “Go there-

fore and make disciples of all 

nations, baptizing them in the 

name of the Father and of the 

Son and of the Holy Spirit, 

teaching them to observe all 

that I have commanded you; 

and lo, I am with you always, 

to the close of the 

age” (Matthew 28:19-20).  

Note what Jesus did not 

say; he did not say what is 

written on the meme to the 

right. He did not say “Do what-

ever you will, that will be al-

right by me;” he did not tell his 

disciples to teach what you 

want, even if it differs from 

what I have commanded you.”  

Thus, the doctrines of the Church 

and the doctrines of Jesus Christ are 

one and the same, then, now and al-

ways. They are not and can never be  

considered separate or divergent. The 

Church and Christ are of one mind. 

Any “glaring examples” of divergent 

doctrine are heresy. There simply is no 

other word for it. Those who take issue 

with Church doctrine are de facto and 

de jure in error by contradicting God’s 

commandments as given to Moses and 

fulfilled in Jesus Christ; they place 

their immortal soul in grave peril.  

Perhaps a parable will be useful in 

making this clear. There was from a 

small village a young man who longed 

to find work for the summer in a much 

larger city some twenty miles distant. 

Knowing full well that his parents 

would not approve of his truancy, he 

forged a note—he was adept at writing 

in his mother’s hand—and drove to 

the neighboring city applying at sever-

al places for a summer job.  

E 
xcited by the prospect of sum-

mer employment, his foot lay 

heavy on the accelerator as he 

drove homeward. A few miles from 

home, he was stopped by a highway 

patrolman and received a citation for 

speeding twenty miles in excess of the 

posted speed limit. 

What was he to do? After all, his 

intentions were good—to get a sum-

mer job—but in order to attain what 

was good, he had committed several 

wrongful acts. He had broken at least 

two (IV & VIII,) and arguably, a third 

(VII) of God’s commandments. He dis-

honored his parents (IV) by his deceit 

and dishonesty, unwilling to trust in 

their love and better judgment. He 

bore false witness (VIII) by lying, us-

ing a forgery, a false note to leave 

school early under false pretenses. 

And, less obvious, he stole (VII) his 

mother’s good name, using it for his 

illicit purpose and he stole his parents 

car—he never asked for permission 

which his parents had required 

of him.  

W 
hat was he to do? 

It was a small 

town; hiding what 

he had done wrong, even 

though for what he believed 

was a good, was impossible. It 

would surely make the weekly 

newspaper for which his moth-

er wrote, the nun would soon 

know of his forgery and the 

highway patrolman was a fa-

miliar face in the small rural 

community.  

What could he do? He did the 

only thing possible, he con-

fessed. Like the young man in the par-

able of the prodigal son, he came to 

realize that he had sinned, he had 

done evil that good might come 

(Romans 3:8) and so he asked for mer-

cy and forgiveness.  

So what are we to take away from 

this parable? First, it should be obvi-

ous, one or more wrongs can never 

justify a good, the end can never justi-

fy the means, that is to say, a good out-

come (employment) can never excuse  
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the wrongs committed to attain it. No 

matter how well-intentioned, in and of 

themselves, wrongful acts are always 

and everywhere wrong. Take away 

what good may come and the evil still 

remains. 

G 
od’s laws are immutable, 

unchangeable over time and 

circumstance. Jesus Christ, 

the Son of God, the Second Person of 

the Divine Trinity never changes. The 

Church is the embodiment of Christ 

with Christ as her head. The doctrines 

and dogma of the Church are of God 

and by God through the Divine Person 

of Jesus Christ. They are immutable. 

They are not subject to the will of man.  

In the history of the Church, the 

“little remnant” is what has saved 

the faith. A few believers who re-

mained faithful to God and to his 

covenant. They are the stump that 

will always revive so that the tree 

does not die. However destitute it 

may be, a little flock will always 

exist, a model for the Church and 

the world. 

No human effort, however talented 

or generous it may be, can trans-

form a soul and give it the life of 

Christ. Only the grace and the Cross 

of Jesus can save and sanctify souls 

and make the Church grow. Multi-

plying human efforts, believing that 

methods and strategies have any 

efficacy in themselves, will always 

be a waste of time. Christ alone can 

give his life to souls; he gives it in 

the measure in which he himself 

lives in us and has completely taken 

hold of us. 

The Church is not a democracy in 

which the majority ends up making 

the decisions. The Church is God’s 

holy people…. For the Church’s 

mission is a mission of love, and 

love does not dominate. Love is 

there to serve and to die, so that 

man might have life, and have it 

abundantly. A Christian’s strength 

comes from his relation to God. He 

must embody the holiness of God 

himself and put on the armor of 

light (Rom 13:12), … 

God chose us to adore him. Never-

theless, man does not want to kneel 

down. Adoration consists of placing 

ourselves in the presence of God in 

an attitude of humility and love. 

This is not a purely ritual act, but a 

gesture of acknowledging the Di-

vine Majesty.11  

W 
hen a tree falls victim to 

the wind it matters not 

the slightest which way 

the wind may blow. The wind blows, 

hot or cold, from north to south or 

south to north, east to west or west to 

east, in what direction it may will. And 

when it blows a certain way, wait but 

a moment more, the wind will change 

with uncertain certitude. The tree 

which has withstood the test, unyield-

ing to the foolish frolic of the wind, 

may fall, yet not by any pitiable con-

ceit of the wind. No, the tree may fall 

to a weakness from within, but it will 

never die, for its Creator has made it 

so. The tree may fall, but from its 

stump it will surely rise renewed in 

spirit, to once again laugh at the puny 

puff of the wind.   
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