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There is a difference between being bold and being obnoxious.

Though we do our best to speak in a winsome way, some will still take offense. We cannot hide the truth
for fear that some will be offended.

John MacArthur (paraphrased): We mustn’t add to the offense of the gospel, but we can’t take
away from it, either.

Why is apologetics so hard?
e involves confrontation, no matter how friendly we try to be
spiritual warfare—invading the kingdom of Satan
live ammunition—casualties
feels like our side is losing
face rejection and ridicule
truth divides even family members

What are some challenging aspects of engaging with non-Christians?
o not terribly interested in knowing the truth
e Dbeliefs are nearly impossible to pin down (loss of objectivity, “antithesis”)
e tend to equate expressing an opinion with making an argument
e often qualify their comments as opinion in order to avoid criticism
seem to think that opinions are the only thing that matters
“take it personally” when you raise questions about their beliefs
like to appeal to secular “authorities” —e.g., philosophers, scientists
tend to ignore or dismiss your points of argumentation
e view you as arrogant for claiming to have an exclusive knowledge of truth
e implicitly demand conformity to a certain way of thinking (intolerance)
e don’t stay on point—tend to ramble and go down rabbit trails
e when they cannot give an answer:
o want you to “agree to disagree”
o resort to ad hominem attacks
o disengage

Why do we do apologetics anyway?
e called to be witnesses—no one else has the good news
e truth matters—both now, and eternally
o defend the honor of Christ
e to see Satan’s kingdom destroyed
e torescue the lost

What are some of God’s promises that come into play with apologetics and evangelism?
e | am with you always (Matt 28:20)
e My peace | leave with you (John 14:27)
e My Spirit will be with you (John 14:17)
e My word will accomplish all My purposes (Is 55:11)
e aman’s enemies will be the members of his household (Matt 10:36)
e you will have a new family here on earth (Mark 10:30)
e you will have treasure in heaven (Mark 10:30)
e your name will be acknowledged before the Father (Matt 10:32)



Even people who are ostensibly interested in the subject of ethics cannot bring themselves to define
integrity in concrete terms—and they tend to strongly oppose anyone who expresses a belief in
absolutes. The following is excerpted from a recent internet discussion that followed a link to my article,
The Fallacy of Moral Compromise:*

JRD: Integrity must be defined in terms of a standard. Then, integrity is simply a matter of conformity in thought,
word, and deed to that standard. If we [can] agree on that much, then the discussion turns to the standard--what is it,
and where does it come from? Is it individualistic? Situational? Sociological? Imperial? Divine?

DAVID: The only standard for integrity there can be is internal, in a person's being. It cannot come from outside
without violating our self-determinism, turning us into slaves. A slave cannot have integrity because he has no choice.
Morality turns people into slaves; read up on your history. Do we really want to repeat the same mistake ad infinitum,
under the banner of 'integrity'?

JRD: If there are seven billion standards for integrity, there is no standard of integrity and the word is
meaningless. Hitler and Mother Teresa both have "integrity" according to your view. In fact, there is an external
standard that defines integrity even if you choose (by self-determinism) to deny its existence--thereby disproving your
argument that you are a slave to a moral standard you did not freely choose.

DAVID: Ah, the Hitler argument. Plus a bonus straw man! Really, why have a conversation when you can just be
rude? | am going to withdraw from this discussion henceforward.

Note: Peter did not make a single comment on this thread until the following:

PETER: Generally, [in my opinion], it's inevitable when when ego (read: judgmental, comparative) minds attempt to
glom on to a spiritual concept, or quality, and "human-ize" it, then the conversation goes south. Force-fitting the
spiritual (not religious, not theological...) into my box, making it conform to who | am, what | think or believe, and the
like ultimately ends up in the dynamic of "I need to be right and in order for me to be right, well, you have to be
wrong."

The issue of just allowing it to be, (it is what it is, spiritually, and | know it, feel it, sense it and "am" it when | come
from my higher self) without any (fear-based) judgment or critique of others is challenging to my ego mind. My not
being able or willing to let go of my identity for fear that if do, I'll disintegrate in some way is just too fear-making and
anxiety provoking for me to even consider other possibilities. | need my reality to be others' reality or | become a
"nobody" and | need to feel like a "somebody" at others' expense.

"Right view" in the Buddhist tradition for example, is anything but mental or intellectual.

"Our happiness and the happiness of those around us depend on our degree of Right View. Touching reality deeply --
knowing what is going on inside and outside of ourselves -- is the way to liberate ourselves from the suffering that is
caused by wrong perceptions. Right View is not an ideology, a system, or even a path. It is the insight we have into the
reality of life, a living insight that fills us with understanding, peace, and love."

What augurs against right view is ignorance. Ignorance, is mind-stuff. Right view is about wisdom, not intelligence or
intellect, and certainly not about ego. Wisdom in this sense is purely intimate, emanates from my heart, spirit and

soul, not fear-based mind stuff about needing to be right.

So, me, too, David, I'm out.

How would you critique this exchange?
Are David and Peter any less certain of their own beliefs?
How did David and Peter answer my arguments?

What would you have done in this situation?

This discussion took place on the LinkedIn group “Success Through Integrity.” The referenced article can
be found at http://ethicsbythebook.wordpress.com.



