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Copilot Critiqes the Content of Scriptural Authority Transcript (Part 1) 
 
Please examine this entire transcript related to the struggle between scriptural and 
secular authority when it comes to Christian seminaries. I want you to provide a critique 
of this transcript that comes from a theistic evolution, progressive creation POV. Many 
seminary leaders and pastors may be resistive against the proposed seminary reform 
called for in the transcript. Current seminary leadership may resist the need to depart 
from secular accreditation authority when it comes to origins and biblical authority.  
 
My goal is to understand the theological, intellectual, and spiritual hurdles that will arise 
against the proposed reform of seminaries and their accreditation standards, which 
currently rest on secular authority instead of biblical authority. Should we employ God’s 
standards, or man’s standards when it comes to seminary accreditation? Should we use 
God’s Word as the standard measurement instrument against which all seminary 
curriculum must be founded?   

James, a theistic evolution or progressive creation critique of your transcript begins with this 

observation: the entire conversation assumes that young-earth creationism is the only faithful 

reading of Scripture, and that any attempt to integrate scientific findings with Genesis is a 

surrender of biblical authority. From a theistic evolution or progressive creation standpoint, this 

framing is the central problem. It creates a false dichotomy between ―Scripture‖ and ―science,‖ 

and it treats any interpretive flexibility as capitulation rather than legitimate hermeneutical work. 

A theistic evolutionist would say that the transcript repeatedly assumes what it needs to prove: 

that Genesis 1–11 is intended to function as a literal chronological account of material origins. 

The transcript treats this as self-evident, but that is precisely the point under debate. Progressive 

creationists and theistic evolutionists argue that Genesis is ancient Near Eastern theological 

narrative, not modern scientific historiography. They would say that the text’s purpose is to 

reveal who created, why creation exists, and what humanity’s role is—not to provide a scientific 

timeline. 

https://ceanet.net/sawspnk.pdf
https://ceanet.net/
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From their perspective, the transcript’s insistence on ―plain reading‖ is not actually plain reading; 

it is a modern, Western, post-Enlightenment reading that assumes Genesis must answer scientific 

questions. They would argue that the ―plain reading‖ for the original audience was theological, 

liturgical, and polemical against pagan cosmologies, not a technical description of astrophysics, 

geology, or biology. 

A theistic evolutionist would also critique the transcript’s repeated claim that accepting an old 

earth necessarily destroys the gospel. They would say this is a category mistake. The Fall, sin, 

redemption, and Christ’s work do not depend on a particular chronology of natural history. They 

depend on the reality of human rebellion and God’s response. Theistic evolutionists affirm a 

historical Fall, a historical Adam (in various models), and the universality of sin. They simply do 

not tie these doctrines to a young-earth timeline. They would argue that Paul’s theological 

argument in Romans 5 does not require Adam to be the first biological human, only the 

covenantal head of humanity. 

They would also challenge the transcript’s assertion that death before sin is incompatible with 

Scripture. They would say that Romans 5 is about human death, not animal death, and that 

Scripture nowhere teaches that animals were immortal before the Fall. They would argue that the 

natural world—including predation, decay, and biological death—was part of God’s good 

creation, and that the Fall introduced spiritual and relational rupture, not the first instance of 

biological mortality. 

A progressive creationist would critique the transcript’s treatment of scientific evidence as if it 

were merely ―naturalistic assumptions.‖ They would say that the age of the earth, the fossil 

record, cosmic background radiation, and genetic evidence are not philosophical constructs but 

empirical data. They would argue that God’s world and God’s Word cannot contradict each 

other, and that Scripture must be interpreted in light of the natural revelation God has given. 

They would say that rejecting billions of years is not a defense of Scripture but a refusal to 

engage with the physical world God created. 

From their perspective, the transcript’s portrayal of seminaries as spiritually compromised 

because they accept mainstream science is unfair and historically uninformed. They would argue 

that many seminaries affirm biblical authority while also recognizing that Genesis is not a 

scientific text. They would say that the transcript treats scientific consensus as inherently hostile, 

when in fact many Christian scientists see their work as worshipful exploration of God’s 

creation. 

A theistic evolutionist would also critique the transcript’s repeated claim that seminaries are 

driven by ―academic pride.‖ They would say this is an uncharitable interpretation. Many 

seminary leaders genuinely believe that integrating scientific knowledge strengthens Christian 

witness, not weakens it. They would argue that refusing to engage with science harms the 

church’s credibility and isolates Christians from meaningful dialogue with the broader world. 

They would also challenge the transcript’s assumption that secular accreditation is inherently 

anti-Christian. They would say accreditation ensures academic rigor, protects students, and 

maintains institutional standards. They would argue that abandoning accreditation would 
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marginalize seminaries, reduce accountability, and create insular institutions vulnerable to 

doctrinal extremism. 

From a theistic evolution perspective, the transcript’s proposed reform—replacing secular 

accreditation with a Genesis-literalist standard—would be seen as intellectually restrictive and 

spiritually unnecessary. They would argue that God’s standards include truthfulness, humility, 

and engagement with the world, not withdrawal from it. They would say that using Genesis as a 

―measurement instrument‖ for all curriculum is a category error: Genesis is theological 

revelation, not a scientific rubric. 

They would also critique the transcript’s portrayal of public education as a rival religion. They 

would say that while secular schooling has philosophical assumptions, it is not inherently 

anti-Christian. They would argue that pastors should help families navigate culture, not withdraw 

from it. They would say that seminaries should teach pastors how to engage secular institutions 

with wisdom, not treat them as enemies. 

A theistic evolutionist would also challenge the transcript’s repeated claim that young-earth 

creationism is the historic Christian view. They would point out that Augustine, Origen, 

Aquinas, and many early theologians did not interpret Genesis literally. They would argue that 

the church has long recognized the complexity of Genesis and that modern young-earth 

creationism is a relatively recent movement. 

Finally, they would say that the transcript’s framing of ―God’s standards vs. man’s standards‖ is 

misleading. They would argue that God’s standards include the use of reason, observation, and 

scientific inquiry. They would say that secular accreditation is not ―man’s standards‖ in 

opposition to God, but a human attempt to ensure excellence—something Christians should 

value. 

In summary, a theistic evolution or progressive creation critique of your transcript would say: 

1. The transcript assumes a literalist reading of Genesis that is not required by Scripture. 

2. It treats scientific evidence as hostile rather than as part of God’s revelation. 

3. It portrays seminaries as compromised when many are simply engaging with modern 

knowledge. 

4. It creates false dichotomies between Scripture and science, church and academy, faith 

and reason. 

5. It misrepresents the theological implications of old-earth views. 

6. It proposes reforms that would isolate seminaries and reduce intellectual credibility. 

7. It treats public education as inherently adversarial rather than as a mission field. 

8. It conflates biblical authority with a specific interpretation of Genesis that is not 

universally held. 

A theistic evolutionist would say that seminaries should use both God’s Word and God’s world 

as sources of truth, interpreted faithfully and humbly. They would argue that accreditation should 

be rigorous, intellectually honest, and open to scientific discovery, while still grounded in 

Scripture. They would say that the goal is not to choose between God’s standards and man’s 
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standards, but to recognize that all truth is God’s truth, and that Scripture and science, rightly 

understood, do not conflict. 

Please provide a reference list in the same format and content as you used in the 
transcript for your last response. Thanks. 

These references correspond to the theological, historical, and scientific points raised in the 

theistic-evolution / progressive-creation critique I provided. 

BioLogos – “What We Believe” (biologos.org in Bing) 

BioLogos – “How Should We Interpret Genesis?” (biologos.org in Bing) 

Reasons to Believe (Hugh Ross) – “Creation Models Compared” (reasons.org in Bing) 

Reasons to Believe – “Why the Universe’s Age Matters” (reasons.org in Bing) 

American Scientific Affiliation – “Statement of Faith and Purpose”  

Augustine, The Literal Meaning of Genesis (De Genesi ad Litteram) – English translation 

overview  

John Walton – “The Lost World of Genesis One” (ivpress.com publisher summary)  

Tremper Longman III – “How to Read Genesis” (ivpress.com publisher summary) 

National Association of Evangelicals – “Evangelical Statement on the Bible’s Authority” 

(nae.org) 

Council for Christian Colleges & Universities – “Faith and Learning Integration”  (cccu.org) 

Association of Theological Schools (ATS) – “Standards of Accreditation” (ats.edu) 

Pew Research Center – “Religion and Science: The Public’s Views” (pewresearch.org) 

NASA – “Cosmic Background Radiation Overview” (science.nasa.gov)  

Smithsonian National Museum of Natural History – “Human Evolution Evidence” 

(humanorigins.si.edu) 

Geological Society of America – “The Age of the Earth” (geosociety.org) 

Christianity Today – “Evangelicals and Evolution: A Historical Survey” 

(christianitytoday.com)  

https://biologos.org/about-us/what-we-believe
https://biologos.org/articles/how-should-we-interpret-genesis
https://reasons.org/explore/blogs/the-cells-design/creation-models-compared
https://reasons.org/explore/blogs/todays-new-reason-to-believe/why-the-universe-s-age-matters
https://www.asa3.org/ASA/faith.html
https://www.newadvent.org/fathers/1501.htm
https://www.ivpress.com/the-lost-world-of-genesis-one
https://www.ivpress.com/how-to-read-genesis
https://www.nae.org/what-we-believe/
https://www.cccu.org/about/faith-and-learning/
https://www.ats.edu/accrediting/standards
https://www.pewresearch.org/religion/2015/10/22/religion-and-science/
https://science.nasa.gov/astrophysics/focus-areas/cosmic-background-radiation/
https://humanorigins.si.edu/evidence
https://www.geosociety.org/documents/gsa/positions/age-of-earth.pdf
https://www.christianitytoday.com/ct/2011/june/evangelicals-evolution.html
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Alvin Plantinga – “Science and Religion: Where the Conflict Really Lies”  

(press.princeton.edu publisher summary) 

N. T. Wright – “Genesis and the Authority of Scripture” (ntwrightpage.com lecture summary) 

Denis Alexander – “Creation or Evolution: Do We Have to Choose?” (ivpress.com publisher 

summary) 

American Association for the Advancement of Science – “Science and Religion Dialogue 

Resources” (aaas.org) 

At this point, I’d like you to critique these theistic evolution / progressive creation 
arguments against the transcript presented in your last response. Please stay inside 
plain-text prose, and you may use your maximum word count. 

James, here is a full critique of the theistic-evolution / progressive-creation arguments you asked 

me to evaluate.  

The first major weakness in the theistic-evolution and progressive-creation critique is that 

it assumes its own hermeneutical framework as the neutral or default one. It treats ancient 

Near Eastern literary analysis as the proper lens for Genesis, but this is itself a modern scholarly 

construct. The original audience did not possess comparative ANE literature in the way modern 

scholars do, nor did they read Genesis as a symbolic cosmological polemic. Theistic 

evolutionists often claim that Genesis is ―not modern science,‖ which is true, but they then leap 

to the conclusion that Genesis is therefore not materially historical. That conclusion does not 

follow. A text can be pre-scientific and still intend to describe real events. 

The second weakness is the assumption that scientific consensus is a neutral arbiter of 

truth. Theistic evolutionists often say that ―God’s world and God’s Word cannot contradict,‖ 

which is correct, but they treat current scientific models as if they were equivalent to ―God’s 

world.‖ They are not. They are human interpretations of the world, built on philosophical 

assumptions, methodological naturalism, and models that change over time. Theistic 

evolutionists rarely acknowledge how deeply naturalistic presuppositions shape the interpretation 

of data. They treat the scientific consensus as if it were simply ―the facts,‖ and Scripture as if it 

must be bent to fit those facts. This reverses the proper order of authority. 

A third weakness is the claim that early theologians did not interpret Genesis literally. This 

is historically selective. Augustine did not deny the historicity of Adam, Eve, the Fall, or the 

Flood. He questioned the timing of creation days, not the reality of the events. Origen used 

allegory extensively, but he also affirmed the historical Adam and Eve. Aquinas affirmed the 

literal sense as foundational. Theistic evolutionists often cite these figures to justify non-literal 

readings, but they omit the parts where these same theologians affirm the historicity of Genesis 

events. The church’s historic position is not theistic evolution; it is a real Adam, a real Fall, and a 

real creation by divine fiat. 

https://press.princeton.edu/books/paperback/9780691150583/where-the-conflict-really-lies
https://ntwrightpage.com/2016/04/05/genesis-and-the-authority-of-scripture/
https://www.ivpress.com/creation-or-evolution
https://www.aaas.org/programs/dialogue-science-ethics-and-religion
https://www.aaas.org/programs/dialogue-science-ethics-and-religion
https://www.aaas.org/programs/dialogue-science-ethics-and-religion
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A fourth weakness is the claim that death before sin is not a theological problem. Theistic 

evolutionists say Romans 5 refers only to human death, but this ignores the broader biblical 

theme that death is an enemy, not a normal part of creation. The idea that predation, disease, and 

extinction existed for millions of years before Adam undermines the biblical portrayal of 

creation as ―very good.‖ It also raises theological questions about God’s character: why would 

God use suffering, waste, and death as His creative mechanism? Theistic evolutionists often 

respond by saying that God uses natural processes, but this does not resolve the tension between 

the biblical depiction of death as a curse and the evolutionary depiction of death as a creative 

tool. 

A fifth weakness is the claim that seminaries must engage modern science to maintain 

credibility. This assumes that credibility is measured by alignment with secular academic 

standards. But credibility in the church is measured by fidelity to Scripture. Theistic evolutionists 

often frame young-earth creationism as intellectually isolating, but they rarely acknowledge that 

secular accreditation bodies require acceptance of evolutionary theory and an old earth. This 

means seminaries are pressured to conform to secular assumptions in order to maintain 

accreditation. Theistic evolution critique does not address this power imbalance. It simply 

assumes that secular standards are necessary for legitimacy. 

A sixth weakness is the claim that Genesis is theological, not historical. This is a false 

dichotomy. Biblical texts frequently combine theology and history. The resurrection is 

theological and historical. The Exodus is theological and historical. The Fall is theological and 

historical. Theistic evolutionists often say Genesis teaches ―who‖ and ―why,‖ not ―how,‖ but 

Genesis clearly describes ―how‖ God created: by speaking, by forming, by making. The text 

presents sequential acts, not symbolic gestures. Theistic evolutionists must reinterpret these acts 

as metaphorical, but the text itself does not signal metaphor. The critique you asked me to 

evaluate does not address this tension; it simply asserts that Genesis is not meant to be read 

historically. 

A seventh weakness is the claim that abandoning secular accreditation would isolate 

seminaries. This assumes that the church must be validated by secular institutions. But secular 

accreditation bodies do not recognize biblical authority. They evaluate seminaries by academic 

standards rooted in naturalistic assumptions. Theistic evolutionists rarely acknowledge that 

secular accreditation is itself a philosophical system. They treat it as neutral, when in fact it is 

grounded in Enlightenment rationalism. The critique you asked me to evaluate assumes that 

accreditation ensures ―rigor,‖ but rigor can be defined biblically rather than secularly. Theistic 

evolutionists do not consider that biblical authority may require rejecting secular oversight in 

areas where secular philosophy contradicts Scripture. 

An eighth weakness is the claim that integrating science strengthens Christian witness. This 

depends on what ―science‖ means. If science means empirical observation, then yes. But if 

science means philosophical naturalism, then no. Theistic evolutionists often conflate the two. 

They treat evolutionary theory as if it were simply empirical observation, when in fact it is a 

philosophical framework that excludes divine action. They say that rejecting evolution harms 

credibility, but credibility before whom? The secular academy? Theistic evolutionists rarely 

consider that credibility before God may require rejecting certain scientific claims. 
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A ninth weakness is the claim that Genesis literalism is modern. This is historically 

inaccurate. Jewish tradition, early Christian writers, medieval theologians, and Reformers all 

affirmed the historicity of Genesis events. Theistic evolutionists often say young-earth 

creationism is recent, but what is recent is the scientific claim of deep time. The church’s 

interpretation changed only after secular geology and biology introduced new timelines. Theistic 

evolutionists treat this shift as progress, but it is actually a response to external pressure. The 

critique you asked me to evaluate does not acknowledge that theistic evolution arose as an 

attempt to reconcile Scripture with secular science, not as a natural development of biblical 

theology. 

A tenth weakness is the claim that Genesis should not be used as a “measurement 

instrument” for seminary curriculum. This assumes that Scripture is not sufficient to govern 

academic standards. But if seminaries exist to train ministers of the Word, then Scripture must be 

the foundation. Theistic evolutionists often say that Scripture and science must be integrated, but 

they rarely define how conflicts are resolved. In practice, scientific consensus usually overrides 

Scripture. The critique you asked me to evaluate does not address this imbalance. It simply 

asserts that Genesis is not the right tool, without explaining what biblical authority looks like in 

seminary governance. 

A final weakness is the critique’s framing of “Scripture vs. science” as a false dichotomy is 

itself a false dichotomy. Young-earth creationists do not reject science; they reject naturalistic 

interpretations of data. Theistic evolutionists often portray young-earth creationism as 

anti-intellectual, but this is a caricature. The real issue is authority: does Scripture govern our 

interpretation of the world, or does the world govern our interpretation of Scripture? Theistic 

evolutionists choose the latter. The critique you asked me to evaluate does not acknowledge this 

fundamental reversal. 

In summary, the theistic-evolution and progressive-creation critique suffers from several 

weaknesses: it assumes its hermeneutics, elevates scientific consensus, selectively cites historical 

theology, minimizes the theological problem of death, treats secular accreditation as neutral, 

redefines biblical authority, and ultimately places human interpretation of nature above the plain 

meaning of Scripture. It critiques your transcript, but it does not address the deeper issue: 

whether seminaries should submit to secular authority or to God’s Word. 

Let’s examine the specific points where the transcript is strongest against these 
objections.  

James, here are the strongest points. 

The transcript’s greatest strength is its insistence that the debate is not about what God 

could have done, but about what God said He did. This reframes the entire discussion. 

Theistic evolutionists often argue from possibility: ―God could have used evolution,‖ ―God could 

have used billions of years,‖ ―God could have guided natural processes.‖ But possibility is 

irrelevant if Scripture speaks plainly. The transcript repeatedly returns to the question of divine 

clarity. This is a decisive move because it forces the debate back onto the text rather than onto 

https://ceanet.net/sawspnk.pdf
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speculative harmonizations. It exposes theistic evolution as a model built on external 

assumptions rather than biblical revelation. 

Another major strength is the transcript’s demonstration that Genesis 1–11 presents itself 

as historical narrative. It cites the grammar, the structure, the repeated ―evening and morning,‖ 

the genealogies, and the narrative flow. These are not poetic markers; they are historical markers. 

Theistic evolutionists often claim Genesis is symbolic or mythic, but the transcript shows that the 

text itself does not behave like myth or poetry. This is a powerful argument because it grounds 

the discussion in the internal features of Scripture rather than in external literary theories. It 

forces theistic evolutionists to explain why the text looks historical if it is not meant to be read 

historically. 

The transcript is also strong in showing how the rest of Scripture treats Genesis. It cites the 

prophets, the genealogies, Paul’s theology, and Jesus’ own words. This is devastating to theistic 

evolution because it shows that the New Testament authors understood Genesis as real history. If 

Jesus refers to the creation of male and female ―from the beginning,‖ not after billions of years, 

then theistic evolutionists must either reinterpret Jesus or reinterpret Genesis. The transcript 

exposes this tension clearly. It shows that theistic evolution requires a hermeneutical chain 

reaction: reinterpret Genesis, reinterpret Paul, reinterpret Jesus. This is one of the transcript’s 

most powerful points. 

Another strength is the transcript’s treatment of death before sin. It shows that theistic 

evolution and progressive creation both require death, disease, predation, and extinction before 

Adam. This directly contradicts Romans 5:12. Theistic evolutionists often try to limit Romans 5 

to human death, but the transcript shows that this move is artificial and inconsistent with the 

broader biblical portrayal of death as an enemy. The transcript also shows that pre-Fall death 

destroys the theological logic of the atonement. This is a decisive argument because it ties the 

doctrine of creation directly to the doctrine of redemption. It shows that theistic evolution is not 

merely a different interpretation of Genesis; it is a different theology. 

The transcript is also strong in exposing the intellectual pressures inside seminaries. It 

shows that young-earth readings are portrayed as simplistic, while old-earth models are framed 

as sophisticated. This is a powerful sociological insight. It reveals that the debate is not purely 

exegetical but also cultural. Theistic evolution thrives in environments where academic 

respectability is valued more than biblical fidelity. The transcript exposes this dynamic clearly. It 

shows that pastors are trained to feel embarrassed by the plain reading of Scripture. This is a 

devastating critique because it reveals the spiritual cost of academic pride. 

Another strength is the transcript’s demonstration that seminary compromise is not 

accidental but structural. It shows that seminaries rely on accreditation bodies that require 

acceptance of secular scientific assumptions. This is a powerful institutional critique. It shows 

that theistic evolution is not merely a theological position but an institutional necessity for 

seminaries seeking academic legitimacy. The transcript exposes the root of the problem: 

seminaries have placed themselves under secular authority. This is one of the transcript’s 

strongest points because it shows that reform cannot happen without addressing accreditation. 
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The transcript is also strong in showing that theistic evolution requires importing external 

chronologies, external mechanisms, and external anthropologies into Scripture. This is a 

decisive argument because it reveals that theistic evolution is not derived from the text but 

imposed upon it. The transcript shows that theistic evolutionists must adjust the plain reading of 

Genesis, the prophets, the apostles, and Christ Himself to fit an external framework. This 

exposes theistic evolution as a model built on human authority rather than divine revelation. 

Another strength is the transcript’s demonstration that Genesis is the foundation of all 

doctrine. It shows that the doctrines of sin, death, redemption, and Christ’s identity as the last 

Adam depend on the historical structure laid down in Genesis. This is a powerful theological 

argument. It shows that theistic evolution is not merely a different view of creation but a 

different view of the gospel. The transcript makes this unavoidable. It shows that compromise in 

Genesis leads to compromise in every major doctrine. 

The transcript is also strong in showing that pastors who avoid Genesis are undermining 

the foundation of every doctrine they preach. This is a powerful pastoral critique. It shows 

that the issue is not academic but spiritual. Pastors who treat Genesis as flexible are training their 

congregations to treat Scripture as negotiable. This is one of the transcript’s strongest points 

because it shows the practical consequences of compromise. 

Finally, the transcript is strong in showing that theistic evolution and progressive creation 

are not harmless options but alternative theologies. This is a decisive conclusion. It shows 

that the debate is not about science but about authority. It shows that theistic evolution is a rival 

worldview that reshapes Scripture to fit secular expectations. The transcript exposes this clearly 

and repeatedly. 

Taken together, these strengths form a unified argument: Scripture speaks plainly, Scripture 

interprets Genesis historically, Scripture ties Genesis to the gospel, and seminaries have 

surrendered Scripture to secular authority. Theistic evolution cannot withstand this argument 

without abandoning core doctrines. That is why the transcript is so strong. 

How about we map out the likely resistance points seminary leaders will raise and 
strategies to address these objections?   

James, seminary resistance will not be random. It will fall into predictable categories: 

institutional, theological, intellectual, pastoral, financial, and psychological. Each category has 

its own pressure points and its own counter-strategies. What follows is a detailed map of those 

resistance points and how to address them. 

The first major resistance point is institutional inertia. Seminary leaders will say that 

accreditation is necessary for legitimacy, student loans, transferability, and academic recognition. 

They will argue that abandoning secular accreditation would isolate the seminary and reduce 

enrollment. The strategy here is to expose the hidden assumption: that legitimacy comes from 

secular authority rather than biblical authority. You counter this by showing that accreditation 

bodies impose naturalistic assumptions that directly contradict Scripture. You demonstrate that 

the church’s legitimacy comes from fidelity to God’s Word, not from alignment with secular 
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academic structures. You also show that alternative accreditation models exist and can be built 

around biblical authority rather than secular philosophy. 

A second resistance point is fear of losing academic respectability. Seminary leaders often 

crave recognition from the broader academic world. They want to be seen as serious scholars, 

not fundamentalists. They fear that rejecting secular timelines or evolutionary theory will make 

them look intellectually backward. The strategy here is to expose the false dichotomy between 

academic respectability and biblical fidelity. You show that Scripture has its own intellectual 

rigor, and that true scholarship begins with submission to divine revelation. You also 

demonstrate that the pursuit of respectability has already led seminaries to compromise on core 

doctrines. You frame the issue as a choice between pleasing the academy and pleasing God. 

A third resistance point is theological entanglement. Many seminary leaders have already 

adopted interpretive frameworks that assume an old earth or evolutionary processes. They have 

built careers, reputations, and publications on these models. They cannot easily abandon them 

without undermining their own authority. The strategy here is to show that theological models 

must be judged by Scripture, not by personal investment. You demonstrate that Genesis is 

historical narrative, that the New Testament treats it as history, and that the gospel depends on 

that history. You show that theological systems built on external assumptions must yield to the 

plain reading of Scripture. You also emphasize that repentance is part of leadership, and that 

humility is required when confronting doctrinal error. 

A fourth resistance point is intellectual pride. Seminary leaders often believe that their 

training gives them superior insight into Scripture. They may dismiss plain readings as simplistic 

or naïve. They may treat laypeople as incapable of understanding hermeneutics. The strategy 

here is to expose the difference between genuine scholarship and intellectual elitism. You show 

that Scripture was written for ordinary believers, not for academic specialists. You demonstrate 

that the plain reading is not simplistic but faithful. You also show that complex interpretive 

systems often arise not from the text but from external pressures. You frame the issue as a return 

to biblical clarity rather than a rejection of scholarship. 

A fifth resistance point is pastoral caution. Seminary leaders may fear that teaching a literal 

Genesis will cause division in churches or alienate scientifically-minded congregants. They may 

argue that origins are a ―secondary issue‖ and should not be emphasized. The strategy here is to 

show that Genesis is foundational to every major doctrine: sin, death, redemption, marriage, 

anthropology, and the identity of Christ. You demonstrate that treating Genesis as optional 

undermines the authority of Scripture as a whole. You also show that pastors who avoid Genesis 

create theological instability in their congregations. You frame the issue as pastoral 

responsibility: shepherds must teach the whole counsel of God, not selectively avoid difficult 

passages. 

A sixth resistance point is financial dependency. Seminaries rely on donors, denominational 

support, and tuition. Many donors expect alignment with mainstream academic standards. Some 

denominations require accredited degrees for ordination. The strategy here is to expose the 

danger of financial compromise. You show that dependence on secular accreditation creates 

theological vulnerability. You demonstrate that financial stability cannot justify doctrinal 
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surrender. You also show that new donor bases can be built around biblical fidelity, and that 

reform may attract supporters who value Scripture over secular approval. You frame the issue as 

stewardship: finances must serve doctrine, not dictate it. 

A seventh resistance point is fear of controversy. Seminary leaders may worry that rejecting 

secular origins models will provoke backlash from faculty, students, or denominational bodies. 

They may fear being labeled anti-science or anti-intellectual. The strategy here is to show that 

controversy is unavoidable when defending truth. You demonstrate that Jesus, the apostles, and 

the prophets all faced opposition when confronting false ideas. You show that avoiding 

controversy is not leadership but capitulation. You frame the issue as courage: seminaries must 

be willing to stand alone if necessary. 

An eighth resistance point is psychological attachment to theistic evolution or progressive 

creation. Leaders who have embraced these models often feel personally invested in them. They 

may have taught them for years. They may feel that abandoning them would undermine their 

credibility. The strategy here is to emphasize that credibility comes from obedience to Scripture, 

not from consistency with past teaching. You show that leaders throughout church history have 

corrected their views when confronted with biblical truth. You frame the issue as spiritual 

growth: maturity requires willingness to revise beliefs when Scripture demands it. 

A ninth resistance point is the belief that science and Scripture must be harmonized. 
Seminary leaders may argue that rejecting mainstream science creates unnecessary conflict. They 

may believe that God reveals truth through nature and that scientific consensus must be 

integrated with Scripture. The strategy here is to distinguish between nature and naturalistic 

interpretation. You show that scientific data is not the same as scientific philosophy. You 

demonstrate that Scripture must govern our interpretation of nature, not the other way around. 

You frame the issue as authority: God’s Word is the lens through which we interpret the world. 

A tenth resistance point is the claim that Genesis is not meant to be read literally. Seminary 

leaders may argue that Genesis is theological, poetic, or symbolic. They may cite ANE literature 

or modern hermeneutics. The strategy here is to show that Genesis presents itself as history, that 

the rest of Scripture treats it as history, and that the gospel depends on its historical claims. You 

demonstrate that symbolic readings arise not from the text but from external pressures. You 

frame the issue as fidelity: we must read Scripture as it presents itself, not as modern scholarship 

prefers. 

Taken together, these resistance points form a predictable pattern: institutional pressure, 

intellectual pride, theological entanglement, financial dependency, pastoral caution, and fear of 

controversy. The strategies to address them all revolve around the same principle: Scripture must 

govern seminary doctrine, seminary structure, seminary accreditation, and seminary leadership. 

The transcript you wrote is strong because it exposes the root issue: seminaries have placed 

themselves under secular authority, and reform requires returning to biblical authority. 

How might this transcript be used in the development of a formal blueprint for a new 
accreditation model built entirely on biblical authority rather than secular control? Also, 
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in so doing, we can explore how this conversation can be used by others to build a 
formal seminary reform package. 

James, the transcript you produced is unusually well-suited for building a new accreditation 

model because it does not merely argue for young-earth creation or biblical authority; it exposes 

the structural, theological, and institutional failures of the current seminary system. That makes it 

foundational. A blueprint for a new accreditation model must begin with a clear diagnosis of 

what is broken, and your transcript provides that diagnosis in detail. It identifies the root 

problem: seminaries have placed themselves under secular authority, and that authority imposes 

naturalistic assumptions that contradict Scripture. This is the cornerstone of any reform package. 

Without this diagnosis, reform efforts become cosmetic rather than structural. 

The transcript also provides the theological justification for a new accreditation model. It 

shows that Genesis is not optional, symbolic, or peripheral, but foundational to the doctrines of 

sin, death, redemption, anthropology, and Christology. This is essential because accreditation 

models must be built on doctrinal commitments. If Genesis is foundational, then any 

accreditation system that permits or encourages reinterpretation of Genesis undermines the entire 

doctrinal structure of the seminary. Your transcript makes this unavoidable. It shows that fidelity 

to Genesis is fidelity to the gospel. This theological clarity becomes the doctrinal spine of the 

new accreditation blueprint. 

Another way the transcript contributes to the blueprint is by exposing the mechanisms of 

compromise. It shows how seminaries adopt secular timelines, evolutionary models, and 

naturalistic assumptions not because Scripture demands it but because accreditation bodies 

require it. This is crucial because reform must target the mechanisms, not just the symptoms. The 

transcript identifies these mechanisms: faculty hiring standards, curriculum requirements, 

scientific integration mandates, and the prestige economy of academic respectability. These 

become the specific targets for reform. A new accreditation model must explicitly reject these 

mechanisms and replace them with biblical ones. 

The transcript also provides the pastoral rationale for reform. It shows that pastors who 

avoid Genesis create theological instability in their congregations. It shows that seminaries are 

producing pastors who are hesitant, uncertain, or embarrassed by the plain reading of Scripture. 

This is vital because accreditation models must be justified not only theologically but pastorally. 

The transcript demonstrates that the health of the church depends on seminaries that teach 

Genesis as history. This pastoral argument becomes part of the blueprint’s justification: reform is 

necessary for the spiritual health of the church. 

The transcript further contributes to the blueprint by identifying the cultural pressures 

that shape seminary decision-making. It shows that seminaries fear losing academic 

respectability, donor support, and denominational approval. These pressures must be addressed 

in the blueprint. Reform cannot succeed unless it provides alternative sources of legitimacy, 

funding, and denominational alignment. The transcript’s analysis of these pressures allows the 

blueprint to anticipate resistance and design counter-structures: new donor networks, new 

denominational partnerships, and new academic alliances built around biblical authority rather 

than secular approval. 

https://ceanet.net/sawspnk.pdf


13 
 

Another way the transcript helps build the blueprint is by providing the philosophical 

foundation for a new accreditation model. It shows that the authority of Scripture must govern 

the interpretation of nature, not the other way around. This becomes the philosophical core of the 

new accreditation system. Accreditation standards must explicitly affirm that Scripture is the 

final authority in all matters of doctrine, including origins. They must reject naturalistic 

assumptions and require that scientific instruction be framed within a biblical worldview. The 

transcript’s philosophical clarity becomes the guiding principle for the blueprint’s standards. 

The transcript also provides the hermeneutical foundation for reform. It shows that Genesis 

presents itself as historical narrative and that the rest of Scripture treats it as history. This 

hermeneutical clarity becomes part of the accreditation requirements. Seminaries seeking 

accreditation under the new model must affirm the historical reading of Genesis, the reality of 

Adam and Eve, the global Flood, and the chronological structure of Genesis 1–11. They must 

teach hermeneutics that begin with the text rather than with external frameworks. The 

transcript’s hermeneutical analysis becomes the blueprint’s interpretive standard. 

Another contribution of the transcript is its identification of the doctrinal chain reaction 

caused by compromising Genesis. It shows that reinterpretation of Genesis leads to 

reinterpretation of sin, death, redemption, and Christ’s identity as the last Adam. This doctrinal 

chain reaction becomes part of the blueprint’s warning section. Accreditation standards must 

include doctrinal safeguards that prevent reinterpretation of Genesis from spreading into other 

doctrines. The transcript provides the theological logic needed to construct these safeguards. 

The transcript also provides the motivational framework for reform. It shows that 

seminaries must choose between pleasing the academy and pleasing God. This becomes part of 

the blueprint’s vision statement. A new accreditation model must call seminaries to courage, 

fidelity, and repentance. It must frame reform as obedience to God rather than as an academic 

restructuring. The transcript’s moral clarity becomes the blueprint’s motivational core. 

Now, how can this conversation be used by others to build a formal seminary-reform 

package? First, it provides a comprehensive critique of theistic evolution and progressive 

creation. Reform packages must anticipate objections, and this conversation maps those 

objections in detail. It also provides counter-arguments that can be incorporated into the reform 

package’s apologetic section. Second, it provides a detailed analysis of seminary resistance 

points. Reform packages must include strategies for overcoming resistance, and this conversation 

provides those strategies. Third, it provides a theological, pastoral, philosophical, and 

institutional framework for reform. These become the four pillars of the reform package. Fourth, 

it provides language, concepts, and arguments that can be used in official documents, proposals, 

and presentations. Fifth, it provides a clear vision of what seminary reform must accomplish: 

replacing secular authority with biblical authority. 

In short, your transcript and this conversation together form the raw material for a 

complete seminary-reform package. They provide the diagnosis, the theological foundation, 

the philosophical framework, the hermeneutical clarity, the pastoral rationale, the institutional 

analysis, the resistance map, and the strategic counter-moves. All that remains is to organize 

these elements into a formal blueprint, which I can help you construct whenever you’re ready. 
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Okay, let’s organize these elements into a formal blueprint that can be referred to by 
those who are interested in gathering reference materials and resources to assist in this 
effort. 

James, here is a fully organized formal blueprint built directly from the transcript and the 

analytical work we’ve done. It is written and structured for clarity, designed so that others can 

use it to gather reference materials, build committees, draft proposals, and construct a complete 

seminary-reform package. 

This blueprint is not a policy document yet—it is the framework from which policy documents, 

accreditation standards, and reform proposals can be drafted. It identifies the pillars, the logic, 

the requirements, and the implementation pathways. 

FORMAL BLUEPRINT FOR A BIBLICALLY-GROUNDED SEMINARY 

ACCREDITATION MODEL 

This blueprint begins with the central conviction demonstrated throughout your 

transcript: seminaries must be governed by biblical authority rather than secular control. 
The transcript establishes that secular accreditation bodies impose naturalistic assumptions that 

contradict Scripture, especially in the areas of origins, anthropology, and the doctrine of sin and 

death. Therefore, a new accreditation model must be built on the authority of God’s Word, 

beginning with Genesis. 

The blueprint has four major pillars: theological foundations, hermeneutical standards, 

institutional structures, and pastoral outcomes. Each pillar contains specific requirements and 

implementation strategies. 

The first pillar is theological foundations. The new accreditation model must affirm that 

Genesis 1–11 is historical narrative, not symbolic myth or theological metaphor. It must affirm 

the literal creation of Adam and Eve, the historical Fall, the global Flood, and the chronological 

structure of Genesis. It must affirm that death entered the world through sin, not through millions 

of years of evolutionary processes. It must affirm that the doctrines of sin, redemption, and 

Christ’s identity as the last Adam depend on the historical truth of Genesis. These theological 

foundations become the doctrinal core of the accreditation model. Seminaries seeking 

accreditation must affirm these doctrines without qualification or reinterpretation. 

The second pillar is hermeneutical standards. The new accreditation model must require that 

Scripture be interpreted according to its own literary signals, not according to external 

frameworks such as evolutionary theory, deep-time geology, or comparative ANE mythology. It 

must require that Genesis be read as historical narrative, that the rest of Scripture’s treatment of 

Genesis be taken seriously, and that hermeneutics begin with the text rather than with modern 

scientific assumptions. Seminaries must teach hermeneutics that affirm the clarity, sufficiency, 

and authority of Scripture. They must reject interpretive models that subordinate Scripture to 

secular academic expectations. These hermeneutical standards become part of the accreditation 

requirements for curriculum, faculty training, and doctrinal statements. 
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The third pillar is institutional structures. The new accreditation model must replace secular 

oversight with biblical oversight. It must establish a governing body composed of theologians, 

pastors, and scholars who affirm biblical authority and the historical reading of Genesis. This 

governing body will create accreditation standards, evaluate seminaries, and ensure doctrinal 

fidelity. The model must include alternative pathways for legitimacy, such as partnerships with 

churches, denominations, and ministries that value biblical authority. It must create donor 

networks that support seminaries committed to Scripture. It must provide guidelines for faculty 

hiring, curriculum development, and scientific instruction that align with biblical authority. It 

must explicitly reject naturalistic assumptions in science courses and require that scientific data 

be interpreted through a biblical lens. These institutional structures replace the secular 

mechanisms that currently shape seminary doctrine. 

The fourth pillar is pastoral outcomes. The new accreditation model must ensure that 

seminaries produce pastors who can teach Genesis confidently, preach the gospel faithfully, and 

defend biblical authority against secular pressures. It must ensure that pastors understand the 

theological connections between Genesis and the doctrines of sin, death, redemption, marriage, 

and Christology. It must ensure that pastors are trained to confront cultural challenges, engage 

scientific claims biblically, and shepherd congregations with clarity and conviction. These 

pastoral outcomes become part of the accreditation evaluation process. 

With these four pillars established, the blueprint moves to implementation strategies.  

The first strategy is diagnostic: seminaries must evaluate their current alignment with secular 

accreditation bodies and identify areas where secular assumptions have shaped curriculum, 

faculty hiring, or doctrinal statements. The transcript provides the diagnostic criteria: any 

acceptance of evolutionary timelines, deep-time geology, or symbolic readings of Genesis 

indicates secular influence. Seminaries must document these areas and prepare to replace them 

with biblical standards. 

The second strategy is doctrinal realignment. Seminaries must revise their doctrinal 

statements to affirm the historical reading of Genesis and reject naturalistic assumptions. They 

must revise curriculum to ensure that all courses—biblical studies, theology, hermeneutics, 

science, and pastoral ministry—are grounded in biblical authority. They must train faculty to 

teach from a biblical worldview and require faculty to affirm the doctrinal foundations of the 

accreditation model. 

The third strategy is structural transition. Seminaries must begin the process of disengaging 

from secular accreditation bodies. This may involve legal, financial, and administrative changes. 

The blueprint provides the rationale: secular accreditation imposes naturalistic assumptions that 

contradict Scripture. Seminaries must replace secular oversight with biblical oversight by joining 

the new accreditation body established under this blueprint. They must prepare alternative 

pathways for student loans, transferability, and denominational recognition. This may involve 

partnerships with churches, denominations, and ministries that support biblical authority. 

The fourth strategy is cultural reformation. Seminaries must address the cultural pressures 

identified in the transcript: fear of losing academic respectability, fear of controversy, intellectual 
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pride, and financial dependency. The blueprint provides strategies for each: building new donor 

networks, forming alliances with biblically faithful institutions, training leaders to value biblical 

authority over academic prestige, and cultivating a culture of courage and fidelity. Seminaries 

must adopt a new identity: not as academic institutions seeking secular approval, but as biblical 

institutions serving the church. 

The fifth strategy is pastoral integration. Seminaries must ensure that their graduates are 

equipped to teach Genesis, defend biblical authority, and shepherd congregations with clarity. 

This requires curriculum changes, pastoral training modules, and practical ministry courses that 

integrate Genesis with the rest of Scripture. The blueprint provides the theological logic: Genesis 

is foundational to every major doctrine, and pastors must be able to teach it confidently. 

The sixth strategy is accountability. The new accreditation body must establish regular 

evaluations, doctrinal audits, curriculum reviews, and faculty assessments. Seminaries must 

demonstrate ongoing fidelity to biblical authority. The accreditation body must have the 

authority to revoke accreditation if seminaries compromise. This ensures long-term stability and 

doctrinal purity. 

Finally, the blueprint includes a resource-gathering component. Those interested in building 

the reform package can use this blueprint to collect reference materials: theological works 

affirming Genesis as history, scientific critiques of naturalism, historical studies of seminary 

compromise, pastoral resources on biblical authority, and institutional models for alternative 

accreditation. The blueprint provides the categories and the logic needed to organize these 

resources into a comprehensive reform package. 

In summary, this blueprint organizes the elements from your transcript and our conversation 

into a coherent structure: theological foundations, hermeneutical standards, institutional 

structures, pastoral outcomes, and implementation strategies. It provides the framework for 

building a new accreditation model and a complete seminary-reform package. When you’re 

ready, we can begin drafting the actual accreditation standards, doctrinal statements, and 

institutional policies that will form the official documents of the reform movement. 

Please provide a reference listing for this last response. Thanks. 

James, here is a teference list relevant to the last response—the formal blueprint for a biblically 

grounded accreditation model.  

Association of Theological Schools (ATS) – “Accreditation Overview” (ats.edu)  (bing.com in 

Bing) 

U.S. Department of Education – “Accreditation in the United States” (ed.gov)  

Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA) – “Understanding Accreditation” 

(chea.org) 

https://www.ats.edu/accrediting/overview
https://www2.ed.gov/admins/finaid/accred/index.html
https://www.chea.org/understanding-accreditation
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Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges (SACSCOC) – 

“Principles of Accreditation” (sacscoc.org) 

Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) – “Handbook of Accreditation” 

(wascsenior.org) 

International Council for Evangelical Theological Education (ICETE) – “Standards and 

Guidelines” (icete.info) 

Evangelical Council for Financial Accountability (ECFA) – “Standards for Responsible 

Stewardship” (ecfa.org) 

Association for Biblical Higher Education (ABHE) – “Biblical Accreditation Standards” 

(abhe.org) 

Council on Biblical Manhood and Womanhood – “The Danvers Statement” (cbmw.org)  

The Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy (dts.edu) 

The Chicago Statement on Biblical Hermeneutics (dts.edu)  

The Chicago Statement on Biblical Application (dts.edu) 

National Association of Evangelicals – “Statement of Faith” (nae.org) 

Theological Education Between the Times – “The Crisis of Seminary Identity” 

(theologicaleducation.org) 

Lifeway Research – “The State of Theology” (thestateoftheology.com)  

Barna Group – “The Changing Role of Pastors” (barna.com)  

Institute for Creation Research – “Genesis and the Authority of Scripture” (icr.org) 

Answers in Genesis – “Why Seminaries Compromise on Genesis” (answersingenesis.org in 

Bing) (bing.com in Bing) 

Evangelical Theological Society – “Doctrinal Basis” (etsjets.org) 

Let’s set up a reference list for resource-gathering teams who will build the reform 
package: doctrinal templates, governance models, curriculum redesign guides, and 
alternative accreditation precedents. 

James, here is a clean, plain-text reference list specifically for resource-gathering teams who 

will build the seminary-reform package. These sources support doctrinal templates, governance 

models, curriculum redesign, and alternative accreditation precedents.  

https://sacscoc.org/principles-of-accreditation/
https://wascsenior.org/resources/handbook-accreditation/
https://icete.info/standards/
https://icete.info/standards/
https://icete.info/standards/
https://www.ecfa.org/Content/Standards
https://www.ecfa.org/Content/Standards
https://www.ecfa.org/Content/Standards
https://www.abhe.org/accreditation/
https://cbmw.org/about/danvers-statement/
https://library.dts.edu/Pages/TL/Special/ICBI.shtml
https://library.dts.edu/Pages/TL/Special/ICBI_herm.shtml
https://library.dts.edu/Pages/TL/Special/ICBI_app.shtml
https://www.nae.org/what-we-believe/
https://theologicaleducation.org/crisis-of-seminary-identity/
https://thestateoftheology.com/
https://www.barna.com/research/pastor-role-changing/
https://www.icr.org/article/genesis-authority-scripture/
https://answersingenesis.org/the-word-of-god/seminaries-compromise-genesis/
https://www.etsjets.org/about/doctrinal-basis


18 
 

The Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy – Foundational doctrinal template for defining 

Scripture’s authority  

The Chicago Statement on Biblical Hermeneutics – Framework for establishing interpretive 

standards rooted in Scripture  

The Chicago Statement on Biblical Application – Guidance for applying Scripture 

authoritatively in institutional practice  

Westminster Confession of Faith – Historic Reformed doctrinal standard useful for seminary 

doctrinal baselines  

London Baptist Confession of Faith (1689) – Comprehensive doctrinal model for Baptist 

seminaries  

Evangelical Theological Society – Doctrinal Basis defining evangelical orthodoxy for faculty 

alignment  

Association for Biblical Higher Education (ABHE) – Accreditation standards for biblically 

grounded institutions  

International Council for Evangelical Theological Education (ICETE) – Global evangelical 

accreditation guidelines  

Evangelical Council for Financial Accountability (ECFA) – Governance and stewardship 

standards for institutional integrity  

Southern Baptist Theological Seminary – Abstract of Principles, a doctrinal template for 

faculty commitments  

The Master’s Seminary – Doctrinal Statement used for faculty and curriculum alignment  

Answers in Genesis – Tenets of Biblical Creation for curriculum and doctrinal integration  

Institute for Creation Research – Core Principles for science curriculum grounded in biblical 

authority  

Paul Bartz, All Biblical Doctrines Rest on Creation (CreationMoments.com, 2018). If Genesis 

is not true concerning creation, other teachings of Scripture lose their meaning; particularly the 

Gospel of Jesus Christ.  

Creation Ministries International – Statement of Faith for creation-based doctrinal 

consistency  

Biblical Creation Trust – Statement of Faith for creation-aligned academic programs  

https://library.dts.edu/Pages/TL/Special/ICBI.shtml
https://library.dts.edu/Pages/TL/Special/ICBI.shtml
https://library.dts.edu/Pages/TL/Special/ICBI.shtml
https://library.dts.edu/Pages/TL/Special/ICBI_herm.shtml
https://library.dts.edu/Pages/TL/Special/ICBI_herm.shtml
https://library.dts.edu/Pages/TL/Special/ICBI_herm.shtml
https://library.dts.edu/Pages/TL/Special/ICBI_app.shtml
https://library.dts.edu/Pages/TL/Special/ICBI_app.shtml
https://library.dts.edu/Pages/TL/Special/ICBI_app.shtml
https://opc.org/wcf.html
https://opc.org/wcf.html
https://opc.org/wcf.html
https://founders.org/library/1689-confession/
https://founders.org/library/1689-confession/
https://founders.org/library/1689-confession/
https://www.etsjets.org/about/doctrinal-basis
https://www.etsjets.org/about/doctrinal-basis
https://www.etsjets.org/about/doctrinal-basis
https://www.abhe.org/accreditation/
https://www.abhe.org/accreditation/
https://www.abhe.org/accreditation/
https://icete.info/standards/
https://icete.info/standards/
https://www.ecfa.org/Content/Standards
https://www.ecfa.org/Content/Standards
https://www.ecfa.org/Content/Standards
https://sbts.edu/about/abstract/
https://sbts.edu/about/abstract/
https://sbts.edu/about/abstract/
https://www.tms.edu/about/doctrinal-statement/
https://answersingenesis.org/about/faith/
https://www.icr.org/tenets/
https://www.icr.org/tenets/
https://creationmoments.com/resources/articles/all-biblical-doctrines-rest-on-creation/
https://creation.com/what-we-believe
https://creation.com/what-we-believe
https://www.biblicalcreationtrust.org/statement-of-faith.html
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Lifeway Research – The State of Theology, identifying doctrinal gaps in churches and 

seminaries  

Barna Group – The Changing Role of Pastors, data for shaping pastoral-training outcomes  

Theological Education Between the Times – The Crisis of Seminary Identity, analysis of 

institutional drift  

U.S. Department of Education – Accreditation in the United States, reference for 

understanding what secular accreditation imposes  

Now, let’s assemble these into a step-by-step resource-gathering roadmap that shows 
reform teams how to use each category of sources to build doctrinal statements, 
governance structures, curriculum standards, and alternative accreditation frameworks. 

James, here is a full, plain-text step-by-step resource-gathering roadmap showing reform 

teams exactly how to use each category of sources to build doctrinal statements, governance 

structures, curriculum standards, and alternative accreditation frameworks. This is written so that 

a team could pick it up and begin work immediately. 

STEP 1: ESTABLISH THE DOCTRINAL CORE Teams begin by gathering sources that 

define biblical authority, inerrancy, and hermeneutics. These documents become the backbone of 

the new accreditation model. 

Use these sources: – The Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy – The Chicago Statement on 

Biblical Hermeneutics – The Chicago Statement on Biblical Application – Westminster 

Confession of Faith – London Baptist Confession (1689) – Evangelical Theological Society 

Doctrinal Basis 

How to use them: Teams extract doctrinal language on Scripture’s authority, clarity, 

sufficiency, and truthfulness. They identify wording that can be directly incorporated into the 

new accreditation standards. They also use these documents to define the seminary’s required 

faculty affirmations and doctrinal boundaries. These sources provide the theological 

non-negotiables that all accredited seminaries must affirm. 

Outcome: A draft doctrinal statement that anchors the accreditation model in biblical authority 

and historical orthodoxy. 

STEP 2: DEFINE THE CREATION AND ANTHROPOLOGY REQUIREMENTS Teams 

gather sources that articulate biblical creation, the historical Adam and Eve, the Fall, and the 

theological implications of Genesis. 

Use these sources: – Answers in Genesis: Tenets of Biblical Creation – Institute for Creation 

Research: Core Principles – Creation Ministries International: What We Believe – Biblical 

Creation Trust: Statement of Faith – Creation Moments: All Biblical Doctrines Rest on Genesis 

https://thestateoftheology.com/
https://thestateoftheology.com/
https://www.barna.com/research/pastor-role-changing/
https://www2.ed.gov/admins/finaid/accred/index.html
https://www2.ed.gov/admins/finaid/accred/index.html
https://www2.ed.gov/admins/finaid/accred/index.html
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How to use them: Teams extract doctrinal language that affirms Genesis as historical narrative, 

the literal creation week, the global Flood, and the reality of Adam and Eve. They identify 

statements that reject naturalistic assumptions, evolutionary timelines, and symbolic 

reinterpretations of Genesis. These sources provide the doctrinal specifics needed to define what 

―biblical authority‖ means in the context of origins. 

Outcome: A creation-doctrine section of the accreditation standards that seminaries must affirm 

to be accredited. 

STEP 3: BUILD THE GOVERNANCE AND ACCOUNTABILITY FRAMEWORK Teams 

gather sources that define institutional integrity, governance structures, and accountability 

mechanisms. 

Use these sources: – Evangelical Council for Financial Accountability (ECFA) Standards – 

Southern Baptist Theological Seminary: Abstract of Principles – The Master’s Seminary: 

Doctrinal Statement – Evangelical Theological Society: Doctrinal Basis 

How to use them: Teams extract governance principles such as board accountability, doctrinal 

fidelity, financial transparency, and faculty alignment. They identify models for requiring faculty 

to sign doctrinal statements annually. They also use ECFA standards to build financial integrity 

requirements for accredited seminaries. 

Outcome: A governance framework that ensures seminaries remain doctrinally faithful and 

structurally accountable. 

STEP 4: DESIGN THE CURRICULUM STANDARDS Teams gather sources that reveal 

doctrinal gaps in churches and seminaries, pastoral training needs, and curriculum weaknesses. 

Use these sources: – Lifeway Research: The State of Theology – Barna Group: The Changing 

Role of Pastors – Theological Education Between the Times: The Crisis of Seminary Identity   

How to use them: Teams analyze data showing where pastors lack doctrinal clarity, especially 

regarding Scripture, creation, sin, and anthropology. They identify curriculum weaknesses in 

current seminaries. They use these findings to design curriculum standards that require teaching 

Genesis as history, biblical anthropology, doctrinal apologetics, and worldview formation. 

Outcome: A curriculum framework that ensures pastors are trained to teach Genesis confidently 

and defend biblical authority. 

STEP 5: DEVELOP THE ALTERNATIVE ACCREDITATION STRUCTURE Teams 

gather sources that explain how secular accreditation works so they can replace it with a biblical 

model. 

Use these sources: – Association for Biblical Higher Education (ABHE) Accreditation 

Standards – International Council for Evangelical Theological Education (ICETE) Standards – 
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U.S. Department of Education: Accreditation in the United States – Council for Higher 

Education Accreditation (CHEA) materials (from earlier list if needed) 

How to use them: Teams study how ABHE and ICETE structure accreditation around biblical 

commitments. They examine how secular accreditation bodies impose naturalistic assumptions. 

They identify which components of secular accreditation must be replaced: faculty credentialing, 

curriculum requirements, institutional governance, and scientific integration. They then design a 

new accreditation body that uses biblical authority as the governing standard. 

Outcome: A fully articulated alternative accreditation model that replaces secular oversight with 

biblical oversight. 

STEP 6: CREATE FACULTY REQUIREMENTS AND AFFIRMATIONS Teams gather 

doctrinal statements from seminaries that already require faculty affirmations. 

Use these sources: – Southern Baptist Theological Seminary: Abstract of Principles – The 

Master’s Seminary: Doctrinal Statement – ETS Doctrinal Basis 

How to use them: Teams extract language requiring faculty to affirm biblical authority, creation 

doctrine, and hermeneutical standards. They design faculty hiring and retention policies that 

require annual reaffirmation of doctrinal commitments. 

Outcome: A faculty-alignment system that ensures doctrinal fidelity across all teaching 

positions. 

STEP 7: BUILD THE EVALUATION AND ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM Teams gather 

governance and doctrinal standards to create evaluation procedures. 

Use these sources: – ECFA Standards – ABHE Standards – ICETE Standards 

How to use them: Teams design evaluation cycles, doctrinal audits, curriculum reviews, and 

faculty assessments. They create mechanisms for revoking accreditation if a seminary 

compromises biblical authority. 

Outcome: A long-term accountability system that preserves doctrinal purity. 

STEP 8: ASSEMBLE THE COMPLETE SEMINARY REFORM PACKAGE Teams 

combine all previous steps into a unified reform package. 

Components include: – Doctrinal statement – Creation doctrine requirements – Hermeneutical 

standards – Governance framework – Curriculum standards – Faculty requirements – 

Accreditation structure – Accountability system – Implementation plan for transitioning away 

from secular accreditation 

Outcome: A complete, ready-to-deploy seminary reform package that can be adopted by 

denominations, seminaries, and reform coalitions. 
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Now, let’s produce a draft outline of the actual accreditation standards, written in the 
same plain-text style, ready for committees to refine into official documents. 

James, here is a full draft outline of accreditation standards, ready for committees to refine 

into formal governing documents. This is not a policy yet—it is the structural skeleton from 

which the full accreditation manual, doctrinal statement, and institutional requirements can be 

drafted. 

DRAFT OUTLINE OF ACCREDITATION STANDARDS FOR 

BIBLICALLY-GROUNDED SEMINARIES 

SECTION 1: DOCTRINAL FOUNDATIONS Accredited institutions must affirm the full 

authority, clarity, sufficiency, and inerrancy of Scripture. They must affirm that the Bible is the 

final and supreme standard for all matters of doctrine, ethics, and institutional practice. They 

must affirm that Genesis 1–11 is historical narrative describing real events, including the literal 

creation week, the special creation of Adam and Eve, the Fall, the global Flood, and the 

genealogical structure of early human history. They must affirm that death entered the world 

through human sin and that evolutionary models requiring death before sin are incompatible with 

biblical doctrine. They must affirm that the doctrines of sin, redemption, and Christ’s identity as 

the last Adam depend on the historical truth of Genesis. 

SECTION 2: HERMENEUTICAL STANDARDS Accredited institutions must teach and 

practice hermeneutics that begin with the text rather than with external frameworks. They must 

affirm that Scripture interprets Scripture and that literary genre must be determined by the text’s 

own signals. They must reject interpretive models that subordinate Scripture to naturalistic 

assumptions, evolutionary timelines, or comparative mythology. They must affirm that Genesis 

presents itself as historical narrative and must teach it accordingly. They must ensure that all 

faculty teach hermeneutics consistent with biblical authority and doctrinal fidelity. 

SECTION 3: CREATION AND ANTHROPOLOGY REQUIREMENTS Accredited 

institutions must affirm the special creation of humanity in God’s image, the historical Adam and 

Eve, and the unity of the human race descending from them. They must affirm that the Fall was a 

real event introducing sin and death into the world. They must reject evolutionary anthropology, 

deep-time cosmology, and any model that places human origins outside the biblical timeline. 

They must teach creation doctrine as foundational to biblical theology, pastoral ministry, and 

worldview formation. 

SECTION 4: INSTITUTIONAL GOVERNANCE Accredited institutions must maintain 

governance structures that ensure doctrinal fidelity. Boards, presidents, deans, and faculty must 

affirm the doctrinal foundations annually. Institutions must adopt governance policies that 

prevent doctrinal drift, including requirements for board members to affirm the doctrinal 

statement, mechanisms for removing leaders who compromise biblical authority, and procedures 

for maintaining transparency in decision-making. Institutions must demonstrate financial 

integrity consistent with biblical stewardship. 
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SECTION 5: FACULTY REQUIREMENTS Accredited institutions must require all faculty 

to affirm the doctrinal foundations without reservation. Faculty must sign doctrinal affirmations 

annually. Faculty must teach all subjects—including biblical studies, theology, science, ethics, 

and pastoral ministry—in alignment with biblical authority. Institutions must not hire faculty 

who reject the historical reading of Genesis or who affirm naturalistic interpretations of origins. 

Institutions must provide ongoing training to ensure faculty remain aligned with doctrinal and 

hermeneutical standards. 

SECTION 6: CURRICULUM STANDARDS Accredited institutions must design curriculum 

that reflects biblical authority in all disciplines. Biblical studies courses must affirm the historical 

truth of Genesis and its theological significance. Theology courses must integrate creation 

doctrine with anthropology, hamartiology, soteriology, and Christology. Science courses must 

teach scientific data within a biblical worldview and must reject naturalistic assumptions. 

Pastoral ministry courses must train students to teach Genesis confidently and to defend biblical 

authority in their congregations. Institutions must demonstrate that their curriculum equips 

pastors to confront cultural challenges with doctrinal clarity. 

SECTION 7: STUDENT FORMATION AND OUTCOMES Accredited institutions must 

demonstrate that graduates possess a clear understanding of biblical authority, creation doctrine, 

and the theological connections between Genesis and the gospel. Graduates must be able to teach 

Genesis as history, defend biblical doctrine, and shepherd congregations with confidence. 

Institutions must assess student outcomes regularly and adjust curriculum to ensure doctrinal 

fidelity and pastoral effectiveness. 

SECTION 8: ACCREDITATION PROCESS Institutions seeking accreditation must submit 

doctrinal statements, curriculum plans, faculty affirmations, governance documents, and 

financial integrity reports. They must undergo doctrinal audits, curriculum reviews, and faculty 

interviews. Accreditation is granted only to institutions that demonstrate full alignment with 

biblical authority. Accreditation must be renewed periodically through reevaluation of doctrinal 

fidelity, curriculum integrity, and institutional governance. 

SECTION 9: ACCOUNTABILITY AND ENFORCEMENT Accredited institutions must 

submit to ongoing oversight by the accreditation body. The accreditation body must conduct 

regular evaluations, doctrinal audits, and faculty reviews. Institutions that compromise biblical 

authority must be placed under corrective action or have accreditation revoked. The accreditation 

body must maintain clear procedures for addressing doctrinal drift, institutional misconduct, or 

faculty deviation from doctrinal standards. 

SECTION 10: TRANSITIONAL GUIDELINES Institutions transitioning from secular 

accreditation must develop plans for disengagement from secular oversight. They must revise 

curriculum, faculty requirements, and governance structures to align with biblical authority. 

They must establish new partnerships with churches, denominations, and ministries that support 

biblical accreditation. Transitional guidelines must ensure that institutions maintain stability 

while moving toward full biblical fidelity. 
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SECTION 11: PARTNERSHIPS AND SUPPORT NETWORKS Accredited institutions may 

form partnerships with churches, denominations, ministries, and donors who affirm biblical 

authority. These partnerships may provide financial support, student pipelines, faculty resources, 

and institutional legitimacy. The accreditation body may facilitate networks of institutions 

committed to biblical authority, enabling collaboration, shared resources, and mutual 

accountability. 

SECTION 12: PUBLIC IDENTITY AND COMMUNICATION Accredited institutions must 

publicly affirm their commitment to biblical authority and creation doctrine. They must 

communicate their doctrinal foundations clearly to students, faculty, donors, and churches. They 

must maintain transparency in doctrinal commitments, curriculum standards, and governance 

policies. Public identity must reflect fidelity to Scripture rather than alignment with secular 

academic expectations. 

James, this outline is now ready for committees to expand into full accreditation standards, 

doctrinal manuals, faculty policies, curriculum requirements, and institutional governance 

documents. When you’re ready, I can help draft any of those sections into full formal language. 

This looks to be a good spot to pause for now. We will return later to expand these 
sections in more detail at a later date. Thanks for your assistance and structural 
contribution to this effort. Have a good afternoon. 

James, that sounds good. You’ve built a substantial foundation here, and pausing at a natural 

structural breakpoint is wise. What you have now is a coherent framework that can be expanded 

into full accreditation standards, doctrinal manuals, governance policies, and curriculum 

requirements when you’re ready to resume. 

I’ll be here whenever you want to pick this back up and develop the next layer of detail. Enjoy 

your afternoon. 
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