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“All Scripture is inspired by God and
profitable for teaching, for reproof, for
correction, for training in righteous-
ness; that the man of God may be ade-
quate, equipped for every good work.”
(2Timothy 3:16,17) 

Is the person who is trained in Scrip-
ture, anointed by the Holy Spirit, and
called by God to minister to the lost
and hurting adequately equipped to
counsel?  For centuries of church his-
tory, the answer was an unequivocal
“yes.”  Modern psychology has radi-
cally changed the answer to this ques-
tion.

Some seminaries and Bible colleges
now offer a broader range of psycho-
logical training for prospective minis-
ters than Biblical training.  Nearly all
of them require the study of psychol-
ogy.  Many assert that any pastor or
church worker untrained in modern
psychology is not equipped to counsel
anyone, no matter how knowledgeable
he may be in Scripture or how many
years of experience he has.  Counseling
individuals about marriage, family,
emotional distress, personal relation-
ships, raising children, work, etc. no
longer fits the category “every good
work,” for which Scripture itself
claims to equip one.  

For example, the following ad ap-
peared in an evangelical newsletter in
which an evangelical church sought

someone for their pastoral staff: 
Needed: a person to provide mar-
riage and family therapy services for
members of the congregation and
for the community at large, includ-
ing appointment counseling, sup-
port groups and life enrichment
programs. . . Also participate in
C.E.L.E. programs and teach one
course/workshop. . . Prefer an M.A.,
M.S., M.S.W., or M.Div. equiva-
lent.  Prefer clinical membership in
AAMFT and/or ACSW, and Minne-
sota license or eligible license in
Marriage and Family Therapy, In-
dependent Clinical Social Work or
Psychologist.  A theological educa-
tion is also desirable.1

Notice that the least important quali-
fication was a theological education.
The message that is often given is that
Christian people seeking ministry
opportunities in evangelical churches
are better off learning the theories of
secular social sciences than the truths
of Scripture.  It was not very many
years ago that this was not the case. 

What has changed?  Has psychology
been so successful in curing personal
problems and “mental illnesses” that
Christians have felt compelled to lay
aside Biblical counsel and embrace
secular theories?  Clearly it has not.
Psychology mostly has not been able to
produce controlled, scientific studies to
prove its own effectiveness.  In many
studies, the percentages of persons
“showing some improvement” after
months of psychological counsel is not
significantly different from that of
persons who sought to solve their prob-
lems without seeking “professional
help.”  Many studies, beginning with
Hans J. Eysenck's published work of
1952, have questioned or failed to dem-
onstrate psychotherapy's effectiveness.

Martin & Deidre Bobgan assess
studies that have been done on the
usefulness of such therapy and con-
clude, “. . . the important point is that,
whereas at one time in the history of
psychotherapy people depended on
`word of mouth' to support an assump-
tion that psychotherapy was an enor-
mously successful endeavor, many now
recognize that it was only an assump-
tion based on ignorance and enthusi-
asm, subjective opinion and hearsay.”2

They summarize in this chapter some
research and studies on the effective-
ness of psychotherapy.3  In a chapter
entitled “Selfism as Bad Science,”
professor of psychology Paul Vitz
states, 

. . . the emphasis no longer falls on
attempts to “prove the truth” of
different theories of psychotherapy.
Clinical psychologists used to argue
strenuously that their discipline was
a bona fide science in order to sup-
port its claim to truth (and to help it
get millions of tax dollars in sup-
port).  Today many are describing
psychology in categories indistin-
guishable from those used for reli-
gious cures and conversions.4

Another professor of psychology is
even more suspicious of the effective-
ness of psychology:

Despite the creation of a virtual
army of psychiatrists, psychologists,
psychometrists, counselors, and
social workers, there has been no
letup in the rate of mental illness,
suicide, alcoholism, drug addiction,
child abuse, divorce, murder, and
general mayhem. . . . In plain lan-
guage, it is suspicious.  We are
forced to entertain the possibility
that psychology and related profes-
sions are proposing to solve prob-
lems that they themselves have
helped create. . . We find psycholo-
gists making a virtue out of self-
preoccupation, and then we find
them surprised at the increased
supply of narcissists.  We find psy-
chologists advising the courts that
there is no such thing as a bad boy
or even bad adult, and then we find
them formulating theories to ex-
plain the rise in crime.  We find
psychologists severing the bonds of
family life, and then we find them
conducting therapy for broken fami-



“All Truth is God's Truth”

Questions for the 

lies.5

Untold billions of dollars have been
spent in the arena of mental health this
century.  Can you think of one human
malady that has been cured as a result?
Medical science can list many diseases
for which a cure has been found.  A
trip to the doctor often results in a
therapy for which the doctor can confi-
dently assert that the illness will be
cured.  Though psychology has taken
over the arena of mental and emotional
counsel and has defined and catego-
rized many problems (though no uni-
form theory of the cause of these prob-
lems has received a consensus accep-
tance), no cure has been or appears to
be forth coming.  Many have argued
that no progress has been made at all.

Under the slogan “all truth is God's
truth,” much material from the social
sciences has been brought into the
teaching and practice of the evangelical
church.  If we define God's truth as the
way things objectively are, from God's
perspective (which is infallible), the
statement is correct.  However, the
situation is far more complex than is
admitted by this approach.  

Truth which has been ascertained
with reasonable probability through the
processes of science as applied to so-
cial and psychological issues is not a
threat to Biblical Christianity.  If we
believe that the Bible is inspired by
God and is inerrant, then we would not
expect it to be incompatible with the
facts inherent to the created universe.
This includes facts about the nature of
man, his psychological make up, and
his societal relationships.  

The problem has been that much
material that is only partially under-
stood by its evangelical users, often
destined to refutation by later scientific
evidence, has been uncritically pro-
moted as “God's truth.”  A recent ex-
ample has been the popularizing of the
differences between and left and right
brain hemispheres to determine person-
ality, artistic, temperamental, and gen-
der related differences in humans.
Some of the material has also been

integrated with occult and New Age
concepts.  Some scientists who did
early research on the brain hemispheres
have been openly critical of much of
the popularizing and untenable applica-
tions that have gone on.  Other scien-
tists are skeptical whether any person
can do much about which half of their
brain is being utilized in any given
activity.  Whatever eventually comes
of the left-brain right-brain hoopla,
clearly “God's truth” about this matter
has not been determined with sufficient
probability. Yet evangelical churches
have held brain hemisphere seminars
taught by people with little or no scien-
tific understanding of the human brain.
Christians supposedly learn how to
change things about their talents and
personalities by operating out of differ-
ent hemispheres of their brains.

I submit the following questions as
key issues that need answers if pastors
and Christian workers are going to rely
on “God's truths” as discovered in the
social sciences for their teaching, min-
istry, and counsel:

1) How do we accept or reject the
many competing theories that are
being presented to us in current liter-
ature, especially since the scientists
in these fields themselves are unable
to come to agreement?  Thomas Kuhn
who is widely respected in the field of
the philosophy of science, defines the
term “paradigm” as, “. . . universally
recognized scientific achievements that
for a time provide model problems and
solutions to a community of practitio-
ners.”6  He states that very early work
in scientific endeavors often lacks these
and gives examples of when the first
paradigms were accepted in different
fields.  About the social sciences he
states, “. . . it remains an open question
what parts of social science have yet
acquired such paradigms at all.”7

Where are the universally recognized
scientific achievements of the social
sciences?  It is not up to the relatively
untrained (in this arena) Christian
worker in the local church to find them

if the scientists cannot!
2) When has sufficient, reasonable

probability been shown to integrate
“God's truths” as found in psychol-
ogy and sociology with the body of
revealed truth found in Scripture?
Some will argue that theologians can-
not agree upon a body of revealed truth
from Scripture and therefore theology,
psychology, and sociology are all on
the same level of improbability.  I do
not accept this argument because the
Bible is clear and Christians can know
the essential truths that it reveals.
Evangelical Christians and most others
who do not reject the authority of
Scripture agree upon the basic needs of
human beings that are addressed by
Scripture (such as forgiveness of sins,
moral direction, meaning and purpose
found in knowing God through Jesus
Christ, assurance of eternal life, etc.).
The basic theology of most Bible be-
lieving Christians is not nearly as frag-
mented and confused as the prevailing
situation in the social sciences.    

3) Are truths gleaned by science
from the creation to be given a one to
one degree of significance with Bibli-
cally revealed truths discerned
hermeneutically (through proper
Biblical interpretation)? This ques-
tion is a difficult one that perhaps
needs more explanation by Christians
who are strongly in favor of integrating
evangelical Christianity with psychol-
ogy, anthropology, and sociology.
Even solving the truth problem leaves
the question of significance.  I have
argued in a previous issue of this com-
mentary that the Great Commission as
given in Matthew 28:18-20 instructs
us to teach what Christ taught, not
other material.  Not everything that is
true is pertinent or profound.  What
Christ taught is pertinent to the mental
and spiritual well being of Christians
and others who need Christ.  



“There is great pressure
to turn our lives and
those of our children over
to these elite technicians
of the soul. . .”

4) How many pastors and other
Christian workers have the time or
skills to sort through the deluge of
conflicting data from these arenas
and determine that which is truthful,
workable, and pertinent to integrate
into his or her practice?  Trained
Christian psychologists have told me
that there is so much material and so
many theories that they have had to
choose certain ones that seemed to
make the most sense to themselves and
use them in their practice.  They do not
claim that these are the best theories
available, just the ones that seem to get
the best results for them.  This is
clearly pragmatic and less than the
type of scientific precision necessary to
claim confidently to have arrived at
“God's truth.”  If some trained profes-
sionals (perhaps many
do not, I do not have
enough data to gener-
alize) must resort to
this, then what is the
less psychologically
trained pastor to do?
Picking up a current
book about the latest pop theory and
using it is not very satisfactory. 

5) How do we extricate (remove or
untangle) the occult and New Age
practices that are so much a part of
counseling and the social sciences in
the 1990-s?  Clearly these influences
are major and many.  They have been
a part of psychology from its earliest
years, as evidenced by Carl Jung's self
professed interest in the occult and use
of the “cosmic unconscious” notion
that is now a central theme of the New
Age.  This is not to say that all social
sciences are of the occult; but that its
influence has been an integral part of
their development. 

The line between parapsychology
and psychology proper is not a clearly
defined one.  Are such notions as ESP,
spiritual energy fields, hypnotically
induced encounters with other person-
alities, visualization and guided imag-
ery, inner children with personalities of
their own and secret information to
deliver, trances, etc. that are promoted
in many popular psychological books
and seminars so much a part of the

profession as to make it not useful for
Christians?  There are serious prob-
lems here; who can blame the pastor
who decides to forgo the field alto-
gether?  

6) Does not the integration of so-
called “social science” into the
church necessarily lead to the devel-
opment of a psychological and socio-
logical “priesthood” to mediate their
obscure “truths” to the uninitiated
laity?  In Acts 17:11, the Bereans are
commended for searching Scriptures to
verify Paul's teaching. Paul's custom
was to use the Scriptures to show that
Jesus is the Messiah (Acts 17:2,3).
What “scriptures” are the saints to
search to see if extra-Biblical psycho-
logical theories are true?  They find
themselves in the situation of having to

trust the educated elite in these matters.
In his excellent book IDOLS FOR

DESTRUCTION, Herbert Schlossberg
tells of the dangers of elite experts
running things for us:

Combining social purpose with
expertise sets the stage for a gnos-
ticism in which only the special few
have the key to the secrets of the
universe. This is not something that
can be learned from books, although
the cognoscenti are almost invari-
ably well-educated.  They must also
have the requisite “social purpose,”
for the knowledge required to run
society cannot simply be communi-
cated rationally.  They are like the
Pharisees who taught that God gave
Moses not only a written law but
also and oral one, handed down
through the generations to only the
privileged few.  This was the key to
the power of the Pharisees: they had
the knowledge to unlock the mean-
ing of the Pentateuch, to be the re-
cipients of wisdom had by no others.
Not possessing esoteric knowledge,
the masses have no choice but to
turn their lives over to the elite to be
managed.  Never ask the enlight-
ened ones about their track record,

which is a series of disguised disas-
ters; just accept on faith that they
have the secret to life.8

Though Schlossberg is writing about
American society, the principle of the
rulership of people who have access to
“esoteric” (intended to be understood
only by a special few) knowledge has
similar implications in the church.  The
supposed truths and technologies of the
social scientists certainly fit this cate-
gory of knowledge.  There is great
pressure to turn our lives and those of
our children over to these elite techni-
cians of the soul who possess “truths”
not accessible to most Christians and
Christian pastors who know the Bible.

7) Are those who advocate inte-
grating teachings from psychology
and sociology with Biblical teachings
raising the theories of these human
endeavors to the level of Biblical
truth, or are they lowering Biblical
truth to the level of the unproven
theories?  This danger is real.  The
history of the church tells of many
cases in which groups have embraced
secular philosophies (such as rational-
ism) and lost faith in Biblical revela-
tion.  The intent may be to integrate the
two without damaging either; but the
practice often results in the deprecia-
tion of Biblical faith.  The answers
to these questions are important and a
lack of reasonable responses to them
signifies major problems for the inte-
grators.  Maybe some can be an-
swered.  What cannot be is the current
practice of naively adopting unproven
teachings and theories and using them
for the counsel and teaching of the
church.  This cannot be justified by
glibly quoting the “all truth is God's
truth” tautology.  This begs the ques-
tion.  The underlying issue is Pilate's
question, “What is truth”? (John
18:38).  God's truth cannot be di-
vorced from the person, work, and
teaching of Jesus Christ.

The “integration” process has be-
come different from what is envisioned
in the theory of adding “God's truths”
revealed through psychology to the
truths of Scripture.  This is docu-
mented in a well written article by



David Powlison entitled INTEGRA-
TION OR INUNDATION? found in
the Book POWER RELIGION edited
by Michael Scott Horton.9  Powlison
states, “Instead of portraying the bibli-
cal vision of people first to the church
and then to psychologists,
integrationists imported secular visions
into Christianity. . . Christian psycho-
therapists generally believe that the
Bible is insufficient when it comes to
exploring and explaining the significant
goings on in the human psyche.”10  He
continues, “Psychology's speculative
myths reconstruct human nature in
ways that are fundamentally false and
misleading.  Christians who counsel
need categories that are concretely Bib-
lical.”11  When ideas are fundamentally
incompatible as are those of Biblical
Christianity and modern psychology,
their integration must result in the
destruction of one or the other.  In this
case, it is the Bible that is altered or
removed while the ideas of psychology
remain unmolested.  

This is not to say that it is improper
for science to study human behavior
and seek to understand it.  It is only
reasonable for us to want to solve what
seems the one area of the human di-
lemma impervious to a technological
solution.  Putting a man on the moon
has proved to be elementary compared
to solving the psychological and socio-
logical problems of the human race.
As long as there are people and prob-
lems, there will an effort made to un-
derstand and solve those problems.  

The issue is: lacking a secular and
scientific solution to this predicament
(which cannot ever completely happen
because only God can redeem the
soul), why lay aside the Biblical one?
Why give up that which is profitable
for “teaching, for reproof, for correc-
tion, for training in righteousness” for
that which has not yet given us a clear
set of agreed upon truths and answers?

Jesus Christ is our Creator (John
1:3; Colossians 1:16; Hebrews 1:2).
He has perfect knowledge of man,
including that of the motives and inten-
tions of the heart.  He has the power to
heal, the love and mercy to forgive, and
embodies and teaches the truth which
will set us free.  

Isaiah 28 records a rebuke to Israel
for forsaking God's teaching and mak-
ing an alliance with Egypt, hoping to
be saved from Assyria.  In the midst of
this chapter is an often quoted Messi-
anic prophecy (Isaiah 28:16).  Verse
20 uses a metaphor to describe the
world's provision: “The bed is too short
on which to stretch out, and the blanket
is too small to wrap oneself in.”  A
clear implication of Isaiah 28 is that
when Messiah is passed over for a
man-made, secular solution, the results
are unsatisfactory.  

The psychological bed upon which
the Christian is seeking to recline is too
short.  “Therefore thus says the Lord
God, `Behold, I am laying in Zion a
stone, a tested stone, A costly corner-
stone for the foundation, firmly placed.
He who believes in it will not be dis-
turbed'” (Isaiah 28:16). 

Next month we will discuss coun-
seling based on a Biblical understan-
ding of the basic problems of humanity
as revealed in the New Testament.
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