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THEY SAY, “MAN CAN SOLVE HIS
OWN PROBLEMS”

Dennis Gulledge

INTRODUCTION1

One of the most memorable statements in the book of Jeremiah is:
“O Lord, I know that the way of man is not in himself: it is not in man
that walketh to direct his steps” (Jer. 10:23). This verse needs to be
keyed into our memory banks, but we also need to understand it in its
context. Jeremiah issued threats of Judah’s approaching ruin in verses
17-25. For the Jews there would be three carryings away into Babylo-
nian captivity (606, 597 and 586 B.C.). Jerusalem, once a strong city,
now proves as weak as a temporary tent (v. 20). Blame for Judah’s
decline was laid at the feet of pastors, being the priests and shepherds
of God’s people (v. 21). Verse 23 actually suggests that the Babylonian
ruler, Nebuchadnezzar, invaded Jerusalem by the providence of God.
Those who thought themselves to be stable residents in this land were
forced to learn, when they were evicted by the Babylonians, that “the
way of man is not in himself.” Similarly, man cannot of himself chart
his own course, unless God is working with him; for “it is not in man
that walketh to direct his steps,” though he appears in his walking to be
perfectly free to do all things his way.

Human civilization is becoming comfortable with the notion that
people are perfectly able to solve their own problems without God. As
people today have “worshipped and served the creature more than the
Creator” (Rom. 1:25), moral decline has been the inevitable result. In
particular, we have become a culture in love with a naturalistic view of
life, and far too many are worshiping at the altar of atheistic evolution.
The most crucial problems that we face are those that have a moral



Dennis Gulledge 203

foundation. Currently, many foes of religion and morality are insisting
that new scientific studies make belief in God obsolete in the 21st
century. Consequently, social and personal character, along with
individual integrity and behavior, decreasingly reflect common decency
and God-given directives.

Secular knowledge and human skills are currently exalted as the
answer to all things. Man’s word is given as the answer to questions of
origin and the meaning of life. Human counsel is offered as guidance
for every human relationship, including dating, marriage and the home,
as well as every form of sexual conduct and “orientation.” Human
wisdom is highly prized as the fix for every human problem.

WHO ARE “THEY” WHO SAY
THAT MAN CAN SOLVE HIS OWN PROBLEMS?

The subject for our consideration is: “They say, ‘Man can solve his
own problems.’” The question is: “Who are ‘they’ who say this?”
“They” is a third person personal pronoun identifying those who, as in
Ezekiel’s day, exalt themselves to where their “heart is lifted up” and
they say, “I am a God, I sit in the seat of God” (Ezek. 28:2). Secular
Humanism is the personal philosophy of those who argue that the God
of the Bible does not exist, and that man is the captain of his own
course in life, being his own god.

As the name would suggest, the word “Secular” denotes that which
is worldly or temporal, and “Humanism” is a distinctive doctrine,
philosophy or theory centering on humanity. Thus, it is a cause, attitude
or way of life centering on human interests or values, as opposed to
those of God as expressed in that record of Divine revelation, the Bible.
The foundational beliefs of Secular Humanism are that there is no
evidence for the existence of the God of the Bible; there is no life after
death; there is no absolute standard for right and wrong; there is no
ultimate meaning for life beyond the here and now; and, people do not
really have free will with every aberrant human behavior supposedly
having a genetic reason for being.

This spirit in the human heart has produced the most dangerous
religious and philosophical enemy that Christianity currently faces. It
threatens our survival as a nation “under God,” as well as our govern-
mental freedoms to preach the Gospel against the sins of humanity,
namely homosexuality. Indeed, the time may not be too far distant
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when we in churches of Christ will be severely tested as to whether we
will obey God or man (Acts 4:19-20; 5:29).

“They” are those who follow an ancient, but up-to-date philosophy
of vain deceit. This ancient philosophy was first articulated by its
author, Satan, who flatly contradicted God’s original pronouncement
of death for disobedience by saying: “Ye shall not surely die: For God
doth know that in the day ye eat thereof, then your eyes shall be
opened, and ye shall be as gods, knowing good and evil” (Gen. 3:4-5).
The expression of this same type of thinking is found in other passages,
such as Judges 17:6 and Luke 12:17-19, along with warnings against
it in Jeremiah 10:23; 17:5 and Proverbs 14:12. This same human
philosophy was later popularized by the Greek ethicist Protagoras (ca.
440 BC), who espoused the relativistic idea that, “Man is the measure
of all things.” This is the belief system of those who adhere to the
primacy of man as guided by science and human reason, and argue
against giving God absolute authority in our lives.

“They” are those whose philosophy of vain deceit puts them on
Satan’s side of the contemporary cultural war of worldviews. The
popular phrase of choice today is “Culture War,” a term that was
invoked by political analyst Pat Buchanan in 1992. It has become the
conservative catch phrase of our day. A culture war occurs when a
society is at odds with itself. As Jim Palmer noted: “The Culture War
is a struggle over a set of significant issues that touch all of life and
determine how one approaches reality.”2 The culture war reflects itself
in the arena of political ideas. Politics, however, is not what it was in
my parent’s generation. In the past, elections were battles wherein the
party of the working class squared off against the party of the ruling
class. The old ideas of class warfare have given way to something
much more dismal. Today, politics is largely a clash of worldviews,
pitting an “archaic” conservatism that believes in limited government
and more God against an “enlightened” liberalism that espouses more
government and less God, especially in areas where sexual license is
concerned. A current example of what is at stake in today’s culture war
is bill H.R.1913, called the Local Law Enforcement Hate Crimes
Prevention Acts of 2009. It was passed by the U.S. House of Represen-
tatives on April 29, 2009. Otherwise known as “the hate crime bill,” it
will open the door for federal prosecution of crimes that are “motivated
by prejudice” and perpetrated against persons based on their race,
gender, religion, national origin, disability or sexual orientation.
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Whereas crime is crime, and all hate is wrong, this bill, if it becomes
law, will offer homosexuals and other minorities not just equal
protection (which they already enjoy), but special protection because
of their lifestyle. It will have the added effect of putting the muzzle on
free speech in the form of any preaching done against the sin of
homosexuality.

The culture war is a spiritual struggle of opposing worldviews.
There are only four worldviews, namely Naturalism as exemplified in
the philosophies of atheism and Secular Humanism; Pantheism as
expressed in various Eastern religions and the New Age movement;
Postmodernism as evidenced in the current relativistic mind-set that
absolute truth is non-existent, and Christianity. A worldview is a way
of thinking about the main issues of life, namely God, human origins,
questions of right and wrong, our destiny and human relations.

Finally, “They” are those whose philosophy of vain deceit involves
three common elements. First, the outright rejection of belief in a
supernatural God. Second, that of making human welfare the supreme
goal in the sense of pursuing every physical satisfaction that this life
has to offer. Third, the elevation of science as the final answer to all of
life’s problems.

CAN WE SOLVE OUR PROBLEMS WITHOUT GOD?

Culture wars reflect societal problems resulting from the clash of
ideas and philosophies of living. Culture wars have erupted since time
began. There was a culture war early in human existence when “God
saw that the wickedness of man was great in the earth, and that every
imagination of the thoughts of his heart was only evil continually. And
it repented the Lord that he had made man on the earth, and it grieved
him at his heart” (Gen. 6:5-7). In stark contrast to the worldly element,
there was Noah and his family of “eight souls” (1 Pet. 3:20) that were
spared death in the global flood. Moses said of the patriarch, “But Noah
found grace in the eyes of the Lord ... Noah was a just man and perfect
in his generations, and Noah walked with God” (Gen. 6:8-9). There was
a culture war during the spiritually turbulent period of the judges when,
for about 350 years, the rebellion of Israel fueled their continual cycle
of sin, oppression, repentance and deliverance. It was during that time
that in their formidable resistance to God that he “delivered them into
the hands of spoilers that spoiled them” (Jgs. 2:14), and upon their
reflection and repentance also redeemed them. There were cultural wars
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in Israel and Judah involving Canaanite idolatry leading to their
respective Assyrian and Babylonian captivities. God was always at the
epicenter of these spiritual conflicts.

It is no different now. No matter what the “hot button” questions
may be, the central issue is God. It may be prayer in public schools or
the display of the Ten Commandments in a county courthouse. It may
be same-sex “marriages,” or citing “one nation under God” in the
Pledge of Allegiance. It may be abortion, euthanasia or the fetal stem
cell debate. Our country is embroiled in a war of views between the
conservative “right,” and the secular “left” in the political arena of
ideas. At the core of this worldview war is the question of God’s
existence.

Every effort is being waged to erase God and Christianity from
American public life. Now, more than ever before, social and political
liberals from Hollywood to Washington, D.C., to your local newspaper,
are openly hostile to God. They are the left-wing politicians, revisionist
historians, secularist educators, morally corrupt entertainers and activist
high court judges. Their objective is to eradicate from our culture all
vestiges of God, Christianity or the Bible, and to see that no references
to God or Christianity are tolerated in our civil government, our
communities, our secular institutions or our public schools.

The current culture war, which is designed to dethrone God and
enthrone man, involves moral and scientific issues of seismic propor-
tions. These issues are homosexuality and the Darwinian theory of
organic evolution. In regard to the former, the U.S. Supreme Court has
reversed its own stance of recognizing states’ rights in upholding anti-
sodomy laws. Now, states are lining up to grant legal concessions to
sodomites in recognizing same-sex “marriages,” allowing “domestic
partnerships,” or permitting “civil unions.” Same-sex “marriage,” is the
crowning achievement of the homosexual agenda today. Perhaps we
should rethink using the popular phrase “homosexual marriage” since
compromising the integrity of a term such as “marriage” can only help
to advance the homosexual agenda.

Marriage is viewed by many as merely a legal contract, allowing
people, by law, to “marry” whomever they wish of either sex. Indeed,
marriage is a legal contract, but it is far more. Marriage has a sociologi-
cal purpose. God said: “It is not good that the man should be alone; I
will make him an help meet for him” (Gen. 2:18). Marriage has a
biological purpose in producing and rearing children. Paul wrote: “I
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will therefore that the younger women marry, bear children, guide the
house, give none occasion to the adversary to speak reproachfully” (1
Tim. 5:14). Marriage has a domestic purpose in establishing a home
and family. Paul taught the young women “to love their husbands, to
love their children, To be discreet, chaste, keepers at home, good,
obedient to their own husbands, that the word of God be not blas-
phemed” (Tit. 2:4-5). Marriage also has a moral purpose of purity.
Again, Paul said: “Nevertheless, to avoid fornication, let every man
have his own wife, and let every woman have her own husband” (1
Cor. 7:2). The idea of homosexuals marrying can never satisfy one
single purpose that God intended for marriage.

Even though sixty percent of Americans still believe that marriage
is between a man and a woman, it is obvious that modern law makers
are unconcerned about God’s will for marriage as expressed in
Scripture. As these trends continue we are watching our schools, courts,
homes, and churches [denominations] sell out to an open tolerance of
a not so hidden and sinful lifestyle. Even now, fair-minded people are
confused by the arguments in favor of such, as their assertions seem
logical (superficially at least) in dismantling discrimination. As this
cataclysmic social conflict continues, the legal arm of the ACLU will
continue to wield its power in the courts to say: “We can solve our
problems without God,” by passing laws that flatly contradict God’s
moral laws.

Jesus addressed sexuality and marriage when He asked: “Have ye
not read, that he which made them at the beginning made them male
and female, And said, For this cause shall a man leave father and
mother, and shall cleave to his wife: and they twain shall be one flesh?”
(Mt. 19:4-5). It is apparent that homosexuals are not included in this
pairing. Marriage as it was initiated in the beginning involved one man
and one woman (Gen. 2:18-25). Again, as Paul said: “[L]et every man
have his own wife, and let every woman have her own husband” (1
Cor. 7:2). Marriage was instituted by God for the legal union of a man
and woman for life, and “is honourable in all, and the bed undefiled”
(Heb. 13:4).

Among the sins of the ancient Gentile world, showing their need
for salvation through Christ, were male and female homosexual
relationships (Rom. 1:24-27). In both cases the persons involved
exchanged something natural for that which is not natural. That is,
some women were rejecting their stronger male counterparts in
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preference for lesbian unions, and some men were denying the fairer
sex for homosexual companions (vv. 26-27). In both cases the
participants were doing that “which is against nature” (v. 26). Contem-
porary defenders of homosexuality, however, argue that the practice
cannot be called “unnatural,” because it is perfectly natural to them.
John R.W. Stott said: “So then, we have no liberty to interpret the noun
‘nature’ as meaning ‘my’ nature, or the adjective ‘natural’ as meaning
‘what seems natural to me.’ On the contrary, physis (‘natural’) means
God’s created order.”3

Human nature is becoming decreasingly well defined in terms of
male/female differences. It is popular for women to appear and act in
masculine ways, and for men to appear more feminine. Sex changes,
gender ambiguity and bi-sexualism hardly shock us anymore. The
feminization of the American male is a trend that has been growing for
years. The intersexual tendencies of epicenism (having characteristics
of either sex), and androgyny (gender neutrality) only serve to break
down the differences that are naturally celebrated between men and
women. The growing homogenization of America is bringing us to the
point of one sex saying to the other, “I don’t need you.” That is a crime
against nature.

Further evidence of the current culture war is the debate on origins
involving creation and evolution. These two models represent opposing
views, not only of life’s origin, but also its meaning and ultimate
destiny. The evolutionary model presents life as the result of time,
chance, and continued naturalistic processes. The Darwinian theory of
evolution is being ushered by its supporters into the coveted realm of
scientific fact. This is by no means a current development. In 1966,
Robert T. Clark and James D. Bales noted: “The doctrine of evolution
is regarded today as an established fact of science.”4 As the Humanistic
worldview gains strength in our culture so does the effort to build up
support for the doctrine of evolution. For example, it was recently
revealed that battle lines are being drawn as scientists and educators
debate whether the “strengths and weaknesses” of evolutionary biology
should be taught in the Texas public school system. Will Brooks and
Joe Deweese revealed that a proposed revision of the 1989 Texas
Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) curriculum for the sciences is
designed to push what was once taught as a theory for the explanation
of life into the realm of veritable fact. The 21st Century Science
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Coalition has suggested five principles which they believe must be
included in the state’s curriculum. These principles, they say, must:

1. acknowledge that instruction on evolution is vital to understand-
ing all the biological sciences;

2. make clear that evolution is an easily observable phenomenon
that has been documented beyond any reasonable doubt;

3. be based on the latest, peer-reviewed scholarship;

4. encourage valid critical thinking and scientific reasoning by
leaving out all references to “strengths and weaknesses,” which
politicians have used to introduce supernatural explanations into
science courses; and

5. recognize that all students are best served when matters of faith
are left to families and houses of worship.5

Brooks and Deweese correctly point out that a design of the
Coalition is that “... they intend to remove from the classroom any and
all references to the weaknesses of evolutionary hypothesis”6 There-
fore, we are witnessing once again the effort of Secular Humanists to
monopolize the discussion of origins with their pet theory of organic
evolution, close the door to any debate on the subject, and eliminate
free thinking and critical analysis by pigeonholing any discussion of
creationism to “matters of faith” outside the classroom.

Secular Humanism is committed to scientific naturalism as the
answer to the question of human origins. This is why the doctrine of
atheistic evolution is so steadfastly wedded to Secular Humanism. In
a succinct declaration the Humanist Manifesto II (1973), says: “As
nontheists, we begin with humans not God, nature not deity.” It is clear
that the dogma of organic evolution is a sophisticated way for secular-
ists to deny the existence of God. The idea of evolutionary sophistica-
tion disappears, however, when one learns that evolutionists must deny
proven laws of science such as Biogenesis and the First and Second
Laws of Thermodynamics. Evolutionists teach that life, which had a
beginning, had no cause outside of purely naturalistic forces. This
contradicts the basic Law of Biogenesis which says that life can
develop only from pre-existing life; therefore, it is reasonable to believe
that, “In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth” (Gen.
1:1). Again, evolutionists must sidestep the First Law of Thermody-
namics which says that energy in the universe remains constant and can



210 They Say, “Man Can Solve His Own Problems”

never be created nor destroyed. The point is that nature cannot make
more energy, that is the universe could not have created itself, but had
to have originated by an outside creative force [God]. Also, evolution-
ists must ignore the Second Law of Thermodynamics which holds that
since the universe began things have been moving toward a state of
decay and disorder, rather than toward a more orderly state as espoused
by the doctrine of evolution.

CAN WE AGREE ON WHAT
CONSTITUTES PROBLEMS FOR US TODAY?

In a postmodern culture such as ours, moral distinctions are easily
blurred. Over the last sixty years, Humanistic influences have at-
tempted to erase all standards of right and wrong in our American
culture. They have been largely successful. As Phil Sanders correctly
observes:

They have argued against giving God absolute authority in our
lives, decisions, beliefs, and morals. They have substituted
relative truth for absolutes, substituted subjective truth for
objective truths, substituted religious pluralism for the unity of
the faith, substituted situation ethics for God’s laws, and have
made faith a private matter.7

Those who would lead us away from a Biblical worldview to a
secular worldview are attempting to change our perception of ethical
and moral problems as being problematic. They would take the
miraculous out of creation with atheistic evolution; they would take the
inspiration out of the Bible by regarding it as a purely human product;
they would take absolute truth out of our moral mind-set by affirming
that religious truth is humanly manufactured rather than divinely
revealed, and they would take the moral dilemma out of our problems
by maintaining that we do not really have moral problems, only
preferences.

As people feel increasingly comfortable in solving their problems
without God, they learn alternate ways of making moral decisions. As
more people embrace moral relativism, practical outcomes are
replacing Biblical standards in their moral decision making (and that is
not to say that Biblical standards are not practical). Most people, it
seems, base their moral decisions upon whatever will bring them the
most satisfying results. Others base their decisions upon what they
think will please the most people so as to minimize interpersonal



Dennis Gulledge 211

conflict. By far, the minority conviction is that of basing moral decision
upon the principles and teaching of the Bible.

When God is taken out of people’s lives, things that were once
considered important become more dubious. In view of the old adage
that “ideas have consequences,” it should be noted that since its
legalization in 1973, abortion has become less of a “problem.” The
legality of a thing gives it moral certitude in the minds of many people.
The popular conclusion is that a woman is free to do whatever she
wants with her body since the fetus is not considered a person anyway.

Life is a gift from God. It is God that “formeth the spirit of man
within him” (Zech. 12:1). God is the giver of life, breath and all things
(Acts 17:25). That fact alone makes human life sacred. God’s Word
teaches general sanctity of life principles: We are made in the divine
image (Gen. 1:26-27). We are not to murder another (Ex. 20:13). Our
bodies are important (1 Cor. 6:19-20). For these reasons, life is not
cheap (Gen. 9:6). Today, you can be fined a quarter of a million dollars
and spend five years in jail for collecting eagle’s eggs. But, by federal
law, you can kill an unborn baby (cf., Mt. 6:26). Truly, America has
abandoned a Biblical worldview.

Again, Phil Sanders identified the cultural drift of our country by
citing a 2006 Pew Forum poll posing questions on common moral
issues. Sanders noted an interesting aspect of this poll being the
insertion of a new category. He said:

Polls before asked the question whether a behavior was moral or
immoral. This poll added the category, “not a moral issue.”
People were saying in large numbers that one should not even be
talking about whether fornication (37%), abortion (23%),
excessive drinking (31%), or homosexuality (33%) is a moral
issue. To them sin is not an issue at all; it is not worthy of
discussion.8

WILL SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
SOLVE OUR PROBLEMS?

In our day of astounding scientific achievement, it is not unreason-
able to think that some have concluded that the “way of man” is indeed
“in himself,” and that it is “in man that walketh to direct his steps” (Jer.
10:23). Science has become the assumed mechanism through which we
can now search for the answers to life’s greatest questions and free
ourselves from any dependence upon outside sources, such as God. It
is the fascination with human ingenuity that has given rise to the



212 They Say, “Man Can Solve His Own Problems”

popular belief that science is the answer to all things. Science has
become a “sacred cow” if not a religion in its own right. In this
religious construct, Secular Humanism has elevated man to the position
of being his own god. Many scientists have taken the theory of organic
evolution to the level of a creation story for our culture. They have
become a priesthood of sorts with enormous power to influence the
thinking of the masses. This priesthood is the scientific community of
intellectuals that educate and indoctrinate our children, telling them just
how they should think in order to be among the accepted of academia.
Those who adhere to a naturalistic worldview, and its atheistic
presuppositions, dismiss the idea of intelligent design as mere foolish-
ness in preference to a theory that contradicts mathematical probability
along with known scientific laws. God simply does not have a place in
their scientific program. It would not be unreasonable to say that many
scientists are driven by pride in their belief that they have the tools
necessary to explain the intricacies of life on earth, and they do not
need help from God or the Bible.

Science is an open minded search for and understanding of facts
about the material universe. There are different classifications of
science, such as physical, biological, intellectual and political. The
definition of “science” that best fits this discussion says that it is,
“knowledge or a system of knowledge covering general truth or the
operation of general laws esp. as obtained and tested through scientific
method”9 There is one particular point of interest in this definition. That
is, that science is concerned with “general truth or the operation of
general laws.” Since science is concerned with the physical system
already in existence, it cannot go beyond “general truth” in attempting
to answer the intricate questions about origins. So, many questions lie
outside the purview of scientific knowledge. Are we just naturalistic
accidents or do we owe our reality to the intelligent design of God? Did
life issue from non-living matter or previous life? Is there a higher
purpose to human existence than life in the here and now? The scientist
can present only relative truth, as science deals with the realm of
observation and sense perception. The scientist cannot claim absolute
truth, and perhaps it is for this reason that many deny the very idea of
absolute truth. In the world of science interpretation, hypotheses and
theories can be wrong. Science is generally recognized as ongoing and
changing.
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There is, however, an aspect of science that comes close to
claiming absolute truth. Scientism is an exaggerated trust in science
itself and intends to replace religion as a worldview. It says that science
is the only road to truth and that scientists are the sole guardians of
knowledge. By definition, “Scientism is the belief that the scientific
method is sufficient for ascertaining all truth, whether of physical and
biological sciences or of other disciplines, such as the humanities and
the social sciences.”10 Scientism is a tenet of Secular Humanism as
evidenced in this statement: “Modern science discredits such historic
concepts as the ‘ghost in the machine’ and the ‘separable soul.’ Rather,
science affirms that the human species is an emergence from natural
evolutionary forces.”11 Also, we have this more current Humanistic
declaration: “The unique message of humanism on the current world
scene is its commitment to scientific naturalism ... Scientific naturalism
enables human beings to construct a coherent worldview disentangled
from metaphysics or theology and based on the sciences.”12

It is easy for people who have excluded God from their knowledge
to conclude that science has all the answers because it is such a
powerful discipline. However, science cannot answer man’s spiritual
and ethical questions. Our real problems lie outside the reach of the
world of material concerns alone. We need to realize that not all
knowledge issues from science. There is more than one source of
knowledge. Some things we know by sense perception. Some things we
know by reasoning. Other things we know because they have been
revealed to us by God (1 Cor. 2:9-13).

Modern science has created the impression that faith is somehow
a desperate venture of the uninformed and intellectually challenged.
The truth is, however, that even those who accept the theory of atheistic
evolution as an explanation of human origins are acting upon faith.
They were not there to witness the beginnings of the whole evolution-
ary process as they believe it occurred, therefore, they have to place
their faith in a system that cannot be proved. Brannon Howse correctly
assesses the situation, saying:

So, the issue is not that one worldview (theism) requires faith
while the other (atheism) does not—both do. The question is:
Which worldview is based on a more rational faith? And to that,
the answer is clear. There is far greater evidence for the exis-
tence of God as Creator than for the notion that everything came
about by random chance.13
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The Bible posits not only the reasonable view of the creation
model, but more importantly the evidentially sound view. The Bible
teaching of creation is consistent with such fundamental laws of science
as the Law of Cause and Effect, the Laws of Thermodynamics, the
Laws of Biogenesis and Genetics, showing that every living thing is a
storehouse of genetic information. The genome pioneer Francis Collins
is a strong advocate that the genetic code argues for the existence of
God.14 Richard Dawkins has said that “DNA neither cares nor knows.
DNA just is. And we dance to its music,”15 The truth is that no atheist
can speak of knowing or caring about anything without giving up his
atheistic worldview. For an atheist to think that morality comes from
non-moral sources requires a belief system more fanciful than most of
us possess.

CONCLUSION

A casualty in the culture war is the social view of absolute truth. It
is because people have largely rejected God, and worshiped the
creature more than the Creator, that we now think we are capable of
solving our problems without God. Without God we cannot even agree
that we have problems because we have taken the moral plight out of
the majority of our problems. That is, problems such as abortion, active
euthanasia, state sponsored gambling [lotteries], the doctrine of organic
evolution, and the effort of homosexuals to redefine marriage and to
win moral sanction for their sodomite practices are not really “prob-
lems” in our postmodern culture. Now they are personal choices.

It is futile for man to think that he can solve his problems without
God. If truth is relative in a cultural context, and there is no real answer
to our problems outside of secularism, how are we to convince anybody
that sin, our greatest problem, can be solved outside of man’s ways?
How can we possibly lead anybody to Jesus Christ?
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