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Article Summary 

The worldview with which one approaches the work of counseling is of utmost importance. Prior 

theological commitments (or lack thereof) will necessarily shape how one discerns truth from 

different sources of knowledge and applies it to the benefit (or detriment) of counselees. 

 

Key points 

1. There are two sources of revealed knowledge that one can use to direct counseling. These are the 

words of God in Scripture (explained by theology) and the works of God in creation (explained by 

science). These two sources of knowledge are distinct and complementary, but cannot be 

contradictory to each other. Conclusions reached from science must always be understood in light 

of the theological propositions of Scripture if truth is to be found in them. 

 

2. Interpretation of scientific data never occurs in a vacuum—it occurs in the context of a worldview. 

The fields of science that are most relevant to counseling (sociology, psychology and psychiatry) 

are fraught with misinterpretation and misuse of scientific data that flows out of a worldview which 

is contrary to that of biblical Christianity.  

 

3. Christian counselors may use the findings of sociology, psychology and psychiatry to better 

understand how to counsel hurting individuals because revealed knowledge can be obtained from 

the creation by the disciplines of science. At the same time, they must exercise caution and 

discernment, ensuring that the scientific interpretations they seek to use also comport with Scriptural 

principles. 

 

 

Introduction 

As Christians, we live in a world that is increasingly confused about how to obtain truth. Perhaps we 

can go even further to say that we live in a post-modern world that isn’t even sure there is such a thing 

as objective truth.  Terms like “my truth” or “alternative facts” suggest that truth is almost entirely 

subjective, and that each person has the right to construct a reality that is consistent with his or her own 

personal worldview. Fact and opinion are becoming almost indistinguishable in our world, which has 

much to do with the frustration and confusion that characterizes public discourse both inside and outside 

the church. 

 

The great irony of our current circumstance as a society is that confusion is fed from both ends of the 

worldview spectrum.  On the one hand are the liberal intellectual and academic elites who are 

responsible for the development of postmodern theory and relativism that form the bedrock of secular 

culture, and who promote science as the only source of truth—at least when it’s convenient to do so.  

On the other side are the conservative fundamentalists who are largely responsible for the anti-

intellectual discourse that refuses not only the findings of science, but also its methods and tools. Both 

extremes are equally guilty for sowing the tension and confusion that is disabling our ability to function 

as a democratic society in the twenty-first century.  But more importantly for our purposes here, both 
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are also responsible for influencing the church’s approach to the concept of truth and its application of 

pastoral care to hurting members. 

 

The influence of unbiblical worldviews on the church has become increasingly apparent in how it 

approaches pastoral care for its members. In this context there is considerable confusion about how 

Christian counselors ought to diagnose and prescribe care when a member of the church comes to him 

or her for help.  Should this approach be exclusively Biblical in nature—that is, nouthetic—or should it 

also include the findings of modern psychology and its medical counterpart, psychiatry?  Both of these 

disciplines provide significant complexity to the practice of Christian counseling, since they offer 

explanations for human behavior that fall outside of theological categories such as spirituality, sin, and 

divine providence. 

 

As conservative, Reformed Christians we are compelled to approach this problem in a way that honors 

God and His words in Scripture above all else, but also takes advantage of the clarity offered by our 

theological and creedal heritage. I am convinced that a proper application of several key doctrines from 

the Reformed tradition offers Christian counselors a means to appropriately identify real, objective truth 

as they shepherd believers through the storms of life.  Regardless of whether this pastoral work is done 

by office-bearers in the church—pastors and elders—or by trained Christian counselors, the Reformed 

approach is a balanced approach that ultimately looks to God as the only source of refuge and hope in 

a world that is broken and confused—and badly in need of clarity regarding the sources of truth. 

 

 

Defining the Relevant Fields of Science 

Before we attempt to explain what a balanced approach to Reformed, biblical counseling looks like, it 

seems necessary for us to understand the distinctions between three scientific fields of study that are 

purported to inform our approach to counseling. The definitions below are not drawn from a textbook or 

dictionary, but serve as a practical summary of what each field offers in terms of its approach and 

perspective. 

 

Sociology is a field of social science1 that focuses on the interactions between people at various levels 

of human society. The driving force in this field is the desire to understand how the various 

organizational structures of society evolved during the course of human history and why people behave 

the way they do within these structures. Social theory covers an incredibly broad range of topics2, often 

overlapping with the interests of psychology because both fields seek to understand human behavior. 

While psychology typically focuses more on explanations for individual behaviors, sociology usually 

focuses more on the interpersonal behaviors of a group of people within a given environment or society. 

 

 
1 Broadly speaking, the “sciences” encompass all fields of human learning that seek an explanation for all physical reality in 
a way that can be measured or empirically described.  There are three traditional divisions within the sciences: (1) the 
natural sciences (biology, chemistry, math, physics, astronomy); (2) the social sciences (sociology, psychology, economics, 
history); and (3) the applied sciences (engineering, medicine). Some commentators consider the applied sciences to be a 
subset of the natural sciences rather than their own distinct division. 
2 These topics include questions associated with social customs, separation of society into classes, pervasiveness of 
religion, need for law, and deviance from social norms or customs. Sociology has been used to understand broad structures 
of modern society including healthcare and medicine, science and education, government, entertainment, and finance.  
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Psychiatry is a field of medical science that focuses on the physiology and pathophysiology3 of 

behavior.  As opposed to neurology—which is strictly focused on brain structure/function—

psychiatry focuses on normal and pathological patterns of behavior that emerge from the physical 

function of the brain.  Psychiatry seeks its explanations from material causes (human physiology) 

almost exclusively. In common terminology of the IRBC, this means that psychiatry focuses on a subset 

of the Internal Dominant Domains (IDD) particularly associated with the Mental and Bodily Domains4. 

  

Psychology is a field of social science that focuses on mind and behavior in a more abstract sense, 

seeking to explain patterns of thought and behavior especially in the context of external influences on 

a person.  As such it is more philosophical than physiological in its approach to diagnosing human 

behavioral patterns.  It seeks more of its explanations from non-material causes (environmental, social, 

and evolutionary) than from physiology. In the common terminology of the IRBC, this means that 

psychology focuses on a combination of the External Dominant Domains (EDD) and IDD.  These include 

the Environmental, Emotional, and Social Domains of human behavior. 

 

It may be helpful to put the distinction made above in more common terms of the “nature-vs-nurture” 

debate. Psychiatry would lean more toward nature (physiology and genetics) to explain human 

behavior, whereas psychology would lean more toward nurture (society and environment). This 

distinction is by no means absolute, but it does help in understanding that the difference between a 

psychiatrist and a psychologist is more than just a medical degree.  

 

That being said, we ought also to notice that the distinctions between psychiatry, psychology, and 

sociology are becoming increasingly blurred as psychologists have sought to base their theories in brain 

function (neuroscience) and modern social theory.  This is evident from how psychologists have begun 

to refer to certain patterns of pathological behavior with medical terms such as “syndrome” and 

“disease” rather than the willful decision to make bad choices. This change in language signals a major 

shift in worldview that has accompanied the secularization of the sciences. Because the 

secular/humanist worldview has no need for God and His laws, any possibility of absolute truth or moral 

certainty has been lost. This is precisely what conservative, Reformed Christians seek to maintain in 

their worldview, which is why there must be great caution as we attempt to understand the role of 

psychiatry, psychology, and sociology in Biblical counseling. 

 

Understanding Revelation as the Source of Truth 

A proper understanding of the place that scientific knowledge ought to play in the work of counseling 

requires the development of a Biblical worldview concerning the sources of knowledge that God has 

given us.  The Christian faith has a rich heritage regarding the means of knowing truth and reality, which 

is an area of theology (and philosophy) called epistemology. Because Christians believe that God is the 

Creator, we confess that the source of all truth is God. And because He has chosen to reveal Himself 

and His will for the creation to humans, a truly Christian epistemology must acknowledge that the 

ultimate way of knowing truth is through revelation. 

 

 
3 Pathology is the discipline that studies the causes and effects of diseases, whereas physiology is the discipline that 
describes normal processes and mechanisms operating within an organism. Pathophysiology is a merging of these terms in 
which the abnormal processes and mechanisms of a diseased tissue are studied and explained. 
4 The Institute for Reformed Biblical Counseling (IRBC) defines five Internal Dominant Domains: Spiritual, Mental, Emotional, 
Social, and Bodily Domains. A more complete explanation of this approach to counseling can be found in the “Diagnostic, 
Prescription, and Teaching Manual: Introduction” by Dr. Jeff Doll. 
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The Bible makes clear in many passages, such as Psalm 19, that God has chosen to reveal Himself 

and His will by two distinct means of revelation.  Within the Reformed tradition, we typically refer to 

these two types of revelation as Special Revelation and General Revelation5. This distinction is formally 

recognized in Article 2 of the Belgic Confession, which refers to these two forms of revelation as God’s 

“two books” by which we may know Him.  In this context the Confession refers to the physical creation 

as one book (General Revelation) and the inspired Word of God in the Bible (Special Revelation) as the 

other book.  These two books are complementary, God-given means of knowing truth and 

understanding His will in time and history. 

 

Nothing in the two brief paragraphs above is especially controversial among the different strains of 

orthodox Christianity.  There are certainly liberal Christian denominations that have so severely 

compromised their view of Scripture that they no longer see it as a source of revelation, and other 

gnostic traditions that emphasize the physical fallenness of this creation to such an extent that it can be 

no source of truth for them. However, most Christians would agree that we can obtain knowledge and 

truth through God’s Word and Works in the creation. The real issue that gets at the heart of things is 

how we ought to correctly understand the authority given to each of these sources of knowledge. In this 

context we critically need to understand the “truth claims” made by each source of revelation, and how 

to reconcile the apparent conflicts that can arise between them. 

 

 

Comparing the Authority of God’s Two Books 

The word “apparent” in the preceding paragraph is of utmost importance. It must be understood that 

there can be no actual conflict between the two sources of revelation—Creation and Scripture—given 

to us by God. As the divine, sovereign and immutable author of both “books”, God would not give us 

two conflicting accounts about Himself. If we rightly understand the wording of the Belgic Confession in 

Art. 2, it should be clear that there is a unity of purpose between these two books.  This singular purpose 

is to reveal God with regard to His personal attributes, His will, and His work in time.  Any use of either 

“book” that strips God of His authorship and purpose of telling us about Himself disqualifies it as 

revelation.  This means that any interpretation of the physical creation that intentionally excludes or 

denies the Creator ought not be considered authoritative to the believer.  This doesn’t necessarily mean 

a secular interpretation of the creation is automatically incorrect, but it is reason for careful discernment 

and comparison to the actual record of both “books.” 

 

In contrast to the findings of secular science, the words of Scripture are always authoritative for believers 

who acknowledge the doctrine of inspiration. This doctrine is a matter of faith that finds its basis in the 

very claims of Scripture itself and has been held by orthodox Christianity from the time of the apostolic 

church6. A denial of inspiration essentially invalidates the revelatory power of Scripture and relegates 

the Bible to the same subjective status as any other man-made literature. The view taken by this article 

assumes that Scripture was verbally inspired in its entirety through human authors whom God 

specifically chose in eternity as His means to reveal Himself by the written word7.  As such, the entire 

Bible is infallible and inerrant in its original form, which we believe has been faithfully preserved by the 

 
5 Some theologians prefer the term “natural revelation” in place of “general revelation.” To my knowledge there is no 
distinction implied in these terms so long as it is clearly understood that God is the exclusive author. 
6 II Timothy 3:16; I Corinthians 14:37; I Thessalonians 2:13; II Peter 1:16-21; I John 4:6 
7 The theological terms assigned to this view of inspiration are plenary (in its entirety), verbal (given word-for-word by God), 
and organic (written by human agents specifically raised up for this task by God).  All of these terms have been historically 
accepted by confessionally Reformed Christians.  
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church of Christ through the ages. We refer to Scripture as Special Revelation because it reveals the 

purpose and will of God in all of His works, including the plan for salvation of His elect people. As a 

written testament with the words of God on its pages, the canon of Scripture is authoritative for believers. 

 

This is not at all meant to diminish the beauty and purpose of the physical creation as a means of 

revelation (Psalm 19:1). In the creation, God has revealed His glory, power, and divinity in such a way 

that all humans are left without excuse for not seeking Him (Romans 1:20). But at the same time, the 

physical creation does not carry equivalent authority to Scripture with regard to its specificity and clarity 

regarding God’s will and work in time. It is sufficient to provide a general understanding that there is a 

majestic and powerful Creator-God whom we must worship, but it does not reveal to us the means of 

salvation in His Son Jesus Christ. Comprehending this distinction is important in helping us avoid the 

temptation to put the findings of science in the same category of revelation as Scripture. A correct 

understanding of the content and relative authority of each “book” is critically important to the formation 

of our worldview as believers. 

 

Understanding the Distinctions in Authority 

In addition to the theological position that is stated above regarding the relative authorities of the “two 

books,” it is worth dwelling on several other reasons why the authority given to General Revelation is 

more limited than that of Special Revelation. The particular purpose of this discussion is to emphasize 

the need for Christians to carefully discern what they are reading or learning when they approach the 

claims of secular science, including the claims made by psychologists, psychiatrists, and sociologists. 

There is a growing tendency among traditionally Reformed Christians, who happily acknowledge the 

doctrine of General Revelation, to simply accept secular interpretations of scientific data as authoritative 

without comparing them to Scripture. We ought to be aware of this danger and understand how this line 

of thinking can become wrongly incorporated into an otherwise orthodox Christian worldview. 

 

The first and perhaps most deceptive claim often made by secular scientists is that the scientific method 

is the one and only means by which we can obtain objective truth about the material world. The problem 

with this claim is that the concept of truth they are defending goes well beyond that of factual 

correctness. When secular scientists talk about “truth,” they typically also mean to include the logical 

inferences that can be made based upon an observable and reproducible fact.  For example, a geologist 

might be able to measure the rate of erosion in a given type of rock today, and therefore infer from that 

the age of riverbed running through that type of rock by calculating the depth of erosion.  Without any 

additional information this is a logical inference based on a legitimate scientific fact.  The problem with 

this scenario, however, is that the inference may not be correct at all because there might be other 

critical information the geologist does not have at his disposal. If a prior catastrophic event caused 

significant damage to the rock, the rate of erosion might have been dramatically increased over a short 

period of time, resulting in the formation of a deep riverbed.  In that case the inference regarding age 

would be incorrect despite being based upon a proper scientific observation regarding erosion rates. 

 

A direct corollary to the inappropriately broad truth claims of secular science is a tendency to dismiss 

the limits of scientific inquiry. This topic has been covered expansively by others in the Reformed 

community8, but a few points are worth emphasizing here. First off, it must be acknowledged that our 

knowledge of the creation is inherently finite and mutable. In fact, these features are built into the 

 
8 Ratzsch, Del. (2000). Science and Its Limits. Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity Press. 
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scientific process, allowing it to develop in a flexible fashion over time as new hypotheses are generated 

and tested and then either confirmed or rejected in response to the data. As our collection of knowledge 

grows, so too does our ability to understand the world in a broader sense. Scientific theories9 that stand 

the test of time tend to become firmly established in the scientific community first and then find their 

way into educational circles, starting with institutions of higher learning and then working their way to 

primary schools. In this way the accepted dogma of science enters culture and becomes dominant as 

a means of worldview development. With time, scientific theories appear to achieve a level of authority 

that fails to acknowledge the mutable knowledge base upon which they were founded. 

 

We may be tempted to laugh about the “science” of antiquity and the Middle Ages when we read about 

fields of study such as medicine, astrology, and alchemy. These approaches to finding truth are so 

obviously rooted in an incomplete understanding of the world that even a grade school student can 

often point out their errors. But this is not to say that these fields of study were intentionally built upon 

lies and deception. Ancient physicians truly believed in the theory that draining blood would release the 

“evil humors” (fluids) that plagued their patients because their observations had shown that dead bodies 

contained many different types of fluids (blood, bile, phlegm). The presence of different fluids was a 

fact; the inference that they were the cause—rather than the effect—of disease was wrong. In any case, 

the point here is that our scientific understanding of the world changes with time. It is finite based on 

what information we have at a given point in time, and it is mutable as new information emerges. 

 

In contrast to our limited and ever-changing understanding of the physical creation, we believe that the 

word of God given in Scripture is both complete and immutable10. This difference between the two forms 

of revelation necessarily implies a difference in authority. While it is true that our understanding of 

Scripture requires ongoing development, it is not because we continue to get updates or corrections to 

the content of special revelation. We have all the words that God intended to give us, and they will not 

change. When our understanding of the creation undergoes development, however, it is usually in 

response to new findings or corrections to the information we have. The nearly infinite complexity of 

God’s wondrous creation virtually guarantees that the endeavors of human science will not end until 

our Lord returns, meaning that our understanding of its intricacies will never be complete either.  

 

The matter of understanding what God is showing us about Himself through His Word and His works in 

the creation is also impacted by who we are by nature. This aspect of theology, called anthropology, 

addresses our limitations as finite creatures in a vast creation that was brought into being by an infinite 

Person.  That we can “think God’s thoughts after Him”11 by investigating this marvelous creation is a 

wonder in itself, something we can trace back to God’s implanting of His image in Adam and Eve in the 

 
9 Use of the term theory in the context of science must not be confused with the general use of this term in common 
language, which typically equates this term with an idea (ie. “I have a theory…”). In the context of science, a theory is a 
robust, defined structural framework of understanding that has withstood multiple means of experimental testing over time. 
This does not mean that a given theory is necessarily correct and beyond disproof, but rather that it continues to provide a 
useful and durable framework of understanding encompassing different types of data, usually across different scientific 
disciplines. 
10 The orthodox Christian church is cessationist in its doctrine of inspiration, meaning that God’s direct revelation by word 
ceased after the apostolic age. This stands in contrast to most pseudo-Christian cults and various branches of Protestantism 
(particular in charismatic strains) who believe that God continues to speak in an authoritative fashion (progressive revelation) 
after the apostolic age by the work of the Holy Spirit. 
11 This statement has been used widely by Christian scientists and is attributed to the German philosopher-scientist 
Johannes Kepler. When we peer at times into the intricacies of the physical creation and understand its nuances, we can 
only burst into an anthem of praise at the work of our Creator.  See also Romans 11:33-36 where Paul has the same 
response to an understanding of God’s plan in salvation. 
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beginning, along with all of the capacities required for them to bear that image12. This gift from God, 

however, has been tainted by sin, both original and actual. The result of sin is that humankind is by 

nature oriented away from God and has a propensity to worship the creation rather than its Creator 

(Romans 1:18-25), which entirely strips away the revelatory purpose of the creation. This teaching of 

Scripture, commonly referred to as the doctrine of total depravity in the Reformed tradition, is a sobering 

reality that we cannot ignore in this discussion. 

 

An absolutely critical part of the doctrine of total depravity is a consideration of how the Fall affected the 

thought processes of humans. This aspect of biblical anthropology is traditionally referred to as the 

noetic effects of sin and has been well-developed in the Reformed tradition based on its robust, creedal 

emphasis on human depravity13. There remain significant differences among Reformed theologians as 

to the breadth and depth of the impact that sin has had on our ability to think rationally, though several 

passages from Scripture—most prominently in Romans 1—provide key insights upon which most would 

agree14.  At the very least we can say from these passages that the mind of fallen humans actively 

denies the evidence for a Creator found in the creation, therefore rejecting this aspect of General 

Revelation. But I think we can go further to state that the thinking of unbelievers is so darkened by this 

rejection of God as Creator that they intentionally seek interpretations of scientific data that deny God 

and therefore are prone to conflicting with the teachings of Scripture.  

 

The extent to which the noetic effects of sin make truth unavailable to the unbelieving mind will naturally 

vary among scientific disciplines. It has, however, inevitably made its way into every form of science 

because all data, to one extent or another, require interpretation. This seems especially true of the 

social sciences due to the difficulty of testing predictions from these fields in a controlled experimental 

setting, which is the accepted “gold standard” for the scientific method. This limitation imposed upon 

the social sciences means that interpretations of data often cannot be rigorously tested for their validity. 

The result of this limitation means that studies in the field of psychology are highly prone to error and 

over-interpretation. This weakness has even been recognized by a group of secular scientists 

concerned with the reproducibility of studies in psychology, who have demonstrated that more than half 

of published studies in this field cannot be replicated15. This outcome serves as a general caution about 

the limitations of the scientific method, but also reminds us that our sin-weakened minds tend to accept 

for reality what fits into our preexisting notion of “truth.” Without the foundation of Scripture against which 

to test the findings of science, totally depraved humans are prone to making interpretive errors that 

justify their worldview rather than seeing God’s hand at work. 

 

This issue of how worldview influences our understanding of scientific data is worth contemplating a bit 

more, because it is often dismissed too quickly among well-intentioned Christian scientists who are 

 
12 The traditional Reformed understanding of the image of God (Imago Dei) distinguishes between the unique capacity of 
humans to bear God’s image (formal or wider image concept) and the image itself (material or narrow image concept). While 
the various features of capacity such as rational/logical thought remain in fallen humanity, they are twisted by sin to oppose 
the Creator and to glorify the creature instead. In contrast, the formal image described as “true knowledge, righteousness 
and holiness” (Heidelberg Catechism, LD 3 referencing Ephesians 4:24 and Colossians 3:10) was completely lost in the Fall 
and can be regained only though regeneration in Christ (Romans 8:29). 
13 Heidelberg Catechism, LD 3, Q 7-8; Confession, Art. 14-15; Canons, Head III/IV, Art. 1-6. 
14 Scripture passages that speak directly to how sin impacts our ability to think include Romans 1:21-22; I Corinthians 3:14-
16; Proverbs 1:7.  
15 Referencing the work of the Center for Open Science (https://cos.io/), which in 2015 published a large collaborative study 
demonstrating the problems with reproducibility in the field of psychology.  
Open Science Collaboration. “Estimating the Reproducibility of psychological science.” Science. 28 August 2015. Vol. 349. 
Issue 6251. 

https://cos.io/
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attempting to defend the use of science as a source of truth. One of the more common quotations that 

one hears in this regard is the following: “All truth is God’s truth.”  This is undoubtedly a correct 

statement—a truism, really—but we ought to be concerned in knowing how and why this statement is 

used.  My experience is that it often emerges when a Christian intellectual is trying to build a rational 

argument for accepting the findings of secular science (or some other academic discipline) alongside 

those of Scripture.  The argument goes something like this: 

a. The purpose of science is to uncover truth about the physical creation. 

b. God is the creator of the physical creation. 

c. God is the author of truth. 

d. Therefore, science is God’s way of revealing truth about the creation. 

 

Like many intellectual arguments, there is an element of logic in this statement that might lead us to 

affirm it unconditionally.  But if we look a little closer, we might notice that there is a lack of precision 

that can very easily lead us down a path in which science and Scripture get placed on equal footing.   

 

As John Bolt points out in an insightful article on the forms of revelation, this is a “category error” 

because science and Scripture don’t function at the same level16.  What we must remember is that 

science is a human construct—a framework for understanding the physical creation that is limited and 

flawed by incomplete information and human bias.  This is certainly not to say that science has no value 

for the believer, but only to say that it is not equivalent to Scripture in authority.  Rather, if we are to 

make the correct comparison, it must be made between Scripture and the physical creation itself, or 

between science and theology.  These two pairs of terms operate at distinct levels within the 

epistemologic hierarchy shown in Figure 1, and therefore come to us with comparable (though not 

equal) levels of authority. 

 

 
 

Another important point that needs to be made here is that secular science does not properly stand 

alone as a means for understanding General Revelation because it improperly divorces understanding 

of the physical creation from Scripture.  While it is true that that methods of science are necessarily 

distinct from those of theology, it is not therefore necessary that our interpretation of scientific findings 

must be entirely separate from our understanding of Scripture. In fact, that’s not really possible for 

Christians (or anyone else for that matter) because one’s view of the “truth claims” of the Bible will 

always influence his or her interpretation of scientific findings. 

 

 

 
16 Bolt, John. ‘Getting the “Two Books” Straight: With a Little Help from Herman Bavinck and John Calvin’. Calvin Theological 
Journal.  Vol.46 (2011): 315-332. 

Figure 1 – Reformed 
Epistemology for the “Two 
Books” of Revelation 
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Applying the Principles for God’s Glory 

The last point made above can be adequately illustrated by comparing the scientific interpretations of 

three groups of people—let’s call them scientists—who have three distinct views of Scripture. The first 

group are secular atheists, the second are progressive/liberal Christians, and the third are conservative 

evangelical (including Reformed) Christians.  Individuals from all three groups may be trained identically 

in terms of their scientific methodology and practice, and all of them would use the same types of 

scientific equipment to carry out their work.  (There is, after all, no such thing as a “Christian 

microscope!”). Furthermore, the data they generate in a laboratory should optimally be identical, 

assuming their proficiency with methods and their equipment are more-or-less the same.  Despite all of 

these similarities, however, they may very well come to different interpretations of the data that they 

produce in the lab or field. 

 

Why does this happen?  The answer is simple: they differ because the starting point for each group with 

regard to Scriptural authority is distinct.  The first group of secular atheists starts with the assumption 

that material reality and natural laws as we observe them today are the only factors involved in their 

interpretation, and therefore they reject any theological constraints or divine authorship that cannot be 

tangibly measured. The second group accepts that interpretation of the data should be understood apart 

from any preconceived theological constraints, but suggests that divine authorship may be 

superimposed upon these scientific interpretations so long as they never conflict with the understanding 

of secular scientists17.  In contrast to the first two groups, the third group of scientists acknowledges 

both theological and scientific constraints upon their interpretations, seeking to reconcile their 

understanding of the physical creation with their understanding of Scripture—both of which may be 

flawed. In many cases, the individuals in the third group can and will come to the same conclusions as 

those in the first two groups, particularly when the science being undertaken is experimental rather than 

inferential.  At other times, however, particular interpretations or conclusions must be rejected based 

on the theological constraints that this group accepts. 

 

Many specific examples of how these distinct worldviews impact the counseling world are readily 

available, though one simple example is considered in the following scenario.  How should a counselor 

approach the issue of “gender dysphoria” with his or her patients?  One can safely say that the 

approaches would be quite distinct for counselors coming from each of the groups described above. An 

atheist acknowledges no theological constraints, and only understands the concept of gender dysphoria 

based on a secular interpretation of self-awareness as a mere neurochemical phenomenon.  Having no 

moral framework other than secular humanism, the counselor would seek to validate and affirm the 

patient’s feelings and prescribe life-changing medical interventions to allow him or her to live according 

to those feelings.  A progressive/liberal Christian counselor might very well end up with the same 

diagnosis and prescription, basing this understanding again on the priorities of secular science and also 

the need for loving tolerance and the right of all humans to exert their free will.   

 

In contrast to both of these, a Reformed—that is Biblical—counselor will refer the counselee to God’s 

creative work in Genesis 1, where He specified the complementary genders as an ordinance in the 

originally perfect creation. The counselor will point out that while God’s means for this was a 

 
17 This is the basic framework of theistic evolution as an approach to science, which is the position taken by most—if not 
all—liberal mainline Christian denominations.  There are certainly members of these churches and denominations that might 
hold to the traditional authority of Scripture, but at the denominational level it has taken second place to purported scientific 
authority. 
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biological/genetic distinction between males and females, His purpose was tied to the unique image-

bearing capacity of humanity that would be fully realized in our reflecting Christ and the Church.  With 

these theological principles in mind, the counselor would compassionately encourage the counselee to 

submit to God’s sovereign plan in creating him or her in His own image according to a specific biological 

gender18. 

 

The example presented above only begins to demonstrate the importance of understanding how 

different perspectives of truth inform our approach to counseling. As Reformed Christians, we must 

have a robust appreciation for how doctrinal commitments necessarily influence our ability to use the 

findings of secular science—including the fields of psychiatry, psychology, and sociology—as a means 

to help hurting believers. Our failure to carefully discern between truth and error will inevitably have 

huge consequences for those we counsel and on our witness before a world that is bent on denying the 

Creator as the source of all truth. As we honor Him in our work by correctly understanding and using 

His “two books” of revelation, He effectively will use us as instruments for His purpose in this world. 
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18 The neglect to distinguish between sex and gender in this paragraph is intentional, and not born out of an ignorance of 
modern social theory.  Scripture makes no such distinction and being thus constrained we make no distinction either. 


