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Abstract

This article maps research on artificial intelligence (Al) in Christian Religious Education
(CRE) during the first phase of rapid development following the widespread adoption of
generative Al. A scoping review was conducted in Scopus, Web of Science, the Open Digital
Theological Library, and IxTheo, supplemented by Google Scholar. Included were full-text
English-language publications from 1 January 2023 to 31 March 2026 that addressed Al in
Christian educational, catechetical, theological-educational, or formative contexts. The final
corpus comprised 23 publications. Data were charted by publication type, geographical
and educational context, main topic, and key claims or findings. The results show that the
field is recent, methodologically heterogeneous, and not yet well consolidated, but that
the emerging debate is organised around four inter-related strands: didactic potential and
personalisation, ethical-technical limitations, anthropological-theological reflection, and
systemic, institutional, and cultural-geographical conditions. The literature is marked by
a tension between Al’s didactic potential and concerns regarding its ethical, theological,
anthropological, and institutional implications. The review contributes a thematic synthesis
that clarifies why Al integration in CRE requires not only educational innovation but also
theologically informed, pedagogically mediated, and context-sensitive frameworks for
religious formation. Significant gaps remain, including limited empirical and longitudinal
research, insufficient attention to students’ and parents’ perspectives, cultural and linguistic
contexts, and a lack of religion-specific, empirically tested didactic models. The review
concludes that future research should move toward longitudinal, practice-based, and
theologically grounded models for Al use in CRE.

Keywords: religious pedagogy; faith formation; educational technology ethics; theological
education; digital pedagogy; Al integration in education; catechetical learning; educational
innovation

1. Introduction

Artificial intelligence (AI) has become one of the central topics in debates on the future
of education following the launch of ChatGPT in November 2022. Generative Al (GenAl) in
particular—with the multidimensional opportunities and risks it entails (Vdzquez-Madrigal
et al. 2024)—has rapidly entered teaching practices, modes of information use, the design of
educational materials, assessment, and the organisation of teaching and learning processes.
At the same time, both generative Al tools themselves and the ways in which they are
used in education are developing faster than national regulatory frameworks, while many
educational institutions remain insufficiently prepared for their critical and responsible
evaluation, validation, and implementation (UNESCO 2023; Crompton and Burke 2024).
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Against this background, the question of the place of Al in Christian Religious Educa-
tion (CRE) assumes particular significance. In this article, CRE is understood broadly as
school-based, catechetical, and other institutional forms of religious teaching and learning.
Depending on the model implemented in a given context, it encompasses three basic ori-
entations that—especially in school-based educational practice—often overlap: “learning
in religion”, understood as initiation into a particular religious tradition and its practice;
“learning from religion”, that is, drawing on religion as a source of impulses for personal,
moral, and existential reflection; and “learning about religion”, which involves the study of
religion as a cultural, historical, and social phenomenon in the most neutral and analytical
manner possible (van der Tuin 2005; Ubani 2025). Consequently, the discussion of Al in
CRE raises questions that go beyond general digital pedagogy, since it also concerns the
relationship between technology and religious formation, the interpretation of tradition,
authority, faith practice, and educational responsibility (Dicastery for the Doctrine of the
Faith and Dicastery for Culture and Education 2025). Recent scholarship has situated
such concerns within the wider field of religion and Al Singler (2025) examines religious
responses to Al through the categories of rejection, adoption, and adaptation, while Singler
and Watts (2024) bring together comparative religious, ethical, anthropological, and theo-
logical perspectives. Both works provide a broader conceptual frame for the more specific
educational debate addressed in this review.

At the level of CRE, existing publications show that Al is already being analysed as a
field of tension between technological innovation and concern for the spiritual, theological,
and educational dimensions of formation. The literature includes reflections on both the
opportunities and risks associated with the use of Al in religious education (Mujiono and
Wibowo 2024; Papakostas 2025), as well as more specific theoretical and empirical analyses
of its applications in processes of religious teaching and learning (Chrostowski and Makosa
2026). However, the current state of research is difficult to synthesise because it covers
different levels of education, diverse didactic approaches, and various types of publication:
from conceptual and ethical studies (Anyebe 2025), through reviews of deep learning and
selected applications of Al (Pulung et al. 2025), to survey studies on the acceptance of Al
among religious education teachers (Palac 2025; Chrostowski and Makosa 2026), analyses
of its impact on spirituality (Kia and Majesty 2025), and studies on the use of chatbots
in religious education (Ajibola 2024; Chrostowski and Najda 2025a, 2025b). Alongside
these publications, there are also related but thematically narrower reviews, concerning,
for example, the use of Al in biblical text analysis (Lima et al. 2025), the use of Al in
information generation by theologians (Olatoye and Tella 2026), the application of robots
in religious contexts (Simmerlein and Tretter 2024), or Al in other traditions of religious
education, including Islamic Religious Education (Amilusholihah and Ramadhan 2025;
Azzukhruf 2025).

This diversity is valuable from a research perspective, but it also makes it difficult
to obtain an overall picture of the developing field. It remains unclear which types of
publication predominate, which applications of Al have already been described, in which
confessional and educational contexts research is being conducted, and where the most
significant research gaps are emerging. This is not only a bibliographic problem but also
a conceptual and pedagogical one, since it remains unclear whether Al in CRE is being
framed primarily as a didactic resource, an ethical risk, an anthropological-theological
challenge, or an institutional issue. What is lacking, therefore, is a structured mapping of
the literature on Al in CRE that can clarify the emerging structure, conceptual tensions, and
pedagogical implications of this field. For this reason, a scoping review is an appropriate
approach for structuring this body of publications (Tricco et al. 2016; Khalil et al. 2024).
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This article aims to map existing research on Al in CRE from January 2023 to March
2026, that is, during the first phase of intensive research development following the
widespread adoption of generative AL The analysis focuses on the basic characteristics
of the publications examined, including their types, educational contexts, and temporal—
geographical distribution, as well as on dominant thematic areas, problem-oriented strands,
and emerging research gaps. Its specific contribution lies in offering a thematic synthe-
sis of how Al is currently positioned in CRE: as a didactic resource, an ethical-technical
challenge, an anthropological-theological question, and an institutional—-cultural issue.
This aim corresponds to the logic of a scoping review, since it enables the organisation
of this body of literature rather than focusing on the evaluation of the effectiveness of a
single intervention.

2. Methods

This section presents the study design, research questions, eligibility criteria for
publications, search strategy, and the procedures for study selection, data extraction,
and synthesis.

2.1. Review Design and Reporting Framework

This study takes the form of a scoping review. This methodological choice was guided
by the exploratory aim of the study and by the need to map the scope, dominant strands,
and gaps in the literature without assessing the effectiveness of individual interventions.
The research procedure was based on the framework proposed by Arksey and O'Malley
(2005), further developed by Levac et al. (2010), while reporting followed the PRISMA-ScR
standard (Tricco et al. 2018). The review protocol was not preregistered.

2.2. Review Questions

The study formulated one main research question and three subsidiary questions. The
main research question is as follows: What are the characteristics of the emerging body of
publications on Al in CRE?

The subsidiary questions are: 1. What are the basic characteristics of the publications
included in the review, particularly in terms of their temporal distribution, type of study,
and geographical and educational contexts? 2. Which thematic areas and problem-oriented
strands dominate the literature? 3. Which research gaps remain visible in the current state
of knowledge?

2.3. Eligibility Criteria

Publications were included if they were published between 1 January 2023 and
31 March 2026, were available as full texts, were written in English, and addressed Al
in relation to Christian Religious Education (CRE). For this review, CRE was understood
broadly but not without limits. It included school-based religious education, catechesis,
Christian education, theological education, teacher education, clergy formation, and other
institutional forms of Christian teaching and learning. A publication was included only if
it combined an explicit Christian educational or formative context with a clear reference to
teaching, learning, formation, pedagogy, curriculum, teachers, students, catechesis, theo-
logical education, educational institutions, or structured pastoral formation. Publications
situated at the boundary of pastoral theology and ecclesial practice were included only
when Christian education or formation constituted a substantial part of the argument. Inter-
religious studies were included only when Christian educational or theological-educational
perspectives formed a substantial part of the analysis.

Publications in languages other than English were excluded, as were texts on general
education without an explicit link to CRE, studies on Al, theology, religion, or pastoral
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ministry without an educational or formative component, journalistic or popularising texts,
conference abstracts without full text, and duplicates.

2.4. Information Sources and Search Strategy

The search was conducted on 19-20 April 2026 in Scopus, Web of Science, the Open
Digital Theological Library (ODTL), and Index Theologicus (IxTheo), with Google Scholar
used as a supplementary source. The search strategy was based on two groups of terms:
those referring to Al and those referring to CRE. In addition to the core term “Christian
Religious Education”, broader concepts such as “Religious Education”, “Religious Instruc-
tion”, “Catechesis”, and “Christian Education” were also included in order to capture the
terminological heterogeneity of the emerging literature. Where possible, searches were
conducted in the title, abstract, and keyword fields.

Google Scholar was used as a supplementary source in order to identify additional
records that may not have been captured in the main databases. Because of the limited
reproducibility of Google Scholar searches and the broad, approximate nature of its results,
it was not treated as a fully systematic bibliographic database. The first 475 results returned
by Google Scholar and sorted by relevance were recorded as the Google Scholar search
output and included in the initial record count. After duplicate removal and the removal of
interface artefacts, the remaining records were screened together with the records retrieved
from Scopus, Web of Science, ODTL, and IxTheo and assessed according to the same
eligibility criteria. This procedure follows the use of Google Scholar as a supplementary
search tool in evidence reviews (Haddaway et al. 2015).

The basic Boolean search string was as follows: (“Artificial Intelligence” OR “Genera-
tive Artificial Intelligence” OR “Generative AI” OR “Conversational Artificial Intelligence”
OR “Conversational AI” OR “Chatbot” OR “ChatGPT” OR “Large Language Model”) AND
(“Christian Religious Education” OR “Christian Education” OR “Religious Education” OR
“Religious Instruction” OR “Catechesis”). As in the study by Xiao et al. (2026, p. 4),
the search string was adapted to the syntax of the individual databases, while the final
eligibility of publications was verified only at the screening stage. The search terms used
are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Search terms.

Technology Terms Core Field Terms

Artificial Intelligence Christian Religious Education
Generative Artificial Intelligence Christian Education
Generative Al Religious Education
Conversational Artificial Intelligence Religious Instruction
Conversational Al Catechesis

Chatbot

ChatGPT

Large Language Model

2.5. Study Selection, Data Extraction and Synthesis

All identified records were imported into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet, after which
duplicates were removed. Deduplication was conducted manually in two stages. First,
intra-source duplicates and interface artefacts were removed before title-and-abstract
screening. Second, potentially eligible records indexed in more than one source were
checked during full-text assessment and counted only once in the final corpus. Duplicate
identification was based on DOI where available, exact and near-exact title matching, author
names, publication year, publication venue, and full-text verification. Because Scopus, Web
of Science, ODTL, IxTheo, and Google Scholar are overlapping indexing sources rather than
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mutually exclusive databases, the records remaining after the first stage of deduplication
were screened as one combined corpus. For this reason, final included publications were
not assigned exclusively to individual sources, since one publication could be retrieved
from more than one database; source-specific counts are therefore reported as record counts
and source occurrences, while final inclusion is reported at the level of unique publications.

Study selection was conducted in two stages: first, titles and abstracts were screened,
followed by full-text assessment of publications considered potentially relevant. In border-
line cases, both the record and the full text were re-examined. In line with the guidance
of Pham et al. (2014) and Pollock et al. (2024), data were extracted from the publications
included in the review using a standardised extraction form developed in relation to the
research questions. The form covered the basic bibliographic details of each publication,
publication type, country or geographical context, educational context, main topic, and the
authors’ key claims or findings. Study selection, data extraction, and thematic coding were
conducted by the author. To enhance transparency and traceability, all included publica-
tions were read in full more than once, extraction and coding decisions were documented in
the spreadsheet, and the thematic clusters were checked iteratively against the source texts.
The synthesis of the material proceeded in two stages: first, a descriptive profile of the
corpus was prepared; second, a qualitative thematic mapping was conducted. The thematic
synthesis was not designed as a formal meta-synthesis. During data extraction, recurring
topics, problem formulations, and key claims were coded inductively. These initial codes
were then compared across the included publications and grouped into broader thematic
clusters. Four clusters were retained because they recurred across several publications and
captured the main directions of the emerging debate: didactic potential and personalisation;
ethical and technical limitations; anthropological and theological reflection; and systemic,
institutional, and cultural-geographical conditions. Because the corpus was small and
heterogeneous, these areas should be understood as partly overlapping analytical cate-
gories rather than as mutually exclusive themes. No formal assessment of methodological
quality or risk of bias was conducted, since the aim of the review was to map the scope and
structure of the literature rather than to assess the strength of evidence.

3. Results

The searches yielded 938 records. The source-specific record counts were as follows:
Web of Science, 196; Scopus, 114; Open Digital Theological Library, 102; Index Theologicus,
51; and Google Scholar, 475. After removing 261 intra-source duplicates and interface
artefacts, 677 records were screened. At the title-and-abstract screening stage, 625 records
were excluded. This left 52 source occurrences for full-text assessment. These potentially
eligible source occurrences were distributed as follows: Google Scholar, 25; Web of Science,
11; Scopus, 10; Index Theologicus, 4; and Open Digital Theological Library, 2. After full-
text assessment and cross-database de-duplication, 29 duplicate source occurrences were
removed, leaving 23 unique publications, all of which were included in the final synthesis.
The study selection process is presented in Figure 1.

The findings are presented below in relation to the three subsidiary research questions.

3.1. General Characteristics of the Included Publications

In response to the first research question, Table 2 presents the basic characteristics of
the 23 publications included in the review.
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Figure 1. PRISMA diagram of publications included in the scoping review.

Table 2. Studies included in this scoping review.

Citation

Study Design

Country/Geographical Context

Setting

Ajibola (2024)

Empirical survey study

Nigeria

Higher education/undergraduate
Christian Religious Studies

Ang (2025)

Analytical case study of an
Al tool

Rome/global Catholic context

Theological inquiry /catechesis/
Catholic formation

Theoretical /advocacy

Higher education/university Christian

Anyebe (2025) }s)ealg)i:})aars;go?ﬂces Nigeria Religious Education
Barron (2026) Theoretical /practical- Nigeria/African Higher theological
theological chapter theological context education/seminaries/publishing

Empirical quantitative

School education/religious

Chrostowski and Makosa (2026) comparative study Germany /Poland education teachers
Chrostowski and Najda (2025a) Theoretical/didactic- Germany School education/biblical didactics
conceptual study
Theoretical /analytical case
Chrostowski and Najda (2025b) study of Germany /Poland School education/biblical didactics
Al-generated imagery
Empirical mixed-methods R Secondary schools/Christian
Chulkowu (2025) study Nigeria Religious Studies
Reflective—practical I Higher theological education/
Corpuz (2025) theological study Philippines Catholic education
Gbadebo (2025) Thepretlcal / lggal Nigeria Church-based Fehgmus
policy analysis pedagogy/policy context
Kia and Majesty (2025) Theoretical / qualitative Indonesia Christian religious education/

literature-based study

spiritual formation
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Table 2. Cont.

Citation Study Design Country/Geographical Context Setting

Machidon (2025) Theoretlcal/th?ologlcal— Slovenia Catholic education/youth formation
pastoral reflection

Mau et al. (2024) M}xed-methods/ empirical- Indonesia Christian educational institutions
oriented study

Mujiono and Wibowo (2024) Eheorehcal/quahtatlve Indonesia Christian Religious Education
iterature review

) .. . School education/religious

Palac (2025) Empirical survey study Croatia education teachers
Theoretical / critical Religious education/

Papakostas (2025) literature review with Greece glov .
L . theological education
institutional case analysis

Papakostas (2026) Empirical pilot study Greece Secondary education

Przygoda et al. (2025) Theoretical / the'ologlcal— Poland C}.lrl.stlan educat}on/ pastoral
pastoral analysis ministry/formation

Pulung et al. (2025) Systematic literature review  Indonesia Christian Religious Education

Rompie and Hakh (2023) Thepretlcal/ph1losoph1cal Indonesia Christian education/religious education
review chapter

Salim et al. (2026) Emplrlcal. qualitative Indonesia Secondary schools
comparative case study

) Literature review / . School education/
Shanahan and Parker (2026) secondary-source analysis Australia Catholic Religious Education
Zhang et al. (2025) Empirical experimental China Religious education/religious cognition

study; boundary case

For greater clarity, the basic formal characteristics of the publications included in the

review are summarised in Table 3.

Table 3. Summary characteristics of the publications included in the review (1 = 23).

n %
Year of publication 2023 1 43
2024 3 13.0
2025 14 60.9
2026 5 21.7
Formal publication type Journal article 19 82.6
Chapter in an edited volume/conference proceedings 4 174
Nature of the study Non-empirical /conceptual, theoretical, normative, and review-based studies 15 65.2
Empirical studies 8 34.8
Geographical area Indonesia 6 26.1
Nigeria 5 21.7
Europe: Greece, Italy, Germany, Poland, Croatia, and Slovenia 9 39.1
Australia 1 4.3
China 1 4.3
Philippines 1 43
Educational context School education 9 39.1
Higher education/seminaries/clergy formation 7 30.4
Mixed contexts: school and higher education 2 8.7
Christian education outside the school context 3 13.0
Religious education 2 8.7
Confessional context General Christian 10 435
Evangelical 2 8.7
Roman Catholic 9 39.1
Inter-religious 2 8.7

The descriptive profile of the corpus shows a clear chronological concentration in the

immediate post-ChatGPT period. Only one publication was published in 2023, followed

https://doi.org/10.3390/1el17080991


https://doi.org/10.3390/rel17080991

Religions 2026, 17, 991

8 of 18

by three in 2024, fourteen in 2025, and five in 2026. Thus, more than four-fifths of the
publications included in the review appeared in 2025 or 2026. This confirms that the
literature on Al in CRE is very recent and that the field has developed mainly in response
to the wider public and educational uptake of generative Al after 2022. Analytically, this
chronological concentration indicates that the field is still being formed in direct reaction
to the disruptive visibility of generative Al rather than through a longer tradition of
cumulative empirical research.

In terms of formal publication type, the corpus consists mainly of journal arti-
cles (n = 19), supplemented by chapters in edited volumes and conference proceedings
(n =4). Concerning study design, theoretical, conceptual, normative, and review-based pub-
lications predominate (n = 15), while empirical studies account for approximately one third
of the corpus (n = 8). The empirical publications include survey studies, mixed-methods
research, an experimental study, a pilot study, and a qualitative comparative case study.
This distribution shows that the field is not purely speculative, but that empirical research
remains comparatively limited. The predominance of conceptual and review-based studies
is significant because it suggests that current CRE scholarship on Al is still primarily en-
gaged in theological, ethical, and pedagogical problematisation before the development of
sustained classroom-based evidence or tested didactic models.

The geographical distribution of the publications is uneven but international. Indone-
sia (n = 6) and Nigeria (n = 5) are the most strongly represented national contexts. A further
nine publications are situated in Europe, including Greece, Italy/Rome, Germany, Poland,
Croatia, and Slovenia. The remaining publications are located in Australia, China, and
the Philippines. This distribution shows that research on Al in CRE is not restricted to
Western European or North American contexts, although the small number of studies does
not allow for representative geographical conclusions. The prominence of Indonesia and
Nigeria should therefore not be interpreted as evidence of stable regional leadership but as
an indication that early CRE-related reflection on Al is emerging across diverse ecclesial,
educational, and infrastructural contexts, including contexts outside the usual centres of
educational technology research.

The educational settings covered by the publications are also diverse. School ed-
ucation is the most frequent context (n = 9), followed by higher education, seminaries,
and clergy formation (1 = 7). Two publications address mixed contexts combining school
and higher education, three concern Christian education outside the school context, and
two refer more broadly to religious education. This indicates that Al in CRE is discussed
across several educational spaces, ranging from classroom-based religious education to
catechesis, theological education, and pastoral formation. This breadth also shows that
Al is not being treated as an issue confined to one institutional setting but as a cross-
contextual issue affecting religious learning, teacher mediation, theological education, and
formative practice.

In terms of religious context, the corpus is situated mainly within Christian traditions.
Ten publications are classified as general Christian, two as Evangelical, and nine as Roman
Catholic. Two publications adopt an inter-religious perspective, primarily in relation to
Christian—Islamic comparison or broader religious cognition. This profile confirms that
the review primarily maps Christian educational literature, while also including a small
number of boundary cases that illuminate how Christian perspectives relate to wider
religious and inter-religious debates on AL

Considered together, these descriptive characteristics lead to three interpretative
observations. First, the concentration of publications after 2022 indicates a rapidly emerging
but still weakly consolidated field. Second, the predominance of theoretical and review-
based publications suggests that current research is shaped more by theological, ethical,
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and pedagogical problematisation than by sustained empirical investigation. Third, the
geographical, educational, and confessional diversity of the corpus shows that Al in CRE is
not confined to one educational system or denominational tradition. However, given the
small size and heterogeneity of the corpus, these patterns should be read as provisional
rather than representative. The most important implication is that the field is currently
moving from initial conceptual orientation toward the need for empirically grounded,
context-sensitive, and theologically informed models of Al integration in CRE.

3.2. Dominant Thematic Areas and Problem-Oriented Strands

In response to the second research question, the qualitative thematic mapping iden-
tified four dominant and partly overlapping problem areas. These areas were derived
inductively from recurring topics, problem formulations, and key claims extracted from
the included publications. They should therefore be understood not as mutually exclusive
categories but as analytical clusters that structure the emerging debate. During coding,
alternative groupings were considered, especially a narrower separation between pedagog-
ical, ethical, theological, and institutional concerns. The four-cluster structure was retained
because it best captured the recurring problem constellations across the corpus while
avoiding excessive fragmentation of a small and heterogeneous body of literature. The
thematic boundaries were determined by the primary analytical focus of each publication,
even where individual studies contributed to more than one cluster. Taken together, they
show a tension between enthusiasm for new didactic possibilities and increasingly critical
reflection on their ethical, anthropological, and institutional consequences. The distinction
between the ethical-technical and the anthropological-theological clusters is functional
rather than absolute. The ethical-technical cluster concerns the reliability, limits, risks, and
responsible governance of Al tools in religious education. The anthropological-theological
cluster, by contrast, concerns the deeper formative question of how Al-mediated education
affects Christian understandings of the human person, relationality, witness, freedom, and
spiritual growth.

Table 4 makes the thematic synthesis more transparent by linking the four analyt-
ical clusters to their main focus and to the publications most directly associated with
each cluster.

Table 4. Thematic matrix of the four analytical clusters.

Cluster Analytical Focus Main Publications
i{r?\seistiflzllic;l;gierflbiiv ﬁg;z;(jleiﬁl'szgc/euslsti?dwe’ Of  Kiaand Majesty (2025); Anyebe (2025); Pulung et al.
Didactic potential & ! (2025); Ajibola (2024); Chukwu (2025); Mujiono and

and personalisation

theological content; motivation; engagement;
adaptive learning; and Al-supported biblical or
catechetical learning.

Wibowo (2024); Papakostas (2026); Ang (2025);
Chrostowski and Najda (2025a); Corpuz (2025)

Ethical and technical limitations

Reliability, bias, hallucinations, plagiarism, doctrinal
accuracy and errors, Al-generated religious imagery,
epistemic conformity, responsible use, and the need
for human and institutional oversight.

Zhang et al. (2025); Chrostowski and Najda (2025b);
Barron (2026); Papakostas (2025); Palac (2025);
Corpuz (2025); Mau et al. (2024).

Anthropological and
theological reflection

Al as a challenge to Christian understandings of the
person, freedom, relationality, witness, teacher
mediation, spiritual growth, Imago Dei, and
religious formation.

Machidon (2025); Przygoda et al. (2025); Salim et al.
(2026); Shanahan and Parker (2026); Rompie and
Hakh (2023); Mau et al. (2024).

Systemic, institutional, and
cultural-geographical conditions

Influence of RE models, teacher competences,
infrastructure, digital divide, legal frameworks,
ecclesial culture, institutional guidelines, and
culturally situated implementation.

Chrostowski and Makosa (2026); Palac (2025);
Gbadebo (2025); Salim et al. (2026); Shanahan and
Parker (2026)

The first area concerns the transformative potential of Al and the personalisation
of learning. Researchers present Al as a tool for constructing flexible, individualised
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learning environments that respond to learners’ spiritual and cognitive needs. Kia and
Majesty (2025) discuss adaptive applications that help build a “spiritual future”; Anyebe
(2025) points to “mental tutoring” systems that increase access to theological content;
and Pulung et al. (2025) link deep learning models with spiritual personalisation and a
deeper understanding of texts of faith. At the level of didactic practice, this potential is
described primarily in terms of increased motivation, activation, and better adaptation
of content to the learner. Ajibola (2024) reports improvements in writing quality and
in the understanding of religious concepts through chatbots. Chukwu (2025) reports a
positive association between Al use and student engagement, while Mujiono and Wibowo
(2024) argue, on the basis of literature-based analysis, that Al may enhance engagement in
CRE. This strand also includes immersive solutions combining Al with augmented reality
(Papakostas 2026), systems such as Magisterium Al that broaden access to Church teaching
(Ang 2025), proposals for the use of ChatGPT in biblical didactics (Chrostowski and Najda
2025a), and uses of GenAl as a tool for theological and aesthetic reflection (Corpuz 2025).

The second area comprises ethical and technical questions concerning the responsible
use of Al tools in religious education. Here, the literature clearly balances earlier ped-
agogical optimism with critical reflection on reliability, bias, hallucinations, plagiarism,
doctrinal accuracy, and the need for human and institutional oversight. Zhang et al. (2025)
show how training data, algorithmic design, and feedback mechanisms may reproduce or
amplify cognitive and cultural biases in Al-generated religious content. Chrostowski and
Najda (2025b) show that DALL.-E images simplify the theological meaning of biblical scenes
and require critical correction by the teacher. Barron (2026) warns against hallucinations,
plagiarism, and the appearance of competence without genuine understanding, while
Papakostas (2025) draws attention to the risk of doctrinal errors and epistemic conformity.
The common thread across these analyses is the conviction that Al is not a neutral tool
and cannot be implemented without theological, pedagogical, and ethical control. Palac
(2025, p. 946) recalls the Catholic discussion on “algorethics” and shows the need for
clearer ethical guidelines for the responsible use of Al in CRE. Corpuz (2025) develops
a pedagogy grounded in theological virtue ethics and a human-centred Al model, and
Mau et al. (2024) link the problem of algorithmic bias with the need for ethically Christian-
grounded frameworks.

The third area moves from the governance of Al tools to anthropological and theo-
logical reflection on religious formation itself. Here, Al appears not merely as a didactic
tool but as a challenge to the Christian understanding of the person, freedom, and spiritual
growth. Machidon (2025) argues that the logic of efficiency and self-sufficiency inscribed in
Al weakens relationality and openness to transcendence, while Przygoda et al. (2025) frame
Al as a question requiring philosophical, pedagogical, and pastoral discernment. In this
area, the central tension lies between technological functionality and the Christian vision
of the person as relational, embodied, and open to grace. Machidon (2025), Salim et al.
(2026), and Shanahan and Parker (2026) all emphasise the inviolability of human dignity
(Imago Dei) and the irreplaceable role of the teacher as witness and spiritual guide. Rompie
and Hakh (2023) treat Al as a phenomenon requiring reinterpretation from the perspective
of Christian educational philosophy, while Mau et al. (2024) stress that technology can
support education only insofar as it does not undermine the relational and moral core
of Christian pedagogy. The literature thus shifts the centre of gravity from the question
of technological effectiveness to the question of how Al affects the understanding of the
person, witness, and maturation in faith.

The fourth area concerns systemic, institutional, and cultural-geographical conditions.
The literature shows that the reception of Al in religious education depends strongly on
the model of RE, teachers’ digital competences, infrastructure, legal frameworks, and local
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ecclesial culture. The study by Chrostowski and Makosa (2026) reveals an ambivalent
attitude among religious education teachers in Germany and Poland: they appreciate the
potential of Al for personalising teaching but fear the simplification of the transmission
of faith and the loss of relationality. Palac (2025) records a similarly cautious acceptance
among teachers in Croatia, combined with a need for clearer ethical guidelines. In the
African context, Gbadebo (2025) emphasises the digital divide, the inadequacy of legal
frameworks, and the need for public policies for Churches after COVID-19. Salim et al.
(2026), by contrast, show that even in a Christian-Islamic comparative perspective, religious
institutions formulate convergent principles for limiting Al autonomy in assessment and
protecting the dignity of the learner. Shanahan and Parker (2026) identify teacher formation,
student readiness, and inequalities of access as key deficits in the current debate on Al in
Catholic Religious Education. Overall, this suggests that Al in religious education is not
merely an instrumental issue but also a systemic one, dependent on broader cultural and
institutional conditions.

Across the four clusters, the main analytical insight is that Al in CRE is not emerging as
a single technical application field. Rather, the literature organises itself around a sequence
of inter-related questions: what Al can contribute didactically, what ethical and technical
risks it introduces, how it affects theological anthropology and religious formation, and
under what institutional and cultural conditions it can be implemented responsibly. This
pattern indicates that the development of Al in CRE is being shaped less by technological
adoption alone than by the need to align Al use with the relational, interpretive, and
formative logic of religious education.

3.3. Research Gaps

In response to the third research question, the analysis of the corpus makes it possible
to identify several clear gaps. The most fundamental gap concerns the weak empirical basis
of the field, as most studies remain conceptual or normative, while research embedded in
school and catechetical practice is still scarce (Shanahan and Parker 2026). Pulung et al.
(2025) emphasise that the implementation of deep learning models is described mainly
in synthetic terms, without data on actual didactic effects, while Mujiono and Wibowo
(2024) point to the predominance of literature-based reflection over systematic investigation
of practice.

Directly related to this is the absence of longitudinal research. Existing studies record
effects immediately after an intervention, without assessing the durability of changes.
Papakostas (2026) calls for studies with larger samples and for an examination of the long-
term effects of AR/ Al tools; Chrostowski and Makosa (2026) note that the cross-sectional
nature of their analysis does not allow them to capture the dynamics of changes in teachers’
attitudes; and Zhang et al. (2025) suggest that the influence of Al on religious cognition and
feedback mechanisms requires observation over time. Without such studies, it is difficult to
determine whether the declared benefits and risks are durable or merely short-term.

Another gap concerns the under-representation of the voices of students and parents.
The discourse focuses on the perspectives of teachers and experts, while giving less attention
to students’ voices. Shanahan and Parker (2026) point to the lack of insight into students’
readiness to use Al ethically; Palac (2025) calls for further qualitative research among
students, parents, and pastoral ministers; and Salim et al. (2026) acknowledge that the voice
of learners remains only weakly captured in their analysis of documents and institutional
interviews. This means that the current picture of the reception of Al in religious education
is still reconstructed mainly from the perspective of adult actors within the system.

The corpus also points to the risk of cultural and linguistic bias in Al systems and
to the need for more context-sensitive approaches. Shanahan and Parker (2026) call for
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comparative studies that take non-European contexts into account; Gbadebo (2025) argues
for locally rooted solutions that include indigenous languages and local theologians; and
Ang (2025) emphasises that Catholic Al requires an understanding of the history of ideas
and of the cultural sensitivities through which truths of faith are expressed. This gap is not
merely geographical but also concerns language, symbolism, contextuality, and models of
religious interpretation.

One of the most serious practical gaps remains the lack of empirically tested pedagog-
ical models and of practical implementation of ‘algorethics’. Shanahan and Parker (2026)
point to the lack of Al-informed TPACK models for RE and of instruments for assessing
students’ spiritual growth. Chrostowski and Najda (2025b) call for the development of
more differentiated and responsible frameworks for the use of Al in biblical didactics,
including an intercultural perspective. Mau et al. (2024) and Papakostas (2025) point to the
lack of clear institutional guidelines and the need for interdisciplinary ethical oversight. In
other words, the literature recognises the problem but still does not provide sufficiently
developed tools for its practical resolution.

Anthropological gaps are particularly subtle but fundamental. Machidon (2025) shows
that Al affects the way young people understand themselves, relationships, and personal
maturation and calls for discernment regarding how to educate “hearts and minds” without
displacing the experience of effort and authentic encounter. Shanahan and Parker (2026)
note that available assessment models rarely include spiritual growth, moral discernment,
and faith identity—dimensions central to Catholic RE. Corpuz (2025) explicitly calls for
research on the impact of GenAl on students’ spirituality, suffering, and well-being. The
greatest deficit, therefore, concerns not so much the technical effectiveness of Al as its
influence on inner processes of formation.

Digital exclusion and inequalities of access are also recurring gaps. Gbadebo (2025)
documents deep infrastructural inequalities in Nigeria and the need for policies that take
into account communities with limited access to technology. Pulung et al. (2025) identify
teachers’ low digital competences and students’ limited access as major implementation
barriers. Shanahan and Parker (2026), drawing on studies from Kenya and Australia,
indicate that issues of equitable access and infrastructural readiness remain insufficiently
researched. This shows that the problem of Al in religious education concerns not only the
quality of the tools themselves but also the conditions of their just and equitable provision.

Finally, the need for comparative and inter-religious research emerges as a cross-
cutting desideratum. Salim et al. (2026) offer a first substantial comparative account of
Christian and Islamic theologies of education, but their study remains limited in scope.
Shanahan and Parker (2026) call for systematic comparative studies across different dioceses
and systems of Catholic RE. Chrostowski and Najda (2025b) suggest developing analyses
of Al-generated religious imagery in interfaith and intercultural directions. Overall, the
findings indicate that the further development of the field will require research that is more
comparative, more strongly culturally embedded, and more clearly oriented towards actual
processes of formation.

Collectively, the identified gaps show that the field does not merely need more pub-
lications on Al in CRE but more methodologically robust and practice-sensitive research
designs. The most urgent need concerns empirical and longitudinal studies capable of
testing whether Al-supported environments can contribute to religious understanding,
ethical discernment, and formative growth rather than only to short-term engagement or
access to information.
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4. Discussion

The findings of this scoping review allow for a set of interpretive observations that go
beyond the descriptive mapping presented in Section 3. The discussion follows the logic of
the three subsidiary review questions: the profile of the corpus clarifies the current state
of the field (RQ1), the thematic clusters show how Al is being positioned in CRE (RQ2),
and the identified gaps indicate the next empirical, pedagogical, and theological tasks
(RQ3). The central argument advanced here is that the emerging literature on Al in CRE
has a distinctive anthropological and theological orientation within the broader educational
Al debate. Rather than focusing primarily on questions of efficiency, personalisation,
assessment, adaptive learning, or academic integrity—which are prominent in much of
the general literature on Al in education (Roll and Wylie 2016; Zawacki-Richter et al. 2019;
Crompton and Burke 2024; Kasneci et al. 2023)—the publications mapped in this review
consistently return to questions of human dignity, relational formation, and the limits of
technological mediation in faith education. The review’s main interpretive contribution
is therefore not simply to confirm that Al raises ethical, pedagogical, and theological
concerns but to show how these concerns converge around the formative logic of CRE:
teacher mediation, theological interpretation, authority, relationality, and context-sensitive
implementation. This interpretive pattern should be understood as a hypothesis requiring
further empirical verification rather than as a definitive characterisation of the field.

The formal profile of the corpus indicates that research on Al in CRE is still at an early
stage of scholarly consolidation (RQ1). The chronological concentration of publications
after 2022, the predominance of conceptual and normative studies, and the uneven but
international geographical distribution point to a rapidly developing field without a stable
empirical base. The predominance of conceptual and normative publications is not simply
a sign of methodological immaturity. It also reflects a field that has prioritised theologi-
cal and anthropological clarification before, or at least alongside, empirical investigation.
Whether this sequencing is productive or whether it delays the development of practically
usable tools remains an open question. What can be said on the basis of the mapped
corpus is that the field has developed a relatively articulate normative language, while its
empirical and pedagogical infrastructure remains underdeveloped. This pattern broadly
corresponds to findings in educational Al research more generally, where the rapid expan-
sion of generative Al has produced strong policy-oriented, ethical, and practical debates,
while evidence concerning sustainable classroom implementation remains comparatively
limited (UNESCO 2023; Akgun and Greenhow 2022; Kasneci et al. 2023; Crompton and
Burke 2024). The distinctive feature of the CRE literature, however, is that its normative
concerns are not primarily institutional or regulatory but theological and formative. This
may require different empirical tools and research designs from those commonly used in
general educational research.

The four thematic clusters further clarify the internal structure of the debate (RQ2).
They show that Al in CRE is not discussed through a single question of technological
usefulness but through the interaction of didactic expectations, ethical and technical reser-
vations, anthropological-theological reflection, and institutional or cultural conditions.
This structure is significant because it reveals a recurring tension between the promise
of Al-supported learning and the concern that religious education cannot be reduced to
access, automation, or individualised content delivery. The novelty of the synthesis lies in
identifying this tension as the organising pattern of the emerging literature. The key issue
is not only whether Al can support teaching and learning but whether it can be integrated
without weakening relationality, witness, interpretive responsibility, and the theological
understanding of the human person.
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The research gaps identified in the review show that the next stage of the field cannot
consist simply in producing further conceptual reflections on Al and CRE (RQ3). The
mapped literature suggests that the central developmental barrier is not a lack of awareness
of Al's possibilities but the absence of pedagogically operational, theologically grounded,
and institutionally viable frameworks for its implementation. Future research should
therefore prioritise two directions. The first is the empirical testing of concrete didactic
models: specifically, whether Al-supported learning environments strengthen religious
understanding, dialogical learning, and critical theological judgement, or whether they
primarily increase short-term engagement and access to information. The second concerns
the conditions of teacher mediation. A hypothesis emerging from the corpus, though
not yet empirically tested, is that the educational value of Al in CRE depends less on
the technological tool itself than on the quality of pedagogical framing, the integration of
technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge, and the interpretive competence of the
teacher (Mishra and Koehler 2006).

A further implication concerns the cultural and linguistic conditions of Al use in
religious education—a dimension that is less prominent in much of the general educational
Al literature but receives notable attention in the mapped corpus. The question raised by
several included publications—whose theological assumptions, linguistic patterns, and
cultural imaginaries are embedded in the Al systems used in religious education—points
to a structural problem that cannot be resolved by pedagogical design alone. It requires
a critical interrogation of the training data, value frameworks, and interpretive defaults
built into Al systems at the level of their development and deployment. This question
connects the CRE debate to broader discussions concerning algorithmic bias, sociotech-
nical fairness, and decolonial approaches to Al (Selbst et al. 2019; Mohamed et al. 2020;
Bender et al. 2021) but gives them a specifically theological and catechetical inflexion that
deserves dedicated research attention. Although the review focuses on CRE, this find-
ing has broader relevance for religious education across traditions because it shows that
Al integration in faith-based learning must be assessed not only technically but also in
relation to ethical literacy, authority, tradition, cultural situatedness, and the religious un-
derstanding of formation. The comparative perspective further suggests that inter-religious
research designs—examining how different religious traditions negotiate the introduction
of Al into formation processes—may yield insights that confessionally bounded studies
cannot provide.

Overall, these observations suggest that the further consolidation of research on Al in
CRE will require not only more empirical studies but also a more deliberate methodological
conversation about what counts as evidence of formative growth, spiritual development,
and theological understanding in Al-mediated educational environments. These dimen-
sions are difficult to capture using standard educational outcome measures, especially if
educational quality is reduced to measurable performance indicators rather than connected
to questions of educational purpose (Biesta 2009). Operationalising these dimensions,
therefore, represents one of the most substantive intellectual challenges facing the field.

5. Limitations

This review has several limitations. First, it included only English-language full-text
publications from 1 January 2023 to 31 March 2026; relevant studies in other languages or
outside this period may therefore have been omitted, especially in contexts with strong
local-language traditions in religious education, such as Indonesia, Poland, Germany, and
Croatia. This may have reduced the visibility of local, non-English, and context-specific
debates on Al in CRE. Second, Google Scholar was used only as a supplementary source
and not as a fully reproducible bibliographic database; the corpus may therefore have been
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affected by accessibility and indexing bias, including the possible over-representation of
open-access and easily discoverable publications. Third, the corpus was small and heteroge-
neous, comprising empirical, conceptual, review-based, and normative texts situated across
school-based religious education, catechesis, theological education, pastoral formation, and
pastoral theology; the findings should therefore be understood as identifying emerging
patterns and problem constellations rather than as providing a representative account of the
entire field. Fourth, study selection, data extraction, and thematic coding were conducted
by a single reviewer, without independent verification or calculation of inter-rater reliability.
To mitigate this limitation, all included texts were read in full more than once, extraction
and coding decisions were documented in a structured spreadsheet, and the thematic
clusters were checked iteratively against the source texts; nevertheless, the absence of an
independent second coder may have influenced the interpretation of thematic boundaries.
Fifth, three of the 23 included publications were authored or co-authored by the present
author, corresponding to 13.0% of the corpus. They were analysed according to the same
criteria as all other studies and were not assigned additional evidential weight. A sensitivity
check excluding these publications did not change the four-cluster structure, although
their inclusion should still be considered when interpreting the findings. This procedure
reduces, but cannot fully eliminate, the possibility of interpretive bias connected with the
author’s prior contributions to the field. Finally, no formal assessment of methodological
quality or risk of bias was conducted, since the aim was to map the field rather than to
rank the strength of evidence. Accordingly, the findings should be read as a structured
overview of an emerging research area, not as an assessment of the robustness or evidential
strength of the included studies. For these reasons, the review offers a transparent and
critically bounded synthesis of the mapped literature rather than a definitive evaluation of
Al research in CRE.

6. Conclusions

This scoping review shows that the emerging literature on Al in CRE is organised
around a central tension: Al is described as a tool for personalisation, access to content,
and didactic innovation, while its educational legitimacy depends on its compatibility with
the relational, interpretive, and formative logic of CRE. The review’s main contribution lies
in synthesising this debate as a fourfold problem field: didactic potential, ethical-technical
limitations, anthropological-theological reflection, and systemic, institutional, and cultural—-
geographical conditions. In this sense, Al in CRE should be understood not merely as an
educational technology issue but as a question of religious formation, teacher mediation,
theological interpretation, authority, and context-sensitive implementation.

Future research should therefore pursue four concrete avenues. First, longitudi-
nal, classroom-based, and intervention-oriented studies are needed to assess whether
Al-supported learning environments produce durable educational and formative effects
rather than merely short-term engagement or access to information; such studies should
examine religious understanding, ethical discernment, learner agency, dialogical learning,
and faith formation. Second, empirically tested didactic models should be developed for
the use of Al in school-based CRE, catechesis, theological education, and teacher formation,
including teacher mediation frameworks, faith-sensitive instructional designs, Al-informed
theological pedagogy, and Al-supported religious literacy practices. Third, future studies
should include the perspectives of students, parents, and pastoral actors, whose voices
remain under-represented in the current literature. Fourth, comparative, inter-religious,
and culturally sensitive research is needed to examine how Al-mediated religious learning
is shaped by different theological traditions, languages, institutional settings, and cultural
imaginaries. Such research would move the field from general diagnosis toward opera-
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tionally useful models for responsible Al integration in faith-based learning environments.
Only from this perspective will it be possible to assess adequately whether AI can be
integrated into CRE without undermining its proper logic and aims.
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