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About The Ordered Soul Series 

The Ordered Soul Series is a collection of Christian books exploring what it 

means to be truly human in a world that has become increasingly uncertain about 

the nature of the human person. 

Each book examines a particular question facing the modern soul. Some explore 

identity, morality, conscience, grace, freedom, suffering, or the search for 

meaning. Others address the pressures created by contemporary culture and ask 

how the Christian understanding of humanity speaks into those challenges. 

Although the subjects differ, every volume is built upon the same conviction: that 

the deepest questions of human life cannot be answered rightly until we 

understand who man is before God. 

The books are connected by a common vision, but they are not chapters in a single 

work. Each volume has been written as a complete book in its own right and may 

be read in whatever order best serves the reader's interests. Together they form a 

wider conversation about the recovery of the human soul through the truth of 

Scripture. 

Throughout the series, the central concern is not simply the correction of ideas 

but the restoration of persons. The Bible presents humanity as created by God, 

disordered by sin, redeemed through Christ, and called into the fullness of life for 

which it was made. Every volume approaches that reality from a different 

perspective while remaining faithful to the same biblical foundation. 

It is my hope that these books will do more than inform the mind. I hope they will 

encourage thoughtful reflection, honest self-examination, deeper confidence in 

Scripture, and above all, a renewed appreciation for the wisdom of God's design 

for human life. 

Whether this is your first encounter with The Ordered Soul Series or one of 

several volumes you have read, my prayer is that these pages will help you see 

both yourself and your Creator more clearly. 

Robert Willoughby 
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The Age of Moral Noise 
We are not living in an age without morality. That is one of the first mistakes we 

must avoid. It is easy to look at the modern world, with its confusion over 

identity, truth, justice, freedom, sexuality, authority, and human nature, and 

conclude that society has simply abandoned right and wrong. But that is not 

quite true, because the modern world is not morally silent. It is morally loud. 

It condemns, praises, shames, excuses, accuses, absolves, exposes offenders, 

removes reputations, rewrites language, and draws new lines between the 

acceptable and the unacceptable. It may no longer speak easily of sin, 

repentance, holiness, or judgement before God, but it has certainly not lost the 

instinct to judge. In some ways, that instinct has grown stronger. 

Public life is now filled with moral intensity. A single sentence can be 

examined, shared, interpreted, condemned, defended, and used as evidence of 

character. Words are no longer heard only as words. They are analysed for 

hidden assumptions, unconscious bias, cultural insensitivity, inherited prejudice, 

social danger, and possible harm. A person may think he has expressed an 

opinion, only to discover that he has been placed on trial before the court of 

public opinion. 

This has created a strange moral atmosphere. People are told to be authentic, but 

they are also taught to monitor themselves constantly. They are told to speak 

their truth, yet they quickly learn that some truths are more acceptable than 

others. They are told that society has become more inclusive, yet many ordinary 

people feel less able to speak honestly than before. They fear not only being 

disagreed with, but being morally reclassified. 

To be disagreed with is one thing. To be told that one is hateful, unsafe, bigoted, 

oppressive, harmful, or morally suspect is another. The first challenges an 

argument. The second judges a person. Once disagreement is moved from the 

realm of thought into the realm of moral accusation, honest conversation 

becomes much harder. People no longer ask only, “Is this true?” They ask, 

“What will happen to me if I say it?” 

This is especially clear in the culture often described as woke. The word itself is 

used in many ways, sometimes carelessly and sometimes with contempt, so it 

needs to be handled carefully. At its best, the woke impulse claims to notice 

what others have ignored. It wants to expose injustice, recognise marginalised 
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people, challenge prejudice, and make society more alert to harm. Those 

concerns cannot simply be dismissed, because there have been real cruelties, 

real exclusions, real abuses of power, and real failures to listen. 

The problem begins when these concerns become detached from truth. 

Inclusion can mean refusing to treat people as invisible. It can mean welcoming 

those who have been despised and making room for the weak, the overlooked, 

the poor, the wounded, the outsider, and the person who has been handled 

without dignity. No Christian should be against inclusion in that sense, because 

a cold, proud, narrow spirit is not a mark of faithfulness. 

But inclusion can also become something else. It can become the demand that 

every identity be affirmed, every chosen self-understanding be validated, every 

moral boundary be treated as exclusion, and every traditional belief be 

examined as a possible form of harm. At that point, inclusion no longer means 

making room for people. It means surrendering the right to judge between truth 

and error, and that is where the moral code begins to weaken. 

A society cannot live without boundaries. It may reject old boundaries, but it 

will create new ones. It may condemn religious judgement, but it will still 

judge. It may reject the language of sin, but it will still identify transgressors. It 

may mock the idea of holiness, but it will still create its own forms of purity and 

contamination. It may deny God’s authority, but it will still ask who should be 

approved, who should be condemned, who should be heard, and who should be 

silenced. 

In the present age, moral judgement is often organised around words such as 

inclusion, harm, safety, identity, dignity, equality, justice, compassion, and 

freedom. These words are powerful because they sound humane. They seem to 

stand on the side of the wounded and against the cruel. To be inclusive is good. 

To cause harm is evil. To affirm identity is loving. To question identity is 

hateful. To make someone feel unsafe is treated as a kind of moral offence. 

The difficulty is that these words are not always carefully defined. They often 

work by emotional force. Once something is called harmful, many people 

become afraid to ask whether it is also true. Once something is called inclusive, 

people become hesitant to ask whether it is morally good. Once something is 

called hateful, the accused person may find that his motives have been judged 

before his meaning has been understood. 
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This is the danger of moral language detached from a stable foundation. The 

words remain, but the meanings shift. The emotional authority remains, but the 

moral roots are cut. The culture keeps the language of good and evil while 

changing the definitions by which good and evil are recognised. This does not 

create a peaceful society. It creates a nervous society. 

People learn to speak carefully, not always because they wish to be kind, but 

because they fear accusation. They learn which phrases are safe and which are 

dangerous. They learn which opinions can be spoken publicly and which must 

be whispered privately. They learn that some questions are not treated as 

questions, but as evidence of moral failure. They learn that traditional 

convictions, especially those rooted in Christianity, may be judged not as beliefs 

to be considered, but as prejudices to be corrected. 

Unconscious bias plays an important role in this atmosphere. The idea contains 

a partial truth, because human beings do have blind spots. We can carry 

assumptions we have never examined, and we can misjudge others without 

intending to do so. No serious Christian should deny that the human heart can 

be self-deceived. 

But the modern use of unconscious bias can move beyond self-examination into 

accusation. It can imply that disagreement with the accepted moral framework 

is not merely disagreement, but evidence of a hidden defect. A person may say, 

“That is not what I meant,” but the culture may reply, “That is the point. You do 

not see your own bias.” Once this happens, the accusation becomes almost 

impossible to answer. The person is judged not only by what he said, but by 

what others claim his words reveal beneath the surface. 

Christianity gives a deeper and fairer diagnosis of the human heart. It does not 

say merely that some people have hidden prejudice. It says that every human 

heart is morally unsafe apart from grace. It does not locate blindness only in one 

class, race, generation, ideology, or political tribe. It says that all of us are 

capable of self-deception, pride, partiality, cowardice, resentment, and false 

judgement. 

The modern moral atmosphere often searches some people very aggressively 

while leaving others strangely unexamined. It sees bias in tradition, but not 

always in revolution. It sees danger in inherited beliefs, but not always in 

fashionable assumptions. It sees oppression in older moral boundaries, but not 

always in the new pressures that silence dissent. It suspects the motives of those 
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who defend traditional convictions, but rarely suspects the motives of those who 

accuse them. 

This book is concerned with that collapse. It is not written to mock people who 

care about inclusion. It is not written to deny that words can wound, that power 

can corrupt, that prejudice can hide, or that religious people can speak harshly. 

These things are real, and Christians should be willing to admit them. A faith 

that cannot confess its own failures has no right to lecture the world about truth. 

But neither can Christians accept the new moral language without examination. 

We must ask what these words now mean, what they assume, what they permit, 

what they forbid, and what kind of person they are forming. We must ask 

whether a culture organised around inclusion, safety, affirmation, and harm has 

become more truthful, or merely more anxious. We must ask whether it has 

produced courage, wisdom, humility, repentance, and love, or whether it has 

produced fear, performance, accusation, and conformity. 

The question is not whether the old world was perfect. It was not. The question 

is whether the new moral order is true. One may reject cruelty without 

surrendering truth. One may oppose contempt without affirming every desire. 

One may care for the wounded without making pain the highest moral authority. 

One may confess past failures without accepting the claim that traditional 

Christian belief is inherently harmful. 

The moral imagination of our age is often too narrow. It assumes that there are 

only two options: affirm or hate, include or exclude, validate or harm, celebrate 

or oppress. But real moral life is not so simple. A parent may love a child and 

still correct him. A friend may care deeply and still warn. A church may 

welcome sinners and still call for repentance. A society may protect dignity and 

still maintain moral boundaries. 

The collapse of moral language happens when these distinctions are lost. Once 

affirmation becomes love, disagreement becomes hate. Once distress becomes 

harm, correction becomes cruelty. Once inclusion becomes the highest good, 

moral boundaries become oppression. Once justice is detached from 

righteousness, accusation becomes power. Once freedom is detached from 

formation, self-rule becomes the goal of life. 

That is why this book is called The Confused Soul. Moral confusion is never 

merely intellectual. It enters the conscience. It shapes what people fear, what 



Page 7 of 51 

 

they admire, what they excuse, what they condemn, and what they are willing to 

say aloud. A confused language eventually produces a confused person, and a 

confused person eventually struggles to know when to speak, when to be silent, 

when to repent, when to resist, when to comfort, and when to stand. 

The purpose of this book is to examine the words beneath the arguments. It asks 

what happens when moral language is reorganised around inclusion, harm, 

identity, public approval, and emotional safety. It asks why words such as good, 

evil, love, hate, compassion, justice, and freedom have become so unstable. It 

asks why many people feel morally pressured but not morally grounded, and 

why a culture that speaks so often of liberation can make people so afraid. 

The answer, in the end, is that moral language cannot remain stable when it is 

severed from God. Words need roots, and moral words especially need roots. 

Without them, they may still sound noble, but they become vulnerable to 

capture. They can be used by power, fashion, fear, ideology, and the crowd. 

They can be used to protect the wounded, but also to silence the faithful. They 

can be used to expose cruelty, but also to punish courage. 

The recovery must begin by slowing down and asking what our words now 

mean. That is where we must start. 
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Words Without Roots 
Moral words do not live by themselves. They belong to a way of seeing the 

world. Words such as good, evil, love, justice, freedom, dignity, harm, truth, and 

compassion carry meaning because they are connected to deeper beliefs about 

God, man, the soul, the body, purpose, responsibility, and what human life is 

for. 

When those deeper beliefs change, the words change too. They may look the 

same on the page and sound the same in conversation, but they no longer carry 

the same moral world inside them. A society can continue using familiar words 

while quietly moving them into a different framework. That is one reason 

modern moral debates feel so confused. People often think they are disagreeing 

about a single issue, when in truth they are disagreeing about the meaning of the 

words by which the issue is judged. 

This is especially true when a culture inherits Christian language but rejects the 

Christian view of reality that once gave that language its force. Many of the 

strongest moral words in modern public life did not arise from nowhere. The 

dignity of the person, the concern for the weak, the language of justice, the duty 

of mercy, the importance of truth, the seriousness of guilt, and the hope of 

restoration all have deep roots in a world shaped by Scripture. But a culture may 

keep the language long after it has denied the root. 

That creates a borrowed morality. The culture still wants the fruit, but it no 

longer wants the tree. It wants dignity without the image of God, justice without 

divine righteousness, compassion without holiness, freedom without created 

purpose, and love without truth. For a time, this can still appear to work because 

inherited instincts remain. People may still feel that cruelty is wrong, that the 

vulnerable should be protected, and that oppression should be resisted. Yet the 

longer the words are cut away from their foundation, the more unstable they 

become. 

This instability appears whenever people use the same word but assume 

different worlds. A Christian may speak of love and mean the willing of another 

person’s true good before God. Another person may speak of love and mean 

affirmation of another person’s chosen identity. A Christian may speak of 

freedom and mean release from sin into the service of God. Another person may 

speak of freedom and mean the removal of every boundary that restrains self-

expression. The word is shared, but the meaning is not. 
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The argument is not only about conclusions. It is about definitions. If love 

means affirmation, then a refusal to affirm will be judged as unloving before the 

Christian has even explained his position. If harm means emotional distress, 

then truth that causes distress can be condemned as harmful before anyone asks 

whether it is true. If justice means the correction of perceived imbalance by any 

necessary pressure, then older ideas of fairness, evidence, proportion, and mercy 

may appear weak or evasive. 

The person who controls the definitions often controls the argument. This is 

why moral language is never neutral. Words do not merely describe a debate 

from the outside. They shape the debate from within. They decide what counts 

as compassion, what counts as cruelty, what counts as courage, what counts as 

hate, and what kind of person is allowed to speak without suspicion. 

In older moral frameworks, words were usually tested by something beyond 

immediate feeling. There was an appeal to God, nature, conscience, tradition, 

reason, duty, law, or some recognised moral order beyond the individual self. 

Not every society used those standards well, and not every appeal to tradition 

was righteous. But there was at least an assumption that moral language 

answered to something beyond the mood of the moment. 

In much modern speech, that assumption has weakened. Moral words are 

increasingly governed by emotional experience, group identity, public approval, 

institutional policy, therapeutic language, and social pressure. The result is not 

freedom from moral judgement. It is judgement by unstable standards. People 

are still judged, but the ground beneath the judgement shifts. 

This does not mean every modern concern is false. Some words have changed 

because people are trying to name wrongs that were previously ignored. Some 

forms of old language did conceal cruelty, pride, partiality, or indifference. 

Christians should be honest enough to admit that language has sometimes been 

used to preserve comfort rather than truth. A word can be traditional and still be 

misused. 

But the abuse of older language does not justify the corruption of moral 

language itself. When words become tools of emotional pressure rather than 

servants of truth, they lose their ability to guide the conscience. They begin to 

create fear rather than clarity. People learn to repeat approved phrases without 

knowing whether they are true. They learn to avoid forbidden phrases without 
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knowing whether they are false. That is not moral growth. It is linguistic 

obedience under pressure. 

The modern culture of public judgement makes this especially dangerous. In the 

past, many disagreements remained local and limited. A foolish sentence might 

be corrected by a friend, challenged in a family, or debated in a community. 

Now words can be lifted from one setting and placed before thousands of 

strangers who do not know the speaker, the context, the tone, the relationship, or 

the full meaning. The sentence becomes evidence. The speaker becomes a case. 

The crowd becomes a court. 

In that court, moral language can become a weapon. A person does not have to 

be answered if he can be labelled. He does not have to be understood if he can 

be categorised. He does not have to be reasoned with if his words can be 

interpreted as unsafe, harmful, hateful, or biased. Once the label lands, the 

burden shifts. He must now prove not merely that his argument has merit, but 

that his character is not corrupt. 

Some caution in speech is wise. Words should be chosen carefully, and a person 

should not speak carelessly and then call the reaction persecution. Christians 

especially should care about tone, patience, humility, and accuracy. The problem 

is not that people are being asked to speak thoughtfully. The problem is that 

many are being trained to speak fearfully. 

Fearful speech is not the same as gracious speech. Gracious speech is governed 

by love and truth. Fearful speech is governed by anticipated punishment. 

Gracious speech seeks the good of the hearer. Fearful speech seeks the safety of 

the speaker. Gracious speech can be gentle and brave. Fearful speech becomes 

guarded, performative, and often dishonest. 

This is especially true for Christian belief. Many Christian convictions now pass 

through a filter of suspicion before they are heard. A belief about creation may 

be heard as an attack on identity. A belief about marriage may be heard as 

hatred. A belief about sin may be heard as psychological harm. A belief about 

truth may be heard as domination. A belief about holiness may be heard as 

exclusion. 

The issue is not simply that Christianity is disagreed with. Christianity has 

always been disagreed with. The deeper issue is that Christian language is 

increasingly interpreted through moral categories that Christianity itself does 
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not accept. The faith is judged by definitions supplied by another moral order. 

Once that happens, even its compassion can be misread as cruelty because it 

refuses to detach mercy from truth. 

This is why Christians must pay attention to words. It is not enough to repeat 

inherited terms as though their meaning is still understood. Nor is it enough to 

adopt modern terms without asking what they assume. Every powerful moral 

word must be examined. What does this word mean now? What view of the 

human person does it carry? What does it permit? What does it forbid? What 

does it make easier to say? What does it make harder to say? 

These questions are not academic. They are pastoral. Words shape conscience. 

They teach people what to feel guilty about and what to excuse. They teach 

people what to fear and what to honour. They teach people when to speak and 

when to be silent. They teach people whether repentance is liberation or 

oppression, whether correction is love or harm, whether freedom is discipline or 

self-rule. 

A confused vocabulary eventually produces a confused soul. The person who 

has been taught that love means affirmation will struggle to understand 

correction. The person who has been taught that harm means discomfort will 

struggle to endure truth. The person who has been taught that freedom means 

self-expression will struggle to receive responsibility. The person who has been 

taught that justice means the victory of his group will struggle to judge 

impartially. 

The contrasting view must be taken seriously. Some will say that language has 

to evolve because societies become more aware of harm. They will argue that 

older moral language often protected the powerful, ignored the wounded, and 

silenced those who did not fit the dominant pattern. They will say that new 

words are needed because old words failed to name certain experiences clearly. 

There is truth in part of that argument. Human beings do learn. Societies can 

become more alert to forms of cruelty they previously ignored. A word can be 

refined because conscience has become more attentive. Christians should not 

treat every linguistic change as rebellion. Sometimes people are trying, however 

imperfectly, to speak about pain that had been dismissed. 

But moral language must not be judged only by whether it notices pain. It must 

be judged by whether it tells the truth. A word may help someone describe 
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distress and still mislead him about its cause. A phrase may give dignity to 

suffering and still remove responsibility. A new moral vocabulary may expose 

real cruelty and still create new forms of coercion. The test is not whether the 

language feels compassionate. The test is whether it is true, just, humane, and 

ordered toward the good. 

Without roots, words drift toward power. They may be used by institutions, 

movements, media, employers, educators, activists, politicians, or crowds. They 

may be used to protect the vulnerable, but they may also be used to silence 

dissent. They may be used to name injustice, but they may also be used to place 

certain beliefs beyond discussion. Once a word gains moral authority without 

stable definition, it becomes useful to whoever can wield it most effectively. 

Moral words need roots because human beings need reality. We cannot live well 

by slogans, emotional pressure, public accusation, or borrowed fragments of a 

moral order we no longer understand. We need words that are strong enough to 

name evil, tender enough to care for wounds, clear enough to guide conscience, 

and humble enough to submit to truth. 

The first modern word that needs careful attention is inclusion. It is one of the 

chief ways moral language is being reorganised in the present age. If inclusion 

means humane welcome, it can serve the good. But if inclusion comes to mean 

affirmation without truth, then many other words will soon be changed by it. 
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Inclusion Without Truth 
Inclusion is one of the commanding moral words of the present age. It carries 

warmth, welcome, decency, and protection. To be inclusive sounds generous. To 

be accused of exclusion sounds harsh before any details are examined. That is 

part of the word’s power. It does not merely describe an action. It places the 

speaker on one side of a moral divide. 

No thoughtful Christian should dismiss inclusion as though it were always 

corrupt. There is a right kind of inclusion. It is right to refuse contempt. It is 

right to notice those who have been overlooked. It is right to make room for the 

weak, the lonely, the foreigner, the poor, the wounded, the socially awkward, the 

person with a disability, the person carrying shame, and the person who has 

been treated as though he does not matter. A society that cannot see such people 

has become morally hard. 

The Christian conscience should understand this better than anyone. Human 

worth is not created by social usefulness, beauty, confidence, class, education, 

strength, fashion, popularity, or public approval. The person who seems small to 

the world is still a person before God. A community that humiliates the weak, 

mocks the unusual, despises the broken, or excludes those who cannot benefit it 

is not morally strong. It is proud. 

This is why the modern concern for inclusion often feels persuasive. It appears 

to stand against cruelty. It wants to correct old exclusions. It wants to make 

people more careful with speech. It wants institutions, schools, workplaces, 

churches, and families to think about who has been pushed to the edges. In 

many cases, the concern touches something real because people have been 

mocked, ignored, stereotyped, bullied, and treated without dignity. 

That should be acknowledged clearly. Some forms of traditional culture were 

not morally serious enough about the dignity of the person. Some communities 

confused normality with righteousness. Some churches spoke rightly about 

doctrine while handling wounded people clumsily. Some families valued 

conformity more than understanding. Some leaders used moral boundaries as a 

way of protecting their own comfort rather than serving truth. 

So the question is not whether inclusion matters. It does. The question is what 

inclusion means, and what happens when inclusion is detached from truth. 
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This is where the confusion begins. Inclusion can mean making room for people 

without despising them. But increasingly, inclusion is made to mean affirming 

whatever people claim about themselves. It no longer means, “You are welcome 

as a person.” It begins to mean, “Your identity, desire, belief, or self-definition 

must be validated.” That is a very different thing. 

A person can be treated with dignity without every claim he makes being treated 

as true. A person can be welcomed without every desire being blessed. A person 

can be heard without every conclusion being accepted. A person can be 

protected from cruelty without being protected from moral disagreement. These 

distinctions are essential, but they are increasingly difficult to maintain. 

When inclusion becomes detached from truth, it becomes morally coercive. It 

begins to demand not only patience, kindness, and hospitality, but agreement. It 

treats refusal to affirm as a form of harm. It treats older moral convictions as 

threats to safety. It treats traditional belief as something that must be corrected, 

managed, or silenced so that others may feel fully included. At that point, 

inclusion stops being hospitality and becomes a test of submission. 

This is one reason many people now feel unable to speak plainly. They know 

that certain opinions are not merely unpopular. They are interpreted as 

dangerous. A person who believes in the created difference between male and 

female may not simply be considered mistaken. He may be accused of erasing 

someone’s identity. A person who believes marriage has a moral form may not 

simply be debated. He may be accused of hatred. A person who questions the 

assumptions behind modern identity language may not simply be answered. He 

may be treated as unsafe. 

The result is a culture in which people are included only if they accept the new 

terms of inclusion. Those who cannot accept those terms are themselves 

excluded. The language of welcome becomes a mechanism of pressure. The 

society that claims to make room for everyone quietly becomes intolerant of 

those who still believe some things are true, some things are false, some things 

are good, and some things are disordered. 

This does not mean that every objection to traditional belief is dishonest. Some 

people have encountered traditional convictions only through harsh voices. 

They have heard truth used without tenderness. They have experienced moral 

language as rejection, mockery, or shame. When such a person hears an older 
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belief defended, he may not hear careful conviction. He may hear the echo of 

pain. 

That matters. If Christians ignore this, they will speak without wisdom. It is not 

enough to say what is true. We must also understand how truth may be heard by 

those who have been wounded. But understanding pain is not the same as 

allowing pain to redefine truth. The fact that a word has been misused does not 

mean the word itself must be surrendered. The fact that a boundary has been 

abused does not mean boundaries are evil. 

Inclusion without truth cannot heal the wounds it notices because it cannot 

finally tell the truth about the person. It sees the pain, but it may not see the 

whole soul. It sees the need for welcome, but it may not see the need for 

repentance, formation, responsibility, and restoration. It wants people to feel 

safe, but it may define safety in a way that protects them from the very truths 

that could lead them into freedom. 

There is a difference between being safe from cruelty and being safe from 

challenge. The first is necessary. The second is impossible if the soul is to grow. 

A child is not loved if he is never corrected. A friend is not served if he is never 

warned. A church is not faithful if it welcomes people into its life but never calls 

them into truth. A society is not compassionate if it removes every word that 

causes distress while leaving people trapped in confusion. 

This is where the modern language of harm becomes important. Harm is now 

one of the strongest moral claims a person can make. To say that words are 

harmful is to move them from the realm of disagreement into the realm of 

injury. Once that move is made, speech can be controlled in the name of 

protection. The question is no longer simply whether the words are true, fair, or 

necessary. The question becomes whether someone experiences them as 

damaging. 

Words can harm. That should not be denied. Speech can humiliate, threaten, 

degrade, manipulate, deceive, and crush. Christians should never hide behind 

the idea of free speech as though freedom removes responsibility. Speech 

belongs to moral life, and moral life is accountable. 

But harm cannot be defined only by discomfort. If it is, then truth itself becomes 

vulnerable. Some truths hurt because they expose what we would rather avoid. 

Some correction hurts because pride resists being corrected. Some moral 
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boundaries hurt because desire does not want to be restrained. Some 

disagreement hurts because the self has become too fragile to bear 

contradiction. A culture that cannot distinguish discomfort from harm will 

eventually treat formation as abuse. 

This is especially visible in the way traditional beliefs are now judged. The 

mere presence of a traditional conviction can be interpreted as a threat to 

someone else’s inclusion. A person may say, “I do not hate you, but I cannot 

agree with this.” Yet the culture may answer, “Your refusal to agree is itself a 

form of harm.” Once that happens, no meaningful distinction remains between 

malice and moral conviction. 

The irony is that a culture obsessed with inclusion can become very poor at 

tolerating difference. It may celebrate diversity of appearance, background, 

personality, and identity, while becoming increasingly narrow in thought. 

People may look different, speak different languages, and come from different 

histories, but they are expected to repeat the same moral assumptions. Diversity 

becomes visible, but not always intellectual or moral. 

The older meaning of tolerance was not agreement. It assumed disagreement 

and asked how people could live together despite it. Modern inclusion often 

goes further. It does not want merely to tolerate. It wants to affirm. But 

affirmation cannot be demanded from the conscience without violating the 

person. A forced affirmation is not love. It is obedience to pressure. 

A Christian view of inclusion begins with the person before God. That person is 

not a symbol, slogan, identity category, political unit, or emotional claim. He is 

a soul. He is made for truth. He is capable of sin and capable of repentance. He 

may be wounded, but he is also responsible. He may need welcome, but he also 

needs formation. He may need protection from cruelty, but he does not need 

protection from reality. 

The modern inclusion ethic often struggles here because it tends to treat 

affirmation as the highest form of care. But affirmation is only good when the 

thing affirmed is true and good. To affirm courage is good. To affirm honesty is 

good. To affirm repentance, humility, mercy, patience, fidelity, and self-control 

is good. But to affirm confusion, rebellion, destructive desire, or falsehood is 

not love. It may feel kind in the moment, but it does not serve the soul. 
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This is where the fear of exclusion becomes dangerous. Once exclusion is 

treated as the great evil, the mere act of saying no becomes morally suspicious. 

Yet every moral order must exclude something. A society that includes 

everything has no moral shape. It cannot protect the vulnerable because it 

cannot name what threatens them. It cannot form children because it cannot 

distinguish maturity from immaturity. It cannot defend truth because it has made 

refusal itself suspect. 

A healthy moral order excludes cruelty, falsehood, abuse, exploitation, 

corruption, and the dehumanising of persons. It also excludes the idea that every 

desire is good simply because it is felt, that every self-definition must be 

accepted as truth, that discomfort is always harm, and that love requires moral 

surrender. This kind of exclusion is not the enemy of inclusion. It is what makes 

meaningful inclusion possible. 

A home can welcome guests because it has walls and a door. A garden can 

flourish because weeds are removed. A school can educate because there is 

discipline. A church can receive the weary because it has a gospel, not merely 

an atmosphere. Boundaries do not always contradict welcome. Often they 

protect it. 

When inclusion loses truth, it loses this wisdom. It becomes unable to say which 

boundaries are cruel and which boundaries are necessary. It assumes that 

because some people have been wrongly excluded, exclusion itself must be the 

problem. But the answer to wrongful exclusion is not a world without moral 

boundaries. It is righteous judgement, humility, repentance, mercy, and courage. 

This is why the Christian should be neither reactionary nor naive. We should not 

sneer at inclusion, because there is a righteous concern beneath the word. But 

neither should we bow before inclusion when it demands the surrender of truth. 

We must learn to say both things clearly. We must say, “You must not despise 

people,” and also, “You must not redefine truth in order to make people feel 

affirmed.” 

Inclusion without truth eventually damages the very people it claims to protect. 

It leaves them dependent on affirmation, fragile before disagreement, suspicious 

of correction, and vulnerable to any movement that promises safety at the cost 

of reality. It may protect the self from pain, but it does not prepare the soul for 

life. It may remove offence, but it cannot produce wisdom. 
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Inclusion is not a side issue. It is one of the chief ways modern moral language 

is being reorganised. It changes the meaning of love, hate, harm, compassion, 

justice, and freedom. Once inclusion becomes the highest good, goodness itself 

is redefined. Good becomes whatever affirms, validates, protects, and includes. 

Evil becomes whatever questions, refuses, distinguishes, or excludes. 

So we must now ask the deeper question. What happens when the word good is 

cut away from God and handed to the mood of the age? 
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Goodness Without God 
Once inclusion becomes a dominant moral word, the meaning of good begins to 

change. Goodness is no longer first understood as conformity to truth, moral 

order, or the character of God. It becomes what affirms, protects, includes, 

validates, and avoids harm as the culture currently defines those things. 

This is why the word good must be examined early. It stands beneath the rest of 

moral language. Before a society can speak clearly about evil, love, hate, 

justice, compassion, or freedom, it must know what good means. If goodness 

becomes unstable, every other moral word begins to drift with it. 

No society can live without the idea of good. Even a secular society must praise 

some things and condemn others. It must tell children what sort of behaviour is 

admirable. It must decide what laws to pass, what virtues to reward, what habits 

to discourage, and what forms of life to protect. A culture may reject God, but it 

cannot escape moral evaluation. 

The question is not whether society will use the word good. It will. The question 

is who, or what, will define it. 

In the modern world, goodness is often defined by a mixture of empathy, social 

approval, harm reduction, equality, inclusion, authenticity, and personal 

fulfilment. Something is good if it makes people feel accepted. Something is 

good if it removes distress. Something is good if it gives people permission to 

express themselves. Something is good if it aligns with the moral mood of the 

age. 

There are partial truths here. Empathy is not evil. Reducing unnecessary harm is 

not wrong. Protecting dignity matters. Refusing cruelty matters. A Christian 

should not speak as though every modern moral concern is automatically 

corrupt. Many people who use this language are trying to oppose real hardness, 

real prejudice, real bullying, and real abuse of power. 

But partial truths cannot bear the weight of ultimate moral definition. Empathy 

can feel another person’s pain, but it cannot by itself decide whether that pain is 

the pain of injury, pride, guilt, conviction, discipline, or frustrated desire. Harm 

reduction can restrain cruelty, but it cannot tell us whether all discomfort is 

harmful. Inclusion can make room for the overlooked, but it cannot tell us 

whether every belief or behaviour should be affirmed. 
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This is the weakness of goodness without God. It can preserve fragments of 

moral truth, but it struggles to explain why those fragments are binding. It can 

say that kindness is good, but it often struggles to say why kindness must still 

govern the person who gains more by cruelty. It can say that human dignity 

matters, but it struggles to ground dignity in something deeper than social 

agreement. It can say that oppression is wrong, but it may define oppression 

according to the feelings and politics of the moment. 

A Christian account of goodness begins elsewhere. Goodness is not first a 

mood, a preference, a consensus, or a social outcome. Goodness begins in God. 

It is rooted in His character, His will, His holiness, His wisdom, His mercy, and 

His created order. Something is good because it accords with Him. Something is 

evil because it stands against Him. 

This does not mean that only Christians can recognise good actions. That would 

be false and unfair. Many people who do not profess faith can act with 

generosity, courage, patience, honesty, and compassion. They may love their 

children, care for the poor, keep promises, and oppose cruelty. They live in 

God’s world, bear God’s image, and retain moral instincts even when they do 

not acknowledge their source. 

But recognising fragments of goodness is not the same as possessing a stable 

foundation for goodness. A person may know that cruelty is wrong without 

being able to explain why cruelty is truly wrong beyond personal feeling, social 

preference, or mutual survival. A society may inherit the moral capital of 

Christianity while denying the God who gave that capital its deepest meaning. 

This creates a borrowed goodness. For a time, it may look familiar. It still 

speaks of compassion, dignity, justice, equality, and care for the vulnerable. But 

over time, the words change because they answer to a different authority. They 

no longer answer first to God. They answer to the self, the crowd, the 

institution, the activist class, the media, the employer, the university, or the 

emotional pressure of the moment. 

When God is removed, goodness becomes vulnerable to fashion and power. 

This can be seen in how quickly moral approval shifts. A belief once considered 

ordinary can become unacceptable within a generation. A behaviour once 

considered shameful can become celebrated. A conviction once seen as morally 

serious can be reclassified as hateful or harmful. The culture may present these 
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shifts as progress, and sometimes societies do correct real wrongs. But change 

itself is not proof of goodness. A culture can move forward in one respect while 

collapsing in another. 

This is where the contrasting view deserves to be taken seriously. Many people 

would argue that morality does not need God because human beings can reason 

together about wellbeing, suffering, fairness, consent, and social flourishing. 

They would say that goodness is what helps people live freely and safely 

together. They would argue that religion has often failed morally, so God cannot 

be necessary for moral behaviour. 

There is force in part of that objection. Religious people have often failed to act 

well. A person does not become good merely by using religious language. 

Churches can hide cruelty, excuse pride, protect power, and speak of holiness 

without humility. The failure of religious people must be admitted without 

defensiveness. 

But the failure of religious people is not the failure of God as the foundation of 

goodness. It is the failure of people to submit to the God they claim to honour. 

The question is not whether Christians always act better than secular people. 

The question is whether goodness itself has a stable meaning if it is cut away 

from God. 

Without God, goodness tends to become either preference, consensus, utility, 

emotion, or power. Preference says, “This feels good to me.” Consensus says, 

“Most of us agree this is good.” Utility says, “This produces the result we 

want.” Emotion says, “This feels compassionate.” Power says, “This will be 

treated as good because we can enforce it.” Each may contain some insight, but 

none is strong enough to carry the whole moral life of man. 

Preference changes. Consensus can be wicked. Utility can justify cruelty. 

Emotion can be manipulated. Power can baptise itself with noble language. If 

goodness depends finally on these things, then goodness has no fixed anchor. It 

may still speak loudly, but it cannot stand securely. 

This is why goodness without God so easily becomes goodness by approval. 

The good person is the person who says the approved things, supports the 

approved causes, displays the approved sensitivities, and avoids the approved 

offences. Goodness becomes a social performance. It is measured by visible 

alignment with the moral expectations of the age. 
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That kind of goodness forms anxious people. They are always watching the 

moral weather. They learn to ask not only, “Is this right?” but, “Will this be 

approved?” They may become skilled at signalling compassion while losing the 

courage to think. They may become publicly virtuous while privately uncertain. 

They may learn the language of goodness without being deeply formed in 

goodness. 

Christian goodness is different because it is not created by the crowd. It is 

received from God. It may be applauded or hated, fashionable or unfashionable, 

publicly rewarded or publicly punished. Its truth does not depend on reception. 

If something is good before God, it remains good even when the culture 

despises it. If something is evil before God, it remains evil even when the 

culture celebrates it. 

This gives moral courage. It does not give permission for arrogance. A Christian 

who believes goodness is grounded in God must still be humble, repentant, and 

careful. He must not confuse his preferences with God’s will, his politics with 

righteousness, or his temperament with holiness. He must allow his own moral 

language to be judged before he judges the language of the age. 

But he must also refuse cowardice. If God is the source of goodness, then the 

Christian cannot pretend that goodness is whatever the culture currently 

rewards. He cannot call something good merely because it is inclusive, popular, 

emotionally comforting, or socially approved. He must ask the deeper question: 

does this accord with the truth of God and the true good of the person? 

That question changes everything. 

It means goodness cannot be reduced to niceness. It cannot be reduced to 

affirmation. It cannot be reduced to immediate comfort. It cannot be reduced to 

whatever lowers tension in the room. Goodness may be gentle, but it is not 

weak. It may be compassionate, but it is not blind. It may be patient, but it is not 

endlessly permissive. 

A parent who never corrects a child may appear kind in the moment, but he is 

not acting for the child’s good. A friend who never challenges destructive 

behaviour may appear supportive, but he is not seeking the friend’s good. A 

church that refuses to speak of sin may appear welcoming, but it is not serving 

the soul’s good. A society that affirms every identity may appear inclusive, but it 

is not necessarily ordered toward the good of human life. 
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Goodness must be measured by truth, not merely by emotional relief. 

This is why the modern moral order becomes confused. It wants goodness 

without judgement, kindness without correction, inclusion without boundaries, 

compassion without repentance, and dignity without created purpose. It wants 

the language of moral seriousness without the God who makes morality serious. 

But when good is severed from God, evil also loses its depth. Evil becomes 

whatever the culture condemns, rather than what stands against the Holy One. 

The next collapse follows naturally. A society that no longer knows goodness 

before God will still speak of evil, but it will struggle to understand evil as sin. 
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Evil Without Sin 
A culture can reject sin and still believe strongly in evil. That is one of the 

strange features of the modern moral world. It may dislike the thought of guilt 

before God, but it has no difficulty declaring people guilty before society. It 

may reject divine judgement, but it still knows how to accuse, expose, condemn, 

and punish. 

This means the problem is not that evil has disappeared from public language. 

Evil is everywhere. People speak of abuse, oppression, exploitation, harm, 

prejudice, violence, corruption, manipulation, cruelty, and hatred. Public life is 

full of moral accusation, and much of it is not imaginary. There are real victims, 

real abuses of power, real acts of cruelty, and real forms of human wickedness 

that should not be hidden or excused. 

The problem is that evil is increasingly understood without sin. Evil is treated 

mainly as something social, structural, psychological, political, historical, or 

ideological. It is located in systems, institutions, inherited privilege, oppressive 

norms, harmful language, unconscious bias, bad education, poverty, trauma, or 

the wrong distribution of power. Some of these things may reveal or intensify 

evil, but they cannot explain it fully. 

Sin goes deeper. It brings evil home to the human heart. It says that the problem 

is not only out there in the system, the enemy, the powerful, the past, or the 

other side. The problem is also in me. Sin does not allow a man to remain only a 

critic of other people’s corruption. It places him before God as one who also 

needs mercy. 

That is why sin is such an offensive word. It removes the comfort of distance. It 

does not let evil remain safely attached to people we already dislike. It exposes 

the pride of the reformer, the resentment of the victim, the hypocrisy of the 

religious, the cowardice of the respectable, and the self-deception of the sincere. 

Sin tells every person that moral danger is not limited to his opponents. 

Modern culture often prefers the language of harm because harm feels more 

manageable. Harm can be measured outwardly. It can be attached to visible 

consequences, emotional distress, social disadvantage, or injury between 

people. This language can name real damage, and Christians should not dismiss 

it. Sin does harm people. It damages families, bodies, trust, communities, 

institutions, and consciences. 
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But harm cannot replace sin. Harm usually asks what has been done to another 

person or group. Sin asks what has been done before God. Harm may be visible, 

but sin may remain hidden. Harm may be publicly recognised, while sin may be 

socially celebrated. Harm may be felt immediately, while sin may quietly 

deform the soul over time. 

If evil is reduced to harm, then anything that appears harmless can be treated as 

innocent. A private desire may be considered morally neutral because no 

obvious victim can be identified. A consensual act may be treated as good 

because both parties agreed. A hidden fantasy may be ignored because it has not 

yet become behaviour. But the human soul is shaped before the damage 

becomes visible. 

This is where the modern idea of unconscious bias becomes revealing. It says, 

rightly in part, that people may carry hidden assumptions they do not see. It 

recognises that human beings can be morally blind beneath the surface. That 

insight is not foreign to Christianity. In fact, Christianity gives a deeper version 

of it. It says not merely that some people carry hidden bias, but that every 

human heart is capable of hidden corruption, self-justification, pride, partiality, 

fear, and false judgement. 

The weakness of the modern version is that it often applies suspicion 

selectively. It searches tradition, older beliefs, inherited norms, majority groups, 

and religious convictions with great intensity, but it may leave fashionable 

assumptions largely untouched. It sees bias in those who question the new moral 

order, but not always in those who enforce it. It exposes hidden motives in 

opponents, but rarely examines the motives of accusers with the same 

seriousness. 

Sin is a fairer and deeper doctrine because it humbles everyone. It does not say 

that only one class, race, sex, movement, generation, or political tribe is morally 

dangerous. It says the human heart itself is unsafe apart from grace. That makes 

the doctrine of sin more severe than unconscious bias, but also more honest. It 

gives no one a protected moral position from which to accuse everyone else. 

Without sin, accusation can become a substitute for righteousness. A person 

may feel clean because he condemns the right offenders, uses the right 

language, supports the right causes, and distances himself from the approved 

villains. He may never confess anything. He may never repent of anything. But 
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he has accused, and accusation can feel like virtue in a culture that has lost 

repentance. 

This is one reason public moral life has become so exhausting. There is 

exposure everywhere, but little confession. There are apologies, but often they 

are performances for public survival rather than acts of contrition before God. 

There are consequences, but not always restoration. There is shame, but not 

cleansing. There is punishment, but not redemption. 

Sin is the word that makes repentance possible. It tells the truth about guilt so 

that mercy can be understood. It does not flatter man by telling him that evil is 

only the result of bad systems, poor education, trauma, or social pressure. Those 

things matter, but they are not ultimate. Man’s deepest problem is that he is out 

of order before God. 

This must also search the Church. Christians can speak about moral collapse as 

though sin belongs mainly to the world outside. That is a serious danger. We can 

condemn cultural confusion while hiding our own pride, bitterness, cowardice, 

greed, lust, dishonesty, or lovelessness. We can speak accurately about evil and 

still speak with a spirit that has not been humbled. 

A Christian recovery of moral language must therefore begin with confession, 

not accusation. If we speak of evil without repentance, we are only adding 

religious vocabulary to the culture’s habit of blame. We may be correct in what 

we condemn, but wrong in the posture from which we condemn it. Truth spoken 

without humility may still be true, but the witness becomes corrupted. 

This is why the loss of sin damages not only moral clarity, but hope. A culture 

that can only expose evil has no final answer for evil. It can name offenders, 

remove them, punish them, educate them, shame them, or try to reform the 

systems around them. Some of that may be necessary, but none of it reaches the 

deepest need of the soul. 

The soul needs forgiveness. It needs cleansing. It needs renewal. It needs more 

than the removal of public shame or the adjustment of social conditions. It 

needs reconciliation with God. Without sin, that whole dimension disappears, 

and the person is left with either denial or despair. 

A society without sin may still be morally intense, but it will struggle to be 

merciful. It will know how to accuse, but not how to absolve. It will know how 

to shame, but not how to restore. It will know how to identify guilt, but not how 
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guilt can be borne, forgiven, and healed. It will keep producing moral courts, 

but it will have no altar. 

This is why evil must be understood as sin before it can be understood 

truthfully. Sin does not deny the social consequences of evil. It deepens them. It 

says that every horizontal wrong also belongs within a vertical disorder before 

God. It says that the human problem is not merely ignorance, imbalance, 

oppression, or harm. It is rebellion, self-deception, and disordered love. 

Once this is seen, moral language becomes more honest. Evil is no longer only 

what they do. It is what we are capable of. It is not only what the culture 

celebrates. It is what the Church may hide. It is not only what appears in public 

scandal. It is what grows quietly in the heart when it is not brought into the 

light. 

This truth is painful, but it is also merciful. If evil is sin, then evil can be 

confessed. If sin can be confessed, mercy can be received. If mercy can be 

received, the soul need not live forever by denial, accusation, or shame. The 

recovery of sin is therefore not a return to cruelty. It is the return of the only 

word deep enough to make grace intelligible. 

But when evil is no longer sin, love also changes. Love no longer needs to 

rescue a person from rebellion before God. It only needs to protect him from 

pain, shame, and contradiction. Once that happens, love begins to lose its truth. 
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Love Without Truth 
Once evil is detached from sin, love begins to change its work. If the human 

problem is no longer rebellion before God, then love no longer needs to rescue a 

person from deception, guilt, or disordered desire. It only needs to protect the 

person from pain, shame, rejection, and contradiction. 

This is why love has become one of the most contested words in modern life. 

Almost everyone wants to claim it. Political movements claim love. Families 

appeal to love. Churches preach love. Advertisements sell love. Social 

campaigns demand love. Very few people openly oppose love, which makes the 

word powerful and dangerous when its meaning is changed. 

In much modern moral speech, love has come to mean affirmation. To love 

someone is to validate the way that person understands himself. It is to support 

his choices, honour his identity, protect his feelings, and avoid any word that 

might be experienced as rejection. Under this definition, love is present where 

the self feels confirmed, and love is absent where the self feels challenged. 

This meaning did not arise from nowhere. Many people have known forms of 

religion, family life, or public morality that were cold, harsh, mocking, or 

needlessly severe. They have heard truth spoken without tenderness. They have 

seen correction used as control. They have watched people hide cruelty behind 

moral certainty. When such people hear the word love, they often long for 

gentleness, patience, safety, and welcome. 

That longing should not be dismissed. Christians should be honest enough to 

admit that loveless truth has done damage. A person can say something accurate 

and still say it with pride. A community can defend morality while crushing the 

wounded. A parent, pastor, or friend can be technically right and spiritually 

careless. If love is not patient, humble, and merciful, it does not reflect the heart 

of Christ. 

But the abuse of truth does not mean love must be separated from truth. A false 

version of harshness should not be answered by a false version of kindness. If 

love becomes only affirmation, then it loses the ability to protect the person 

from what is false, destructive, or enslaving. It may feel gentle in the moment, 

but it no longer has the strength to heal. 

Love must be more than emotional agreement. It must seek the true good of the 

other person. That means love has to care about reality, not merely perception. It 
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must care about the soul, not merely the mood. It must care about what a person 

is becoming, not merely whether he feels accepted in the moment. 

A parent who loves a child cannot affirm every impulse. A friend who loves 

another cannot bless every decision. A church that loves sinners cannot remove 

repentance from its message. A society that loves the vulnerable cannot pretend 

every desire is harmless. In each case, love must be willing to distinguish 

between the person and the thing that may be destroying the person. 

This distinction is increasingly difficult to make. Modern identity language 

often binds the self so tightly to desire that disagreement with a desire is treated 

as rejection of the person. If I say that a behaviour is wrong, I may be heard as 

saying that the person is worthless. If I question a self-definition, I may be heard 

as denying dignity. If I refuse to affirm, I may be accused of refusing to love. 

This is one of the deepest confusions of the age. To honour a person is not the 

same as affirming everything the person feels, chooses, or claims. Human 

dignity is not created by agreement. It is not removed by disagreement. A 

person may be treated with patience, compassion, and seriousness while still 

being told that some path he is walking is not good. 

Love without truth cannot say this. It must either affirm or withdraw. It has no 

category for truthful nearness. It cannot easily say, “I will not despise you, but I 

also will not lie to you.” Yet that is precisely the kind of love most needed in a 

confused age. 

The contrasting view deserves a fair hearing. Many people argue that 

affirmation is necessary because people have been shamed for things they did 

not choose, could not control, or did not understand. They say that before 

people can grow, they must know they are accepted. They fear that moral 

challenge will only deepen wounds, increase isolation, and drive people further 

from help. 

There is truth in this concern. People do need to know that they are not merely 

problems to be solved. They need patience before correction, safety before 

confession, and mercy before they can face some truths honestly. A wounded 

person may not be ready to hear everything at once. There are times when love 

listens before it speaks, waits before it warns, and tends the wound before 

addressing the pattern. 
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But patience is not the same as affirmation. Timing is not the same as surrender. 

Gentleness is not the same as silence. A love that never moves from comfort to 

truth leaves the person where it found him. It may reduce immediate distress, 

but it does not restore. 

This matters because the modern world often mistakes emotional relief for 

healing. If a person feels affirmed, the situation is assumed to be loving. If a 

person feels challenged, the situation is assumed to be harmful. But feelings 

cannot carry that much authority. A comforting lie may feel kind. A truthful 

warning may feel painful. The moral quality of a word cannot be measured only 

by the emotion it produces. 

Love must be judged by its end. What does it seek? Does it seek approval, 

peace, and social acceptance for the speaker, or does it seek the true good of the 

other person? Does it protect the relationship from discomfort, or does it protect 

the person from destruction? Does it serve the self’s desire to be seen as kind, or 

does it serve the soul before God? 

This is where Christians must examine themselves. It is easy to criticise a 

culture that redefines love as affirmation, but Christians can fall into the same 

error quietly. We may avoid a necessary conversation and call it patience. We 

may comfort someone in self-deception and call it mercy. We may fear being 

disliked and call it gentleness. We may refuse to speak because the cost of love 

feels too high. 

There is also an opposite danger. Some Christians speak hard truths because 

they enjoy the hardness. They may be correct in doctrine but careless in spirit. 

They may expose error without grief, correct without tenderness, and defend 

holiness while forgetting humility. That too is a failure of love. 

The recovery of love requires both errors to be rejected. Love is not affirmation 

without truth. Love is not truth without tenderness. Love is not permission, and 

it is not severity. Love is the patient, courageous pursuit of another person’s true 

good before God. 

Such love will often be misunderstood. If the culture has been trained to hear 

affirmation as love, then truthful refusal will sound like rejection. If people have 

been taught that disagreement is harm, then moral clarity will sound unsafe. The 

Christian must not respond to that misunderstanding with bitterness. He must 

accept that love may be costly precisely because it refuses to lie. 
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Love without truth does not become more compassionate. It becomes unstable. 

It cannot keep its promise because it can only affirm what the moment demands. 

It cannot rescue because it has surrendered the words by which rescue begins. It 

cannot name bondage, because the bondage may have become part of 

someone’s identity. 

The Church must recover a love deep enough to welcome and truthful enough 

to restore. It must be able to say to the wounded, “You are not despised,” and to 

the sinner, “You are not free while sin rules you.” It must be able to say, “Come 

near,” without saying, “Stay as you are.” It must be able to offer mercy without 

renaming rebellion as goodness. 

When love is reduced to affirmation, the next word is forced to change. If love 

means approval, then refusal to approve begins to look like cruelty. If love 

means validation, then disagreement begins to look like rejection. If love means 

never challenging the self, then those who speak truth are easily accused of 

hate. 
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Hate Without Malice 
When love is reduced to affirmation, hate is forced to change its meaning. If 

love means approval, then refusal to approve begins to look like hostility. If love 

means validation, then disagreement begins to feel like rejection. If love means 

never challenging the self, then the person who speaks a difficult truth can 

quickly be accused of hate. 

This is one of the most powerful shifts in modern moral language. The word 

hate no longer always means what it once meant. Traditionally, hatred meant 

malice, contempt, bitterness, cruelty, or the desire to harm. It described 

something dark in the heart. It named a posture that wanted another person 

diminished, wounded, excluded, punished, or destroyed. 

That kind of hatred is real, and Christians must never excuse it. There are 

people who speak of truth while showing contempt for those they correct. There 

are people who defend traditional beliefs with mockery, disgust, or cruelty. 

There are people who enjoy humiliating opponents more than they desire their 

restoration. When that happens, the problem is not courage. It is sin wearing the 

clothing of conviction. 

This must be said clearly because some Christians respond to the misuse of the 

word hate by acting as though the word has no legitimate meaning left. That is 

wrong. Real hatred exists. Malice exists. Dehumanising speech exists. Cruelty 

exists. A person can hold a correct doctrine and still speak with a corrupt spirit. 

The fact that the culture falsely accuses some believers of hatred does not mean 

believers are incapable of real hatred. 

But the modern use of the word has expanded far beyond malice. In many 

public debates, hate now often means disagreement with someone’s identity, 

desires, ideology, or moral claims. A person does not need to wish harm. He 

does not need to mock, threaten, insult, or dehumanise. He may speak calmly, 

carefully, and even sorrowfully. If he refuses to affirm what the culture says 

must be affirmed, he may still be called hateful. 

This creates deep confusion. Many ordinary Christians know they do not hate 

the people they disagree with. They may pray for them, work with them, live 

beside them, care about them, and desire their good. Yet they are told that their 

beliefs are hateful because those beliefs refuse the required affirmation. The 

accusation does not examine the heart. It judges the refusal. 
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This is why the distinction matters: hatred is properly rooted in malice, but 

many modern accusations of hatred are rooted in non-affirmation. If that 

distinction is lost, honest moral speech becomes almost impossible. A person 

can no longer say, “I disagree with you, but I do not hate you,” because the 

disagreement itself is treated as the evidence of hate. 

The contrasting view should be heard fairly. Some people argue that certain 

beliefs function as hatred even when the speaker claims no personal malice. 

They say that words can create exclusion, fear, shame, and social harm. They 

argue that people with traditional convictions may not intend to wound, but their 

beliefs still contribute to an atmosphere in which others feel unsafe or rejected. 

There is a warning here that should not be dismissed too quickly. Words do have 

effects. Beliefs are not sealed inside private minds. They shape families, 

churches, laws, institutions, and social attitudes. A Christian cannot say, “I 

meant well,” as though good intention removes all responsibility. We must care 

about how we speak, how others hear us, and whether our tone carries 

unnecessary harshness. 

But it does not follow that every painful belief is hateful. Truth can cause 

distress without being malicious. Correction can feel uncomfortable without 

being cruel. Moral disagreement can be experienced as rejection, especially in a 

culture that has fused identity with desire, but experience alone cannot define 

the moral character of the disagreement. Pain may reveal injury, but it may also 

reveal the difficulty of being challenged. 

This is where the court of public opinion becomes dangerous. Once hate is 

detached from malice, accusation becomes easier than understanding. A 

sentence can be clipped, shared, interpreted, and condemned by people who do 

not know the speaker. The question becomes not, “What did he mean?” but, 

“How can this be read?” Under that system, suspicion does much of the work 

that evidence once had to do. 

The language of unconscious bias intensifies the problem. It can suggest that 

even if a person denies hatred, hidden prejudice may still be operating beneath 

his words. There is some truth in the idea that people can carry unseen 

assumptions. Christians should be the first to admit that the heart is capable of 

self-deception. But when this idea is used carelessly, it can make accusation 

almost impossible to answer. If a person says, “I do not hate you,” the culture 

may respond, “That only proves you do not see your own hatred.” 
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At that point, disagreement is no longer discussed. It is diagnosed. The speaker 

is not answered; he is interpreted. His stated meaning becomes secondary to the 

hidden motive others assign to him. This creates a moral atmosphere in which 

traditional belief is presumed guilty before it speaks. 

That atmosphere produces fear. People become afraid to defend older moral 

convictions, not because they have no reasons, but because they know how 

quickly reasons can be reclassified as harm. They fear being called hateful at 

work, in school, online, even among friends or family. They fear not only 

disagreement, but reputational judgement. They fear being morally renamed. 

This fear is spiritually significant. A culture that makes people afraid to speak 

truth has not become more loving. It has become more controlling. It may use 

soft words such as safety, inclusion, and kindness, but the result can still be 

coercive. When people must choose between conscience and social survival, 

something has gone wrong in the moral life of a society. 

Yet Christians must not answer that pressure with resentment. It is possible to be 

falsely accused and still become bitter. It is possible to reject the culture’s 

definitions while gradually adopting the culture’s anger. It is possible to 

complain about being mislabelled while carelessly labelling others. The 

Christian must resist both false accusation and actual hatred in his own heart. 

This means we need a cleaner form of courage. We must be willing to say that 

disagreement is not hatred, but we must also be willing to examine whether 

contempt has entered our disagreement. We must be willing to say that moral 

refusal is not cruelty, but we must also refuse to make truth needlessly sharp. 

We must be willing to defend traditional beliefs, but not with pride, mockery, or 

the pleasure of winning. 

The issue is not simply whether the world calls us hateful. The issue is whether 

the accusation is true before God. We cannot control every interpretation of our 

words. We cannot prevent every dishonest reading. We cannot make biblical 

conviction acceptable to those who have already defined it as harmful. But we 

can control whether we speak with malice or mercy, contempt or compassion, 

pride or humility. 

A Christian must be able to say no without hatred. He must be able to disagree 

without despising. He must be able to name error without dehumanising the 
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person in error. He must be able to endure accusation without becoming 

vengeful. This is not weakness. It is moral strength under discipline. 

The recovery of the word hate matters because the word has become one of the 

chief tools of public control. If hate means malice, then the word exposes a real 

evil of the heart. If hate means non-affirmation, then the word can be used to 

silence conscience. The difference is enormous. 

A society that cannot distinguish hatred from disagreement will become less 

truthful, not more loving. It will train people to perform approval rather than 

practise charity. It will reward conformity and punish conviction. It will create 

silence where there should be honest speech, and resentment where there should 

be patient disagreement. 

The Church must recover a better way. It must reject real hatred wherever it 

appears, including in its own speech. It must also refuse the false definition that 

says love requires affirmation and disagreement proves malice. The Christian 

task is not to be hateful, and it is not to be silent. It is to speak truth with a clean 

conscience. 

Once hate is redefined as non-affirmation, compassion also changes. It becomes 

the duty to protect people from every word, boundary, or belief that might feel 

like rejection. The next collapse is not that compassion disappears, but that 

compassion becomes emotional rescue without moral boundaries. 
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Compassion Without Boundaries 
Once hate is redefined as non-affirmation, compassion is given a new task. It is 

no longer simply the movement of mercy toward suffering. It becomes the duty 

to protect people from every word, boundary, belief, or judgement that might be 

experienced as rejection. Compassion is then measured less by whether it 

restores a person and more by whether it removes distress. 

This is why compassion has become such a powerful moral word. It begins with 

pain, and pain has a way of silencing argument. When someone is wounded, 

anxious, ashamed, or afraid, the compassionate instinct wants to move quickly. 

It wants to soften the room, remove the pressure, lower the demand, and 

reassure the person that everything is safe. 

There is something good in that instinct. A person who is unmoved by suffering 

is not morally strong. He is hardened. Many people have been treated with 

cruelty by families, churches, schools, employers, and public institutions. Some 

have heard truth spoken without patience, correction given without love, and 

authority used without humility. A Christian account of compassion must admit 

this honestly. 

This is one reason modern compassion feels persuasive. It appears to be 

answering real wounds. It says that people should not be mocked, crushed, 

humiliated, bullied, or cast aside. It insists that words matter and that 

environments can become hostile. Christians should not reject these concerns 

merely because they are often expressed in modern language. There are forms 

of speech and behaviour that wound needlessly, and a moral community should 

care about that. 

But compassion becomes distorted when it treats distress as the highest moral 

authority. If pain alone decides what is true, then whatever causes pain must be 

wrong. If discomfort is always harm, then correction becomes cruelty. If shame 

is always oppression, then repentance becomes dangerous. If disagreement feels 

like rejection, then compassion is expected to remove disagreement. 

This is where compassion turns into emotional rescue. Emotional rescue sees 

pain and asks, “How do we make this stop?” Biblical compassion asks a deeper 

question: “What would actually heal this person?” The answers are not always 

the same. Sometimes love removes pain. Sometimes love sits with pain. 
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Sometimes love allows pain to do its proper work because guilt, grief, 

discipline, and conviction may be painful without being destructive. 

A child may cry when corrected, but the tears do not prove the correction is 

cruel. A friend may feel wounded when confronted, but the wound does not 

prove the warning is hateful. A church member may feel exposed when sin is 

named, but exposure may be part of restoration. A society may feel unsettled 

when older moral truths are spoken, but unease does not decide whether those 

truths are false. 

This distinction is increasingly difficult in a culture shaped by the language of 

safety. Safety can mean protection from violence, abuse, manipulation, or 

humiliation, and in that sense it is deeply important. But safety can also come to 

mean protection from moral challenge, emotional discomfort, or disagreement 

with one’s self-understanding. When safety expands that far, compassion 

becomes the enemy of formation. 

The language of safe spaces illustrates the tension. There are situations where 

people genuinely need places of refuge. A victim of cruelty may need protection 

before he can heal. A child may need shelter from chaos. A person crushed by 

shame may need patient care before he can face hard truths. But if every space 

must be safe from challenge, then no space remains for growth. A soul cannot 

mature if every discomfort is treated as danger. 

The same pattern appears in parenting. A parent may believe he is being 

compassionate by removing every consequence that upsets a child. He does not 

want the child to feel shame, disappointment, frustration, or guilt. But if the 

child never learns responsibility, the parent has not protected him. He has 

weakened him. He has taught him that distress is the greatest evil and that love 

means rescue from consequence. 

It appears in friendship as well. A friend may think loyalty means constant 

affirmation. He listens, comforts, agrees, and avoids hard questions because he 

does not want to seem judgemental. Yet if he sees bitterness, dishonesty, 

addiction, rebellion, or self-destruction and says nothing, his silence may not be 

compassion. It may be fear wearing a gentle face. 

It also appears in church life. A church may become so anxious to be welcoming 

that it forgets what welcome is for. It may speak often of belonging, healing, 

and acceptance, but rarely of repentance, obedience, holiness, or new life. Such 
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a church may feel warm, but warmth alone cannot disciple the soul. A church 

that receives people without calling them onward has confused hospitality with 

restoration. 

The contrasting view must be taken seriously. Many will say that moral 

boundaries have often been used to control people, protect leaders, silence 

victims, and preserve appearances. That criticism is sometimes true. There are 

families where discipline has meant domination. There are churches where 

correction has meant humiliation. There are communities where “standards” 

have been used to exclude people who were simply different, inconvenient, or 

wounded. 

But the abuse of boundaries does not remove the need for boundaries. A home 

without boundaries becomes unsafe. A friendship without honesty becomes 

sentimental. A church without correction becomes shallow. A society without 

moral limits becomes unable to protect the very people it claims to defend. 

Boundaries can be abused, but so can compassion. False compassion can protect 

the condition that keeps a person wounded. 

This is why compassion must see the whole person. A person is not only a 

wound to be protected. He is also a moral being who needs truth. He may be 

suffering and responsible at the same time. He may have been sinned against 

and still need to repent of bitterness. He may be fragile and still need courage. 

He may need comfort and correction, safety and formation, patience and truth. 

Modern compassion often struggles with this complexity because it prefers 

simple moral roles. One person is wounded, another is harmful. One person 

needs protection, another needs correction. One person speaks from pain, 

another speaks from power. Sometimes those categories are accurate, but often 

human life is more tangled. The sufferer may also be sinning. The corrector may 

also need humility. The person with authority may be wrong, and the wounded 

person may still need responsibility. 

Compassion without boundaries cannot handle that complexity. It tends to 

follow the strongest display of distress. The person who feels most wounded 

gains moral control of the situation. The person who causes discomfort is 

treated as the problem. Truth becomes secondary to emotional management, and 

the community learns to ask not what is right, but what will reduce visible pain 

most quickly. 
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That does not produce peace. It produces fragility. People become less able to 

hear correction, less able to endure disagreement, less able to confess wrong, 

and less able to grow through difficulty. A culture of emotional rescue may 

produce people who are constantly protected but rarely restored. 

Christian compassion must be deeper. It must move toward pain without being 

ruled by pain. It must refuse cruelty without refusing truth. It must protect the 

vulnerable without making vulnerability a substitute for righteousness. It must 

listen carefully, speak gently, and still be able to say what love requires. 

This kind of compassion is costly because it may be misunderstood by both 

sides. The harsh may think it too soft because it refuses to crush the wounded. 

The sentimental may think it too severe because it refuses to bless every feeling. 

But true compassion is not measured by its convenience. It is measured by 

whether it seeks the good of the whole person before God. 

Compassion without boundaries eventually places pressure on justice. If 

suffering becomes the highest authority, then justice begins to serve grievance 

before it serves truth. The question becomes not first whether a judgement is 

righteous, proportionate, impartial, and merciful, but whether pain has been 

recognised and answered. When that happens, justice itself begins to lose its 

foundation. 
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Justice Without Righteousness 
When compassion loses its boundaries, justice soon comes under pressure. If 

pain becomes the highest moral authority, then justice is tempted to serve pain 

before it serves truth. It begins with a real concern for the wounded, but it can 

slowly become governed by grievance, outrage, and the demand that someone 

must be blamed. 

Justice is one of the strongest words in public life. It has the power to gather 

crowds, expose hidden wrongs, challenge corrupt institutions, and awaken 

people from indifference. A society without any concern for justice is not 

peaceful. It is morally dead, because it has learned to live with oppression, 

abuse, dishonesty, and the suffering of the weak. 

Christians should not speak as though justice is a modern invention or a secular 

distraction. The care of the vulnerable, the restraint of evil, the protection of the 

wronged, the honest judgement of disputes, and the refusal to favour the 

powerful are deeply moral concerns. A faith that has no concern for justice has 

misunderstood the character of God. 

This means the modern cry for justice cannot simply be dismissed. Some people 

cry for justice because they have genuinely been ignored. Some institutions 

have protected the powerful and silenced the wounded. Some communities have 

preferred order to truth, reputation to repentance, and comfort to righteousness. 

There are times when injustice remains hidden until someone raises his voice. 

But the fact that a cry is understandable does not mean every demand made in 

the name of justice is righteous. Pain can reveal injustice, but pain cannot define 

justice by itself. Anger can awaken moral attention, but anger cannot be allowed 

to become the judge. A grievance may point to a real wound, but grievance must 

still be tested by truth. 

This is where justice without righteousness becomes dangerous. Righteousness 

gives justice its moral order. It asks not only who has suffered, but what is true. 

It asks not only who has power, but whether judgement is fair. It asks not only 

what punishment is desired, but what is proportionate. It asks not only what a 

group demands, but whether the demand itself is good. 

Modern justice often struggles with this because it is frequently organised 

around identity, power, and historical grievance. The world is divided into 

categories of oppressor and oppressed, privileged and marginalised, guilty and 
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innocent, heard and silenced. These categories can sometimes describe real 

patterns, but they become dangerous when they replace moral judgement. 

A person is not righteous simply because he belongs to a wounded group. A 

person is not guilty simply because he belongs to a powerful group. Suffering 

does not make the heart pure, and influence does not automatically make the 

heart corrupt. Human beings are more morally complex than our categories 

allow. 

This is one reason justice movements can become unstable. They may begin by 

naming real wrongs, but slowly develop a habit of suspicion. Words are 

examined for hidden harm. Silence is interpreted as complicity. Hesitation is 

treated as hostility. Questions are treated as resistance. The person who asks for 

evidence, context, proportion, or mercy may be accused of protecting injustice. 

At that point, justice has begun to detach from righteousness. It is no longer 

content to judge acts, evidence, motives, and remedies carefully. It begins to 

judge people by symbolic position. The accused person becomes a 

representative of a larger guilt. The wounded person becomes a representative 

of moral innocence. The issue itself becomes part of a wider story in which one 

side must confess and the other side must be vindicated. 

The contrasting view needs to be heard. Many people argue that older ideas of 

impartiality were often used to protect existing power. They say that calls for 

patience, evidence, process, and balance can become ways of delaying justice 

for those already suffering. They remind us that the comfortable often ask for 

calm only after the wounded have finally become loud enough to be heard. 

There is truth in that warning. Process can be abused. Appeals to order can hide 

cowardice. People in power can use the language of fairness to avoid 

accountability. A society that never listens until pain becomes disruptive should 

not be surprised when the cry for justice arrives with force. 

Yet the answer to false impartiality is not partiality in the opposite direction. 

The answer to delayed justice is not reckless judgement. The answer to hidden 

abuse is not public accusation without truth. The answer to one group being 

wrongly protected is not another group being wrongly presumed innocent. 

Righteous justice must be strong enough to confront power and humble enough 

to restrain itself. 



Page 42 of 51 

 

Justice without righteousness easily becomes revenge with moral language 

attached. It may not call itself revenge. It may call itself accountability, repair, 

liberation, or progress. But when mercy is despised, when repentance is never 

enough, when guilt becomes permanent, when people are punished for category 

rather than conduct, and when the aim becomes humiliation rather than 

restoration, justice has been corrupted. 

The court of public opinion intensifies this danger. Public judgement often 

moves faster than truth. It rewards outrage, simplifies complexity, and punishes 

hesitation. It can turn accusation into verdict before evidence has been weighed. 

It can destroy a reputation in a day and move on before wisdom has had time to 

speak. 

This does not mean public exposure is always wrong. Some evils have remained 

hidden precisely because private systems refused to act. There are moments 

when bringing wrongdoing into the light is necessary. But public exposure is a 

dangerous tool. If it is not governed by truth, proportion, and mercy, it becomes 

a spectacle. It may satisfy the crowd while deforming the conscience. 

Justice also becomes dangerous when it loses the possibility of repentance. If 

there is no path from guilt to restoration, then justice becomes endless 

punishment. The offender remains forever defined by the worst thing he has 

done or the worst group to which he is assigned. A culture that rejects 

forgiveness may still speak of justice, but it will find it difficult to know when 

judgement has done its proper work. 

Christian moral thought cannot accept a justice that forgets repentance, because 

human beings are not merely problems to be removed. They are sinners who 

may be judged, corrected, forgiven, and restored. This does not mean every 

consequence disappears. It does not mean trust is instantly rebuilt. It does not 

mean serious wrong should be treated lightly. It means justice must remain 

ordered toward truth and, wherever possible, restoration. 

The Church must also allow this word to search itself. Christians cannot 

condemn secular justice movements for partiality while excusing partiality in 

their own communities. We cannot speak of righteousness while protecting 

leaders because they are useful, excusing cruelty because it serves our side, or 

ignoring victims because their pain threatens our reputation. If justice belongs to 

God, then it must judge the household of faith as well as the culture outside. 
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A righteous justice is neither sentimental nor merciless. It does not deny wrong 

in order to keep peace. It does not exaggerate wrong in order to gain power. It 

does not excuse the strong because they are useful. It does not sanctify the weak 

because they are wounded. It judges with truth, humility, proportion, courage, 

and mercy. 

This kind of justice will not satisfy everyone. It will be too firm for those who 

want comfort and too merciful for those who want revenge. It will disappoint 

those who want every grievance affirmed and those who want every difficult 

claim dismissed. But justice is too holy a word to be ruled by the mood of the 

crowd. 

When justice loses righteousness, freedom is the next word to change. If justice 

becomes liberation from every structure experienced as oppressive, then 

freedom becomes release from restraint itself. The soul is told that it will be free 

only when no inherited limit, moral boundary, or divine command stands above 

the self. 

 



Page 44 of 51 

 

Freedom Without Formation 
When justice is detached from righteousness, freedom begins to change its 

meaning. If justice is understood mainly as liberation from whatever feels 

oppressive, then freedom becomes release from restraint itself. The soul is 

taught to distrust inherited limits, traditional duties, moral boundaries, and any 

authority that stands above personal self-expression. 

Freedom is one of the most attractive words in modern culture. It promises 

release, dignity, authenticity, choice, and self-direction. It tells the individual 

that he does not have to be trapped by the expectations of family, church, 

history, class, body, tradition, or social role. For people who have genuinely 

been controlled, abused, silenced, or crushed by false authority, that promise can 

sound like life. 

This must be acknowledged. Not every restraint is righteous. Some restraints 

are oppressive. Some traditions protect pride rather than truth. Some families 

use duty to control. Some churches have confused obedience to God with 

obedience to human preference. Some societies have treated people as though 

their place was fixed by class, race, sex, poverty, or disability. A Christian 

defence of freedom must never become a defence of every old restraint. 

There is a good kind of liberation. People may need to be freed from cruelty, 

manipulation, addiction, false guilt, unjust systems, abusive authority, and the 

fear of man. The question is not whether freedom matters. It does. The question 

is what freedom is for. 

Modern freedom often answers that question by pointing inward. Freedom 

means the right to define myself, express myself, choose my path, follow my 

desire, and reject any limit that feels foreign to my chosen identity. In this view, 

the self is treated as the final authority over meaning. What I feel deeply 

becomes who I am. What I desire becomes what I must be free to pursue. What 

I choose becomes what others must respect. 

This is why modern freedom is closely tied to identity. To question someone’s 

self-definition is treated as a threat to freedom. To challenge desire is treated as 

control. To defend a moral boundary is treated as oppression. The highest good 

becomes the unhindered expression of the self. 

But a self without formation is not free. It is exposed. It may have many 

choices, but no wisdom. It may have permission, but no peace. It may have 
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expression, but no order. It may have autonomy, but no stable account of what a 

human being is or what a human life is for. 

Freedom is not merely the absence of restraint. A person is not free simply 

because no one stops him. A man ruled by appetite is not free because society 

gives him permission. A woman ruled by fear is not free because she can call 

fear her truth. A young person ruled by public approval is not free because he 

has learned the right language of authenticity. The question is not only whether 

the self can choose. The question is what kind of self is doing the choosing. 

This is why formation matters. Human beings are not born morally complete. 

We are shaped by loves, habits, examples, disciplines, stories, families, 

communities, and worship. We become the kind of people who can either 

govern desire or be governed by it. We become able either to keep promises or 

escape them, tell the truth or manage appearances, forgive or nurse resentment, 

serve others or use them. 

A culture that celebrates freedom while neglecting formation produces fragile 

people. It tells them to choose, but does not teach them how to choose well. It 

tells them to be authentic, but does not teach them which desires are worthy of 

expression. It tells them to reject shame, but does not teach them the difference 

between false shame and a conscience that is rightly troubled. It tells them to be 

themselves, but gives them no settled account of the self. 

This is one of the hidden burdens of modern autonomy. The individual is told 

that he is free to create himself, but then he must carry the weight of self-

creation. He must define his identity, defend it, perform it, revise it, and demand 

recognition for it. He must become author, judge, and protector of his own 

meaning. That is not a light burden. It is exhausting. 

Many people today are not at peace because they have too little freedom. They 

are anxious because they have been given a kind of freedom too heavy for the 

soul to bear. They are told that no one else may define them, but they are also 

left without a trustworthy definition to receive. They are told to follow desire, 

but desire changes. They are told to live their truth, but personal truth collapses 

when it is contradicted, ignored, or no longer felt with the same intensity. 

Christian freedom begins somewhere else. It begins with the truth that man is 

not self-created. He is created by God, answerable to God, loved by God, and 
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made for a life ordered beyond himself. He is not free because he belongs to no 

one. He is free when he belongs rightly to the One who made him. 

That sounds offensive to modern ears because modern freedom often assumes 

that dependence is weakness and obedience is oppression. But the Christian 

view sees obedience differently. A fish is not oppressed by water. A tree is not 

oppressed by soil. A child is not oppressed by loving care. Created things 

flourish when they live according to their nature and purpose. Human beings are 

no different. 

This does not mean obedience is easy, or that every human authority should be 

trusted. It means that freedom needs truth, and truth gives freedom a form. A 

person becomes free not by obeying every impulse, but by being formed to love 

what is good. He becomes free when he can say no to the appetite that would 

enslave him, yes to the duty that will mature him, no to the lie that flatters him, 

and yes to the truth that restores him. 

The contrasting view says that this sounds restrictive. It asks why another 

authority should decide what the self may become. It fears that talk of formation 

may become control, and that talk of moral order may become a way of forcing 

people into old patterns that wounded them. That concern deserves a serious 

answer because formation can be abused. People can be shaped by fear, shame, 

manipulation, and narrow social expectations rather than by truth and love. 

But the abuse of formation does not remove the need for formation. The 

alternative to good formation is not no formation. It is formation by appetite, 

market, media, ideology, peer approval, and public pressure. The soul will be 

shaped by something. The only question is whether it will be shaped by truth or 

by forces that profit from its confusion. 

Modern culture often claims to free people from oppressive moral codes, but it 

quickly creates new codes. It tells people what may be said, what must be 

affirmed, what must be celebrated, what must never be questioned, and which 

identities carry moral authority. It rejects traditional judgement, but it does not 

stop judging. It rejects religious formation, but it forms people through screens, 

slogans, institutions, algorithms, and public shame. 

This means the modern promise of freedom can become a new conformity. 

People are told to be themselves, but they learn to be themselves in approved 

ways. They are told to speak their truth, but only certain truths are socially safe. 
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They are told to reject inherited guilt, but they are given new forms of guilt. 

They are told they are liberated, but many live under constant pressure to 

perform the correct identity, language, sensitivity, and allegiance. 

Freedom without formation cannot sustain a soul. It gives permission without 

wisdom, choice without direction, identity without created purpose, and 

expression without discipline. It may remove old restraints, but it cannot make a 

person whole. 

The Christian recovery of freedom must therefore be more than a defence of 

responsibility. It must be a vision of formation. Freedom is the soul released 

from false masters so that it may be ordered toward the good. It is not the right 

to remain unchallenged. It is the grace of becoming the kind of person who can 

love truth, resist evil, bear responsibility, and serve without being ruled by the 

self. 

This kind of freedom is not glamorous in the way modern autonomy is 

glamorous. It looks like discipline, repentance, patience, promise-keeping, 

worship, self-denial, courage, and love. But these are not enemies of freedom. 

They are the shape of a liberated life. 

The modern world asks to be free from God. The Christian answer is that man is 

only free in God. Once that is understood, the path of recovery becomes clear. 

The words must return to their roots, and the soul must be formed again by 

truth. 
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Recovering Courageous Speech 
The collapse of moral language does not leave the Church with the task of 

inventing new words. It leaves the Church with the task of recovering the 

meaning of the words it already has. Goodness must be rooted again in God. 

Evil must be understood again as sin. Love must be joined again to truth. Hate 

must be distinguished again from disagreement. Compassion must be restored 

to moral wisdom. Justice must be governed again by righteousness. Freedom 

must be formed again by truth. 

This recovery will not happen merely because Christians complain about the 

culture. Complaint may identify confusion, but it cannot heal it. Anger may 

describe what has gone wrong, but it cannot teach the soul how to speak rightly. 

If the Church answers the confusion of the age with panic, mockery, or 

bitterness, it will only prove that it too has been discipled by the spirit it is 

trying to resist. 

The first recovery must happen in the Christian conscience. We must allow God 

to judge our words before we use them to judge the world. It is possible to 

speak of truth while being harsh, to speak of justice while being partial, to speak 

of love while withholding mercy, and to speak of freedom while being ruled by 

pride. A recovered vocabulary must be carried by recovered people, or else the 

words will remain correct while the witness becomes distorted. 

This matters because the modern world is not merely listening to what 

Christians say. It is watching how Christians say it. A person may reject biblical 

truth because he does not want God’s authority, but he may also reject it because 

the truth has been carried to him without patience, humility, or love. Christians 

should not blame every rejection on rebellion alone when sometimes our 

manner has made the truth appear uglier than it is. 

Yet humility must not become cowardice. The fact that Christians have 

sometimes spoken badly does not mean Christians should stop speaking clearly. 

A culture that redefines love as affirmation, hate as disagreement, compassion 

as emotional rescue, justice as grievance, and freedom as self-rule will not be 

helped by a silent Church. Silence may feel gentle, but it can become 

abandonment when people need truth. 

The challenge before the Church is therefore not simple. We must speak clearly 

without becoming cruel. We must be compassionate without becoming captive. 
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We must be inclusive without surrendering truth. We must be humble without 

becoming fearful. We must be courageous without becoming contemptuous. 

Each of these tensions matters because the age pressures us to choose one virtue 

at the expense of another. 

The culture often says that we must either affirm or hate. That is false. A 

Christian can honour a person without affirming every desire. The culture says 

we must either include or exclude. That is too simple. A Christian can welcome 

the wounded while still maintaining moral boundaries. The culture says we 

must either be silent or harmful. That is moral blackmail. A Christian can speak 

truth with patience, tears, and love. 

This kind of speech will not always be accepted. In a culture shaped by public 

accusation, even careful words can be misread. A Christian may speak gently 

and still be called harsh. He may speak truthfully and still be called hateful. He 

may distinguish person from behaviour and still be accused of rejection. This 

should sober us, but it should not silence us. 

Courageous speech begins with the fear of God rather than the fear of public 

opinion. That does not mean Christians should be careless about what others 

think. Reputation matters, and love cares about how words are received. But 

public approval cannot be the final judge of Christian speech. If the crowd 

becomes the final judge, then conscience will eventually become a servant of 

fashion. 

The court of public opinion is especially dangerous because it often judges 

quickly and forgets slowly. It can punish a sentence before it understands a life. 

It can assume motive before it hears explanation. It can treat suspicion as 

evidence and disagreement as guilt. Christians must resist the temptation to live 

before that court as though it were ultimate. 

This does not mean we should become reckless. The answer to fearful speech is 

not careless speech. The answer is faithful speech. Faithful speech is truthful, 

but it is also patient. It is clear, but it is not eager to wound. It is brave, but it is 

not theatrical. It does not use bluntness as a substitute for wisdom. It does not 

confuse offensiveness with courage. 

The recovery of moral language must therefore become practical. It must enter 

the home, where parents teach children that love includes correction and 

freedom includes responsibility. It must enter friendships, where loyalty means 
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more than agreement. It must enter churches, where welcome must lead toward 

formation, not merely belonging. It must enter public life, where Christians 

must be able to say what is true without accepting the accusation that truth itself 

is harmful. 

This will require a different kind of Christian confidence. Not confidence that 

we are always right in every judgement, but confidence that God has not left the 

world morally undefined. Not confidence that our side is pure, but confidence 

that truth is still true even when the culture renames it. Not confidence that 

every hard word should be spoken immediately, but confidence that some words 

must eventually be spoken because love cannot live by silence. 

A Christian who wants to recover moral language should learn to ask better 

questions. What does this word mean? Who is defining it? What view of the 

human person does it assume? Does it make repentance possible or impossible? 

Does it protect dignity without surrendering truth? Does it name real harm while 

still allowing correction? Does it lead the soul toward God or deeper into the 

self? 

These questions slow the rush of moral accusation. They help us avoid being 

controlled by slogans. They also help us speak to real people rather than merely 

react to cultural trends. The person in front of us is not an argument, a category, 

or a symbol of everything wrong with the age. He is a soul before God, and that 

means our words must be both truthful and careful. 

This is where the Christian witness can become deeply countercultural. In an 

age of public performance, Christians can speak with sincerity. In an age of 

accusation, Christians can practise confession. In an age of outrage, Christians 

can show patience. In an age of forced affirmation, Christians can offer truthful 

love. In an age of fear, Christians can speak with courage that is clean of 

contempt. 

The Church does not need to sound fashionable to be faithful. It does not need 

to adopt every new term in order to prove compassion. It does not need to 

apologise for the moral shape of Scripture. But neither should it hide behind old 

words without understanding them. The old language must be recovered 

because it is true, not because it is old. 

Recovered language will not solve every cultural conflict. It will not make 

obedience easy or remove the cost of conviction. Some people will still reject 
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Christian teaching because they do not want the God who stands behind it. But 

recovered language can clear the fog. It can help the Church know what it 

means, say what it means, and live what it says. 

This is the final burden of the book. Confused words produce confused souls. If 

good is only approval, the soul will chase applause. If evil is only what society 

condemns, the soul will hide from itself. If love is only affirmation, the soul will 

mistake permission for mercy. If hate is only disagreement, the soul will fear 

truth. If compassion is only rescue from pain, the soul will avoid formation. If 

justice is only grievance, the soul will lose righteousness. If freedom is only 

self-expression, the soul will become captive to itself. 

But words can be recovered. The soul can learn again to see clearly. The Church 

can speak again with humility and courage. Not every conversation will be won, 

and not every accusation will be avoided, but faithfulness was never promised 

as a path without cost. 

The collapse begins when man takes moral words and bends them toward 

himself. The recovery begins when man bows again before the God who gives 

those words their meaning. A culture may lose its way through corrupted 

language, but a soul can still find its way home when truth is spoken in love and 

received with humility. 

 


