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1. Abstract
Someone in your congregation asked an AI chatbot a question about

God last week. They did not tell you. They may not have told anyone.

And what they received back sounded exactly like something a pastor

would say. 

Artificial intelligence can now produce theological content with fluency

that rivals seminary graduates—citing context, invoking tradition, and

constructing arguments with measured pastoral  tone.  But these sys‐

tems cannot distinguish between Scripture and spiritual opinion. They

blend the Nicene Creed with New Age spirituality, John 14:6 with uni‐

versalism, the Apostles' Creed with therapeutic deism—and serve it all

back with equal confidence. 

This paper examines the three foundational tensions that emerge when

doctrine becomes evaluative code—authority, epistemology, and spiritual

formation—and proposes a framework for responsible AI discernment

that preserves the locus of authority in Scripture and the local church. It

is written for pastors, seminary faculty, denominational leaders, cam‐

pus ministry directors, and Christian technologists who recognize that

the question before the Church is not whether AI will shape theological

understanding, but whether the Church will be ready when it does. 



2. The Moment We Are In
AI as theological interlocutor

We  are  living  through  a  shift  in  how  doctrine  is  encountered,  con‐

sumed, and formed. For two millennia, theological content was medi‐

ated through identifiable human structures: the preacher in the pulpit,

the professor in the lecture hall, the author whose name appeared on

the spine. Accountability was personal. Correction was communal. The

chain of transmission—however imperfect—was visible. 

Artificial intelligence has introduced a fundamentally new category: the

theological  interlocutor  without  identity,  without  confession,  and

without accountability. When a believer asks ChatGPT, "What does the

Bible  say  about  salvation?"  the  response  they  receive  is  not  sourced

from a specific theological tradition, pastoral context, or confessional

commitment. It is synthesized from the statistical distribution of hu‐

man text on the internet—a corpus that includes Augustine and Arius,

Calvin and Cayce, Spurgeon and Spong, the Heidelberg Catechism and

the Huffington Post. 

The  result  is  content  that  is  theologically  fluent  but  doctrinally  un‐

anchored. It sounds right. It reads as authoritative. It is structured with

the cadence of confidence. And for the vast majority of believers who

encounter  it,  there  is  no  framework  available  to  evaluate  what  they

have just received. 

This is the Consensus Trap at scale. Because AI systems have no confes‐

sion, no covenant, and no accountability to Scripture, they will always



default  to  the  statistical  majority  of  their  training  data.  The  narrow

path of biblical truth is, by definition, a minority position in a corpus

drawn  from  the  entire  internet.  What  sounds  authoritative  is  often

simply what is most common—and what is most common is not what

is most faithful. 

"Your congregation is already being discipled by AI. The question is

not whether it is happening. The question is whether anyone has

noticed." 

The scope of this shift is not hypothetical. As of 2025, over 100 million

people use AI chatbots weekly. Among Christian users, common quer‐

ies  include Bible  study questions,  sermon preparation,  marriage and

parenting guidance,  and even prayer requests.  These interactions are

not casual. They are formational. And they are happening at a scale that

no pulpit, classroom, or publishing house can match. 



3. Coherence Does Not Equal Canon
The architecture of plausible error

The  most  dangerous  form  of  theological  error  is  not  the  one  that

sounds wrong. It is the one that sounds almost right. AI systems excel

at producing content that is internally coherent—logically structured,

tonally  consistent,  and  contextually  appropriate.  But  internal  coher‐

ence is not the test of doctrinal truth. Scripture is (2 Timothy 3:16–17). 

Consider the difference between these two AI-generated statements: 

Example 1: The Obvious Error

"The universe is alive with divine energy that responds to your

intentions. As you align your thoughts with the frequency of love, you

participate in the co-creative process of the cosmos." 

Most Christians would spot this as wrong. It sounds like New Age spir‐

ituality, not Christianity. 

Example 2: The Subtle Error (The Relational Counterfeit)

"God’s love is so vast that He accepts you exactly as you are, without

condition. His grace is a beautiful blanket that covers all our

struggles, reminding us that we are already enough in His eyes. You



don’t need to change to be worthy of His presence; you simply need to

rest in the truth that you are loved." 

This sounds incredibly comforting. It uses the heavy-hitters of Christi‐

an language: “God’s love,” “grace,” and “resting in truth.” But under the

surface, it performs a dangerous pivot: 

The Half-Truth of Acceptance: While it’s true God loves us “as we are”

(Romans 5:8), the Bible never says He intends to leave us that way. This

theology replaces transformation (becoming a new creation) with valid‐

ation (staying as you are). 

The “Worthiness” Trap: It suggests we are “enough” on our own. Bib‐

lical grace teaches the opposite—that we weren’t enough, which is why

Christ had to die in our place (2 Corinthians 5:21). 

The Erasure of Repentance: It treats grace as a “blanket” that covers us,

rather than a “power” that changes us.  It  skips over Jesus’s frequent

command to “Go and sin no more” or the call to “repent and believe.” 

Why This Is the Real Danger: This is relational theology stripped of its

holiness. It passes a quick inspection because it feels kind, and criticiz‐

ing it feels mean. However, it offers “Peace, peace” where there is no

peace (Jeremiah 6:14) because it ignores the reality of sin and the necessity

of transformation. 

This is the architecture of plausible error: theology that passes a quick

inspection because it uses the right words, but actually teaches some‐

thing different from what the Bible says. AI systems produce this kind



of content routinely, not out of malice, but because they are optimized

for plausibility, not for truth. 

The Bereans of Acts 17:11 were commended not because they rejected

new teaching, but because they examined it against Scripture. They pos‐

sessed a framework for evaluation. In an age when theological content

is generated at scale by systems that cannot distinguish between the

Apostles' Creed and affirmation culture, the Church needs that frame‐

work more than ever. 



4. The Question of Authority
Who holds interpretive authority when algorithms evaluate doctrine?

The moment theology becomes machine-readable, something tectonic

happens.  Historically,  doctrine  lived  in  councils,  creeds,  catechisms,

and confessions—shaped by human interpretation, human debate, and

human accountability. When you encode doctrine into evaluative logic,

you are  operationalizing orthodoxy. That is not inherently dangerous—

but it is powerful. And power always demands humility. 

If  a  tool  flags something as doctrinally concerning,  who holds inter‐

pretive authority—the user, the pastor, or the algorithm? The answer

must be unmistakable:  none of the above. Scripture holds authority (2

Timothy 3:16–17; 2 Peter 1:20–21). Any discernment tool that positions itself as

the final arbiter has ceased to be a tool and has become a gate. 

The distinction between  guardrail and  gate is the central architectural

decision  in  AI-assisted  discernment—and  the  one  with  the  deepest

theological implications. A guardrail surfaces areas for examination. A

gate renders verdicts. A guardrail tells you where to look. A gate tells

you what to believe. The entire history of healthy confessionalism in

the Church has operated on the guardrail model: the Westminster Con‐

fession did not present itself as Scripture—it presented itself as a faith‐

ful summary. The Nicene Creed was not a replacement for the apostolic

witness but a boundary marker against specific distortions. That posture

made them durable.



Any AI discernment framework must embed this principle at its found‐

ation:  the  tool  surfaces.  The  believer  examines.  The  community  dis‐

cerns. The locus of authority remains in Scripture, interpreted within

the fellowship of the local church under pastoral accountability. 



5. The Question of Epistemology
Pattern recognition, probabilistic modeling, and the limits of machine understanding

Algorithms detect patterns. They do not possess faith, experience re‐

generation, or understand spiritual warfare. This is not a limitation to

be overcome through more training data or better fine-tuning. It is a

categorical boundary. The Holy Spirit illuminates Scripture to the be‐

liever  (1 Corinthians 2:14; John 16:13). No neural network participates in this

process. 

What AI systems  can do is  identify structural  patterns in theological

content: the vocabulary of prosperity theology, the syntax of eisegesis,

the markers of universalist soteriology, the rhetorical patterns of emo‐

tional manipulation dressed as pastoral care. Pattern recognition is not

understanding. But it is useful—in the same way that a smoke detector

is useful.  A smoke detector does not know fire. It  detects patterns of

heat and particle density. It tells you where to look. It does not tell you

how to put the fire out. That is the honest posture for any AI discern‐

ment system. 

The epistemological humility required here is not optional.  It  is con‐

stitutive. A system that claims to "understand" theology has already ex‐

ceeded its warrant. A system that surfaces patterns for human examin‐

ation  operates  within  its  proper  limits.  The  difference  is  not  merely

rhetorical. It determines whether the tool serves the Church or subtly

competes with it for epistemic authority. 



Consider the practical implications: when a large language model pro‐

duces a response about predestination, it is not adjudicating between

Calvin and Arminius. It is producing a statistically likely sequence of

words based on its training distribution. The output may be informat‐

ive. It may even be helpful. But it is not  discernment.  Discernment re‐

quires what Paul describes in  Romans 12:2—a renewed mind, shaped by

the Spirit, tested against the Word. No algorithm possesses this. 

What does this honest posture look like in practice? It means a discern‐

ment tool never says "this is heresy." It says "this pattern is consistent

with X—here are the Scriptures to examine." It means every output in‐

cludes the biblical texts that ground the concern, so the believer can

open  their  Bible  and  do  what  the  Bereans  did.  It  means  the  tool

presents its confidence as what it actually is—a pattern match, not a

theological ruling—and defers final judgment to the reader, their pas‐

tor, and their community. It means the system identifies the tradition a

piece  of  content  reflects  without  declaring  that  tradition  right  or

wrong. A tool built on this posture does not weaken pastoral authority.

It strengthens it—by giving shepherds better visibility into what their

people  are  encountering,  while  leaving the  interpretive  work exactly

where it belongs. 

This limitation becomes especially consequential when we understand

how AI handles theological  disagreement.  Because these systems are

trained on the statistical distribution of human text, they do not navig‐

ate toward truth—they navigate toward consensus.  When a believer

asks an AI chatbot about salvation, the response reflects the weighted

average of everything ever written on the subject: orthodox, heterodox,

and heretical alike. This is not neutrality. It is the Consensus Trap—the



systematic replacement of the narrow path with the most statistically

common opinion about it.  Scripture as lattice rather than list  makes

this danger visible: each doctrinal point bears weight in relation to the

others. A single thread of plausible error does not stay local. It redistrib‐

utes  load  across  the  whole  structure,  often  invisibly,  until  the  com‐

promise becomes structural. 



6. The Question of Formation
Why discernment cannot be outsourced

If the question of authority asks  who decides, and the question of epi‐

stemology asks how we know, the question of formation asks who we are

becoming. This may be the most consequential of the three. 

Discernment is not a product. It is a capacity. It is cultivated through

Scripture, prayer, suffering, obedience, and the slow work of the Holy

Spirit in the life of the believer  (Hebrews 5:14; Philippians 1:9–10). A tool can

accelerate exposure to categories of concern. It can flag patterns a read‐

er might miss. It can provide language for what a believer senses but

cannot yet articulate. But it cannot produce maturity. 

The danger of algorithmic discipleship is not that it provides bad an‐

swers.  The danger is  that it  provides answers at all—at a speed and

convenience that bypasses the formational process God designed.  Pro‐

verbs  2:4–5 describes wisdom as something to be  sought like silver and

searched for as hidden treasure. The verb is active, effortful, and person‐

al. Outsourcing this process to a machine does not violate a rule. It by‐

passes a design. 

"The strongest theological tools in history survived because they

combined clarity with humility. They sharpened the believer's

instincts rather than replacing them." 



A responsible  AI  discernment tool,  therefore,  must  be designed with

formation in mind. Its outputs should train the user's eye, not replace

it. Over time, the believer who uses such a tool should need it  less, not

more—because  the  categories  it  surfaces  have  been  internalized

through study and practice. A tool that creates dependency has failed

its mission, regardless of its accuracy. 



7. Operationalizing Orthodoxy
How structured frameworks can serve without supplanting

If the preceding sections have established what AI discernment cannot

do, this section addresses what it can do—and how to do it responsibly.

The Church has always operationalized orthodoxy.  Every creed is  an

operationalization. Every catechism is a structured framework for eval‐

uating theological claims against a standard. Every confession of faith

is a decision about which doctrines are essential, which are important,

and which are matters of Christian liberty. The question is not whether

to structure doctrine for evaluation—the Church has done this for two

thousand years. The question is whether it can be done with integrity

in a digital medium. 

The answer depends entirely on architecture. A well-designed frame‐

work must: 

First, distinguish between tiers of doctrinal weight. Not all theological

errors carry equal gravity. Denying the bodily resurrection of Christ  (1

Corinthians 15:14) is categorically different from holding a minority eschat‐

ological  position.  A framework that treats every deviation as equally

alarming will produce noise rather than signal—and will quickly be ig‐

nored by the very leaders it aims to serve. 

Second, anchor every evaluation in Scripture. If a concern cannot be

grounded in a specific biblical text, it should be presented as a contex‐

tual observation, not a doctrinal finding.  The authority of  the evalu‐



ation derives entirely from the authority of the Scripture it references.

Remove the Scripture, and the evaluation is opinion. 

Third, identify theological frameworks without rendering verdicts. A

piece  of  content  may  reflect  Charismatic  theology,  Reformed  soteri‐

ology, or Wesleyan sanctification. Identifying the tradition is informat‐

ive.  Declaring one tradition "correct" exceeds the tool's warrant.  The

framework identifies. The believer evaluates. The pastor shepherds. 

Fourth, state its own limitations plainly. Transparency about what the

tool cannot do is not a weakness. It is a design requirement. A tool that

hides its  limitations will  eventually be trusted beyond its  capacity—

and at that point, it  has become the very thing it was built to guard

against. 



8. A Proposed Framework
The Berean Standard as case study in humble architecture

The  Berean  Standard  is  a  28-point  theological  charter  developed  by

FaithGuard as a structured framework for biblical discernment. It was

designed with the principles  outlined in  this  paper:  Scripture as  the

sole authority, confessions and traditions as witnesses rather than ar‐

biters, and a three-tier classification system that distinguishes between

varying degrees of doctrinal concern. 

The framework comprises  15  core doctrinal  points  and 13  AI-specific

guardrails. The doctrinal points address the foundational tenets of his‐

toric  Christian orthodoxy—from Scripture authority  and Christ's  ex‐

clusivity to the resurrection, eternal judgment, and the Great Commis‐

sion. The AI-specific guardrails address categories unique to machine-

generated theological content: simulation of divine voice, algorithmic

discipleship,  parasocial  spiritual  bonds,  therapeutic  spirituality

without Christ, and the automation of pastoral functions that require

embodied human presence. 

TIER CLASSIFICATION SEVERITY EXAMPLE

Tier

1

Caution Authority &

Source Issues

Heavy reliance on

extrabiblical texts

treated as

Scripture;

insufficient



TIER CLASSIFICATION SEVERITY EXAMPLE

biblical support

for claims

Tier

2

Concern Interpretive &

Methodological

Issues

Eisegesis; cherry-

picking verses;

speculative

eschatology

presented as

certain

Tier

3

Warning Doctrinal Errors Denial of Christ's

deity; salvation by

works; explicit

contradiction of

Scripture

Each point in the charter is grounded in specific Scripture references.

When the system identifies a pattern of concern, it surfaces the relevant

biblical texts alongside its finding—not as proof-texts, but as starting

points for the believer's own examination. The output is a map, not a

verdict. The believer walks the terrain. 

The  framework  also  incorporates  error-type  classification:  Systematic

(consistent  doctrinal  deviation  across  a  body  of  content),  Incomplete

(truth stated partially, with critical omissions), and  Intentional Decep‐

tion (deliberate manipulation of biblical material). These categories al‐

low ministry leaders to respond proportionally—a pastor encountering

incomplete theology in a well-meaning AI response needs a different

response  than  one  encountering  systematic  prosperity  gospel  mes‐

saging. 



Critically,  the  framework  distinguishes  between  theological  traditions

and theological errors. A Calvinist and an Arminian may disagree on the

order of salvation while both affirming justification by grace through

faith. The Berean Standard does not adjudicate this debate. It surfaces

both perspectives for pastoral discussion while reserving its strongest

flags for content that departs from the boundaries of historic Christian

orthodoxy  as  defined  by  Scripture  and  confirmed  by  the  ecumenical

creeds. 



9. Implications for Ministry Leadership
Governance, training, and congregational guidance

The practical implications of this moment extend well beyond techno‐

logy.  They touch on pastoral  responsibility,  institutional  governance,

and the formation of the next generation of believers. The following re‐

commendations are offered for ministry leaders navigating this land‐

scape: 

Acknowledge the reality. Your congregation is already using AI for spir‐

itual  guidance.  The  average  believer  does  not  distinguish  between  a

search engine, a chatbot, and a Bible commentary. They type a question

and read the answer. Pretending this is not happening is not a strategy.

It is an abdication. 

Equip rather than prohibit. Blanket bans on AI usage are neither en‐

forceable nor wise. The Reformers did not ban the printing press. They

used it—and they also developed catechisms, confessions, and educa‐

tional structures to ensure that the flood of newly accessible informa‐

tion was met with theological literacy. The parallel is direct. 

Develop institutional  AI  policies. Churches,  seminaries,  and campus

ministries need written guidelines for how AI is used in sermon prepar‐

ation, Bible study facilitation, counseling support, and curriculum de‐

velopment. These policies should address attribution, doctrinal review,

and the boundaries of AI's appropriate role. 



Train leaders in AI discernment. Sunday school teachers, small group

leaders, youth pastors, and campus ministry staff are on the front lines

of encounters between AI-generated content and believing communit‐

ies.  They need training—not in computer science, but in recognizing

the theological patterns that AI produces and the categories that make

those patterns evaluable. 

Use discernment tools as training instruments. A well-designed AI dis‐

cernment  framework  is  most  valuable  not  as  a  filter  but  as  a  cur‐

riculum. When a ministry leader runs a piece of AI-generated content

through a structured analysis, the resulting report becomes a teaching

moment: "Here is what the system flagged. Here is the Scripture it refer‐

enced. Here is how we evaluate this as a community." Over time, this

process builds the very capacity that makes the tool less necessary. 

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS FOR LEADERSHIP TEAMS

How are members of our congregation currently using AI for

spiritual questions, and do they have a framework for evaluating

what they receive?

What guardrails should we establish for AI use in sermon

preparation, Bible study materials, and pastoral counseling support?

How do we distinguish between helpful AI-assisted research and the

outsourcing of spiritual discernment?

What does it look like to be "Berean" in an age of algorithmic

theology—and how do we teach this posture to the next generation?

If a tool told a congregant that their favorite teacher was doctrinally

problematic, how would we want them to respond? Does our

current discipleship process prepare them for that moment?

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 



Are we equipping believers to recognize the difference between 

coherent theology and canonical theology?

6. 



10. Conclusion
A frontier worth entering

We are entering a moment where spiritual authority can be automated

at scale. That will produce two opposite reactions: naive adoption and

reactive rejection. The leaders who navigate this well will be the ones

who understand both the power and the limits. The larger conversation

ahead is not about AI tools. It is about whether Christian communities

can integrate technology without surrendering discernment. 

Every generation invents new tools to defend old truths. The printing

press made Scripture accessible and heresy reproducible in equal meas‐

ure. Radio brought the gospel to millions and the prosperity gospel to

millions  more.  The  internet  democratized  theological  education  and

conspiracy theory simultaneously. In each case, the Church's survival

depended not on rejecting the medium but on developing the discern‐

ment to use it wisely. 

AI is the next chapter of this story. It is more powerful than any previ‐

ous medium because it does not merely distribute content—it gener‐

ates it. It does not merely amplify voices—it creates them. And it does

so with a fluency that makes the synthetic indistinguishable from the

authentic to anyone without a framework for evaluation. 

The Berean Standard is one attempt at such a framework—built with

the conviction that Scripture is the final authority, that confessions and

traditions serve as witnesses, and that the locus of discernment belongs

in the believing community, not in the algorithm. It is offered not as the



definitive answer but as a responsible starting point: a guardrail, not a

gate. 

"Every generation invents new tools to defend old truths. Wisdom

determines whether those tools guard the faith—or distort it. We are

watching doctrine become machine-readable. That is new in church

history. And power always demands humility." 

— Cindy Jo Kulp, Founder, FaithGuard

That is a frontier worth entering carefully, courageously, and with eyes

wide open. 

"Now these were more noble than those in Thessalonica, in that they received the

word with all readiness of mind, examining the Scriptures daily, whether these

things were so."

ACTS 17:11
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